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Abstract

CoordinationandPolicy ModerationatMidterm

Eligible votershavebeencoordinatingtheir turnoutandvotedecisionsfor theHouseof Representativesin

midtermelections.Coordinationis anoncooperative rationalexpectationsequilibrium.Stochasticchoice

modelsestimatedusingindividual-level datafrom NESsurveysof years1978–1998supportthe

coordinatingmodelandrejectanonstrategic model.Thecoordinatingmodelshows thatmany votershave

incentivesto changetheir votesbetweenpresidentialyearandmidtermafterlearningtheoutcomeof the

presidentialelection.But thismechanismalonedoesnotexplain thesizeof midtermcycles.Thelargest

sourceof lossof supportfor thepresident’spartyatmidtermis a regularpatternin which themedian

differencesbetweenvoters’idealpointsandtheparties’policy positionshavebecomelessfavorablefor the

president’spartythanthey wereat thetimeof thepresidentialelection(nonvotersshow thesamepattern).

Theinterelectionchangesarenot consistentwith thetheoryof surgeanddecline.



Do Americanscoordinatetheir electoralchoicesin midtermcongressionalelections?Weuse

coordinationto describeasituationin which two conditionshold for everyonewho is eligible to vote(i.e.,

everyelector).Eachelectorcombinesinformationthateachelectorhasprivatelywith informationthat

everyonehasin commonto make thebestpossiblepredictionof theelectionoutcome,andeachelector

makesthechoice—consistentwith theelector’sprediction—thatis mostlikely to producethebestpossible

resultfor theelector. Eachelector’spredictiontakesinto accountwhatall electors’beststrategieswouldbe

giventheinformationthey have in common,aconditiondescribedby sayingthateachelectorhasrational

expectations.Thechoiceeachelectormakesis partof theelector’sprivateinformation.Wheneveryelector

makeschoicesaccordingto astrategy thatis consistentwith theelector’s rationalexpectations,andno

electorcanproduceapersonallybetteroutcomeby usingadifferentstrategy, thenthereis anoncooperative

equilibrium.Coordinationis definedastheexistenceof anoncooperativeequilibriumthatis basedon

everyonehaving rationalexpectations.

Beyondimplicationsfor theregularitywith which thepresident’spartylosesvotesharein midterm

elections,whichwediscussbelow, theexistenceof coordinationis importantbecausecoordinationimplies

thatelectorstakeoneanotherinto accountin aconstitutionallysignificantway. In Americanelections,

coordinationis basedontheseparationof powersbetweenthepresidentandCongress.Coordinationoccurs

whenelectorsanticipatehow electionoutcomeswill affectbargainingaboutpolicy within thelegislature

andbetweenthelegislatureandtheexecutive. By institutingtheconstitutionalseparationof powers,

Madisonbelievedthatelectedofficials’ pursuitof their selfishinterestsandambitionswould leadthemto

actwith regardto oneanotherin waysthatwouldpreventgovernmentaltyranny (Carey 1978,159–160).

Evenelectorswhodid notcoordinatemighthope,with Madison,thattheseparationof powerswouldaffect

officials in thatway. But if coordinationexists,electorsshift from beingmereobserversof consequences

theconstitutionalprovisionsmayproduceto beingagentswhoareled to counteractoneanotherby the

constitutionalincentives.Coordinatingelectorsareaswaryof oneanotherasthey areof officials.
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Coordinationproducespolicy moderation.An electoris actingto moderatepolicy whentheelector

chooseswhatto dobasedon theideathat,via theinstitutionalstructure,thepolicy outcomewill be

intermediatebetweentheparties’positions.With coordinationit is not thatelectorsindividually preferto

havegovernmentproducemoderatepolicy. Indeed,noelectorprefersmoderationor dividedgovernment

perse.Rather, theseparationof powersandtheinstitutionsthatcreatepublic informationtogetherchannel

eachelector’s selfishefforts in suchaway thatcollectively thereis amoderatedresult.

In thestrategic theoryof policy moderationintroducedby AlesinaandRosenthal(1989;1995;1996),

whichmotivatesouranalysis,eachvoter’s rationalexpectationaboutthemidtermoutcomeis partof a

noncooperativeequilibriumthatencompassesthepresidentialandmidtermelections.Basedonempirical

testsof a rationalexpectationsnoncooperativeequilibriummodelof voters’choicesamongcandidatesfor

presidentandfor theHouseof Representatives,Mebane(2000)arguesthatthereis coordinationamong

votersin presidentialelections.Weuseanextensionof Mebane’s (2000)fixed-pointmethodsto developan

equilibriummodelfor turnoutandvotechoicedecisionsby midtermelectors.We testthemodelusing

NationalElectionStudies(NES)survey datafrom thesix midtermelectionsof years1978through1998.

Wealsocomparethecoordinatingmodelexplicitly to aninstitutionalbalancingmodelthatassertsthat

electorsdonotactstrategically. Finally, weexaminehow well thecoordinatingmodelexplainsmidterm

loss(Erikson1988),takinginto accountthealternative theoryof surgeanddecline(Born1990;Campbell

1966;Campbell1987;1991).

Ouranalysisis acounterexampleto GreenandShapiro’sclaim that“rational choicetheoryfaresbestin

environmentsthatareevidencepoor” (1994,195). Indeed,wesharplytestthestrategic theoryusingexactly

thekind of survey datawith whichGreenandShapiroassertthat“rational choicetheorieshavebeen

refutedor domesticated”(p. 195).Ouranalysisis not subjectto thepathologiesthatGreenandShapiro

show havegenerallyafflicted rationalchoicetheory. Thestatisticalmodelweuseto confrontthesurvey

datais isomorphicto theformalequilibriumtheory. We testtheparametersof theestimatedmodelfor
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internalcoherenceandthemodelasawholeagainsta relevantalternative,namelythenonstrategic model.

It maybesurprising to many, includingsomeformal theorists, thatvotersareableto behave in the

strategic fashionourmodelposits.No onedisputesthelong-establishedfactthatmostvotersarepolitically

ignorant(e.g.,Adams[1805]1973;Bryce[1888]1995;Converse1964;Delli CarpiniandKeeter1996).

Whatwidespreadvoterignoranceimpliesis controversial,however. Eventhoughindividualsarepoorly

informed,political andelectoralinstitutionsmayallow votersto makedecisionsthataremuchthesameas

they wouldmake if they hadbetterinformation.For instance,McKelvey andOrdeshook(1985a;1985b)

suggestthatpollsandinterestgroupendorsementsmayperformsuchcuingfunctions.Mebane(2000)

regardssuchinstitutionsasimplicitly providing foundationsfor coordinationandsodowe. It is clear,

however, thatneithersuchcuesnor theaggregatecancellationof individual votererrorsaresufficient to

produceelectionresultsthatfully matchwhatwouldhappenif all electorswerebetterinformed(Bartels

1996).

Thatelectorsinteractstrategically doesnot imply thatthey liveup to thedemocraticidealof being

activeparticipantsin a rational-criticaldiscourseonpublic issues(Habermas[1964]1989;[1981]1984;

[1981]1987).Thenoncooperative framework takespreferencesasgiven,andwhenassessing theefficacy

anddesirabilityof possibleactions,strategic electorsknow they areinteractingwith otherswhoare

similarly rational.In discourse,individualsmaymodify their preferencesin responseto arguments,andif

engagedin communicativeactionthey are“coordinatednot throughegocentriccalculationsof successbut

throughactsof reachingunderstanding”(Habermas[1981]1984,285–286).Communicative reasoningis

aboutindividualstogetherreflectingonbackgroundassumptionsabouttheworld andbringingsharedbasic

normsto thefore to bequestionedandnegotiated.Evenif strategic electorsmightbethoughtMadisonian

becausetheconstitutionalseparationof powerscausesthemcollectively to moderatepolicy, instrumental

rationalityhasindividualstakingbackgroundassumptionsandnormsfor granted,ascommonknowledge,

andfocusingonpursuitof gains.
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Overview

Weassumethateachelectorhasthesamebasicinstitutionalunderstandingthatis attributedto votersin the

theoriesof AlesinaandRosenthal(1995;1996)andMebane(2000).Eachelectorknowspost-election

policy outcomesarecompromisesbetweenthepositionstakenby thepresidentandtheCongress,andeach

electorbelievesthetwo political partiespushfor distinctpolicy alternatives.In our theorydifferentelectors

havedifferentbeliefsaboutwhattheparties’policy positionsare,andnotall electorscareaboutthepolicy

outcomes.An electormayvotefor oneof thepartiesor not vote.

Theequilibriumconceptin ourmodelis similar to Mebane’s (2000):eachelectoris ableto makean

equilibriumstrategic choicethatis basedonaccurateexpectationsregardingtheaggregateresultsof other

electors’intendedchoices.1 Differentelectorshavebeliefsabouttheupcomingelectionresultsthatare

similarbecauseof commonknowledgeall electorshavebut differ becauseof privateinformationeach

electorhas.Ourequilibriumincludesthelevel of turnoutalongwith thetwo-partysplit of votesfor House

candidates.Thefixed-pointvaluesdeterminedin theempiricalanalysisestimatetheaggregatevaluesthat

arecommonknowledgein equilibriumin thetheoreticalmodel.

Wecomparethecoordinatingmodelto anempiricalmodelderivedfrom thenonstrategic theorythat

Fiorina(1988;1992,73–81)introducedto describeinstitutionalbalancingby votersin electionsduring

presidentialyears.Mebane(2000)findsthenonstrategic modelto besignificantlyinferior to his

coordinatingmodelin NESdatafrom presidentialelectionyears1976–1996.Ourfindingsfor themidterms

dataaresimilar.

Oneof themostimportantimplicationsof AlesinaandRosenthal’s theoryis anexplanationof midterm

loss.Accordingto their theory, somewhovotedfor acongressionalcandidateof thepresident’spartywhen

thepresidentialoutcomewasuncertainwouldhavevotedfor theotherpartyhadthey known which

presidentialcandidatewouldwin. At midtermsuchvoterschangetheir votes,sothepresident’spartyloses

congressionalvoteshare.AlesinaandRosenthal(1989;1995;Alesina,LondreganandRosenthal1993)
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show patternsin aggregatedatathatin severalrespectsmatchthekind of midtermcycle their theory

implies,but, asthey observe, themidtermcycleoccurstoo frequentlyto befully consistentwith their

theoreticalmodel(AlesinaandRosenthal1995,207).2 Weusethedataandparameterestimatesfrom our

modelandfrom Mebane(2000)to confirmthatthedisappearinguncertaintyof AlesinaandRosenthal’s

theoryaccountsfor only asmallpartof themidtermcyclesthatoccurredbetween1976and1998.The

predominantpartof theexplanationfor thefrequency andmagnitudeof themidtermcyclesis a regular

patternof interelectionchangesin therelationshipbetweenvoters’policy idealpointsandthepolicy

positionsthey attributeto theparties.Usuallythechangeswork againstcandidatesof thepresident’sparty,

but in 1998thechangeshelpedDemocratsachieveamidtermgain.

An alternativeexplanationfor midtermlossis thetheoryof surgeanddecline.Thedetailsof thetheory

varysomewhatin differentaccounts(Born1990;Campbell1966;Campbell1987;1991;Kernell1977),but

therearetwo centralideas.First, therearepeoplewho turnout in thepresidentialelectionandvotefor

Housecandidatesof thepartythatwins thepresidency but whodonot voteatmidterm.Second,

presidentialcoattailscausemany votersto chooseHousecandidatesof thepresident’sparty, but at

midterm,absentpresidentialcoattails,thepresident’spartysuffersapredictableandregularmidtermloss

proportionalto theparty’sprior presidentialvotemargin (Campbell1991).

Oneformulationof thesurgeanddeclineargumenthighlightstheclaim thatIndependentsaremore

likely to votein thepresidentialelectionthanatmidterm,sothatthemidtermelectorateconsistsof ahigher

proportionof partyidentifierswhosevotechoicesarerelatively unmovedby short-runconcerns(Campbell

1966).UsingNESdata,Born (1990)findslittle supportfor thator relatedclaimsaboutturnoutvariations.

Wefind thatpolicy evaluationschangesystematicallybetweenthepresidentialelectionandmidtermin

waysthatdonotmatchthetheory. Consistentwith surgeanddecline,Born (1990)findsthatshort-run

concernsmattermoreduringthepresidentialelectionthanatmidterm.Weexplain thatthisasymmetry

arisesbecauseretrospectiveeconomicevaluationssignificantlyaffectHousevotesin presidentialyears,but
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theseevaluationsdonot significantlyaffectHousevotesatmidterm.

A negativevotingvariantof thesurgeanddeclinetheoryarguesthatvotersweighnegativeaspectsof a

president’sperformancemoreheavily thanpositiveaspects(BloomandPrice1975;Kernell1977).Several

studiesfind mixedsupportfor variousinterpretationsof thenegativevoting idea(Abramowitz 1985;Cover

1986),but FiorinaandShepsle(1989)show thatevidenceof negativevoting reflectsnothingmorethana

technicalartifact.Born (1990)rejectstheideabasedonNESdatafrom severalelections.Becauseof the

lackof evidencefor asymmetricnegativevoting,wedonotdirectlyengagethisvariantof surgeand

decline.

Thenegativevotingvariantclaimsto explainaninterestingregularity thatsurgeanddeclineotherwise

doesnot. A partyconsistentlyreceivesahighervoteproportionin midtermHouseelectionswhentheother

partycontrolstheWhiteHousethanwhenthey themselvescontrolit. Surgeanddeclinecomparesmidterm

electionreturnsto thepreviouspresidentialelectionbut usuallyignoresthedistributionof returnsacross

midterms.Ourmoderationtheoryexplainsthatdistributionand,unlikenegativevoting,hasstrong

individual-level support.

A Model of Coordination in Turnout and VoteChoicesat Midterm

In amannersimilar to Mebane(2000),themodelof coordinationwedevelopis basedonafixed-point

theoremthatdefinesthecommonknowledgebelief thatall electorshaveabouttheupcomingelection

results.Thevaluesof two aggregatestatisticssummarizetheelectionresults:(i) theproportionof the

two-partyvoteto becastnationallyfor Republicancandidatesfor theHouseand(ii) theproportionof

electorswhowill vote.Our theorydiffers from Mebane’s by includingelectorswhoseelection-time

preferencesandhencestrategiesdonotdependonexpectedpost-electionpolicies.Eachelectorwhodoes

careaboutthepoliciesrespondsto thebeliefeachhasabouttheaggregatevalues,becausethevaluesaffect

thelosseachexpects.
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Theelectionis agameamongeveryonewho is eligible to vote,thatis, amongall theelectors,assumed

to bea largenumber. Electorsactnoncooperatively andsimultaneously, eachchoosingwhetherto votefor

aDemocraticor aRepublicancandidatefor aHouseseator not to vote. In someHousedistrictsacandidate

maybeunopposed.Everyelector’sexpectationsabouttheelectionoutcomedependon thestrategiesother

electorsareexpectedto use.Equilibriumoccurswheneveryelectorusesall availableinformationto form

suchexpectationsand,giveneverythingeachelectorknows,noelectorexpectsto gainby usingadifferent

strategy. In thefollowing discussionwesketchthemainfeaturesof themodel.Furtherdetails,including

theextensionto includeunopposedcandidatesin somedistricts,appearin theAppendix.

Electori expectsthataftertheelectionDemocratswill try to implementpolicy positionθDi and

RepublicanspositionθRi. GivenexpectationsthataproportionV̄i of theN electorswill voteanda

proportionH̄i of thevotewill go to Republicans,i expectspost-electionpolicy to be

θ̃i
� αθDi

���
1 � α ��� H̄iθRi

���
1 � H̄i � θDi �
	 if Democratis president

αθRi
���

1 � α ��� H̄iθRi
���

1 � H̄i � θDi �
	 if Republicanis president	

whereα, 0 � α � 1, representsthepresident’sstrengthin comparisonto theHouse,andH̄iθRi
���

1 � H̄i � θDi

is thepositioni expectstheHouseto take. If electori’s preferencesdependonpolicy, theni’s expectedloss

from θ̃i , denotedλi , dependson i’s idealpoint θi , accordingto λi
��
 θi � θ̃i


 q, where0 � q � � ∞, andwe

setanindicatorvariableγi
� 1.3 If i doesnot careaboutpolicy, thenλi

� 0 andwesetγi
� 0.

Everyelector’s choice—whetherto votefor theRepublican, theDemocrat,or not to vote—affectsH̄i

andhenceaffectsθ̃i . Wewrite H̄i
� H̄i �R if i votesRepublicanandH̄i

� H̄i � D if i votesDemocrat,with

H̄i � R � H̄i � D. Theeffectanincreasein H̄i hason λi is

wCi
� q

� θDi � θRi � � 1 � α � 
 θi � θ̃i

 q � 1sgn

� θi � θ̃i � 	 if γi
� 1

0 	 if γi
� 0 	

wheresgn
�
x� � � 1 if x � 0, sgn

�
x� � 0 if x � 0, andsgn

�
x� � 1 if x � 0. Eachchoicealsoinvolves
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additionalgainsandlosses,suchthatthetotal lossfor i is

λ̃i
�

λi �D �
zi �D � εi �D 	 if i votesfor theDemocrat

λi �R � zi �R � εi �R 	 if i votesfor theRepublican

λi � A � zi � A � εi � A 	 if i doesnot vote �

To minimize λ̃i , i choosesthevaluefrom thesetK ��� D 	 R	 A� thatminimizesxi � h � εi � h, h � K, whereD

denotesvoting for theDemocrat,Rvoting for theRepublicanandA notvoting,and,usingV̄i � A to denotethe

valueof V̄i if i doesnot vote,

xi � D � � � NV̄i � A � � 1H̄i � DwCi
�

zi �D (1a)

xi � R � �
NV̄i � A � � 1 � 1 � H̄i �R � wCi

�
zi �R (1b)

xi � A � zi � A � (1c)

VariableYi denotesi’s choicefrom K. BecauseYi dependsonV̄i andH̄i , thebestchoicefor eachelector

whohasγi
� 1 dependsonwhat i expectsothersto do.Yi is anequilibriumonly if it minimizesλ̃i when

eachi assumesthateveryoneelseis usingthesameruleandonly if it is supportedby every i believing

“mutually consistent”(Mebane2000,41)valuesfor H̄i andV̄i . Thedefinitionof Yi andassumptionswe

makeabouttheprobabilitydistributionof wCi , zi � h andεi � h, imply choiceprobabilitiesµi �D, µi �R andµi � A.

WeuseMebane’s (2000)methodto characterizeeachmutuallyconsistentpair
�
H̄i 	 V̄i � asadeviation

from commonknowledgeexpections
�
H̄ 	 V̄ � thatall electorshavewheneachelectori knowsonly the

distributionof wCi , zi � h andεi � h. In thatcase,theproportionsof electorsexpectedto voteRepublicanand

Democraticarerespectively R̄andD̄ suchthatV̄ � R̄
�

D̄, H̄ � R̄� V̄ and,in (1a)and(1b),V̄i � A � V̄ and

H̄i � D � H̄i � R � H̄, andi’s choiceprobabilitiesareµ̄ki � h � µ̄k � h (samefor all i in asetindexedby k). The

differencebetween
�
H̄i 	 V̄i � and

�
H̄ 	 V̄ � reflectsi’s privateinformation,which is theactualvaluesof wCi , zi � h

andεi � h. Let yi � h indicatethevalueof Yi wheni knowswCi , zi � h andεi � h, h � K, but for otherelectorshas

only thecommonknowledge:yi � h � 1 if Yi
� h, yi � h � 0 if Yi �� h, h � K. Define
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R̄iyi �R � R̄
���

yi �R � µ̄ki �R ��� N, D̄iyi �D � D̄
���

yi � D � µ̄ki � D ��� N, V̄iyi �Ryi �D � R̄iyi �R � D̄iyi �D , and

H̄iyi �Ryi �D � R̄iyi �R � V̄iyi �Ryi �D . A setof equilibriumchoicesYi andexpectations
�
H̄i 	 V̄i � , i � 1	 ����� 	 N, is givenby

Theorem1 There is a coordinatingelectorequilibriumif, with all electorsusingthesamefixedpoint

�
H̄ 	 V̄ � computedfromcommonknowledge, each electori has

�
H̄i 	 V̄i � � �

H̄iyi �Ryi �D 	 V̄iyi �Ryi �D � andYi
� h,

h � K, for whicheverof thethreepossiblepairsof values
�
H̄iyi �Ryi �D 	 V̄iyi �Ryi �D � correspondsto thesmallest

valueof λ̃i : eitherH̄i
� H̄i01, V̄i

� V̄i01 andYi
� D; H̄i

� H̄i10, V̄i
� V̄i10 andYi

� R; or H̄i
� H̄i00, V̄i

� V̄i00

andYi
� A.

A Coordinating Model for SurveyData

With survey dataweobservechoicesYi � K reportedby eachelectori in asampleSof sizen, i � 1	 ����� 	 n,

andasetof variablesZi thataffectelectoralchoices.GivenZi andasetof parametervalues,weadapt

Mebane’s (2000)methodto computevalues
� ˆ̄H 	 ˆ̄V � . In (1a–c)wesetH̄i

� ˆ̄H andV̄i
� ˆ̄V andsubstitute

bC
ˆ̄V � 1 for

�
NV̄ � � 1, wherebC � 0 is aconstantparameter:

xi � D � � bC
ˆ̄V � 1 ˆ̄HwCi

�
zi �D (2a)

xi � R � bC
ˆ̄V � 1 1 � ˆ̄H wCi

�
zi �R (2b)

xi � A � zi � A � (2c)

Furtherdetails,includingthedefinitionof thelog-likelihood,arein theAppendix.

We testwhethertheparameterssatisfyconditionsnecessaryfor coordinationto exist. If α � 1, then

wCi
� 0 sothatelectors’strategiesdependonneither ˆ̄H nor ˆ̄V andthereis nocoordination.Weuse

confidenceintervalsandlikelihood-ratio(LR) teststo checkwhetherα � 1 canberejectedfor eachyearof

ourdata.WeuseDavies’smethod(1987,36,eq.3.4) to adjusttheLR testsignificanceprobabilitiesfor a

nonregularity thatarisesbecausethemodeldoesnotdependon ρ whenα � 1. Also necessaryfor the

modelto describecoordinationarethatq � 0 andthatbC � 0: q � 0 implieswCi
� 0, andbC

� 0 implies
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thatwCi , ˆ̄H and ˆ̄V donotaffect i’s choice.

A NonstrategicModerating Model

To testfurtherwhetherelectorscoordinate,wedefineanempiricalmodelthatappliesto midtermelections

thecoreideain Fiorina’s (1988;1992,73–81)nonstrategic theoryof institutionalbalancingby votersin

presidential-yearelections.Thetheoryconsidersasituationin whicheachvoterhasachoicebetweentwo

candidatesfor presidentandtwo candidatesfor thelegislature,onefrom eachof two parties.Eachvoter

choosesthemix of partycontrolof thepresidency andthelegislature,eitherunifiedor dividedgovernment,

thatwouldproduceapolicy outcomenearesttheelector’s idealpoint. Thevoterignorestheexpected

electionoutcome.Thetheoryis nonstrategic becausenovoter’s choicedependson thelikely choiceof any

othervoter.

Weapplythenonstrategic theoryby assumingthatatmidtermeachelectori treatsthepartyof the

presidentasfixedin formingapreferencebetweenunifiedor dividedgovernmentbut ignorestheexpected

electionoutcome.Thepost-electionpoliciesi expectsif thereis aDemocraticmajority in theHouseare4

θ̃Di
� θDi 	 if Democratis president

αθRi
���

1 � α � θDi 	 if Republicanis president	
(3)

andthepost-electionpoliciesi expectsif thereis aRepublican majorityare

θ̃Ri
� αθDi

���
1 � α � θRi 	 if Democratis president

θRi 	 if Republicanis president	
(4)

with 0 � α � 1. Thenonstrategic theorysaysthat,otherthingsequal,i votesfor theDemocratinsteadof

theRepublicanif i’s idealpoint is closerto thepolicy expectedwith aDemocraticmajority thanto the

policy expectedwith aRepublicanmajority, i.e., if 
 θi � θ̃Di

 � 
 θi � θ̃Ri


 . If 
 θi � θ̃Di

 � 
 θi � θ̃Ri


 , theni

votesfor theRepublicaninsteadof theDemocrat.

In thenonstrategic modelthereis policy moderationonly if 0 � α � 1. If α � 1, thenthepresident’s

party’spositionis theexpectedpolicy, henceθ̃Di
� θ̃Ri, andpolicy comparisonsdonotaffectmidtermvote
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choices.If α � 0, thenθ̃Di
� θDi andθ̃Ri

� θRi regardlessof who is president.Thereis nomoderationbut

ratherasimplechoicebetweentheparties’alternativepolicies.

To includethepossibilityof not voting,weusethesamelog-likelihoodfunctionaswith the

coordinatingmodel,exceptbasedonmodifieddefinitionsof xi � h, h � K. Defining

wNSi
�


 θi � θ̃Ri

 q � 
 θi � θ̃Di


 q 	 if γi
� 1

0 	 if γi
� 0 	

with 0 � q � � ∞, wedefine

xi � D � � bNSwNSi
�

zi �D (5a)

xi � R � bNSwNSi
�

zi �R (5b)

xi � A � zi � A 	 (5c)

with bNS � 0. If bNS � 0, then∂µi �D � ∂wNSi � 0 and∂µi �R � ∂wNSi � 0.

Thecoordinatingandnonstrategic modelsdiffer only in thattheformerusesˆ̄V � 1 ˆ̄HwCi and

ˆ̄V � 1 1 � ˆ̄H wCi to definexi �D andxi � R while thelatteruseswNSi . WeuseVuong’s (1989,320)testto

comparethem,first testingseparatelywhetherbC � 0 andbNS � 0. Themodelsmayfit thedataabout

equallywell becausewCi andwNSi have thesamesignif θ̃i
� � θ̃Di

� θ̃Ri ��� 2.

Definitions of Empirical ChoiceAttrib utes

To estimatethemodelswepoolNESSurvey datafrom years1978,1982,1986,1990,1994and1998

(Miller andtheNationalElectionStudies1979;1983;1987;Miller, Kinder, RosenstoneandtheNational

ElectionStudies1992;Rosenstone,Miller, KinderandtheNationalElectionStudies1995;Sapiro,

RosenstoneandtheNationalElectionStudies1999).Someparametersvaryby year.

WeuseNESseven-pointscalesandthemethoddescribedby Mebane(2000,55) to determinevaluesof

θi , ϑDi , ϑRi, andϑPDi or ϑPRi for eachi.5 If anelectori doesnotprovidevaluesfor thepolicy position
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variables(θi , ϑDi , ϑRi, andϑPDi or ϑPRi), weassumethat i doesnotexperiencepolicy-relatedlosses,sothat

suchlossesdonotaffect thechoicesi makes.Wesetγi
� 0 if thereis notat leastonecompletesetof policy

positionvariablevaluesfor i andγi
� 1 if at leastonecompletesetexists.6 Weincludeγi in zi � A. To allow

for thepossibilityof ideologicallybasedmobilization,wealsoincludeeachelector’s idealpoint in zi � A,

usingtheform γiθi to switchtheeffectoff wheni lacksacompletesetof policy positionvalues.

Evidencethatretrospectiveeconomicevaluationsmatterin presidentialelectionsis strong,but

systematicdirecteffectsseemnot to exist for candidatechoicesin Houseelectionsatmidterm(Alesinaand

Rosenthal1989;Born1991;Erikson1990;Jacobson1989).Effectson turnoutdecisionsalsohavebeen

foundto beweak(ArcelusandMeltzer1975;Fiorina1978).To measureretrospectiveevaluationsweuse

responsesto aquestionaskingwhetherthenationaleconomyhasgottenworseor betterover thepastyear.7

In zi �D, zi � R andzi � A we includethevariable,ECi , multipliedby PPi
� 1 if thepresidentis Republican;

PPi
� � 1 if Democrat.

Party identificationhaslongbeenknown to affect votechoices(e.g.CampbellandMiller 1957)andto

beassociatedbothwith varyingratesof voterturnout(Campbell1966;Converse1966;Miller 1979)and

with policy preferencesandperceptions(BradyandSniderman1985).Wemeasurepartyidentification

with six dummyvariablesthatcorrespondto thelevelsof theNESseven-pointscale,using“Strong

Democrat”asthereferencecategory: PIDDi , PIDID i , PIDI i , PIDIRi , PIDRi andPIDSRi .
8 Weincludethe

variablesin zi �D, zi �R andzi � A.

To take incumbent-relatedeffectsinto account,weuseapairof dummyvariablesthatindicatewhether

aDemocraticor Republican incumbentis runningfor reelectionin electori’s congressionaldistrict.

DEMi
� 1 if aDemocraticincumbentis running,otherwiseDEMi

� 0, andlikewisefor REPi anda

Republicanincumbent.9 In thechoicebetweencandidatesweexpectto seeanincumbency advantage.10

Becausethepresenceof anincumbentusuallymeanstheabsenceof avigorouscampaign,theprobability

of not votingshouldbehigherwhenanincumbentis runningthanwhenthereis anopenseat.11
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Weincludein zi � A ameasureof subjectivepolitical efficacy (EFFi), definedastheaverageof responses

to two survey items(AbramsonandAldrich 1982;Balch1974),12 andfour demographicvariablesthatare

frequentlyobservedto havestrongeffectsonvoterturnout(Born1990):education,age,maritalstatus,and

timeat currentresidence.Threedummyvariablesmeasureeducation:highschooldiploma,12+yearsof

school,nohigherdegree(ED1i); AA or BA level degrees,or 17+yearsof schoolandnohigherdegree

(ED2i); advanceddegree,includingLLB (ED3i). Thereferencecategory for thedummyvariablesis: 11

gradesor less,nodiplomaor equivalency. Agewemeasureastime in years,minus40 (AGEi). Marital

statusis adummyvariable(MAR i) codedonefor “marriedandliving with spouse(or spousein service)”

andzerootherwise.Timeatcurrentresidence(RESi) is measuredin wholeyearsfor durationsbetween

threeandnineyears,otherwiseit is codedusingthesamevaluesusedby Born (1990):lessthan6 months,

.25;6–12months,or 1 year, .75;13–24months,or 2 years,1.5; tenyearsor more,10.13

Thedefinitionsof theattributesof thechoicesare

zi � D � c0 � cDEMDEMi
�

cECPPiECi

�
cDPIDDi

�
cIDPIDID i

�
cI PIDI i

�
cIRPIDIRi

�
cRPIDRi

�
cSRPIDSRi (6a)

zi � R � � c0 � cREPREPi � cECPPiECi

� cDPIDDi � cIDPIDID i � cI PIDI i � cIRPIDIRi � cRPIDRi � cSRPIDSRi (6b)

zi � A � d0
�

dEFFEFFi
�

dED1ED1i
�

dED2ED2i
�

dED3ED3i
�

dAGEAGEi
�

dMARMAR i

�
dRESRESi

�
dγ
�
1 � γi � � dθγiθi

�
dREPREPi

�
dDEMDEMi

�
dECPPiECi

�
dDPIDDi

�
dIDPIDID i

�
dI PIDI i

�
dIRPIDIRi

�
dRPIDRi

�
dSRPIDSRi 	 (6c)

whereparametersc0, cEC, d0, dEC anddθ areconstantin eachyear, andtheremainingparametersare

constantoverall years.A variablethatincreasestheprobabilityof choosingh � K will haveanegative

coefficient.14 Theeffectsmeasuredby thec parametersprimarily contrastthecandidatealternativesto one

another, while thed parametersmeasureeffectsthatcontrastthechoicenot to voteto thechoiceto vote.
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For theattributesof thecandidates,parametersignsshouldbec0 � 0 andcEC, cDEM, cREP, cD, cID, cI , cIR,

cR, cSR � 0. For theattributesof not voting,parametersignsshouldbedγ, dREP, dDEM, dD, dID, dI , dIR,

dR � 0, anddEFF , dED1, dED2, dED3, dAGE, dMAR, dRES � 0. Thesignsof d0, dθ anddEC areindeterminate.

To measurechoicesyi � h weuseindividuals’ self reports.15 Thesamplesizeof electorsused,pooled

over thesix NESsurveys, is 9,639(by year, 1978–98,thesizesare1,814,1,226,1,972,1,833,1,648,

1,146).Only thosewhodid not voteor whovotedfor eitheraDemocrator aRepublicanareincluded.Of

the10,954respondentsin all theNESdata,1,315wereomitteddueto missingor invalid data.16

Model Estimatesand Resultsof Testsof Coordination

Thecoordinatingandnonstrategic modelsproducesimilar results.Maximumlikelihoodestimates[MLEs]

andstandarderrors[SEs] for theparametersof themodels,usingobservedattributespecifications(2a–c),

(5a–c)and(6a–c),appearin Table1.17 All theparametersthathave thesameinterpretationin bothmodels

havestatisticallyindistinguishableestimates.TheMLEs for cEC arenearzerofor everyyearexcept1990,

suggestingthatfor themostpartretrospectiveeconomicevaluationsdonotaffect choicesbetween

candidates.18 Exceptfor 1994,theMLEs for dEC arestatisticallyinsignificant,sothatretrospective

evaluationsalsohavenosystematiceffecton thechoicenot to vote.TheMLEs for thepartyidentification

dummyvariablesshow thefamiliareffectsof partyidentificationoncandidatechoicesandturnout.The

MLEs for cDEM andcREP point to asubstantialincumbentadvantage,while theMLEs for dDEM anddREP

show theprobabilityof voting is smallerwhenanincumbentis runningfor reelection.Greatersubjective

political efficacy, highereducation,greaterage,beingmarriedandhaving livedlongeratone’s current

residenceall increasethelossfrom notvotingandsoincreasetheprobabilityof voting. An electorwho

doesnot reportat leastonecompletesetof policy positionvalues(γi
� 0) is significantlymorelikely not to

votethananelectorwhodoesreportpolicy positions.For 1994and1998,electorswhohavehighervalues

of θi aresignificantlymorelikely to votethanelectorswhohave lowervaluesof θi : conservativeelectors
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wereespeciallymobilizedin thoseelections.

*** Table1 abouthere***

Thecoordinatingmodelpassesthetestsof theconditionsnecessaryfor coordinatingbehavior. TheLR

teststatisticsfor theconstraintα � 1, imposedseparatelyfor eachyear, rejecttheconstraintin every

year.19 The95%confidenceintervalsshown in Table2 supportthesameconclusions.20 Regardingthe

otherconditions,95%confidenceintervalscomputedasin Table2 show q (1.28,1.81)andbC (1.10,1.90)

to bepositiveandboundedwell away from zero.

*** Table2 abouthere***

TheMLEs for thenonstrategic modeldonot supportthetheoryof nonstrategic institutionalbalancing.

Only two of thesix MLEs for α (α̂78 andα̂86) arestatisticallydistinguishablefrom zero;

α̂82
� α̂90

� α̂94
� α̂98

� 0. Ratherthanmoderating,theestimatessuggestthatin mostyearselectorsare

makingdirectchoicesbetweentheparties’alternativepolicies.

While thelog-likelihoodof thecoordinatingmodel( � 6824� 7) is notmuchgreaterthanthatof the

nonstrategic model( � 6825� 4), Vuong’s (1989)overlappingmodelstestnonethelessrejectsthenonstrategic

modelasanalternative to thecoordinatingmodel.TheMLEs andSEsin Table1 clearlyrejectbothbC
� 0

andbNS
� 0. Usingthedistributionof Vuong(1989,eqn.6.4),theteststatisticis n� 1� 2LRn � ω̂n

� 4� 3

(p ��� 0001).21

Moderation, Institutional Balancingand the Midterm Cycle

In thecoordinatingmodel,everyelectoranticipatesapost-electionpolicy thatis intermediatebetweenthe

parties’positions,unlessα � 1. ThecoordinatingmodelMLEs for α arelessthan � 5 in everyyearexcept

1986(seeTable1), suggestingthatelectorsexpectedthepresidentto beweaker thantheHousein

determiningpost-midtermpolicy. Theestimatesfor ˆ̄H show thatthepositionof theHousewasexpectedto

becloserto theDemocraticpositionin 1978,1982,1986and1990andcloserto theRepublicanpositionin
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1994and1998.22

Thesystematicfoundationfor amidtermcycle in thecoordinatingmodelis thattheequilibrium

RepublicanHousevoteshareeachelectorexpectsat thetimeof thepresidentialelectionis no longeran

equilibriumoncetheidentityof thepresidentbecomesknown. Thepost-electiondisequilibriumdecreases

theprobabilitythateachelectorvotesfor aHousecandidateof thepresident’sparty. Theaggregationof

suchchangesis thecycle-generatingmechanism.

Doesthecoordinatingmodel’s moderatingmechanism,which is basedon λi , generateamidterm

cycle?For abaselinemeasureof theeffectpolicy-relatedincentiveshaveonchoicesin thepresidential

electionyearprecedingeachmidterm,weuseMebane’s (2000,Table7) estimatesof theproportionof

presidential-yearvotersfor whomeachcombinationof presidentialandHousechoiceswouldminimize

expectedpolicy-relatedlosses.23 Considertheproportionof votersin apresidentialelectionwhowould

minimizetheir expectedpolicy-relatedlossesby voting for aHousecandidateof thesamepartyasthenew

president.Thereis apolicy-relatedfoundationfor amidtermcycle if thatproportionis greaterthanthe

proportionof votersin thesubsequentmidtermwhowouldminimizetheir policy-relatedlossesby voting

for acandidateof thesamepartyasthepresident.Table3 shows thatsuchapatternoccursfor all six

midtermelections,althoughthedeclinefrom 1996to 1998is considerablysmallerthanfor theother

years.24

*** Table3 abouthere***

It is doubtful,however, whethermostof thechangein votesfrom presidentialelectionto midtermis

duepurelyto thepost-electiondisequilibriumthatthedisappearanceof uncertaintyabouttheidentityof the

presidentbringsabout.Simulationusingpresidential-yearNESdataandMebane’s (2000)coordinating

votingmodelsuggeststhatimmediatelyafterthepresidentialelection,duesolelyto theidentityof thenew

presidenthaving becomeknown, theequilibriumproportionof Housevotesfor thenew president’sparty

typically fallsby valuesrangingfrom about.01to about.06.25 Thesimulatedlossis substantiallysmaller
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thanthecorrespondingdecreasein policy-relatedsupportfor thepresident’spartyshown in Table3 for

eachmidtermyearexcept1998.Otherfactorsthatchangebetweenthepresidentialandmidtermelections

aremodulatingthemagnitudeof thepolicy-relatedmidtermlosses.Suchfactorsincludethefactthatthe

presidentis usuallyexpectedto have lessinfluenceonpolicy aftermidtermthanafterthepreceding

presidentialelection.26 Theform of eachelector’s evaluationof thepolicy-relatedlossesalsochanges:at

midtermanelector’s evaluationof λi doesnotdependon theelector’s retrospectiveevaluationof the

economy, asit doesin presidentialelectionyears.27 And betweenelectionspartiesmaychangetheir policy

positions,or votersmaychangetheir idealpoints,andsubstantively differentpoliciescomeinto play.

Surgeand Decline

Thetheoryof surgeanddeclinesuggestsapossiblereasonfor therelationshipbetweenvoters’most

preferredpoliciesandthepolicy positionsthey attributeto thepartiesto changein asystematicway

betweenthepresidentialandmidtermelections.Accordingto thetheory, duringtheheightened

mobilizationof presidentialelectionsmoreelectorswith marginalpolitical involvementturnout to vote

thanduringmidtermelections,andthisgroupdisproportionatelyvotesfor thepartyof thewinning

presidentialcandidate(Campbell1966).Campbell’s (1987)revisedtheorytreatsmidtermasa returnto a

normalpartisanvote,lessinfluencedby short-runconcernsthanthepresidentialelection.Hewrites,“surge

of interestandinformationin presidentialelectionswill affect theturnoutof peripheralpartisansandthe

votechoiceof independents”(p. 968).Born (1990,642,note30) raisesseriousdoubtsaboutthose

revisions.

Perhapsthesurgeof marginalelectorswho,accordingto thetheory, votefor Housecandidatesof the

samepartyasthepresidentialwinnerdosobecausethey like thatparty’spolicy positionbetterthanthe

otherparty’spolicy position.Thepositedmidtermdeclinein their turnoutshouldhave two majoreffects.

Onaverage,midtermvotersshouldtendto havepolicy idealpointsthatarefartherfrom thepresident’s
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partythanpresidential-yearvotersdo,andmidtermnonvotersshouldtendto havepolicy idealpointsthat

arecloserto thepresident’spartythanpresidential-yearnonvotersdo. Weshow thatNESdatafrom the

electionsof 1976through1998donot supporttheexistenceof suchasurgeanddeclinemechanism.

For mostelectors,turnoutatmidtermis only weaklyrelatedto expectedpolicy-relatedlosses.In the

empiricalcoordinatingmodel,thepolicy-relatedlossexpectedby electori affectstheprobabilitythat i does

not vote(µi � A) via wCi . Weassesstheeffect thatpolicy-relatedlosseshaveonmidtermturnoutby

computingtheeffectonµi � A of settingwCi
� 0 for eachi in themidtermNESdata.By midtermyear,

1978–98,themediandifferencesbetweenµi � A usingtheoriginalwCi valueandµi � A with wCi
� 0 are

��� 0000017,��� 0017, ��� 00047,��� 0014, ��� 0018and ��� 0011.28 Themediandifferencesalwayshave

smallermagnitudefor Independentsthanfor otherelectors.29 Suchsmalleffectswill usuallybedominated

by otherfactors,suchaspartisanshipperse,thatmuchmorestronglyaffect theprobabilityof not voting.

Nonethelessit maybethatmidtermvotersseethemselvesasfartherfrom thepresident’spartyon

policy thanpresidential-yearvotersdo,while midtermnonvotersseethemselvesascloserto thepolicy of

thepresidentialwinner’spartythandopresidential-yearnonvoters.To comparethepolicy proximities,we

usethecoordinatingmodelparameterestimatesof Mebane(2000)to computeidealpoints(θi) andparty

policy positions(θDi andθRi) for bothvotersandnonvotersin theNESdatafor eachpresidentialelection

yearfrom 1976through1996.Wedefineavoterto beanyonewho reportshaving votedfor eitherthe

Democrator theRepublicanin theHouseraceandanonvoterto beanyonewhodoesnot reportsucha

vote.We includeonly thosewho reportat leastonecompletesetof policy positionvalues.30 For each

electori wecomputetheabsolutedifferencebetweeni’s idealpointandthepositionof thepartythatwon

thepresidentialelection.Theabsolutedifferenceis 
 θi � θDi

 if theDemocratwon theelectionand


 θi � θRi

 if theRepublicanwon.

Eachpanelin Figure1 displaysfor eachyearthemedianof theabsolutedifferencesfor adifferentset

of electors.Panel(a) shows themediansfor all votersandnonvoters,andtheremainingpanelsshow the
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mediansfor eachof thesevenNEStypesof partyidentifiers.Amongall voters—Figure1(a)—themedian

absolutedifferencebetweeneachvoter’s idealpointandthepositionthevoterattributesto thepresidential

winner’s partyis alwaysgreateratmidtermthanit is duringtheprecedingpresidentialelectionyear. But in

everycaseexcept1992–94,themedianabsolutedifferenceis alsogreateratmidtermamongall nonvoters.

Thepatternamongnonvotersdoesnotmatchwhatsurgeanddeclinetheorypredicts.

*** Figure1 abouthere***

Theclosestmatchto thepatternpredictedby thesurgeanddeclinetheoryoccursamongIndependent

Independents(Figure1(b)),but eventherethesupportfor surgeanddeclineis weakatbest.In 1978,1990

and1994therearedecreasesatmidtermin themedianabsolutedifferenceamongnonvoters.But in the

remainingthreemidtermsthemedianabsolutedifferenceincreasesfrom theprecedingpresidentialyear

amongnonvoters.Moreover, in 1990themedianabsolutedifferencedecreasesamongvoters.Thereis

hardlyany supportfor surgeanddeclinein thedatafor IndependentDemocratsandIndependent

Republicans(Figure1(e)and1(f)). Amongnonvoterstherearenineinstanceswherethemedianabsolute

differenceincreasesatmidtermandonly threeinstanceswhereit decreasesatmidterm.Moreover, among

IndependentDemocratstherearetwo instances(1990and1998)wherethemedianabsolutedifferencefor

votersdecreasesatmidtermandamongIndependentRepublicansthereis oneinstance(1998).

Insteadof thepatternthatthesurgeanddeclinetheorypredicts,whatweseeis thattypically both

votersandnonvotersarefartherfrom thepolicy of thepresident’spartyatmidtermthanthey wereat the

time thatthepartywon thepresidency in theprecedingelection.Nonvotersaresomewhatmorelikely than

votersareto becloserto thepresident’spartyatmidterm,but thedifferenceis not regularenoughfor surge

anddeclineto beacompellingexplanation.

Surgeanddeclinetheoryalsoasserts thatsomeregularvotersdeviatefrom their partisanaffiliation

duringthepresidentialelectionsandvotefor Housecandidatesof thepresidentialwinner’sparty, but return

to their normalpartisanvoteatmidterm(Born1990,635).Theinsignificanteffects(cEC) weestimate
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retrospectiveeconomicevaluationshaveonchoicesbetweencandidatesmaypartlyaccountfor that. In

Mebane(2000),thecorrespondingparameters(cH1) aresignificantin four of thesix presidentialyears.

Presidential-yeardeviationspromptedby economicevaluationstendto disappearatmidterm.

Moderation by Changesin Policy Positions

Figure1 shows thattheabsolutedifferencebetweenelectors’idealpointsandthepolicy positionsof the

partythatwon thepresidentialelectionusuallyincreasesatmidterm.Figure1 is abit one-sided,however,

becauseit summarizestherelationshipbetweenelectors’idealpointsandonly oneparty’s policy positions,

but theexpectedpolicy-relatedlossesthataffect votechoicesdependonbothparties’policies.

To assess thecomponentsof changeit is importantto considernotmerelythemagnitudesbut alsothe

directionsin which theaggregateof votersmoveswith respectto theparties.Considerasituationin which

all votersthink theDemocraticpartypolicy positionis left of theRepublicanpartyposition,i.e.,θDi � θRi

for all votersi. Wemaycharacterizetheaggregatemovementacrosselectionsin termsof two median

statistics:themediandifferencebetweenidealpointsandDemocraticpositions,denotedmedi
� θi � θDi � ,

andRepublicanpositions,denotedmedi
� θi � θRi � . Let ∆D

� medM
i
� θi � θDi � � medP

i
� θi � θDi � denotethe

differencebetweenthemedianpolicy differencewith respectto theDemocraticpartyatmidtermandthe

mediandifferencein theprecedingpresidentialyear. If ∆D � 0, thenatmidtermvotershave idealpoints

moreto theleft of thepositionsthey attributeto theDemocraticpartythanin theprecedingpresidential

year, and,otherthingsequal,agreaterproportionvotefor Democraticcandidatesatmidtermthanin the

precedingpresidentialyear. If ∆D � 0, thenmidtermvotershave idealpointsmoreto theright of

Democraticpartypositions,andasmallerproportionvotefor Democraticcandidatesatmidterm.

Analogouslylet ∆R
� medM

i
� θi � θRi � � medP

i
� θi � θRi � denotethedifferencebetweenmidtermandthe

precedingpresidentialyearof thepolicy differenceswith respectto theRepublicanparty. If ∆R � 0, then

midtermvotershave idealpointsmoreto theright of Republicanpartypositions,andRepublican
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candidatesreceiveagreaterproportionof votesatmidtermthanin theprecedingpresidentialyear. If

∆R � 0, thenRepublicancandidatesreceiveasmallerproportionof votesatmidterm.Becauseθi , θDi and

θRi vary independently, all combinationsof positiveandnegativevaluesfor ∆D and∆R arepossible.

Of particularinterestarecircumstancesin which ∆D and∆R areeitherbothpositiveor bothnegative. If

∆D � 0 and∆R � 0, thenbetweenelectionsthedistributionof voters’idealpointshasmovedto theright

relative to bothparties’positions.Otherthingsequal,RepublicanHousevoteshareH̄ increases.If a

Democratis president,theresultis akind of policy moderation:policy outcomesareexpectedto becloser

to themidtermRepublicanposition.31 If ∆D � 0 and∆R � 0, thenbetweenelectionsthedistribution of

voters’idealpointshasmovedto theleft relative to bothparties’positions,RepublicanHousevoteshare

decreasesand,if aRepublicanis president,thereis moderationof expectedpolicy towardthemidterm

Democraticposition.

Moderationvia suchapatternof changesoccursin fiveof thesix midtermelectionsfrom 1978through

1998,accordingto NESdata.UsingNESdatato computethemediandifferencesbetweenidealpointsand

theparties’positions,it is necessaryto adjustfor thefactthatsomevotersplacetheDemocraticparty

policy positionto theright of theRepublicanpartyposition:for somevoters,θDi � θRi. Because

moderationrefersto movementfrom onepartytowardtheotheranddoesnotdependon theorientation

with whicheachvoterinterpretsits idealpointandtheparties’positions,weusethesignof thedifference

betweenθRi andθDi to orientall votersthesameway. WecomputemedM
i � � θi � θDi � sgn

� θRi � θDi � � and

medM
i � � θi � θRi � sgn

� θRi � θDi � � for eachmidtermyearandanalogousquantitiesfor eachpresidentialyear.

In Figure2 weplot thevaluesfor all voterswho reportat leastonecompletesetof policy positionvalues

(asin Figure1) and,in separatepanels,for partyidentifiersubsets.Theinterelectiondifferencesarenow:

∆D
� medM

i � � θi � θDi � sgn
� θRi � θDi � � � medP

i � � θi � θDi � sgn
� θRi � θDi � �

∆R
� medM

i � � θi � θRi � sgn
� θRi � θDi � � � medP

i � � θi � θRi � sgn
� θRi � θDi � � �

Thesignof each∆D and∆R valueis indicatedby theslopeof theline thatjoinseachpresidential-year
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medianto thesucceedingmidtermmedian.

*** Figure2 abouthere***

Figure2(a)shows thatamongall voters,in everymidtermexcept1998thereis moderationbasedon

interelectionchangesin thelocationof voters’idealpointsrelative to theparties’positions.32 In 1978and

1994,with Democraticpresidents,wehave ∆D � 0 and∆R � 0, andin 1982,1986and1990,with

Republicanpresidents,wehave ∆D � 0 and∆R � 0. In 1998thereis aDemocraticpresidentbut

nonetheless∆D � 0 and∆R � 0: Democrats’Housevotesharewaspushedup,becausebetween1996and

1998thedistributionof voters’idealpointsshiftedto theleft relative to bothparties’positions.Thepattern

of interelectionchangesis similaracrossall of thepartisansubsetsandwithin eachsubsetis by andlarge

similar to thepatternamongall voters,exceptfor 1988–90.Between1988and1990wehave ∆R � 0

amongall votersbut within eachpartisansubset∆R � 0. Thereasonfor thedifferenceis thatahigher

proportionof votersidentifiedasDemocratsanda lowerproportionasRepublicansin 1990thanin 1988,33

and
� θi � θRi � sgn

� θRi � θDi � is morenegativeamongDemocraticvotersthanamongRepublicanvoters.

Themoderatingpatternassociatedwith having eitheraDemocraticpresident,∆D � 0 and∆R � 0 or a

Republicanpresident,∆D � 0 and∆R � 0 differsfrom themechanismof disappearinguncertainty, but the

fluctuationsin policy positionsmayrelateto theideathatpartiesmaycommitto policiesdifferentfrom

their idealpolicies.AlesinaandRosenthal(1995,127–136)reportthatin suchanextensionof theirmodel

partiesoftenannouncepoliciesthataremorepolarizedthantheir idealpoliciesare.Polarizationincreases

asthepresident’spower (α) falls. As wementionedpreviously, votersusuallybelieve thepresidentwill be

morepowerful beforemidtermthanafterward.AlesinaandRosenthal(1995)donotexaminemodelsin

which α changesatmidterm,but wemayspeculatethat—withthepartiespossiblychangingtheir positions

atmidterm—therewouldbea tendency for polarizationto increaseatmidterm.

TheNESdatafrom 1976through1998supporttheideathatpolarizationis greateratmidterm.Among

voters,themedianabsolutedifferencebetweentheparties’positionsis smallerin thepresidentialelection
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thanatmidtermin fiveof thesix pairsof elections(theexceptionis 1988–90).34 Theinterelectionchanges

in themedianabsolutedifferencesare,however, smallcomparedto theobservedmagnitudesof ∆D and∆R.

Theseresultsareonly suggestivebecauseby constructionourmeasuresof partypositionsarewithin the

unit interval �0	 1� in everyyear.

Thechanges∆D and∆R mayalsoarisebecausevoterslearnsomethingafterthepresidentialelection.

They maylearnmoreaboutwhataparty’s truepolicy positionis, aboutapolicy position’sconsequences,

or aboutelectedofficials’ competenceto implementthepolicy. Any of thesemaybea reasonfor avoterto

updatetherelationshipbetweenthevoter’s idealpointandthepositionsthevoterattributesto theparties.A

party’sactionseitherin thepresidency or in Congressmaybeinformative. Perhaps,for instance,the

Democrat-favoringchangesshown in Figure2 for 1996to 1998stemfrom judgmentsthatRepublicansin

theHousewereespeciallyincompetentor extreme.35 Theunansweredquestionis why aremovements

away from thepresident’spartymoretypical. Why doelectorsnot learnmoreoftenthatthepresident’s

partyis morecompetentor lessextremethanthey previously thought?

Oneof thedifficultiesof explainingwhy moderationby policy positionchangesoccursis thatour

policy positionmeasuresarebasedon thegapsbetweenelectors’idealpointsandtheperceivedpositions

of thetwo majorparties.Acrosselections,wecannotdistinguishbetweenmovementin electors’ideal

pointsandmovementsin thepositionsof thepolitical parties.For example,notwithstandingthe

polarizationargument,it is possiblethatapartyin office followspoliciesmoreextremethanit proposedat

electiontime. Electorsmaylearnthisandconsequentlythegapbetweenthepresident’s partyandelectors

increasesatmidtermbecauseelectors’perceptionsof thepartieschange.With ourdatawecannot

distinguishsuchapatternfrom onein whichelectorschangetheir idealpointsbecausethey learnmore

aboutpolicies’ consequences.

Moderationby policy positionchangesmayexplain thepatternthatwastheoriginal focusof the

negativevotingvariantof surgeanddecline.Beyondturnoutandcoattailseffects,thereis anadditional
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midtermlossapparentlydueto “public disappointmentswith theincumbentpresidentialparty’s

performance”(Campbell1991,483).Tufte (1975)measuresthisphenomenonby adeclinein presidential

approval thatusuallyoccursin thefirst two yearsof anadministration.Born (1990,Table4) measuresthe

samephenomenonby changesin feelingthermometerscores.Theusualpatternof interelectionchangesin

policy positionswouldcausesuchchangesin approval andin feelingthermometers.

Conclusion

TheNESdatastronglyconfirmthestrategic theoryof policy moderation.Theestimatedparametersof the

coordinatingmodelsatisfy all of theconditionsnecessaryto describecoordinatingbehavior. The

nonstrategic modelfails to describepolicy-moderatingbehavior andfits thedatasignificantlyworsethan

doesthecoordinatingmodel.Coordinationalsoaffectsdecisionswhetherto vote,but theeffectson turnout

probabilitiesaretypically small.

Midterm lossis in partcausedby policy moderationthatoccursbecauseuncertaintyaboutwhichparty

will controlthepresidency disappearsafterthepresidentialelection.But themechanismof disappearing

uncertaintydoesnot itself explainwhy midtermlossesareaslargeasthey are,norwhy midtermlosses

occurasfrequentlyasthey do.

Thelargestsourceof lossof supportfor thepresident’spartyatmidtermis a regularly repeatedpattern

in whichby midtermthemediandifferencesbetweenvoters’idealpointsandtheparties’policy positions

havebecomelessfavorablefor thepresident’spartythanthey wereat thetimeof thepresidentialelection

(thesamepatternoccursamongnonvoters). Suchapatternoccursin all fiveof theinterelectionperiods

during1976–98afterwhich thepresident’spartysufferedamidtermloss.Between1996and1998the

patternreverses: thedistributionof voters’idealpointsandpartypositionsbecomesmorefavorableto the

DemocraticpartynotwithstandingthefactthatDemocratBill Clinton is president,to suchanextentthaton

thewholetheDemocratsenjoyedasmallmidtermgain in 1998.
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Thepoliciesinvolvedin theinterelectionchangesarenot limited to macroeconomicpolicy. Indeed,

only in 1980do theNESsurvey itemsweuseto measureidealpointsandpartypositionsincludescales

thatreferto macroeconomicpolicy. Theinterelectionchangeswedocumentinvolveawide rangeof

policies,andthecompositionof thesetof policieschangesover time. Nonetheless,changesgo in thesame

direction—away from thepresident’sparty—duringfiveof thesix interelectionperiodsourdatacover.

Why thechangestypically cutagainstthepresident’s partyis not clear. Thedynamicis notexplainedby

variationsin turnout.

Ourfinding thatstrategic coordinationexistsextendsthereachof theincentivestheconstitutional

separationof powerscreatesfrom officials to electors.Theseparationof powerscauseselectorsto attendto

oneanotherandmakechoicesthathelpproducemoderatepolicy outcomes.It is importantto keepclear

thatin moderationvia noncooperativecoordinatingequilibrium,noonehasa tastefor moderationperse.It

is not thatcoordinatingelectorsarecommittedto dividedgovernmentbecauseof asincerecommitmentto

“cognitiveMadisonianism”(Ladd1990,67;Sigelman,WahlbeckandBuell 1997).Eachelectoralways

mostprefershisor herown idealpoint. Moderationoccursonly asacollectiveoutcomedueto electors’

mutualstrategic adjustments.
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Appendix

Coordinating Model Details: Let ϑDi , ϑRi, ϑPDi andϑPRi denotevaluesin theinterval � 0	 1� thatelector

i, i � 1	 ����� 	 N, believesarethepositionsof theDemocraticparty(ϑDi), Republicanparty(ϑRi), and,as

relevant,Democraticpresident(ϑPDi) or Republicanpresident(ϑPRi), wherezerorepresentstheextreme

liberal positionandonerepresentstheextremeconservative. Likewise i’s idealpoint θi �!�0	 1� . Wedefine

θDi
� ρϑPDi

���
1 � ρ � ϑDi 	 if Democratis president

ϑDi 	 if Republicanis president

(A-1)

θRi
� ϑRi 	 if Democratis president

ρϑPRi
���

1 � ρ � ϑRi 	 if Republicanis president

(A-2)

with 0 � ρ � 1. UsingR̄i to denotetheproportionof electorsi expectsto votenationallyfor Republicans

andD̄i theproportionfor Democrats,wehaveV̄i
� R̄i

�
D̄i andH̄i

� R̄i � V̄i .

If γi
� 1, thenR̄i , H̄i andλi eachhasoneof threevalues,dependingonwhetheri choosesthe

Republican(R̄i � R, H̄i �R, λi �R), choosestheDemocrat(R̄i �D, H̄i �D, λi �D) or doesnot vote(R̄i � A, H̄i � A, λi � A). In

particular, R̄i �R � R̄i �D �
1� N � R̄i � A � 1� N and,usingV̄i �V � V̄i � A � 1� N to denotetheproportionof electors

i expectsto vote,including i, H̄i � R � R̄i �R � V̄i �V , H̄i �D � R̄i �D � V̄i �V andH̄i � A � R̄i � A � V̄i � A, soH̄i �D � H̄i � A � H̄i �R.

If γi
� 0, thenλi � R � λi � D � λi � A � 0.

Basedon λi , electori preferstheDemocratto theRepublicanif λi �R � λi �D � 0 andprefersnot to voteif

λi �R � λi � A � 0 andλi �D � λi � A � 0. For N largeandV̄i �V notnearzero,wehave theapproximations

λi �R � λi �D " �
NV̄i �V � � 1dλi � dH̄i , λi �R � λi � A " �

NV̄i � A � � 1 � 1 � H̄i �R� dλi � dH̄i and

λi �D � λi � A " � � NV̄i � A � � 1H̄i �Ddλi � dH̄i , with dλi � dH̄i
� wCi .36 Thestatementof i’s strategy as

Yi
� arg min

h # K

�
xi � h � εi � h � (A-3)

uses
�
NV̄i � A � � 1 � 1 � H̄i �R � H̄i �D � � �

NV̄i � A � � 1 � 1 � �
NV̄i �V � � 1� � �

NV̄i �V � � 1.
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Wemakecommonknowledgeassumptionssimilar to thoseof Mebane(2000).Theparametersandthe

joint probabilitydistributionof thevariablesin λ̃i , i � 1	 ����� 	 N, arecommonknowledge.It is common

knowledgethatthedistribution is all eachi knowsaboutthevariablesfor everyotherelector j �� i, andthat

every i actsto minimize λ̃i knowing thevaluesof i’s own variables.Consequentlyit is commonknowledge

that(A-3) is everyelector’s choicerule.

For everyelectori thereis anorderedsetZi thatincludesγi , θi , ϑDi , ϑRi, ϑPDi or ϑPRi, zi � D, zi �R andzi � A.

Zi takesvaluesin asetZ̃. Thevectorεi
� � εi �D 	 εi �R 	 εi � A �%$ is independentof Zi andidenticallyand

independentlydistributedacrosselectorswith ageneralizedextremevalue(GEV) distributiondenotedFH .

Eachelectoris in oneof M & N setsEk, k � 1	 ����� 	 M; setEk hasMk electorsand∑M
k' 1Mk

� N. Zi is

distributedindependentlyacrossi, andfor every i � Ek, Zi hasprobabilitymeasurefk with Z̃ d fk
�
Zi � � 1

and Z̃ Zid fk
�
Zi � finite. Z̃, FH , M andall Mk and fk arecommonknowledge.

Becausemany of thecosts(or benefits)of votingarethesameregardlessof whichcandidateanelector

prefers,weassumethatεi � R andεi �D covarybut areindependentof εi � A. Using

Gi
� v1� 1 � τ

i �D �
v1� 1 � τ

i �R
1 � τ �

vi � A 	 0 � τ � 1 	 (A-4)

wherevi � h � exp� � xi � h � , wedefineFH
�
xi � D 	 xi �R 	 xi � A � � exp� � Gi � . If εi �R andεi �D areindependent,then

τ � 0. If H̄i �D, H̄i � R, V̄i � A andZi areknown but εi is known only to havedistributionexp� � Gi � , then(A-3)

implieschoiceprobabilities

µi � h ( Pr
�
Yi
� h 
 H̄i �D 	 H̄i �R	 V̄i � A 	 Zi � � vi � h

Gi

∂Gi

∂vi � h 	 h � K (A-5)

(McFadden1978;ResnickandRoy 1990).Thecommonknowledgeprobabilitiesfor i � Ek are

µ̄k � h ( Pr
�
Yi
� h 
 i � Ek 	 H̄i � D � H̄i � R � H̄ 	 V̄i � A � V̄ � �

Z̃
µi � hd fk

�
Zi � 	 h � K � (A-6)

Usingµ̄k � h, theproportionsof electorsexpectedto votefor RepublicanandDemocraticcandidatesgiven

only thecommonknowledgeareR̄ � N � 1 ∑M
k' 1Mkµ̄k �R andD̄ � N � 1 ∑M

k' 1Mkµ̄k � D. An argumentsimilar to
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Mebane’s (2000)Theorem2 provesexistenceof afixedpoint
�
H̄ 	 V̄ � . µ̄ki � h denotes̄µk � h for k suchthat

i � Ek. Theorem1 holdswhenN andeachMk arelarge.Proofis similar to thatof Theorem1 of Mebane

(2000).

Whenacandidaterunsunopposed,weassumethateachelectorin theaffecteddistrict usesthestrategy

definedby (A-3), exceptconditioningon thepair of choicesthatareavailable.Electori conditionson the

choiceset � D 	 A� if aDemocratis runningunopposed,andon � R	 A� if aRepublican is running

unopposed.Therespectivechoiceprobabilitiesare

µi � h ) * D � A + ( Pr
�
Yi
� h 
 H̄i �D 	 V̄i � A 	 Zi 	 K ��� D 	 A�,� �

µi � A
µi � A � µi �D 	 h � A

µi � D
µi � A � µi �D 	 h � D

0	 h � R

µi � h ) * R� A + ( Pr
�
Yi
� h 
 H̄i �R	 V̄i � A 	 Zi 	 K ��� R	 A�,� �

µi � A
µi � A � µi �R 	 h � A

µi � R
µi � A � µi �R 	 h � R

0	 h � D 	
whereµi � h is definedby (A-5). Integratingoverunknown dataasin (A-6), it is straightforward to redefineR̄

andD̄ andcharacterizeequilibriumasin Theorem1, with only minorchanges.

SurveyData Model Details: GivenZi andparametervalues,weuse(A-5) to computechoice

probabilitiesµ̂i � h. Let S* D �R� A + denotethesubsamplein districtswith a fully contestedrace,S* D � A + the

subsamplewith anunopposedDemocratandS* R� A + thesubsamplewith anunopposedRepublican. Given

samplingweights1� ζi andvaluesµ̂i � h, wecompute

ˆ̄R � ∑
i # S- D �R�A.

µ̂i �R
ζi

� ∑
i # S- R�A.

µ̂i �R) * R� A +
ζi

n

∑
i ' 1

1� ζi 	

ˆ̄D � ∑
i # S- D �R�A.

µ̂i �D
ζi

� ∑
i # S- D �A.

µ̂i �D ) * D � A +
ζi

n

∑
i ' 1

1� ζi 	
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ˆ̄V � ˆ̄R
� ˆ̄D and ˆ̄H � ˆ̄R� ˆ̄V.

In (2a–c),bC equalsN � 1 dividedby thestandarddeviationof theelementsof theunstandardizedGEV

disturbance.37 Wereparameterize(A-4) to decreasethecorrelationbetweentheestimatêτ andthe

estimatesof theparametersof xi �D andxi �R:38

Gi
� �

vi �D �
vi �R � 1 � τ � vi � A 	 0 � τ � 1 � (A-7)

GivenT � 1 samplesSt with subsetsS* D �R� A + t , S* D � A + t andS* R� A + t , thelog-likelihoodfunctionis

L � T

∑
t ' 1

∑
i # S- D �R�A. t

∑
h # K

yi � h logµi � h � ∑
i # S- D �A. t

∑
h #/* D � A +

yi � h logµi � h ) * D � A +

� ∑
i # S- R� A. t

∑
h #,* R� A +

yi � h logµi � h ) * R� A + � (A-8)

whereyi � h � 1 if Yi
� h andyi � h � 0 if Yi �� h, h � K. Theestimationalgorithmis similar to thatof Mebane

(2000),with eachyear’s
� ˆ̄H 	 ˆ̄V � valuesrecomputedateachiteration.If themodelis correctandastability

condition(Mebane2000,43–44)is satisfied,thealgorithmconvergesto parameterestimatesand
� ˆ̄H 	 ˆ̄V �

valuesthatcharacterizethechoiceselectorsmake in equilibrium.
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Notes

1Mebane’s (2000)analysisof presidentialandHousecandidatechoicesin presidentialelectionyearsconsid-

ersonly voters.

2Scheve and Tomz (1999) useNES paneldata to study the relationshipbetweensurprise about the

presidentialelectionoutcomeandmidtermloss. As a testof AlesinaandRosenthal’s theorytheir analysis

is limited becausethey do not distinguishpolicy preferencesfrom party identificationanddo not impose

equilibriumconditionsonvoters’beliefsor strategies.

3 In Mebane’s (2000)coordinatingmodel,theweighteachvoterplaceson theexpectedpolicy-related

lossfrom eachpartydependson thevoter’s retrospectiveevaluationof thenationaleconomy(seeMebane’s

equations3 and 16). In alternative specifications,not reportedhere,estimationof the stochasticchoice

model (seeequations2a–c,andA-7 andA-8 in the Appendix)showed no evidenceof suchdependence

in the expectedpolicy-relatedlossesof midtermelectors.Hencewe have simplified the definition of the

midtermtheoreticalmodel.

4θDi andθRi areasdefinedin Appendixequations(A-1) and(A-2).

5Here are the NES variablesfor eachset of scalesfor eachyear. “Reversed” indicatesan item for

which we reversed the original 1-to-7 ordering. In years1982–98respondentswho initially declinedto

placethemselveson theLiberal/Conservativescale,or who initially describedthemselvesas“moderate”on

thescale,wereaskeda follow-up question;we usedthoseresponsesto categorizethemaseither“slightly

liberal,” “moderate”or “slightly conservative.” 1978: 357–360;365–368;373–376;381–384;389–392;

399–402.1982: 393,394,404-406;407–410;415–418;425–428;435–438;reversed443–446.1986: 385–

387,393,394;405,406,412,413;428,429,435,436; reversed448,449,455,456. 1990: 406–408,413,

414;439,440,443,444;447–450;reversed452,453,456,457. 1994: 839–841,847,848;930,931,934,

935;936–939;reversed940,941,944,945;950,951,954,955.1998(omitting theprefix ‘980’): 399,401,

403,411,412;448,449,453,454;457,458,460,461;reversed463,464,468,469.
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6Thereis a“completeset” if i placedall four of thereferentsfor any singlescaletopic,e.g.,placingself,

the partiesandthe presidenton the scalefor Rightsof the Accused(vars365–368)in 1978. Among the

casesusedto computetheestimatesreportedin Table1, thepercentagewith γi
� 0 is, by year, 14.2,10.9,

10.9,12.2,4.8,and5.0.

7By year, NESvariablesare:338;328;373;423;909;980419.Codesareasin Mebane(2000,55).

8By year, NESvariablesare:433;291;300;320;655;980339.

9By year, NESvariablesare:4; 6; 43;58;17;980065.

10EubankandGow (1983)andGow andEubank(1984)documentpro-incumbentbiasesin 1978and

1982NESdata.Estimatedincumbency effectsmaybeexaggerated(cf. Eubank1985).

11Includingdummyvariablesbasedon Jacobson’s (1989)candidatequality measureimprovesthefit to

thedatabut doesnot changeany of theresultsof primaryinterestin theanalysis.

12Theitemsare“have say” and“don’t caremuch.” By year, NESvariablesare:351,354;531,532;549

(“don’t care”);509,508;1038,1037;980525,980524.In 1978,1982and1986,theresponsecodesare � 1

for “agree” and1 for “disagree.” In 1990,1994and1998,five responsesrangefrom “agreestrongly” to

“disagreestrongly,” coded� 1, ��� 5, 0, � 5 and1. In 1986only the“don’t care”item is availableandonly for

half thesample.Weuseaproxyvariableto replacemissingvaluesfor variable549,constructedby summing

thevaluesof four variables:62, 64 and66, eachbeingcoded1 if yesand0 otherwise;and59, coded1 if

“very interested”or “somewhatinterested,” otherwisecoded0. Respondentswith INDEX � 4 areassigned

thevalue1, thosewith INDEX � 4 areassigned� 1. Supportfor theproxycomesfrom alogistic regression

modelfor thebinaryresponsesto variable549in thehalf-samplethatwasaskedthatquestion,with INDEX

astheregressor: theMLEs givePr
�
var. 549= disagree� � � 5 only if INDEX � 4.

13By year, NESvariablesfor education,age,marital statusandresidency are: 513,504,505,628; 542,

535,536,760;602,595,598,753;557,552,553,684;1209,1203,1204,1426;980577,980572,980573,

980662.
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14In AppendixequationA-4, ∂vi � h � ∂zi � h � 0.

15By year, NESvariablesare:470,473,474;501,505,506;261,265,267;279,287,289;601,612,614;

980303,980311,980313.

16In theNESdata,ζi is thenumberof eligibleadultsin eachhousehold,multipliedby atime-seriesweight

in 1994.Werescaledeachnumberof adultsandtime-seriesweightvariableto giveeachameanof 1.0over

thewholeof eachsurvey sample.By year, NESvariablesare:38;53;14;29;6, 58;980035.

17Over all yearsfor the coordinatingmodel, the percentcorrectly classifiedby “predicting” for each

observationthechoicethathasthehighestprobabilityusingtheparameterMLEs is 67.3%(by year, 64.2%,

66.4%,68.2%,68.7%,66.7%,70.1%),andthe averageprobability of the choiceactuallymadeis .57 (by

year, .54,.56,.58,.59,.56,.59).

18The95%confidenceinterval for cEC � 90, computedasin Table2, is
� ��� 001	 � 558� .

19By year, the LR statistics� 2
�
Lconstrained� L � andassociatedsignificanceprobabilitiesare: 13.2, p �

� 001;35.2, p �0� 0001;12.0, p �1� 01; 28.6, p �0� 0001;53.3, p �0� 0001;26.7, p �0� 0001. Thesignificance

probability is the upper-tail probability for the χ2
1 distribution underthe null hypothesisα � 1, usingthe

methodof Davies(1987,eqn.3.4) to adjustfor thenuisanceparameterρ.

20Table1 shows α90, α94, ρ78, ρ86, ρ90 andρ98 to have MLEs equalto either0� 0 or 1� 0, on boundaries

of the parameterspace. We bootstrap(20,000resamples)the scorevectorsof the MLEs of Table 1 to

estimatequantilesof the asymptoticdistribution implied by the hypothesisthat α90
� α94

� ρ78
� 0 and

ρ86
� ρ90

� ρ98
� 1, which is a mixtureof 64 censoredmultivariatenormaldistributions(Self andLiang

1987),andhenceestimatetheconfidenceintervalsof Table2.

21LRn
� 16� 50197(Vuong1989,eqn.3.1)andω̂2

n
� 0� 0014981� 0� 00171202 � � 0014952(Vuong1989,

eqn.4.2). WecomputebothLRn andω̂2
n with adjustmentsfor samplingweights.

22By year, ˆ̄H and ˆ̄V computedusingthe parameterMLEs in Table1 and1978–98NES dataare: .393,

.477;.437,.550;.418,.481;.373,.439;.544,.558;.524,.455.
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23From Mebane’s (2000)Table7 coordinatingmodel resultswe sumthe percentageswith choicesRR

andDR to get the percentagefor whom choosinga RepublicanHousecandidateminimizesthe expected

policy-relatedloss,andwe sumthepercentageswith choicesDD andRD to get thepercentagesfor whom

choosingaDemocratminimizestheloss.

24By midtermyear, thedecreasesshown in Table3 are.167,.229,.206,.124,.278and.028.

25Thesimulationconsistsof recomputingthechoiceprobabilitiesof Mebane’s (2000)empiricalcoordi-

natingmodelwith P̄ setequalto zeroor onedependingonwhich partyactuallywon thepresidency in each

election.By presidentialyear, 1976–96,the lossesfor thenew president’s partyare.011,.060,.015,.035,

.043and.058.

26Theupperboundsof the95%confidenceintervalsfor α, in Table2, aresmallerthanthelower bounds

of the95%confidenceintervalsMebane(2000,Table4) reportsfor αD or αR for thewinning presidential

candidatefor all yearsexcept1984.Theinterval for αR� 84, (.34,.79),is virtually thesameastheinterval for

α86 in Table2, suggestingthatvotersbelieved thatReagan’s influenceon policy remainedaboutthesame

throughouthissecondterm.

27Recallfootnote3.

28Themediansincludeonly observationsthathave γi
� 1.

29For IndependentIndependentsthemediansare0, ��� 00003,0, 0, ��� 00002and ��� 00041.

30Votersandnonvotersby year:982,887;802,551;1,099,617;940,725;1,244,841;996,600.

31Thisassumesthatα doesnot increaseaftermidterm(recallfootnote26).

32Thepatternof changesis similaramongnonvoters.

33In 1988theproportionsidentifying asStrongDemocrats,Democrats,RepublicansandStrongRepub-

licanswere.20,.16,.14and.20. In 1990theproportionswere.28,.18,.14and.14.

34By pairs of elections,the medi

 θRi � θDi


 valuesare: 1976–78,.20 and .21; 1980–82,.33 and .39;

1984–86,.36and.45;1988–90,.33and.29;1992–94,.37and.41;1996–98,.34and.36.
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35TheJuly1997plot to removeNewt GingrichasSpeakerrevealeddisarrayamongtheRepublicanHouse

leadership.Gingrich resignedshortly after the 1998election. Polls during 1998showed that mostvoters

dislikedtheRepublicaneffort to impeachthepresident(e.g.,Pew ResearchCenter1998).

36BecauseH̄i �R � H̄i �D � �
NV̄i �V � � 1 � 0 andNV̄i �V is large,λi � R � λi �D � �

H̄i �R � H̄i �D � � λi �R � λi � D ��� � H̄i �R �

H̄i � D � " �
NV̄i �V � � 1dλi � dH̄i . Theothertwo approximationsfollow from H̄i �R � H̄i � A � �

1 � H̄i �R��� � NV̄i � A � and

H̄i � D � H̄i � A � � H̄i �D � � NV̄i � A � .
37NES survey respondentsmay overreportthe frequency with which they vote. Slight inflation in ˆ̄V

shouldinduceslight inflation in b̂C, via theratio b̂C � ˆ̄V.

38Using(A-4), correlationsbetween̂τ andparameterestimatesin zi �D andzi �R approach� 1 asτ 2 1 for

parametersthathavepositivevaluesand1 for parametersthatarenegative.
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Table1: ParameterEstimatesfor theCoordinatingandNonstrategic Models

Coordinating Nonstrategic Coordinating Nonstrategic

parm MLE SE MLE SE parm MLE SE MLE SE

q 1� 557 � 137 1� 433 � 208 τ � 769 � 068 � 732 � 068
bC 1� 491 � 217 — — d0 � 78 � 1� 184 � 185 � 1� 249 � 187
bNS — — 1� 390 � 387 d0 � 82 � 1� 256 � 215 � 1� 318 � 218
α78 � 463 � 167 � 359 � 176 d0 � 86 � 1� 518 � 187 � 1� 594 � 190
α82 � 143 � 141 03 � 192 d0 � 90 � 1� 630 � 200 � 1� 706 � 203
α86 � 570 � 111 � 408 � 125 d0 � 94 � 1� 790 � 212 � 1� 827 � 211
α90 03 � 118 03 � 189 d0 � 98 � 2� 048 � 227 � 2� 095 � 229
α94 03 � 072 03 � 154 dEFF � 292 � 033 � 292 � 033
α98 � 272 � 140 03 � 177 dED1 1� 099 � 071 1� 098 � 071
ρ78 03 � 353 03 � 373 dED2 1� 773 � 087 1� 770 � 087
ρ82 � 780 � 434 � 086 � 515 dED3 2� 029 � 119 2� 026 � 119
ρ86 13 � 424 13 � 393 dAGE � 031 � 002 � 031 � 002
ρ90 13 � 386 13 � 402 dMAR � 423 � 051 � 425 � 051
ρ94 � 752 � 430 � 641 � 423 dRES � 117 � 007 � 117 � 007
ρ98 13 � 467 13 � 523 dγ �4� 605 � 115 �4� 585 � 115
c0 � 78 � 1� 018 � 093 ��� 990 � 093 dθ � 78 �4� 057 � 222 �4� 024 � 223
c0 � 82 �4� 898 � 114 ��� 923 � 119 dθ � 82 � 245 � 312 � 282 � 313
c0 � 86 �4� 772 � 097 ��� 744 � 097 dθ � 86 � 381 � 295 � 427 � 295
c0 � 90 �4� 864 � 124 ��� 775 � 124 dθ � 90 �4� 169 � 260 �4� 107 � 262
c0 � 94 �4� 871 � 091 ��� 871 � 092 dθ � 94 � 961 � 280 � 934 � 280
c0 � 98 � 1� 063 � 110 ��� 992 � 118 dθ � 98 � 881 � 347 � 881 � 349
cEC � 78 � 078 � 112 � 080 � 111 dEC � 78 �4� 023 � 117 �4� 023 � 117
cEC � 82 � 096 � 109 � 107 � 109 dEC � 82 � 015 � 132 � 015 � 133
cEC � 86 � 066 � 094 � 048 � 094 dEC � 86 �4� 146 � 110 �4� 146 � 110
cEC � 90 � 284 � 143 � 285 � 143 dEC � 90 �4� 156 � 131 �4� 149 � 131
cEC � 94 � 023 � 101 � 031 � 101 dEC � 94 �4� 404 � 121 �4� 408 � 121
cEC � 98 �4� 061 � 144 ��� 067 � 141 dEC � 98 � 152 � 156 � 153 � 156
cD � 493 � 074 � 485 � 074 dD �4� 833 � 081 �4� 816 � 081
cID � 603 � 083 � 604 � 083 dID �4� 880 � 094 �4� 860 � 094
cI � 946 � 093 � 931 � 093 dI � 1� 265 � 104 � 1� 242 � 105
cIR 1� 408 � 087 1� 386 � 086 dIR �4� 712 � 099 �4� 691 � 100
cR 1� 433 � 082 1� 418 � 082 dR �4� 780 � 091 �4� 760 � 091
cSR 1� 892 � 094 1� 862 � 094 dSR �4� 114 � 103 �4� 103 � 103
cDEM � 683 � 066 � 685 � 066 dDEM �4� 260 � 085 �4� 269 � 085
cREP � 636 � 067 � 631 � 067 dREP �4� 343 � 087 �4� 348 � 087

Note: Maximumlikelihoodestimatesandstandarderrors. 3 indicatesaboundary-constrainedparameter.
PooledNESPost-ElectionSurvey data,1978–98,n � 9639cases.Log-likelihoodvalues:coordinating
model, � 6824� 7; nonstrategic model, � 6825� 4.



Table2: 95%ConfidenceIntervalsfor α

lower upper
parameter bound bound

α78 � 157 � 787
α82 03 � 423
α86 � 348 � 775
α90 03 � 196
α94 03 � 127
α98 � 007 � 541

Note: Estimatesarebasedon tabulationof anasymptoticmixturedistributionof thekind derivedin Self
andLiang (1987),underthehypothesisthatα90

� α94
� ρ78

� 0 andρ86
� ρ90

� ρ98
� 1. 3 indicatesa

boundary-constrainedvalue.



Table3: HouseVoteChoicesThatMinimize Policy-relatedLosses, by Year

preceding midterm
presidential coordinating

midterm president’s yeara modelb

year party D R D R

1978 D .500 .500 .333 .667
1982 R .337 .663 .566 .434
1986 R .593 .407 .799 .201
1990 R .337 .663 .461 .539
1994 D .635 .365 .357 .643
1998 D .544 .456 .516 .484

Note: Entriesshow theproportionof votersin eachyearfor whomavotefor aHousecandidateof the
indicatedpartyis associatedwith asmallerpolicy-relatedlossthanis avotefor theotherparty. Midterm
entriesarecomputedusingtheparameterMLEs in Table1 and1978–98NESdata.Eachobservationis
weightedby thesamplingweight1� ζi .
a Proportionof votersin theprecedingpresidentialelectionyearfor whomtheindicatedHousecandidate
choiceminimizestheexpectedpolicy-relatedlossaccordingto thecoordinatingvotingmodelestimatesof
Mebane(2000,Table7).
b Of voterswith γi

� 1 andwCi �� 0, theproportionunderD havewCi � 0 andtheproportionunderRhave
wCi � 0.



Figure1: MedianAbsoluteDifferencesbetweenSelf andPresidentialElectionWinner’s Party, Votersand
Nonvoters
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Figure2: MedianSignedDifferencesbetweenSelf andDemocraticandRepublicanParties,VotersOnly

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(a) All Voters
−

0.
4

0.
0

0.
4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(b) Independent Independents

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(c) Strong Democrats

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(d) Democrats

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(e) Independent Democrats

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(f) Independent Republicans

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(g) Republicans

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Year

m
ed

ia
n

(h) Strong Republicans

−
0.

4
0.

0
0.

4

76 80 84 88 92 96

Legend:CirclesdenoteRepublicanparty. TrianglesdenoteDemocraticparty.


