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• districting in House elections

– incumbent advantage and gerrymandering

∗ incumbent protection

∗ partisan districts



• districting in House elections

– Voting Rights Act

∗ majority minority districts: changes over time

∗ contiguity and other aesthetics

∗ substantive representation and symbolic representation

∗ “bleaching” districts



• midterm elections and midterm loss

– midterm loss: president’s party loses vote share at

midterm

– midterm loss was a reliable pattern through most of the

20th century, except for 1998 and 2002

– it’s back in 2006

– why did it happen, why did it go away, why is it back?
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– midterm loss was a reliable pattern through most of the

20th century, except for 1998 and 2002

– it’s back in 2006

– why did it happen, why did it go away, why is it back?

• alternative possible theories

– surge and decline (false)

– economic performance voting (mostly false)

– “presidential penalty” (Erikson’s term: mostly true)



• midterm loss: two reliable mechanisms seem to exist, one

always, the other mostly

– institutional balancing (based on institutional awareness

and strategic voting)

– ideological shifting
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• models of institutional balancing

• a president and a legislature (treated as unicameral)

– four possible policies: θDD, θDR, θRD, θRR

– Fiorina’s model: voters choose the closest policy (sincere

voting)
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Fiorina model example (sincere voting)
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θDD θDR θRD θRR

m1 m2 m3

DD sincere DR RD RR



• models of institutional balancing

• a president and a legislature (treated as unicameral)

– four possible policies: θDD, θDR, θRD, θRR

– Fiorina’s model with strategic voting: voters choose the

closest policy, taking into account how others will vote



strategic voting model example
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θDD θDR θRD θRR

m1 m2 m3

DD strategic DD RD RR



• models of institutional balancing

• a president and a legislature (treated as unicameral)

– four possible policies: θDD, θDR, θRD, θRR

– Fiorina’s model with strategic voting: voters choose the

closest policy, taking into account how others will vote

– in (coalition-proof Nash) equilibrium, only one group of

voters split their tickets

– hence the observed split tickets all go only one way: they

are either all DR or all RD, not some of each
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R + (1 − P̄ )θ̃i
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• with cutpoint equilibria, ticket splits go only one way



Alesina-Rosenthal model: presidential year, uncertain
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A-R model: pres. year with post-election policies
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A-R model: pres. year with Republican victory certain
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A-R model: pres. year with Democratic victory certain
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A-R model: pres. year, post-election policies
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A-R model: midterm with Republican president
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A-R model: midterm with Democratic president
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θD θRθP θL

DD DD RD RR RR

d r r r r

θLD
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• in addition to the structural midterm shifts of Alesina and

Rosenthal which relate to uncertainty ...

• there is a pattern of midterm shifts in voters’ and nonvoters’

ideal points away from the party of the president



• models of institutional balancing

• in addition to the structural midterm shifts of Alesina and

Rosenthal which relate to uncertainty ...

• there is a pattern of midterm shifts in voters’ and nonvoters’

ideal points away from the party of the president

– Stimson’s averaged opinion poll data going back to 1952



Jim Stimson’s Policy Mood, 1952-2004



• models of institutional balancing

• in addition to the structural midterm shifts of Alesina and

Rosenthal which relate to uncertainty ...

• there is a pattern of midterm shifts in voters’ and nonvoters’

ideal points away from the party of the president

– NES data going back to 1976
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Median Signed Difference, Self versus Both Parties
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