CoordinationandPolicy Moderdion at Midterm
by
WalterR. Mebane Jr.t
and

JasjeeB. Sekhort

November6, 2001

Forthcoming.AmericanPolitical ScienceReview. March2002.

Earlierversionsof this paperwerepresentedt the 2000Annual Meetingof the MidwestPolitical Science
Association April 27-30,PalmerHouse,Chicagoatthe 1999Annual Meetingof the AmericanPolitical
ScienceAssociation Septembel-5, Atlanta,andat seminarsat Harvard University Dataweremade
availablein partby the CornellInstitutefor SocialandEconomicResearclandthe Inter-University
Consortiumfor Political andSocialResearchWe thankJonathatwWandfor helpful commentsJonathan
Cowdenfor letting tron helpmachtandlapowith the computing,andGary Jacobsorfor giving ushis
candidateguality datafor the 1978—-98midtermelections All errorsaresolelytheresponsibilityof the

authors.

T AssociateProfessarDepartmenbf GovernmentCornellUniversity, Ithaca,NY 14853-4601Voice:

607/255-3868Fax: 607/255-4530Email: wrml@cornell.edu.

+ AssistantProfessgrGavernmentDepartmentHarnard University 34 Kirkland Street.CambridgeMA

02138.Voice: 617/496-2426Fax: 617/496-5149Email: jsekhon@és.harard.edu.



Abstract

CoordnationandPolicy Moderationat Midterm

Eligible votershave beencoordinatingtheir turnoutandvote decisiongor the Houseof Representatesin
midtermelections.Coordinationis anoncooperatie rationalexpectationsequilibrium. Stochastichoice
modelsestimatedisingindividual-level datafrom NES sureys of years1978-199&upportthe
coordinatingmodelandrejecta nonstratgic model. The coordinatingmodelshovs thatmary votershave
incentvesto changeheir votesbetweerpresidentiayearandmidtermafterlearningthe outcomeof the
presidentiaklection.But this mechanisnalonedoesnot explain the sizeof midtermcycles. Thelargest
sourceof lossof supportfor the president party at midtermis a regularpatternin which the median
differencedbetweenvoters’ideal pointsandthe parties’policy positionshave becomedessfavorablefor the
president partythanthey wereatthetime of the presidentiaklection(norvotersshav the samepattern).

Theinterelectionchangesrenot consistentvith thetheoryof suigeanddecline.



Do Americanscoordinatetheir electoralchoicesin midtermcongressionatlectionsAVe use
coominationto describea situationin which two conditionshold for everyonewho is eligible to vote (i.e.,
every elector).Eachelectorcombinesnformationthateachelectorhasprivatelywith informationthat
everyonehasin commonto make the bestpossiblepredictionof the electionoutcome andeachelector
makesthe choice—consistenwith the electors prediction—thais mostlik ely to producethe bestpossible
resultfor theelector Eachelectors predictiontakesinto accountwhatall electors’beststratgieswould be
giventheinformationthey have in common a conditiondescribedy sayingthateachelectorhasrational
expectationsThechoiceeachelectormakesis partof theelectors privateinformation. Whenevery elector
makeschoicesaccordingto a stratgy thatis consistentvith the electors rationalexpectationsandno
electorcanproducea personallybetteroutcomeby usinga differentstratayy, thenthereis anoncooperatie
equilibrium. Coordinationis definedasthe existenceof a noncooperatie equilibriumthatis basedn
everyonehaving rationalexpectations.

Beyondimplicationsfor the regularity with which the president partylosesvote sharein midterm
electionswhich we discusshelaw, the existenceof coordinationis importantbecauseoordinationmplies
thatelectorstake oneanothelinto accountn aconstitutionallysignificantway. In Americanelections,
coordinationis basedntheseparatiorof powersbetweerthe presidenandCongressCoordinationoccurs
whenelectorsanticipatehow electionoutcomeswill affect bargainingaboutpolicy within thelegislature
andbetweerthelegislatureandthe executive. By institutingthe constitutionakeparatiorof powers,
Madisonbelievedthatelectedofficials’ pursuitof their selfishinterestsandambitionswould leadthemto
actwith regardto oneanotheiin waysthatwould preventgovernmentatyranry (Carey 1978,159-160).
Evenelectorswho did not coordinatemight hope,with Madison,thatthe separatiorof powverswould affect
officialsin thatway. But if coordinationexists, electorsshift from beingmereobsenersof consequences
the constitutionalprovisionsmay produceto beingagentsvho areled to counteracbneanotherby the

constitutionaincentives. Coordinatingelectorsareaswary of oneanotherasthey areof officials.



Coordinationproducegolicy moderation An electoris actingto moderateolicy whentheelector
choosesvhatto do basedntheideathat,via theinstitutionalstructure the policy outcomewill be
intermediatdbetweerthe parties’positions.With coordinationit is notthatelectorsandividually preferto
have governmentproducemoderategoolicy. Indeed no electorprefersmoderatioror dividedgovernment
perse.Ratherthe separatiorof poversandtheinstitutionsthatcreatepublic informationtogetherchannel
eachelectors selfisheffortsin suchaway thatcollectively thereis amoderatedesult.

In the stratgyic theoryof policy moderatiorintroducedby AlesinaandRosentha{1989;1995;1996),
which motivatesour analysis gachvoter’s rationalexpectatiomraboutthe midtermoutcomeis partof a
noncooperatie equilibriumthatencompassebe presidentiabndmidtermelections.Basedon empirical
testsof arationalexpectationshoncooperatie equilibrium modelof voters’choicesamongcandidatesor
presidentindfor the Houseof Representates,Mebaneg(2000)arguesthatthereis coordinationamong
votersin presidentiaklections.We useanextensionof Mebanes (2000)fixed-pointmethodgo developan
equilibriummaodelfor turnoutandvote choicedecisionsy midtermelectors.We testthe modelusing
NationalElectionStudieg(NES) surwey datafrom the six midtermelectionsof years1978through1998.
We alsocomparethe coordinatingmodelexplicitly to aninstitutionalbalancingmodelthatassertghat
electorsdo notactstrateyically. Finally, we examinehow well the coordinatingmodelexplainsmidterm
loss(Erikson 1988),takinginto accounthe alternatve theoryof suige anddecline(Born 1990; Campbell
1966;Campbell1987;1991).

Ouranalysids a counter@ampleto GreenandShapiros claim that“rational choicetheoryfaresbestin
ervironmentghatareevidencepoor” (1994,195). Indeed we sharplytestthe stratgic theoryusingexactly
thekind of suney datawith which GreenandShapiroasserthat“rational choicetheorieshave been
refutedor domesticated{p. 195). Our analysiss not subjectto the pathologieghat Greenand Shapiro
shawv have generallyafflicted rationalchoicetheory The statisticalmodelwe useto confrontthe survey

datais isomorphicto theformal equilibriumtheory We testthe parametersf the estimatednodelfor



internalcoherencandthe modelasawhole agpinsta relevantalternatve, namelythe nonstratgic model.

It maybe surprisng to mary, includingsomeformal theoriststhatvotersareableto behaein the
stratgic fashionour modelposits.No onedisputeghelong-establisheflactthatmostvotersarepolitically
ignorant(e.g.,Adams[1805] 1973;Bryce[1888]1995; Corversel964;Delli CarpiniandKeeter1996).
Whatwidespreadoterignorancampliesis controversial,however. Eventhoughindividualsarepoorly
informed,political andelectoralinstitutionsmayallow votersto make decisionghataremuchthe sameas
they would male if they hadbetterinformation. For instanceMcKelvey andOrdeshook1985a;1985b)
suggesthatpolls andinterestgroupendorsementsiay performsuchcuingfunctions.Mebane(2000)
regardssuchinstitutionsasimplicitly providing foundationgor coordinatiorandsodowe. It is clear
however, thatneithersuchcuesnor the aggraatecancellatiorof individual votererrorsaresufficient to
produceelectionresultsthatfully matchwhatwould happerif all electorswerebetterinformed(Bartels
1996).

Thatelectorsnteractstratgically doesnotimply thatthey live up to the democratiadeal of being
active participantdn arational-criticaldiscourseon publicissueqHabermag$1964] 1989;[1981] 1984;
[1981]1987). Thenoncooperatie framewvork takespreferenceasgiven,andwhenassessg the efficacy
anddesirabilityof possibleactions strateyic electorsknow they areinteractingwith otherswho are
similarly rational.In discourseindividualsmay modify their preference responsé¢o agumentsandif
engagedin communicatie actionthey are“coordinatednot throughegocentriccalculationsof successut
throughactsof reachingunderstanding{Habermag$1981] 1984,285-286).Communicatie reasonings
aboutindividualstogethereflectingon backgroundassumptionsboutthe world andbringing sharedasic
normsto thefore to be questionecindnegotiated.Evenif stratajic electorsmight bethoughtMadisonian
becausehe constitutionakeparatiorof powerscauseshemcollectively to moderatepolicy, instrumental
rationality hasindividualstakingbackgroundassumptionsndnormsfor granted ascommonknowledge,

andfocusingon pursuitof gains.



Overview

We assumehateachelectorhasthe samebasicinstitutionalunderstandinghatis attributedto votersin the
theoriesof AlesinaandRosentha(1995;1996)andMebaneg(2000). Eachelectorknows post-election
policy outcomesarecompromisebetweerthe positionstakenby the presidentandthe Congressandeach
electorbelievesthetwo political partiespushfor distinctpolicy alternatves.In our theorydifferentelectors
have differentbeliefsaboutwhatthe parties’policy positionsare,andnotall electorscareaboutthe policy
outcomesAn electormayvotefor oneof the partiesor notvote.

Theequilibriumconceptn our modelis similarto Mebanes (2000): eachelectoris ableto make an
equilibriumstrateyic choicethatis basedn accuratexpectationgegardingthe aggreateresultsof other
electors’intendedchoicest Differentelectorshave beliefsaboutthe upcomingelectionresultsthatare
similar becaus®f commonknowledgeall electorshave but differ becausef privateinformationeach
electorhas.Our equilibriumincludesthelevel of turnoutalongwith thetwo-partysplit of votesfor House
candidatesThefixed-pointvaluesdeterminedn theempiricalanalysisestimatehe aggreatevaluesthat
arecommonknowledgein equilibriumin thetheoreticaimodel.

We comparethe coordinatingmodelto anempiricalmodelderivedfrom the nonstratgic theorythat
Fiorina(1988;1992,73-81)introducedo describdnstitutionalbalancingby votersin electionsduring
presidentialyears.Mebang(2000)findsthe nonstratgic modelto be significantlyinferior to his
coordinatingmodelin NESdatafrom presidentiaklectionyears1976—1996 Our findingsfor the midterms
dataaresimilar.

Oneof the mostimportantimplicationsof AlesinaandRosenthab theoryis anexplanationof midterm
loss. Accordingto theirtheory somewho votedfor a congressionatandidateof the president partywhen
the presidentiabutcomewasuncertainwould have votedfor the otherparty hadthey known which
presidentiatandidatevould win. At midtermsuchvoterschangetheir votes,sothe presidents partyloses

congressionalote share AlesinaandRosentha(1989;1995;Alesina,LondreganandRosenthall 993)



shaw patterndn aggrgatedatathatin severalrespectsnatchthekind of midtermcycle theirtheory
implies, but, asthey obsenre, the midtermcycle occurstoo frequentlyto befully consistentvith their
theoreticamodel(AlesinaandRosenthall 995,207)? We usethe dataandparameteestimategrom our
modelandfrom Mebane(2000)to confirmthatthe disappearingincertaintyof AlesinaandRosenthab
theoryaccountdor only a smallpartof the midtermcyclesthatoccurrecbetweenl976and1998. The
predominanpartof the explanationfor the frequeny andmagnitudeof the midtermcyclesis aregular
patternof interelectionchangesn therelationshipbetweenvoters’policy ideal pointsandthe policy
positionsthey attributeto the parties.Usuallythe changesvork againstcandidate®f the president party;
butin 1998the change$elpedDemocratsachieve a midtermgain.

An alternatve explanationfor midtermlossis thetheoryof suge anddecline. The detailsof thetheory
vary somavhatin differentaccountgBorn 1990;Campbell1966;Campbell1987;1991;Kernell1977),but
therearetwo centralideas.First, therearepeoplewho turn outin the presidentiaklectionandvotefor
Housecandidate®f the partythatwins the presideng but who do not vote at midterm. Second,
presidentiatoattailscausemary votersto chooseHousecandidate®f the president party, but at
midterm,absenpresidentiatoattails the presidents party suffersa predictableandregularmidtermloss
proportionalto the party’s prior presidentiavote margin (Campbell1991).

Oneformulationof the suge anddeclineargumenthighlightsthe claim thatIndependentaremore
likely to votein the presidentiaklectionthanat midterm,sothatthe midtermelectorateconsistf a higher
proportionof partyidentifierswhosevote choicesarerelatvely unmovedby short-un concerngCampbell
1966).UsingNES data,Born (1990)findslittle supportfor thator relatedclaimsaboutturnoutvariations.
We find thatpolicy evaluationschangesystematicallypetweerthe presidentiaklectionandmidtermin
waysthatdo not matchthetheory Consistentvith sugeanddecline,Born (1990)findsthatshort-un
concernsnattermoreduringthe presidentiaklectionthanat midterm. We explain thatthis asymmetry

arisesbecauseetrospectie economicevaluationssignificantlyaffect Housevotesin presidentialyears but



theseevaluationsdo not significantlyaffect Housevotesat midterm.

A nggative voting variantof the suige anddeclinetheoryamuesthatvotersweigh negative aspect®f a
president performancenoreheavily thanpositive aspect¢BloomandPrice1975;Kernell1977).Several
studiedfind mixed supportfor variousinterpretation®f the negative voting idea(Abramawitz 1985;Cover
1986),but FiorinaandShepsl€1989)shav thatevidenceof negative voting reflectsnothingmorethana
technicalartifact. Born (1990)rejectstheideabasedn NES datafrom severalelections Becausef the
lack of evidencefor asymmetrimegative voting, we do not directly engagethis variantof suigeand
decline.

Thenegative voting variantclaimsto explain aninterestingregularity thatsuige anddeclineotherwise
doesnot. A partyconsistentlyrecevvesa highervote proportionin midtermHouseelectionswhenthe other
party controlsthe White Housethanwhenthey themselescontrolit. Suigeanddeclinecomparesnidterm
electionreturnsto the previous presidentiaklectionbut usuallyignoresthe distribution of returnsacross
midterms.Our moderatiortheoryexplainsthatdistribution and,unlike negative voting, hasstrong

individual-level support.

A Model of Coordination in Turnout and VVote Choicesat Midterm

In amannersimilarto Mebane(2000),the modelof coordinationwe developis basedn a fixed-point
theoremthatdefineshe commonknowledgebeliefthatall electorshave aboutthe upcomingelection
results.Thevaluesof two aggreatestatisticssummarizehe electionresults:(i) the proportionof the
two-partyvoteto be castnationallyfor Republicarcandidategor the Houseand(ii) the proportionof
electorsvhowill vote. Ourtheorydiffers from Mebane$ by including electorswhoseelection-time
preferenceandhencestratgliesdo not dependon expectedpost-electiorpolicies. Eachelectorwho does
careaboutthe policiesrespondgo the belief eachhasaboutthe aggrejatevalues becauséhe valuesaffect

thelosseachexpects.



Theelectionis agameamongeveryonewho s eligible to vote,thatis, amongall the electorsassumed
to bealargenumber Electorsactnoncooperatiely andsimultaneouslyeachchoosingwhetherto vote for
aDemocraticor aRepublicarcandidatdor a Houseseator notto vote. In someHousedistrictsa candidate
may be unopposedEvery electors expectationsaboutthe electionoutcomedependon the stratgyiesother
electorsareexpectedo use.Equilibrium occurswhenevery electorusesall availableinformationto form
suchexpectationsand,giveneverythingeachelectorknows, no electorexpectsto gain by usinga different
strat@y. In thefollowing discussiorwe sketchthe mainfeaturesf the model. Furtherdetails,including
the extensionto includeunopposedandidatesn somedistricts,appeatn the Appendix.

Electori expectsthatafterthe electionDemocratswill try to implementpolicy position6p; and
RepublicanpositionBg;. Givenexpectationghata proportionV; of theN electorswill voteanda

proportionl—Ti of thevotewill goto Republicansi expectspost-electiorpolicy to be

abpj + (1— d)[l'_hGRi +(1- I—Ti)GDi], if Democratis president

0a6Ri+ (1— o) [HiBri+ (1—Hi)6pi]. if Republicaris president
whereq, 0 < a < 1, representthe presidents strengthin comparisorio the House,andl—TieRi +(1- I—Ti)eDi
is the positioni expectsthe Houseto take. If electori’s preferenceslependon policy, theni’s expectedoss
from 8;, denoted\;, depend®ni’sidealpoint6;, accordingo A; = |6; — B; |9, where0 < g < +, andwe
setanindicatorvariabley; = 1.3 If i doesnot careaboutpolicy, thenA; = 0 andwe sety; = 0.

Every electors choice—whetheto votefor the Republica, the Democrator notto vote—afectsH;

andhenceaffects®;. We write H; = H; g if i votesRepublicarandH; = H; p if i votesDemocratwith

Hi r > Hip. Theeffectanincreasén H; hason; is

0(Bpi — Ori)(1—0)|6; — 69 1sgn® —6,), ify=1
Wci =

07 Ify,:O,

wheresgn(x) = —1if x < 0, sgnx) = 0if x= 0, andsgn(x) = 1if x> 0. Eachchoicealsoinvolves



additionalgainsandlossessuchthatthetotal lossfor i is

Nip+zp+¢&p. if i votesfor theDemocrat
Ni=19 ANr+zRr+ER if i votesfor the Republican
ANA+ZA+EiA, if i doesnotvote.

To minimizeii, i chooseshevaluefrom thesetK = {D,R, A} thatminimizesx; h + & n, h € K, whereD
denotewoting for the DemocratR voting for the RepublicarandA notvoting, and,using\ZVA to denotethe

valueof V; if i doesnotvote,

X p=—(NVia) *Hipwei +zp (1)
Xr=(NVia) "t (1-—HRr)Wei +zR (1b)
XNA=ZA- (1)

VariableY; denotes’s choicefrom K. BecauseY; depends;)n\7i andl—_h, thebestchoicefor eachelector
who hasy; = 1 depend®nwhati expectsothersto do. Y; is anequilibriumonly if it minimizesA; when
eachi assumeshateveryoneelseis usingthesamerule andonly if it is supportedy everyi believing
“mutually consistent’(Mebane2000,41) valuesfor H; andV;. Thedefinitionof Y; andassumptionsve
make aboutthe probability distribution of we;, z n andg; , imply choiceprobabilitiesy; p, i r and; a.
We useMebanes (2000)methodto characterizeachmutually consistenpair (I-_h ,\7i) asadeviation
from commonknowledgeexpections(H, V) thatall electorshave wheneachelectori knows only the
distribution of wci, z  andg; p. In thatcasethe proportionsof electorsexpectedo vote Republicarand
Democraticarerespectiely R andD suchthatV = R+ D, H = R/V and,in (1a)and(1b),V, o =V and
Hip = Hir = H, andi’s choiceprobabilitiesare i n = i n (samefor all i in asetindexedby k). The
differencebetween(H;, Vi) and(H, V) reflectsi’s privateinformation,which is the actualvaluesof we;, z

andeg; . Lety; p indicatethevalueof Y; wheni knowswc;, z n ande; j, h € K, but for otherelectorshas

only thecommonknowledge:yih = 1if Yi = h, yihn = 0if Yj # h, h € K. Define



R_iyi,R = F\T‘I' (YirR— L_lth)/N, ISiyi.D = 5+ (Yip — L_J.th)/N, \ZYi‘RYi.D = F\TiYi,R + ISiYi,Dv and

Hiy: ryio = Riyin/Viyimyio- A setof equilibriumchoicesy; andexpectationgHi, Vi), i = 1,...,N, is givenby

Theorem1 Thekis a coodinating electorequilibriumif, with all electos usingthe samefixedpoint
(H,V) computedromcommorknowledg, eac electori has (Hi,Vi) = (Hiy, ayi s Viyiryi o) @NAY; = h,
h € K, for whichever of thethreepossiblepairs of values(l—Tiyi_RYi_D,\ZYi.Ryi_D) correspondso thesmallest

valueof A;: eitherH; = Hio1, Vi = Vio; andY; = D; H; = Hizo, Vi = VizpandY; = R; or H; = Higo, Vi = Vigo

andY; = A.

A Coordinating Model for Survey Data

With surey datawe obsenre choicesy; € K reportedby eachelectori in asampleSof sizen,i=1,...,n,
anda setof variablesz; thataffect electoralchoices.Givenz; anda setof parametewalues we adapt

Mebanes (2000)methodto compute\/alues(ﬁ,V). In (la—c)we setH; = H andV; = V andsubstitute

beV L for (NV)~1, wherebc > 0O is aconstanparameter:

Xip = —bcV Hwei +2p (2a)
% r=hoV ? (1—H)WCi+Zi,R (2b)
XA=ZA- (2¢)

Furtherdetails,includingthe definition of thelog-likelihood,arein the Appendix.

We testwhetherthe parametersatisfyconditionsnecessaryor coordinationto exist. If a = 1, then
Wei = 0 sothatelectors’stratgiesdependon neitherH norV andthereis no coordination We use
confidencantervalsandlik elihood-ratio(LR) teststo checkwhethera = 1 canberejectedfor eachyearof
our data.We useDavies's method(1987,36, eq. 3.4) to adjustthe LR testsignificanceprobabilitiesfor a
nonrayularity thatarisesbecausehe modeldoesnotdependon p whena = 1. Also necessaryor the

modelto describecoordinationarethatq > 0 andthatbc > 0: g = 0 implieswg; = 0, andbc = 0 implies



thatwg;, H andV do notaffecti’s choice.

A NonstrategicModerating Model

To testfurtherwhetherelectorscoordinatewe defineanempiricalmodelthatappliesto midtermelections
thecoreideain Fiorina’s (1988;1992,73—-81)nonstratgic theoryof institutionalbalancingoy votersin
presidential-yeaelections.Thetheoryconsidersa situationin which eachvoterhasa choicebetweertwo
candidatesor presidenandtwo candidatesor thelegislature onefrom eachof two parties.Eachvoter
chooseshe mix of party controlof the presideng andthelegislature eitherunified or dividedgovernment,
thatwould producea policy outcomenearesthe electors ideal point. Thevoterignoresthe expected
electionoutcome.Thetheoryis nonstratgic becausao voter's choicedepend®n thelik ely choiceof ary
othervoter.

We applythenonstratgic theoryby assuminghatat midtermeachelectori treatsthe party of the
presidentsfixedin forming a preferencdetweerunified or divided governmentbut ignoresthe expected
electionoutcome The post-electiorpoliciesi expectsif thereis a Democratiamajority in the Housearé*

Opi, if Democrats president

Bpi = 3)
06gri+ (1—a)Bp;j, if Republicans president

andthe post-electiorpoliciesi expectsif thereis a Republica majority are
06pj + (1— )6, if Democratis president

Bri = 4)
Bri, if Republicans president

with 0 < a < 1. Thenonstratgic theorysaysthat,otherthingsequal,i votesfor the Democratinsteadof
the Republicanf i'sidealpointis closerto the policy expectedwith a Democratiomajority thanto the
policy expectedwith a Republicarmajority i.e., if |6 — Bpi| < |6; — Bri|. If |6 — Bpi| > |6; — Bri|, theni
votesfor the Republicarinsteadof the Democrat.

In the nonstratgic modelthereis policy moderatioronly if 0 < a < 1. If a = 1, thenthepresident

party’s positionis the expectedpolicy, henceBp; = 8ri, andpolicy comparisonsio not affect midtermvote

10



choiceslIf a =0, thenéDi = Op; andéRi = BR; regardlesof whois president.Thereis no moderatiorbut
rathera simplechoicebetweerthe parties’alternatve policies.
To includethe possibility of notvoting, we usethe sameog-likelihoodfunctionaswith the

coordinatingmodel,exceptbasecdon modifieddefinitionsof x; , h € K. Defining

16 — Bril?— |6 — Bpi?, ifyi=1
WNS =
0, ifyi=0,

with 0 < g < +o0, we define

Xip = —bnsWns + 2z p (5a)
Xi R = bnsWns +ZiR (5b)
XA=ZA, (50)

with bys > 0. If bys > 0, thendp p/dwng > 0 anddy; r/dwng < O.
Thecoordinatingandnonstratgic modelsdiffer only in thattheformeruses\?ll;TWCi and

VA (l — FT) Wei to definex; p andx; r While thelatteruseswyg. We useVuong's (1989,320)testto

comparethemfirst testingseparatelyhetherbc > 0 andbys > 0. Themodelsmayfit the dataabout

equallywell becausevc; andwyg have the samesignif 8; = (8p; + Ori) /2.

Definitions of Empirical ChoiceAttrib utes

To estimatehe modelswe pool NES Surwey datafrom years1978,1982,1986,1990,1994and1998
(Miller andthe NationalElectionStudies1979;1983;1987;Miller, Kinder, Rosenstonandthe National
ElectionStudiesl992;RosenstonéMliller, Kinder andthe NationalElectionStudies1995; Sapiro,
Rosenstonandthe NationalElectionStudies1 999). Someparametersary by year

We useNES seren-pointscalesandthe methoddescribedy Mebaneg(2000,55) to determinevaluesof

8, 9pi, Iri, anddpp; or Ipr; for eachi.® If anelectori doesnot provide valuesfor the policy position

11



variableq8;, 9pj, 9ri, anddppj or 9pR;), we assumehati doesnot experiencepolicy-relatedlossessothat
suchlossedo not affectthechoices makes.We sety; = 0 if thereis not atleastonecompletesetof policy
positionvariablevaluesfor i andy, = 1 if atleastonecompletesetexists® We includey; in z A. To allow
for the possibility of ideologicallybasednobilization,we alsoincludeeachelectors ideal pointin z a,
usingtheform y;6; to switchthe effect off wheni lacksa completesetof policy positionvalues.

Evidencethatretrospectie economicevaluationamatterin presidentiaklectionss strong,but
systematidirecteffectsseemnotto exist for candidatechoicesn Houseelectionsat midterm(Alesinaand
Rosenthall989;Born 1991;Erikson1990;Jacobsori 989). Effectson turnoutdecisionsalsohave been
foundto beweak(ArcelusandMeltzer1975;Fiorina1978). To measureetrospectie evaluationswe use
responsesd a questionaskingwhetherthe nationaleconomyhasgottenworseor betterover the pastyear’
In z p, z r andz Ao we includethevariable,EC;, multiplied by PR = 1 if the presidenis Republican;

PR = —1if Democrat.

Party identificationhaslong beenknown to affect vote choiceg(e.g.CampbellandMiller 1957)andto
beassociatethothwith varyingratesof voterturnout(Campbell1966;Corversel966;Miller 1979)and
with policy preferenceandperceptiongBradyandSnidermari985). We measurgartyidentification
with six dummyvariablesthatcorrespondo thelevelsof the NES seven-pointscale using“Strong
Demaocrat’asthereferencecatgyory: PIDp;, PID\p, PID;;, PIDRr;, PIDR; andPIDsg .2 Weincludethe
variablesin z p, z r andz a.

To take incumbent-relatedffectsinto accountwe usea pair of dummyvariablesthatindicatewhether
aDemocraticor Republica incumbents runningfor reelectionin electori’s congressionatlistrict.

DEM; = 1 if aDemocratiancumbents running,otherwiseDEM; = 0, andlikewisefor RER anda
Republicarincumbent In the choicebetweercandidatesve expectto seeanincumbeng advantaget?
Becausdhe presencef anincumbentusuallymeanghe absencef a vigorouscampaignthe probability

of notvoting shouldbe higherwhenanincumbents runningthanwhenthereis anopenseat!?
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We includein z o ameasuref subjectve political efficacy (EFF), definedasthe averageof responses
to two suney items(AbramsonandAldrich 1982;Balch1974)1? andfour demographiwariablesthatare
frequentlyobseredto have strongeffectson voterturnout(Born 1990): educationage,marital statusand
time at currentresidenceThreedummyvariablesmeasureeducationhigh schooldiploma, 12+ yearsof
school,nohigherdegree(ED1;); AA or BA level degreespr 17+yearsof schoolandno higherdegree
(ED2); adwanceddegree,includingLLB (ED3). Thereferencecateyory for the dummyvariabless: 11
gradesor less,no diplomaor equivaleng. Age we measurastime in yearsminus40 (AGE;). Marital
statuss adummyvariable(MAR;) codedonefor “marriedandliving with spousgor spouseén service)”
andzerootherwise.Time at currentresidenc€RES) is measuredn wholeyearsfor durationshetween
threeandnineyears,otherwiseit is codedusingthe samevaluesusedby Born (1990):lessthan6 months,
.25;6-12monthsor 1 year .75; 13—24months,or 2 years,1.5;tenyearsor more, 1013

Thedefinitionsof the attributesof the choicesare

Z p = Co — Ccpem DEM;j + cecPREG,

+ cpPIDpj 4 cipPIDp; + ¢ PID}; 4+ ¢rPIDIR; + CrRPIDR; + CsrPIDsR (6a)
Z r = —Cop— CrepPRER — cecPREG

— cpPIDpj — ¢pPIDpj — ¢ PID;j — ¢ rPID|Rj — CRPIDR; — CsrPIDsk; (6b)
z A = do+ derr EFF + dep1EDY + dep2EDZ + dep3ED3 + dageAGE + duarMAR;

+ dresRES + dy(1— Vi) + dgVi6; + drepRER + dpem DEM; + decPREG

+ dpPIDp; + dipPIDp;j + d|PID;; 4+ drPID|r; + drPIDR; + dsrPIDsp; , (6c)

whereparametersy, cec, do, dec anddg areconstanin eachyeat andtheremainingparametersre
constanbver all years.A variablethatincreaseshe probability of choosingh € K will have a negative
coeficient! Theeffectsmeasuredby the c parametergrimarily contrasthe candidatealternatvesto one

anotherwhile thed parametersneasureffectsthatcontrasthe choicenot to voteto the choiceto vote.
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For the attributesof the candidatesparametesignsshouldbecy < 0 andcec, Cpem, Crep, Cp, CiD, i, CIR,

Cr, Cxr > 0. For theattributesof notvoting, parametesignsshouldbe dy, drep, dpem, dp, dip, di, dir,

dr < 0, anddgff, dep1, dep2, dep3s, dacge, duar, dres > 0. Thesignsof dg, dg anddgc areindeterminate.
To measurehoicesy; , we useindividuals’ selfreports!® The samplesizeof electorsused,pooled

overthesix NESsuneys, is 9,639(by year 1978-98thesizesarel,814,1,226,1,972,1,833,1,648,

1,146).0nly thosewho did not vote or who votedfor eithera Democraior a Republicarareincluded.Of

the 10,954respondent® all the NES data,1,315wereomitteddueto missingor invalid data'®

Model Estimatesand Resultsof Testsof Coordination

Thecoordinatingandnonstratgic modelsproducesimilar results.Maximum/lik elihoodestimate$MLES]
andstandarderrors[SEq for the parametersf the models,usingobsenedattribute specificationg2a—c),
(5a—c)and(6a—c),appeain Table1.” All the parametershathave the sameinterpretatiorin bothmodels
have statisticallyindistinguishablestimatesThe MLESs for cgc arenearzerofor every yearexcept1990,
suggestinghatfor the mostpartretrospectie economicevaluationsdo not affect choicesbetween
candidates$® Exceptfor 1994,the MLEs for dec arestatisticallyinsignificant,sothatretrospectie
evaluationsalsohave no systematieffect on the choicenotto vote. The MLES for the partyidentification
dummyvariablesshav thefamiliar effectsof partyidentificationon candidatechoicesandturnout. The
MLEs for cpepm andcgep pointto a substantiaincumbentadwantagewhile the MLE s for dpgy anddrep
shaw the probability of voting is smallerwhenanincumbents runningfor reelection.Greatersubjectve
political efficagy, highereducationgreaterage, beingmarriedandhaving livedlongeratones current
residencall increasahelossfrom notvoting andsoincreasehe probability of voting. An electorwho
doesnotreportatleastonecompletesetof policy positionvalues(y; = 0) is significantlymorelik ely notto
votethananelectorwho doesreportpolicy positions.For 1994and1998,electorswho have highervalues

of 6; aresignificantlymorelik ely to votethanelectorswvho have lower valuesof 6;: conserative electors
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wereespeciallymobilizedin thoseelections.
*** Tablel abouthere***

Thecoordinatingmodelpasseshetestsof the conditionsnecessaryor coordinatingoehaior. TheLR
teststatisticsfor the constraintn = 1, imposedseparatelyor eachyear rejectthe constrainin every
year'® The 95% confidencentervalsshavn in Table2 supportthe sameconclusiong® Regardingthe
otherconditions,95% confidencenternalscomputedasin Table2 shov g (1.28,1.81)andbc (1.10,1.90)
to be positve andboundedwell avay from zero.

*** Table2 abouthere***

TheMLESs for the nonstratgic modeldo not supportthe theoryof nonstratgic institutionalbalancing.
Only two of the six MLESs for a (G7g anddge) arestatisticallydistinguishabldrom zero;

Ogo = Ggp = Ogg = Ggg = 0. Ratherthanmoderatingthe estimatesuggesthatin mostyearselectorsare
makingdirectchoiceshetweerthe parties’alternatve policies.

While thelog-likelihoodof the coordinatingmodel(—68247) is not muchgreaterthanthatof the
nonstratgic model(—68254), Vuongs (1989)overlappingmodelstestnonethelesgsejectsthe nonstratgic
modelasanalternatve to the coordinatingmodel. The MLEs andSEsin Tablel clearlyrejectbothbe = 0
andbys = 0. Usingthedistribution of Vuong(1989,eqn.6.4), theteststatisticis n~/2LR, /Gy, = 4.3

(p < .0001)%*

Moderation, Institutional Balancingand the Midterm Cycle

In the coordinatingmodel,every electoranticipatesa post-electiomolicy thatis intermediatdbetweerthe
parties’positions,unlessa = 1. The coordinatingmodelMLESs for a arelessthan.5 in every yearexcept
1986(seeTablel), suggestindhatelectorsexpectedhe presidento bewealer thanthe Housein
determiningpost-midternpolicy. Theestimategor H shaw thatthe positionof the Housewasexpectedo

be closerto the Democratigpositionin 1978,1982,1986and1990andcloserto the Republicarpositionin
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1994and199822

The systematidoundationfor a midtermcycle in the coordinatingmodelis thatthe equilibrium
RepublicarHousevote shareeachelectorexpectsatthetime of the presidentiaklectionis nolongeran
equilibriumoncetheidentity of the presidenbecomegknown. The post-electiordisequilibriumdecreases
the probabilitythateachelectorvotesfor a Housecandidateof the president party Theaggreation of
suchchangess the cycle-generatingnechanism.

Doesthecoordinatingmodel's moderatingmechanismwhichis basedn A, generatea midterm
cycle? For abaselinemeasuref the effect policy-relatedincentveshave on choicesin the presidential
electionyearprecedingeachmidterm,we useMebane$ (2000, Table7) estimate®f the proportionof
presidential-yeavotersfor whomeachcombinationof presidentiabndHousechoiceswould minimize
expectedpolicy-relatedlosses’® Considerthe proportionof votersin a presidentiaklectionwho would
minimizetheir expectedpolicy-relatediossedy voting for a Housecandidateof the samepartyasthe new
president.Thereis a policy-relatedfoundationfor amidtermcycle if thatproportionis greaterthanthe
proportionof votersin the subsequennidtermwho would minimizetheir policy-relatediossesy voting
for acandidateof the sameparty asthe president.Table3 shavs thatsucha patternoccursfor all six
midtermelectionsalthoughthe declinefrom 1996to 1998is considerablysmallerthanfor the other
years?*

*** Table3 abouthere***

It is doubtful, however, whethemrmostof the changen votesfrom presidentiaklectionto midtermis
duepurelyto the post-electiordisequilibriumthatthe disappearancef uncertaintyabouttheidentity of the
presidenbringsabout.Simulationusingpresidential-yeaNES dataandMebane$ (2000)coordinating
voting modelsuggestshatimmediatelyafterthe presidentiaklection,duesolelyto theidentity of the new
presidenhaving becomeknown, the equilibrium proportionof Housevotesfor the new presidents party

typically falls by valuesrangingfrom about.01 to about.062° The simulatedossis substantiallysmaller

16



thanthe correspondinglecreasén policy-relatedsupportfor the presidents partyshavn in Table3 for
eachmidtermyearexcept1998. Otherfactorsthatchangebetweerthe presidentiabndmidtermelections
aremodulatingthe magnitudeof the policy-relatedmidtermlosses.Suchfactorsincludethefactthatthe
presidenis usuallyexpectedo have lessinfluenceon policy aftermidtermthanafterthe preceding
presidentiaklection?® Theform of eachelectors evaluationof the policy-relatediossesalsochangesat
midtermanelectors evaluationof A; doesnotdependon the electors retrospectie evaluationof the
economyasit doesin presidentiaklectionyears?’” And betweerelectionspartiesmay changetheir policy

positions,or votersmay changeheir ideal points,andsubstantiely differentpoliciescomeinto play.

Surgeand Decline

Thetheoryof suigeanddeclinesuggests possiblereasorfor therelationshipbetweernvoters’ most
preferredooliciesandthe policy positionsthey attributeto the partiesto changen a systematiavay
betweerthe presidentiabndmidtermelections.Accordingto thetheory duringthe heightened
mobilizationof presidentiaklectionsmoreelectorswith maiginal political involvementturn outto vote
thanduringmidtermelections andthis groupdisproportionatelywotesfor the party of thewinning
presidentiatandidat§ Campbell1966). Campbells (1987)revisedtheorytreatsmidtermasareturnto a
normalpartisanvote,lessinfluencedby shortrun concernghanthe presidentiaklection.He writes, “surge
of interestandinformationin presidentiaklectionswill affecttheturnoutof peripherapartisansandthe
vote choiceof independents(p. 968). Born (1990,642,note 30) raisesseriousdoubtsaboutthose
revisions.

Perhapghe surge of maginal electorswho, accordingo thetheory votefor Housecandidate®f the
samepartyasthe presidentialvinnerdo sobecausehey lik e thatparty’s policy positionbetterthanthe
otherparty’s policy position. The positedmidtermdeclinein their turnoutshouldhave two major effects.

On average midtermvotersshouldtendto have policy ideal pointsthatarefartherfrom the presidents
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partythanpresidential-yeavotersdo, andmidtermnonvotersshouldtendto have policy ideal pointsthat
arecloserto the president partythanpresidential-yeanorvotersdo. We shav that NES datafrom the
electionsof 1976through1998do not supportthe existenceof sucha suige anddeclinemechanism.

For mostelectorsturnoutat midtermis only weakly relatedto expectedpolicy-relatedlossesin the
empiricalcoordinatingmodel,the policy-relatediossexpectedby electori affectsthe probabilitythati does
notvote (4 a) via Wei. We assesshe effectthatpolicy-relatedlosseshave on midtermturnoutby
computingtheeffecton ; A of settingwc; = O for eachi in themidtermNES data.By midtermyear
1978-98themediandifferencedetweeny a usingtheoriginal we; valueandp a with we; = 0 are
—.0000017,—.0017,—.00047,—.0014,—.0018and—.001128 The mediandifferencesalwayshave
smallermagnitudefor Independentthanfor otherelectors?® Suchsmalleffectswill usuallybedominated
by otherfactors,suchaspartisanshigerse,thatmuchmorestronglyaffect the probability of not voting.

Nonetheles# maybethatmidtermvotersseethemselesasfartherfrom the president partyon
policy thanpresidential-yeavotersdo, while midtermnonvotersseethemselesascloserto the policy of
the presidentialvinner’s partythando presidential-yeanonvoters. To comparehe policy proximities,we
usethe coordinatingmodelparameteestimate®f Mebane(2000)to computeideal points(6;) andparty
policy positions(Bp; andBg;) for bothvotersandnonvotersin the NES datafor eachpresidentiaklection
yearfrom 1976through1996.We definea voterto be anyonewho reportshaving votedfor eitherthe
Demaocrator the Republicanin the Houseraceanda nonvoterto be anyonewho doesnotreportsucha
vote. We includeonly thosewho reportat leastonecompletesetof policy positionvalues3® For each
electori we computethe absolutadifferencebetweerni’s ideal pointandthe positionof the party thatwon
the presidentiaklection. Theabsolutedifferenceis |6; — Bp;| if the Democratwon the electionand
|8, — Bril if theRepublicarwon.

Eachpanelin Figurel displaysfor eachyearthe medianof the absolutadifferencedor a differentset

of electors.Panel(a) shavs the mediandor all votersandnonvoters,andtheremainingpanelsshav the
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mediandor eachof the seren NEStypesof partyidentifiers.Amongall voters—Figurel(a)—themedian
absolutadifferencebetweereachvoter’s ideal point andthe positionthe voter attributesto the presidential
winner’s partyis alwaysgreaterat midtermthanit is duringthe precedingpresidentiaklectionyear Butin
every caseexcept1992-94the medianabsolutedifferences alsogreaterat midtermamongall norvoters.
The patternamongnorvotersdoesnot matchwhatsuige anddeclinetheorypredicts.

*** Figurel abouthere***

The closestmatchto the patternpredictedby the suge anddeclinetheoryoccursamonglndependent
IndependentéFigurel(b)), but eventherethe supportfor surge anddeclineis weakatbest.In 1978,1990
and1994therearedecreaseat midtermin the medianabsolutedifferenceamongnorvoters.But in the
remainingthreemidtermsthe medianabsolutadifferenceincreasegrom the precedingpresidentialyear
amongnorvoters.Moreover, in 1990the medianabsolutedifferencedecreaseamongvoters.Thereis
hardlyany supportfor suige anddeclinein the datafor IndependenDemocratsaandindependent
RepublicangFigure1(e)andl1(f)). Amongnorvoterstherearenineinstancesvherethe medianabsolute
differenceincreasest midtermandonly threeinstancesvhereit decreaseat midterm.Moreover, among
IndependenbDemocratgherearetwo instanceg1990and1998)wherethe medianabsolutedifferencefor
votersdecreaseat midtermandamongindependenRepublicanghereis oneinstancg1998).

Insteadof the patternthatthe suige anddeclinetheorypredicts whatwe seeis thattypically both
votersandnorvotersarefartherfrom the policy of the president party at midtermthanthey wereatthe
time thatthe partywon the presidenyg in the precedingelection.Norvotersaresomavhatmorelikely than
votersareto be closerto the president party at midterm,but the differenceis not regularenoughfor suige
anddeclineto bea compellingexplanation.

Sumgeanddeclinetheoryalsoassets thatsomeregularvotersdeviate from their partisanaffiliation
duringthe presidentiaklectionsandvote for Housecandidate®f the presidentialvinner’s party, but return

to their normalpartisanvote at midterm(Born 1990,635). Theinsignificanteffects(cgc) we estimate
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retrospectie economicevaluationshave on choicesbetweercandidatesnay partly accountfor that. In
Mebaneg(2000),thecorrespondingparametergcy1) aresignificantin four of the six presidentialyears.

Presidential-yeadleviationspromptedoby economicevaluationstendto disappeaat midterm.

Moderation by Changesin Policy Positions

Figurel shavsthatthe absolutedifferencebetweerelectors’ideal pointsandthe policy positionsof the
partythatwon the presidentiaklectionusuallyincreasest midterm.Figurel is a bit one-sidedhowever,
becausdé summarizesherelationshippetweerelectors’ideal pointsandonly oneparty’s policy positions,
but the expectedpolicy-relatedlosseghataffect vote choicesdependon both parties’policies.

To assesthe component®f changat is importantto considemot merelythe magnitudesut alsothe
directionsin which the aggrayateof votersmoveswith respecto the parties.Considera situationin which
all votersthink the Democratigparty policy positionis left of the Republicarparty position,i.e., Bp;i < Bg;
for all votersi. We may characterizéhe aggrgatemovementacrosselectionsin termsof two median
statistics:the mediandifferencebetweerideal pointsandDemocratigositions,denotedned(6; — 6p; ),
andRepublicarpositions,denotedned(6; — 6r;i). Let Ap = med\"(ei — Bpi) mqu —Opi) denotethe
differencebetweerthe medianpolicy differencewith respecto the Democratigparty at midtermandthe
mediandifferencein the precedingoresidentialyear If Ap < 0, thenat midtermvotershave ideal points
moreto theleft of the positionsthey attributeto the Democratigpartythanin the precedingopresidential
year and,otherthingsequal,a greatemproportionvote for Democraticcandidatest midtermthanin the
precedingpresidentialyear If Ap > 0, thenmidtermvotershave ideal pointsmoreto theright of
Democratigoarty positions,anda smallerproportionvotefor Demaocraticcandidatest midterm.
Analogouslylet Agr = med\" (6i — ORi) mqu — Bri) denotethe differencebetweemmidtermandthe
precedingpresidentialyearof the policy differenceswith respecto the Republicarparty. If Ar > 0, then

midtermvotershave ideal pointsmoreto theright of Republicarparty positions,andRepublican
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candidateseceve agreatemproportionof votesat midtermthanin the precedingpresidentialyear If
Ar < 0, thenRepublicarcandidateseceve a smallerproportionof votesat midterm.Becausé;, Op; and
Bri vary independentlyall combinationf positive andnegative valuesfor Ap andAg arepossible.

Of particularinterestarecircumstancem which Ap andAg areeitherbothpositive or bothnegative. If
Ap > 0 andAg > 0, thenbetweerelectionsthe distribution of voters’ideal pointshasmovedto theright
relative to both parties’positions.Otherthingsequal RepublicarHousevote shareH increaseslf a
Demaocrats presidenttheresultis akind of policy moderation;policy outcomesareexpectedo becloser
to the midtermRepublicarposition! If Ap < 0 andAg < 0, thenbetweerelectionsthe distribution of
voters’ideal pointshasmaovedto theleft relative to both parties’positions,RepublicarHousevote share
decreaseand,if aRepublicaris presidentthereis moderatiorof expectedpolicy towardthe midterm
Democratigposition.

Moderationvia sucha patternof change®ccursin five of the six midtermelectionsfrom 1978through
1998,accordingto NESdata.UsingNES datato computethe mediandifferenceshetweendeal pointsand
the parties’positions,it is necessaryo adjustfor thefactthatsomevotersplacethe Democraticparty
policy positionto theright of the Republicarparty position: for somevoters,0p; > 6r;. Because
moderatiorrefersto movementfrom onepartytowardthe otheranddoesnot dependon the orientation
with which eachvoterinterpretsts ideal pointandthe parties’positions we usethe sign of the difference
betweerbg; andBp; to orientall votersthe sameway. We computemedv' [(6; — Bpi) sgn(Br; — Opi )] and
med"' — BRi) sgnBR;i — Op; )| for eachmidtermyearandanalogousjuantitiesfor eachpresidentialyear
In Figure2 we plot thevaluesfor all voterswho reportatleastonecompletesetof policy positionvalues

(asin Figurel) and,in separatganelsfor partyidentifiersubsetsTheinterelectiondifferencesarenow:
Ap = med"[(6; — Bp;) sgn(Bri — Opi )] — med’[(6; — Bp;) Sgn(Br; — Bpi )]
Ar = med"[(6; — Br;) syn(Bri — Opi )] — med’[(8; — Bri) sgn(Br; — Bp)].

Thesignof eachAp andAg valueis indicatedby the slopeof theline thatjoins eachpresidential-year
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medianto the succeedingnidtermmedian.
*** Figure2 abouthere***

Figure2(a)shavs thatamongall voters,in every midtermexcept1998thereis moderatiorbasecn
interelectionchangesn thelocationof voters’ideal pointsrelative to the parties’positions3? In 1978and
1994,with Demaocraticpresidentswe have Ap > 0 andAg > 0, andin 1982,1986and1990,with
Republicarpresidentswe have Ap < 0 andAgr < 0. In 1998thereis a Democratigpresidenbut
nonethelesép < 0 andAr < 0: DemocratsHousevote sharewaspushedup, becausdetweenl996and
1998thedistribution of voters’ideal pointsshiftedto theleft relative to both parties’positions.The pattern
of interelectionchangess similar acrossall of the partisansubsetsaindwithin eachsubseis by andlarge
similar to the patternamongall voters,exceptfor 1988—-90 Between1988and1990we have Ar < 0
amongall votersbut within eachpartisansubseiAg > 0. Thereasorfor thedifferenceis thata higher
proportionof votersidentifiedasDemocratsainda lower proportionasRepublicansn 1990thanin 198833
and(6; — Bgi) sgnBr; — Bp;) is morenegative amongDemocraticvotersthanamongRepublicanvoters.

The moderatingpatternassociateavith having eithera DemocraticpresidentAp > 0 andAg > 0Oora
RepublicarpresidentAp < 0 andAgr < 0 differsfrom themechanisnof disappearingincertaintybut the
fluctuationsin policy positionsmayrelateto theideathatpartiesmay committo policiesdifferentfrom
theiridealpolicies. AlesinaandRosentha(1995,127-136 eportthatin suchanextensionof theirmodel
partiesoftenannouncepoliciesthataremorepolarizedthantheir ideal policiesare. Polarizationincreases
asthepresidents power (a) falls. As we mentionedpreviously, votersusuallybelieve the presidenwill be
morepowerful beforemidtermthanafterward. AlesinaandRosentha{1995)do not examinemodelsin
which a changest midterm,but we may speculatehat—withthe partiespossiblychangingheir positions
atmidterm—therenvould beatendenyg for polarizationto increaseat midterm.

TheNESdatafrom 1976through1998supporttheideathatpolarizationis greaterat midterm. Among

voters,the medianabsolutedifferencebetweerthe parties’positionsis smallerin the presidentiaklection
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thanat midtermin five of thesix pairsof elections(the exceptionis 1988—-90)3* Theinterelectionchanges
in themedianabsolutedifferencesare,however, smallcomparedo the obserned magnitude®f Ap andAg.
Theseresultsareonly suggestie becausdy constructiorour measuresf party positionsarewithin the
unitinterval [0,1] in every year

Thechanged\p andAr mayalsoarisebecaus&oterslearnsomethingafterthe presidentiaklection.
They maylearnmoreaboutwhata party’s true policy positionis, abouta policy position's consequences,
or aboutelectedofficials’ competencéo implementthe policy. Any of thesemaybeareasorfor avoterto
updatetherelationshipbetweerthevoter'sidealpointandthe positionsthe voterattributesto the parties.A
party’s actionseitherin the presideng or in Congressnaybeinformative. Perhapsfor instancethe
Democrat-fvoring changeshaowvn in Figure2 for 1996to 1998stemfrom judgmentghatRepublicansn
the Housewereespeciallyincompetenbr extreme3® Theunansweredjuestionis why aremovements
away from the president party moretypical. Why do electorsnotlearnmoreoftenthatthe presidents
partyis morecompetenbr lessextremethanthey previously thought?

Oneof thedifficulties of explainingwhy moderatiorby policy positionchange®ccursis thatour
policy positionmeasuresrebasedn the gapsbetweerelectors'ideal pointsandthe perceved positions
of thetwo major parties.Acrosselectionswe cannotdistinguishbetweermovementin electors’ideal
pointsandmovementsn the positionsof the political parties.For example,notwithstandinghe
polarizationargument,it is possiblethata partyin office follows policiesmoreextremethanit proposedht
electiontime. Electorsmaylearnthis andconsequentlyhe gap betweerthe president partyandelectors
increasesit midtermbecauselectors’perception®f the partieschange With our datawe cannot
distinguishsucha patternfrom onein which electorschangeheirideal pointsbecaus¢hey learnmore
aboutpolicies’ consequences.

Moderationby policy positionchangesnay explain the patternthatwasthe original focusof the

negative voting variantof suige anddecline.Beyondturnoutandcoattailseffects,thereis anadditional
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midtermlossapparentlydueto “public disappointmentsith theincumbentpresidentiaparty’s

performance{Campbell1991,483). Tufte (1975)measureshis phenomenoiby a declinein presidential
approval thatusuallyoccursin thefirst two yearsof anadministrationBorn (1990, Table4) measurethe
samephenomenoiby changesn feelingthermometescores.The usualpatternof interelectionchangesn

policy positionswould causesuchchangesn approsal andin feelingthermometers.

Conclusion

The NESdatastronglyconfirmthe strateyic theoryof policy moderation.The estimategbarametersf the
coordinatingmodelsatis¥ all of the conditionsnecessaryo describecoordinatingoehaior. The
nonstratgic modelfails to describgoolicy-moderatingoehaior andfits the datasignificantlyworsethan
doesthecoordinatingmodel. Coordinationalsoaffectsdecisionsvhetherto vote, but the effectson turnout
probabilitiesaretypically small.

Midterm lossis in partcausedy policy moderatiorthatoccursbecauseincertaintyaboutwhich party
will controlthe presideng disappearsafterthe presidentiaklection.But the mechanisnof disappearing
uncertaintydoesnotitself explain why midtermlossesareaslarge asthey are,norwhy midtermlosses
occurasfrequentlyasthey do.

Thelargestsourceof lossof supportfor the presidents party at midtermis aregularly repeategattern
in which by midtermthe mediandifferencesetweervoters’ideal pointsandthe parties’policy positions
have becomdessfavorablefor the president partythanthey wereat thetime of the presidentiaklection
(the samepatternoccursamongnonvoters) Sucha patternoccursin all five of theinterelectionperiods
during1976-98afterwhich the president party suffereda midtermloss. Between1996and1998the
patternreverses thedistribution of voters’ideal pointsandparty positionsbecomesnorefavorableto the
Democratigparty notwithstandinghefactthatDemocratBill Clintonis presidentto suchanextentthaton

thewholethe Democratenjoyeda smallmidtermgainin 1998.
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Thepoliciesinvolvedin theinterelectionchangesarenotlimited to macroeconomigpolicy. Indeed,
only in 1980do the NES suney itemswe useto measuredeal pointsandparty positionsincludescales
thatreferto macroeconomigolicy. Theinterelectionchangesve documeninvolve awide rangeof
policies,andthe compositionof the setof policieschangesvertime. Nonethelessshangegoin the same
direction—avay from the president party—duringfive of the six interelectionperiodsour datacover.
Why the changedypically cutagainstthe presidents partyis not clear The dynamicis not explainedby
variationsin turnout.

Ourfinding thatstratgic coordinationexists extendsthe reachof theincentivesthe constitutional
separatiorof powerscreatedrom officialsto electors.Theseparatiorof powerscauseglectorgo attendto
oneanotherandmalke choicesthathelp producemoderateolicy outcomeslt is importantto keepclear
thatin moderatiorvia noncooperatie coordinatingequilibrium,no onehasatastefor moderatiorperse. |t
is notthatcoordinatingelectorsarecommittedto divided governmentecaus®f a sincerecommitmento
“cognitive Madisonianism’(Ladd 1990,67; SigelmanWahlbeckandBuell 1997).Eachelectoralways
mostprefershis or herown ideal point. Moderationoccursonly asa collective outcomedueto electors’

mutualstrateyic adjustments.
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Appendix

Coordinating Model Details: Let3p;, dri, dppi anddpri denotevaluesin theinterval [0, 1] thatelector
i,i=1,...,N, believesarethe positionsof the Democratigarty (9p;), Republicarparty (8g;), and,as
relevant, Democraticpresiden{(dpp;) or Republicampresiden{(dpgj), wherezerorepresentghe extreme

liberal positionandonerepresentshe extremeconserative. Likewisei’sideal point6; € [0, 1]. We define

(

pYppi+ (1—p)d0i, if Democratis president

eDi = (A'l)
Ipi, if Republicans president
ORi, if Democrats president

eRi = (A'Z)
pYpri+ (1—p)dri, if Republicans president

with 0 < p < 1. Using R to denotethe proportionof electors expectsto vote nationallyfor Republicans
andD; the proportionfor Democratsye have Vi = R, +D; andH; = R /V;.

If yvi = 1,thenR;, H; and); eachhasoneof threevalues,dependingon whetheri chooseshe
Republican(R g, Hi r, Ai r), chooseshe Democrai(R; p, Hi p, Ai p) or doesnotvote (R a, Hia, Ai a). In
particular R g = R p + 1/N = R o+ 1/N and,usingViy = Vi o+ 1/N to denotethe proportionof electors
i expectsto vote,includingi, Hi g = R r/Viy, Hip = Rip/My andHia = R a/Via, SOHi p < Hia < Hig.
If yy=0,thenA\ir=Aip=Aia=0.

Basedon A;, electori prefersthe Democrato the Republicanf Aj g —Aj p > 0 andprefersnotto voteif
Air—Aia > 0andAjp —Aja > 0. ForN Iargeand\zyv not nearzero,we have the approximations
Aig—Aip & (NViy) ~tdAi/dHi, Aig — Aia & (NVi 2) 7 (1 Hi g)dAi /dH; and
Aip —Aia= —(NV; )~ tH; pdA; /dH;, with d); /dH; = w38 The statemenof i's strateyy as

Y = arg min (X n+ € n) (A-3)

heK

uses(NVi a) "1 (1~ Hir+Hip) = (N a) "Y1~ (NViy) Y = (NViy) %
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We make commonknowledgeassumptionsimilar to thoseof Mebang(2000). The parameterandthe
joint probability distribution of the variablesin Xi, i=1,...,N, arecommonknowledge.lt is common
knowledgethatthedistributionis all eachi knows aboutthevariablesfor every otherelectorj # i, andthat
everyi actsto minimize\; knowing thevaluesof i's own variables.Consequentlyt is commonknowledge
that(A-3) is every electors choicerule.

For every electori thereis anorderedsetz; thatincludesy;, 6;, 9pi, 9ri, 9ppi Of Opri: Z D, Z r ANAZ A.
Z takesvaluesin asetZ. Thevectorg; = (¢ip,&i R, €ia) isindependentf Z; andidenticallyand
independentlyistributedacrosslectorswith a generalizeaxtremevalue(GEV) distribution denoted.
Eachelectorisin oneof M <« N setsky, k=1,...,M; setEx hasM electorsandzl':"lek =N.Zis
distributedindependentlyacross, andfor everyi € Ei, Z; hasprobabilitymeasurefy with [5dfe(Z) =1
and 5 Z;dfi(Z) finite. Z, Fy, M andall My and f, arecommonknowledge.

Becausamary of the costs(or benefits)of voting arethe sameregardlessof which candidateanelector

preferswe assumehate; g ande; p covary but areindependentf €; 4. Using
1-t
G — (\/ily/Dl‘T +vil7él_T> +via, 0<t<1, (A-4)

wherev, , = exp{—x; n}, we defineFy (X p, X r, X a) = exp{—G;}. If & r ande; p areindependenthen
T=0. If Hp, Hi g, Vi o andZ; areknown but &; is known only to have distribution exp{ —G;}, then(A-3)

implieschoiceprobabilities

- - = Vin 0G;
pn=PICYi =h | Hip, HirViaZ) = '3 heK (A-5)
i OVih

(McFaddenl1978;ResnickandRoy 1990). The commonknowledgeprobabilitiesfor i € Ex are
Hh=Pr(Y =h|i € E,Hip=Hr=HVia=V) = /ip{-,hdfk(zi) ., hekK. (A-6)

Using pk h, the proportionsof electorsexpectedo votefor RepublicarandDemocraticcandidategjiven

only the commonknowledgeareﬁ: N-1 z{}":l Myl R andD = N1 z&"zl My p- An argumentsimilar to
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Mebane$ (2000) Theorem?2 provesexistenceof afixedpoint (I—T,\7). Hi h denotegy , for k suchthat
i € Ex. Theoreml holdswhenN andeachMy arelarge. Proofis similarto thatof Theoreml of Mebane
(2000).

Whena candidateunsunopposedwe assuméhateachelectorin the affecteddistrict useshe strateyy
definedby (A-3), exceptconditioningon the pair of choicesthatareavailable.Electori conditionson the
choiceset{D, A} if aDemocrats runningunopposedandon {R, A} if aRepublica is running

unopposedTherespectie choiceprobabilitiesare

_ WA
HiA+HD
Wnoa =PrY, =h|Hip,ViaZ,K={D,A}) = L’ _
Hi.A+HiD
0, h=R
_HA o
MiA+ MR
Wnra =P =h|HirViaZ . K={RA)=S _HR — p
MA+MR
07 h:D’

wherey,  is definedby (A-5). Integratingover unknovn dataasin (A-6), it is straightforvard to redefineR

andD andcharacterizequilibriumasin Theoremt, with only minor changes.

Survey Data Model Details: Givenz; andparameteralueswe use(A-5) to computechoice
probabilitiesfi h. Let Sp g o} denotethe subsamplén districtswith afully contestedace,Sp ) the
subsamplevith anunopposedemocratandSir a; the subsamplevith anunopposedRepublica. Given

samplingweights1/¢; andvaluesf} , we compute

(ies{%m\} ué,R+le > I, R{RA}) / (Zl/z>
B
(ies{%m} MZ'D +'€‘>{zD.A} ) / (Zl/z )
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V =R+D andH = ﬁ/\7
In (2a—c),bc equalsN~ divided by the standardieviation of the elementsf theunstandardize GEV

disturbance’ We reparameterizA-4) to decreaséhe correlationbetweerthe estimatet andthe

estimateof the parametersf x p andx; g:38
G = (Vi7D +Vi7R)17T+Vi,A, 0<t«1. (A-7)

GivenT > 1 samples§ with subsetsSp g Ay, Sp,ait aNdSir Ay, thelog-likelihoodfunctionis

T
LtZ( Z ZYi,h|OgUi,h+i€g z YinlOGH p(D A}

iES{D,R‘A}t heK (D,A}M hE{D,A}

+ ; ; yi7h|09M',h{R7A}) : (A-8)
ieSraithe{RA}

whereyih = 1if Y; = handy; , = 0if Y # h, h € K. Theestimationalgorithmis similarto thatof Mebane

a

(2000),with eachyears (FT,V) valuesrecomputedt eachiteration. If themodelis correctanda stability

condition(Mebane2000,43-44)is satisfiedthe algorithmcorvemesto parameteestimatesand (FT,V)

valuesthatcharacterizéhe choiceselectorsmake in equilibrium.
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Notes

Mebanes (2000)analysisof presidentiabndHousecandidatechoicesin presidentiaklectionyearsconsid-
ersonly voters.

2Schere and Tomz (1999) use NES paneldatato study the relationshipbetweensurpise aboutthe
presidentiaklectionoutcomeandmidtermloss. As a testof AlesinaandRosenthat theorytheir analysis
is limited becauseahey do not distinguishpolicy preference$rom party identificationand do not impose
equilibriumconditionson voters’beliefsor stratajies.

3 In Mebanes (2000) coordinatingmodel, the weight eachvoter placeson the expectedpolicy-related
lossfrom eachpartydepend®nthevoter’s retrospectie evaluationof the nationaleconomy(seeMebanes
equations3 and 16). In alternatve specificationsnot reportedhere, estimationof the stochasticchoice
model (seeequations2a—c,and A-7 and A-8 in the Appendix) shaved no evidenceof suchdependence
in the expectedpolicy-relatedlossesof midtermelectors. Hencewe have simplified the definition of the
midtermtheoreticaimodel.

4@p; andBg; areasdefinedin AppendixequationgA-1) and(A-2).

SHere are the NES variablesfor eachsetof scalesfor eachyear “Reversed’indicatesan item for
which we reversed the original 1-to-7 ordering. In years1982-98respondentsvho initially declinedto
placethemselesontheLiberal/Conserative scale,or whoinitially describedhemselesas‘moderate”on
the scale,wereasled a follow-up question;we usedthoseresponse$o catgyorizethemaseither*“slightly
liberal; “moderate”or “slightly conserative’ 1978 357-360;365-368;373—-376;381-384;389-392;
399-402.1982 393,394,404-406;407-410415-418425-428435-438eversedd43—-446.1986 385—
387,393,394, 405,406,412,413;428,429,435,436; reversedd48,449,455,456. 1990 406-408413,
414,439,440,443,444;447-450;reversedd52,453,456,457. 1994 839-841847,848;930,931,934,
935;936-939reversedd40,941,944,945;950,951,954,955. 1998 (omitting the prefix ‘980"): 399,401,

403,411,412;448,449,453,454,457,458,460,461;reverset463,464,468,469.
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5Thereis a“completeset”if i placedall four of thereferentdor ary singlescaletopic, e.g.,placingself,
the partiesandthe presidenton the scalefor Rightsof the Accused(vars 365—-368)in 1978. Among the
caseausedto computethe estimateseportedin Table1, the percentagevith y; = 0 is, by year 14.2,10.9,
10.9,12.2,4.8,and5.0.
By yeatr 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.
Eybankand Gow (1983) and Gow and Eubank(1984) documentpro-incumbentiasesin 1978 and
1982NESdata.Estimatedncumbeny effectsmaybe exaggeratedcf. Eubank1985).
Hncluding dummyvariablesbasedon Jacobsors (1989) candidatequality measurémprovesthefit to
the databut doesnot changeary 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,theresponse&odesare—1
for “agree” and 1 for “disagre€. In 1990,1994and 1998, five responsesangefrom “agreestrongly” to
“disagreestrongly’ coded—1, —.5, 0, .5andl. In 19860nly the“don’t care”itemis availableandonly for
half thesample We usea proxy variableto replacemissingvaluesfor variable549,constructedby summing
the valuesof four variables:62, 64 and66, eachbeingcodedl if yesandO otherwise;and59, codedl if
“veryinterested’or “somewnhatinterested, otherwisecoded0. Respondentwith INDEX = 4 areassigned
thevaluel, thosewith INDEX < 4 areassigned-1. Supportfor the proxy comesrom alogistic regression
modelfor thebinaryresponseto variable549in the half-samplehatwasasledthatquestionwith INDEX
astheregressr: the MLEs give Pr(var. 549= disagre¢ > .5 only if INDEX = 4.
l:”By year NES variablesfor educationage,marital statusandresideng 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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Y1n AppendixequationA-4, dvi n/0z p < O.

15y year NESvariablesare:470,473,474;501,505,506;261,265,267;279,287,289;601,612,614;
980303,980311,980313.

18In theNESdata,l; is thenumberof eligible adultsin eachhouseholdmultiplied by atime-seriesveight
in 1994.We rescaleceachnumberof adultsandtime-seriesveightvariableto give eacha meanof 1.0 over
thewhole of eachsurney sample By year NESvariablesare: 38;53; 14; 29; 6, 58; 980035.

YOver all yearsfor the coordinatingmodel, the percentcorrectly classifiedby “predicting” for each
obsenrationthe choicethathasthe highestprobabilityusingthe parameteMLEs 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).

18The 95% confidencenterval for cec g0, cOmputedasin Table2, is (—.001,.558).

19By year the LR statistics—2(Lcorstrained— L) @andassociatedignificanceprobabilitiesare: 13.2, p <
.001;35.2,p < .0001;12.0,p < .01; 28.6, p < .0001;53.3,p < .0001;26.7, p < .0001. Thesignificance
probability is the uppertail probability for the x% distribution underthe null hypothesisa = 1, usingthe
methodof Davies(1987,eqn.3.4)to adjustfor the nuisancgparametep.

20Table1 shows 0lgg, Og4, P78, Pss: Pao andpeg to have MLESs equalto either0.0 or 1.0, on boundaries
of the parameterspace. We bootstrap(20,000resamples}he scorevectorsof the MLEs of Table 1 to
estimatequantilesof the asymptoticdistribution implied by the hypothesisthat agg = 094 = p7g = 0 and
Pss = Poo = Pog = 1, which is a mixture of 64 censorednultivariatenormaldistributions (Self andLiang
1987),andhenceestimatehe confidencantenals of Table2.

21 R, = 16.50197(Vuong1989,eqn.3.1)anda? = 0.0014981- 0.0017128 = .0014952(Vuong1989,
eqn.4.2). We computeboth LR, and&? with adjustmentgor samplingweights.

22By year H andV computedusingthe parameteMLESs in Table1l and1978—98NES dataare: .393,

A477,.437,.550,;.418,.481,.373,.439,.544,.558;.524,.455.
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23From Mebanes (2000) Table 7 coordinatingmodel resultswe sumthe percentagesvith choicesRR
and DR to getthe percentagdor whom choosinga RepublicanHousecandidateminimizesthe expected
policy-relatedloss,andwe sumthe percentagewith choicesDD andRD to getthe percentage®r whom
choosinga Democratminimizestheloss.

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

25The simulationconsistsof recomputinghe choiceprobabilitiesof Mebanes (2000)empiricalcoordi-
natingmodelwith P setequalto zeroor onedependingn which partyactuallywon the presideny in each
election. By presidentialyear 1976—96 the lossedor the new president partyare.011,.060,.015,.035,
.043and.058.

26The upperboundsof the 95% confidencantervalsfor a, in Table2, aresmallerthanthe lower bounds
of the 95% confidenceantenals Mebane(2000, Table4) reportsfor ap or ag for the winning presidential
candidatéor all yearsexcept1984.Theinterval for args, (.34,.79),is virtually thesameastheinterval for
Ogg in Table2, suggestinghatvotersbelieved that Reagn’s influenceon policy remainedaboutthe same
throughouthis seconderm.

2’Recallfootnote3.

28Themediandgncludeonly obserationsthathave y, = 1.

29For Independenindependentthe mediansare0, —.00003,0, 0, —.00002and—.00041.

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

31Thisassumeshata doesnotincreaseaftermidterm(recallfootnote26).

32The patternof changess similar amongnorvoters.

33In 1988the proportionsidentifying as StrongDemocratsPemocratsRepublicansind StrongRepub-
licanswere.20,.16,.14and.20. In 1990the proportionswere.28,.18,.14and.14.

34By pairs of elections,the med |6g; — 8p;| valuesare: 1976-78,.20 and .21; 1980-82,.33 and .39;

1984-86,36and.45;1988-90,33and.29;1992-94,37 and.41;1996-98,34 and.36.
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35TheJuly 1997plot to remaove Newt GingrichasSpealer revealeddisarrayamongthe RepublicarHouse
leadership.Gingrich resignedshortly after the 1998 election. Polls during 1998 shaved that mostvoters
dislikedthe Republicareffort to impeachthe presiden{e.g.,Pav ResearclCenter1998).

$BecauseHi g — Hip = (NViy) 1 > 0andNV,y islarge,Air — Aip = (Hir— Hip) Air—Aip)/(Hir—
Hip) ~ (NViy)dA;/dH;. Theothertwo approximationgollow from Hi g — Hi o = (1— Hi r)/(NV; o) and
Hip—Hia=—Hip/(NVia).

3'NES suney respondentsnay overreportthe frequeng with which they vote. Slight inflation in v
shouldinduceslightinflationin be, via theratio Ec/\7

38Using (A-4), correlationsbetweent andparameteestimatesn z p andz r approach-1ast — 1 for

parameterghathave positive valuesandl for parameterghatarenegative.
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Tablel: ParameteEstimatedor the CoordinatingandNonstratgic Models

Coordinating Nonstratgic Coordinating  Nonstrategic
parm MLE SE MLE SE parm MLE SE MLE SE
q 1557 .137 1.433 .208 T .769 .068 .732 .068
bc 1491 .217 — - do7e —1.184 .185 -1.249 .187
bns — — 1390 .387 dogo —1.256 .215 -1.318 .218
078 463 .167 .359 .176 dogs —1.518 .187 —-1.594 .190
Og2 143 141 0 .192 dogo —1.630 .200 —1.706 .203
Osge 570 111 .408 .125 doosa —1.790 .212 -1.827 .211
Ogo 0 .118 0" .189 doos —2.048 .227 —-2.095 .229
Oogg o* .072 0* .154 dE|:|: .292 .033 292 .033
Oogg 272 140 o .177 dep1 1.099 .071 1098 .071
P7s 0o* .353 o* .373 dED2 1.773 .087 1.770 .087
P82 .780 .434 .086 .515 deps 2029 .119 2.026 .119
Ps6 1 424 1 .393 dAGE .031 .002 .031 .002
Pao 1* .386 1* .402 dvar 423 .051 425 .051
Po4 752 430 .641 .423 dres 117 .007 117 .007
Pos 1* 467 1* 523 dy —.605 .115 —-.585 .115
Co7s  —1.018 .093 —.990 .093 de,78 —.057 222 —-.024 .223
Co,82 —.898 .114 -.923 .119 dg.82 245 312 .282 .313
Co,86 —.772 .097 -—-.744 .097 de g6 381 .295 427 295
C0,90 —.864 .124 775 .124 de,90 —.169 .260 —.107 .262
C0,94 —.871 .091 -.871 .092 dg,04 961 .280 .934 .280
Cogs —1.063 .110 —.992 .118 dg,08 .881 .347 .881 .349

Cec,78 .078 .112 .080 .111 dgc7s  —.023 117 —-.023 .117
CEcygz .096 .109 107 .109 dEng .015 .132 .015 .133
CeC,86 .066 .094 .048 .094 decge —.146 110 -—.146 .110
CeC,90 .284 .143 .285 .143 dgcoo —.156 .131 —.149 .131
CeC,94 .023 .101 .031 .101 decosa —.404 121 —-.408 .121
Cecos —.061 .144 —-.067 .141 dec 98 152 156 153 .156

Cb 493 .074  .485 .074 dp —.833 .081 —-.816 .081
Cip .603 .083 .604 .083 dp —.880 .094 —.860 .094
C 946 .093 .931 .093 d —1.265 .104 -—-1.242 .105
CIR 1408 .087 1.386 .086 dir —.712 .099 —-.691 .100
Cr 1433 .082 1.418 .082 dr —.780 .091 —-.760 .091
CR 1892 .094 1862 .094 dsr —-.114 103 —-.103 .103
CDEM .683 .066 .685 .066 dpem —.260 .085 —.269 .085
CREP .636 .067 .631 .067 drep —.343 .087 —.348 .087

Note: Maximumlik elihoodestimatesaindstandarcderrors * indicatesa boundary-constraineglrameter
PooledNES Post-ElectiorSuney data,1978-98n = 9639casesLog-likelihoodvalues:coordinating
model,—68247; nonstratgic model,—68254.



Table2: 95% Confidencdntenalsfor a

lower upper
parameter bound bound

078 157 .787
Qg2 o* 423
Oge .348 775
Ogp o* .196
Oogg o0* 127
Oos .007 .541

Note: Estimatesarebasedn takulation of anasymptotiamixture distribution of thekind derivedin Self
andLiang (1987),underthe hypothesighatagy = 094 = p7g = 0 andpgs = pgo = Peg = 1. * indicatesa
boundary-constraineghlue.



Table3: HouseVote ChoicesThatMinimize Policy-relatedLossesby Year

preceding midterm
presidential  coordinating
midterm president yeal modeP

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: Entriesshav the proportionof votersin eachyearfor whoma votefor a Housecandidateof the
indicatedpartyis associatedvith a smallerpolicy-relatediossthanis avotefor the otherparty Midterm
entriesarecomputedusingthe parameteMLEs in Tablel and1978—-98NESdata.Eachobserationis
weightedby the samplingweight1/¢;.

a Proportionof votersin the precedingpresidentiaklectionyearfor whomtheindicatedHousecandidate
choiceminimizesthe expectedpolicy-relatediossaccordingto the coordinatingvoting modelestimateof
Mebang(2000,Table7).

b Of voterswith y; = 1 andwg;j # 0, the proportionunderD have wg; > 0 andthe proportionunderR have
Wi < 0.



Figurel: MedianAbsoluteDifferencesbetweenSelf and PresidentiaElectionWinner’s Party, Votersand
Norvoters

median

median

median

median

Legend:Circlesdenotevoters. Trianglesdenotenorvoters.
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Figure2: MedianSignedDifferencedbetweerSelf andDemocraticandRepublicarParties,VotersOnly

(a) All Voters (b) Independent Independents
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