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WHY ARE THERE SO MANY DIVIDED SENATE DELEGATIONS?

ABSTRACT
The last three decades have witnessed a sharp increase in
the number of states with spilt Senate delegations, featuring two
senators of different parties. In addition, there is evidence
that senators of different parties do not cluster in the middle:
they are genuinely polarized. We propose a model which explains
this phenomenon. Our argument builds upon the fact that when a

Senate election i1s held, there is already a sitting senator. If

the voters care about the policy position of their state

u

elegation in each election, they may favor the candidate of the
party which is not holding the other seat. We show that, in
general: (1) a candidate benefits if the nen-running senator is
of the opposing party; (2) the more extreme the position of the
non-running senator, the more extreme may be the position of the
opposing party candidate. Our *opposite party advantage"
hypothesis is tested on a sample including every Senate race from
1946 to 1986. &after controlling for other important factors, ‘
such as incumbency advantage, coattails and economic conditions,
we find reasonably strong evidence of the *opposite party
advantage.”
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1. Introduction

Until recently the study of Congressional elections has generally meant
the study of House elections. But researchers have now begun to focus their
attention on Senate glections.1 This increased interest probably has multiple
sources., To some extent, the political importance of recent Senate elections
draws our attention to them. The Republicans were able to capture the Senate
in 1980 and hold it until 1986, and their Senate majority was an important
component of the legislative successes of the Reagan administration. Another
basis of renewed interest in Senate elections undoubtedly stems from their
contrast with House elections. While the Republicans held the Senate from
1981-87, the House has remained safely in Democcratic hands for thirty-five
years. Contrary to the expectations of the Framers, the electoral
responsiveness of the contemporary Senate is higher than that of the House
(alford and Hibbing, 1989a,b). Specifically, the advantages of incumbency in
contemporary House elections. are almost overwhelming, but incumbent fortunes
vary greatly in Senate elections.? And while qualified, well~funded
challengers are a rarity im House elections (Jacobson, 1990, ch.4); Senate
incumbents seldom enjoy the luxury of unknown, under—funded challenger;.

Occupying a position somewhere between presidential and House elections,
Senate elections seem to incorporate some of the major features of each. Like
presidential nominees, Senate candidates are highly visible and their
campaigns heavily reliant on the mass media. Like Representatives, Senators
attempt to exploit the value of their incumbency, but it does not appear to
count for as much among the electorate. Issues and ideology are thought to be
more important in Senate elections than in House elections. But while
sometimes Senate races appear to hinge on major national issues, at other
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rimes, the most parochial issues are thought to make the difference.” And,
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finally, one cannot ignore the importance of traditional partisanship, despite
two decades of reseavch on its weakaning.a AApparently, analyses of Senate
elections must take into account the full range of variables that appear in
both presidential and House election studies.

While the new wave of research undoubtedly will tell us a great deal
about the specifics of Senate elections, we should keep the larger pilcture in
mind. In particular, Senate elections show a number of interesting features
that pose explanatory challenges for the new research. In particular, recent
research identifies two developments that appear to be both politically
consequential and theoretically puzzling. We will refer to these as the
“split state question,” and the "polarization question.®

The split state question reflects the increase in the number of states
that divide their two Senate seats between the parties (Figure 1). 1In recent
years state representation in the Senate has been split as often as not, a
situation that contrasts with the earlier historical record. In surveying

that record Brady, Brody and Ferejohn (1989, pp. 3-4) observe

...there is & dramatic rise in the number of split states beginning
in the 1960s. Prior to 1960 (1918 on) there were only five
instances of mixed state representation rising above 30 percent,
while since 1960 no Congress has less than 30 percent, and since
1966 the percentage has never been lower than 40 percent and has

been as high as 54 percent.

Poole and Rosenthal (1984b) point cut that in the late seventies and early

eighties, the Senate had a distribution of delegations that was very nearly 50
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percent mixed, 25 percent Democratic, and 25 percent Republican, exactly what
one would expect if every voter came te the polls and tossed a fair coin to
determine her Senate vote. The facts are obviously different, co we are
challenged to show how individual behavior that is far from random generates
an aggregate outcome that is the epitome of randomness .o

The polarization question reflects the great ideclogical differences
between Democratic and Republican Senators (Figure 2).6 Poole and Rosenthal
(1984b) demonstrate that the Senate parties are not middle-~of-the road, me—too
parties; rather, they offer clear choices. Given decades of theorizing —
informal and formal — that purperts to identify centrist tendencies in two-
party electoral competitions, the polarization of the Senate parties
challenges us to identify the mechanism or forces that underlie it./

Upon first observing split states one naturally thinks of the decline of

parties literature. And perhaps party decline provides a sufficient

explanation for split delegations comsidered in isolation. If large numbers
of voters are mot strongly moored to the parties, and if recruitment preocesses
characteristically generate and fund credible challengers in Senate races,
chen "every race a toss-up® would appear to be the natural ocutcome.

Gur difficuley with this argument arises when we view the split trend in

combinatien with pelarizastion. We would be more inclined to accept the
decline of parties explanation if all Senate candidates clustered around the
mid-point of the idenlogical spectrum. Then, with weak partisanship and
little to choose between on the issues, Senate races would hinge on the
unpredictable distribution of attractive personalities, inspired campaign
commercials, ethics questions, local issues, and exogenous shacks. But the

candidates do not cluster in the middle. Instead, many states elect hoth a
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liberal and a conservative. And the evidence is that when each comes up for

re-election, the electorate has a clear cheoice.® of course, if Senate

0

candidates were always egually polarized on the issues, then we might eupect
the same outcome that would occur if they all converged to the median. But
then the question arises: why are Senate candidates so polarized?

I reflecting on Senate polarization most political scientists ¢

£e some
version of the "twe constituencies thesis*® (Huntington, 1950; Fiorina, 197&;
Brady, Brody and Ferejohn, 1989). In each state there are cpposed groups of
activists who monitor government and participate in campaigns and comsequently
have their preferences weighted more heavily than those of average voters.
Empirical research suggests that such people have move extreme views than
crdinary voters and are highly polarized. Thus, candidates are drawn away
from the median by their need to please the activists. When the Demccrats win
the Senator is more liberal than the state, whereas when the Republicans win
the Senator Is more conservative,

Like most others we first viewed Senate polarization as indicative of the
two constituencies notion. But upen reflection the argument is clearly
insufficient. First, beginning with Downs (1957) three decades of theorizing
about electoral processes in two-party systems has repeatedly found strong

centrist tendencies. When equilibria exist they are typically some

generalized med equilibria do not exist, minmax gets {Kramer, 1977):
stochastic solutions (Ferejohmn, Fiorina, and Packel, 1980), uncovered sets
(Shepsle and Welingast, 19%684), and all other known theoreticel models of
competitive processes suggest centrist outcomes seemingly at variance with the

polarization findings of Poole and Rosenthal (1984b). Even when candidates

are policy-oriented there are strong incentives to converge (Calvert, 198S).
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More recently, however, Alesina (1988) showed that when voters learn candidate
ideology, the latter are mot free to move in the policy space for credibility
reasons. In particular, extremists who are known » be such, would not be
believed if they announced a moderate program. But although this recent work
explains why extremists may not be able to converge, we still need to explain
why centrist, moderate candidates do not enter and defeat relatively more
extreme competitors.

Some scholars also have tried to extend the two constituencies thesis to
explain the split trend (Brady, Brody, and Ferejohn, 1989). As with the
polarization question, we do not believe that the two constituencies thesis
can bear all of the explanatory weight. If one constituency is strong enough
to win one election, why is it not strong enough to win the next one as well?
Surely, most state are not sc closely divided that presidential coattails and
mid-term penalties are sufficient to swing each election, the former in favor
of one party, the latter in favor of the other. For the two constituencies
thesis to say anything about the increase in split states it must posit that
states are evenly divided politically, and additionally, identify some
consideration that systematically advantages first one constituency, then the
other.

We have identified such a consideration, one that contributes botrh to
split states and candidate polarization. Our argument builds on a key insight
that has not been taken account of in previous analyses:9 when a Senate
election is held, there is already a sitting Senator. If voters appreciate
that at any given time they are choosing the second memser of a pair, rather
than making an unconditioned choice between twe candidates, the nature of the

resulting electoral equilibrium is consistent with both the split state and



the polarization phenomena. Specifical

in equilibrium {1} 2 candidate
benefits if the non-running Senator is of the opposing party; {2} the move
extreme the positlon of the non~running Senator, the more extreme may be the
position of the opposing party candidate. Thus, victory by one party raises
the probability that the opposing party will win the next election, and an
extreme position by the non-running Senator permits an extreme position by the
contending candidate of the other party in the next election. Thus, the mecdel
rationalizes both splits and polarization. On first comsideration this logic

%1ill strike many rveaders as implausible. Ve ask them to suspend their
skepticism temporarily, for the empirical results to be reported are

consistent with the theoretical predictions. In the concluding discussion we

will return to the question of the models a priori plausibilicy.

2. The Model

The electoral system that produces United States senators is unusual.
From the standpeint of the individual senator it is a standard single-member
simple plurality system., But from the standpoint of the voter the electoral
system is multi-member. Unlike other multi-member systems, however, the
members are not in direct competition and are not elected at the same time,
Now, might unusual electorel arrangements give rise to vnusual vouter behaviosr?

Specifically, whil

w
)

voter may prefer that his Senate representation consist
of twe Democrats, two Republicans, or one of each, the electoral arrangements
for the Seunate do net sllow the expression of a cheice ameng those three

alternatives. BEecause cone senator will not be rumning in any given slection,

voters can express a preference only for two senators of the same party as the

nor—running senator, or for one semator from each party.+Y The voter's choice
f J
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is conditional upon the existence of the non—running senator. Thus it would

not be surprising if the voter took some account of that senator when making a
cholice in the election for the other seat.

Specifically, we use a unidimensional spatial model to express how voters
care about the composition of the Senate delegation of their state. We

characterize voters’ utility functions as follows:

where n = policy position chosen by the senator elected for the seat which is
voted upon; a = position of the senator who is not up for election, which we
define as the "anchor"; i = bliss point of the generic voter i. The quadratic
specification is adopted only for algebraic simplicity; any single peaked
symmetric concave function could be used. Purely for éxpositional purposes,
we also assume that the distribution of voters’ bliss points is uniform and
normalized in the [0,1] interval. Thus, the median voter has a bliss point i®
- 1/2.

Equation (1) posits that the voters care about the "policy position” of
their state, which is the result of a linear combination of the positions of
the two senators. In (1) it is assumed that the two Senators weigh equally in
policymaking. OQur analysis can, however, be generalized to the case in which
"senior™ Senators have a higher weight (see below). Egquation (1) alsc
embodies voter myopia, since it assumes that voters act as if they cared only
about the current election and do mot take into account the implications of

the position of the current winner for the future. We conjecture that our



qualitative conclusions would not be altered by the explicit consideration of
voters’ foresight. Even though the voters would be less prone to support an
extreme candidate solely for the immediate benefit of balancing an extreme
anchor, substantial balancing should still sceur, particularly 1f the future
is discounted. We alsc do not model how state level balancing in senate
elections interact with balancing at the national level (see Fiorina 1988,
Alesina and Rosenthal 1989a,b), although we control for these effects in our
empirical work below.

The seat which is voted upon can be won by either a Demccratic candidate,
who adopts position "d" or by a Republican candidate, who adopts position *r.™
In order to illustrate our basic argument in the simplest possible way, we
consider first the case in which all the candidate positions, i.e., d, r and a
are fixed and known by the voters. We zlso assume r = d, that is, the
Democratic position is never on the right of the Republican position. With no
possibility of confusion we will sometimes refer to the Democratic party as d

and to the Republican party as r.

2.1. Fixzed positions
It is immediate to show that voter i votes r if and only if (with no loss

of generality we assume that the indifferent voter votes x):

a+zry 1 _d+r+2a %
iz {—T—} + gz)a — i (25

That is, i* is the ideal point of the indifferent voter. Voters on the left
*

of 17 wvete d; voters on the right vote r. Several comments are in srder.

iy 1If there were no anchor, the indifferent voter would be given by:



+
L= (3)

Note that 1 > i* if and only if

tIs s v W)

Condition (4) illustrates the basic idea of this paper. If the anchor is
to the left of the midpoint between d and r, the right wing candidate (r) is
advantaged in the election with the anchor, relative to the case of no anchor,
since i¥ < 1. Similarly, if the anchor is right wing, the vcrers want to
"moderate™ him by favoring the left candidate.

An example of this result is the situation in which the anchor adopts

position @ {l.e., a = d < 1/2 < rj. 1In this case we have:

r+%d<i {5)

i

Thus, a Republican candidate gains by running with a Democratic anchor.

We will refer to this result as the “"opposite party advantage" hypothesis, and
will test it below, in the empirical part of the paper.11

i1y Given (2) and a fixed position for d, the most right wing position
that r can adopt and at least tie the election, i.e. i* - 1/2, is given by T

such that:



-
(o)

T=2-4d-2a (6)

Thug, the mere left wing is a, the more right wing v can be and at least
tie the election. This is due te the fact that the more left wing is the
anchor, the more moderation on the right is desired by the veters. This
result may hint at a “polarization trend" in a dynamic setting. If r becomes
more extreme, In the next election he will be the anchor, enabling the d
candidate to be extreme and still win. If an extreme 4 becomes the anchor,

then ¥ can be more extreme in the next round, zand sc on. 1ce we have not

developed 2z dynamic model, it is
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adjustment through time; however, condition (6) suggests a possible basis of
increasing polarization.

Figure 3 illustrates our arguments. In Figure (3a) we represent a
standard two-candidate contest with nc anchor. The policy space is the

interval [0,1], the median voter is at 1/2, d = 1/3 and r = 2/3. 1In this case

d +r

Z

the i om

ndifferent voter is

[

P

The election is a tie. In Figure
{3b} we consider an election with the same positions for d and r, but with a
left wing anchor; that is, & = d = 1/3. In this case, the indifferent wvoter
is i¥ = 5/12 as implied by (5). Thus, voters with ideal points between 5/12
and 1/2 vote d in the election without the anchor, but vote r in the election
with the anchor, in the secend cazse, candidate r wins the elaction. Figure
{3c) illustrates that given a = d = 1/3, the most right Qing position that r
can take and still tie is given by T = 1. Thus, for these parameter walues r
can be as right wing as the most extreme position in the policy space and
still at least tie. Remember that without the left wing anchor, r would lose

the election if he chooses a position to the right of 2/3 (Figure 3a).
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Finally, it should be noted that cur framework is not incomsistent with
the case in which twe Senators of the same party are elected. This

T
possibility is illustrated in Figure 3d. Suppese that a = d = 3/7 and
r = 6/7. In this case i* = 15/28 and d wins the election., Clearly, two
Senators of the same party are elected when their position is much closer to
the median than that of the opponent.12

Qur results can be generalized te the case in which the anchor and the
new Senator weigh differently in policy formulation. Suppose, again that the
anchor is *left wing® (i.e., te the left of the median voter and to

d+r

the left of =) and more influential in policy formulation than the new
&

Senator. Then, the r candidate receives more votes (for given d, r and a) the
higher is the weight of the anchor in policymaking. In addition, for given d
and a the higher is the weight of the anchor, the more right wing r can be and
still win.

Differential welght in policy can be explained by multiple
considerations. Seniority is one: a more senior senator is likely to be more
influential in pelicymaking than a freshman. Thus, if the anchor, who has
been in office for some time, is senior to the new Senator, he may be more
influential. Another consideration is "mandate." Ceteris paribus, an anchor
who had been elected with a landslide is likely to be more influential than if
he had barely won his seat in a highly contested race. In general, the
"opposite party advantage" and the "polarization trend" are stronger the lower
the weight of the new senator. This is because more voters will turn to an
«

“extreme®” left (right) wing candidate in order to moderate a very powerful

.
right (left) wing enchor.i?



12

3. Mobile Candidates

We now consider models in which the candidates can choose their
positions. We assume that candidates d and r have different preferences
(Wictman, 1977, 1990; Calvert, 1985). The policy platforms chosen before an
election are "credible” in the sense ;hac post—election policies cannot be
different from the pre—electoral platforms. (For a discussion of this
assumption see Alesina, 1988). There is uncertainty about the preferences of
the electorate,ll4 which can be captured by assuming that the extremes of the
uniform distribution of the voters' ideal policy are {w,l+w] where w is a

random variable with an expected value of zero, i.e., E(w} = 0, and a

cumilative distribution F{w}.L1?

For given d, r and a, the probability that d wins the electlon is given

- -
P = probld wins} = prob{[i - wj > 1/2}
*
- prob[w < i - 1/2}

- F[“T‘ + (1/2)a - 1/2} . %)

Note that P is Increasing in a and r; in particular, the more right wing
is the anchor the better the chances of the & candidate. The result
generalizes the "opposite party advantage" hypothesis, since it implies that
the probability that the d candidate wins is higher if the anchor is r than if

she is d. Also note that,



iy
w

3Probid wins} GPrabld wins)
p > (8)
da ar

The probability that d wins is mere sensitive to the anchor’s position than to
the other candidate’s posicion.

Let us now move to the choice of platforms. Twe posszibilities may arise.
In the first, one of the two candidates is the incumbent, chosen to be r. The
positions of both the anchor and of the incumbent are fixed and known to the

voters. That is, it is impossible for the incumbent to "m

ve™ in the policy
space since the voters know his ideology. On the contrary, the challenger is

free to move; thus we study the optimal choice of the position of the

o

challenger, d. The second possibility is that of an open seat competition.
In this situation, both candidates are free to move in the policy space. We
analyze the incumbent case here; the open seat case 1Is dicussed in the
Lppendix.

When r is the incumbent, the choice of d depends upon the specification
of the objective function of the challenger. We have considered three cases:
in all three ocur basic results of “opposite party advantage” hold, but some

interesting differences emerge. The three cases are as follows:

1) Candidate d cares about the position adopted in the campalgn and

being in office per se. Thus, his utility function is given by:

LN N 9y
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where & is the party bliss point; K > 0 is the utility of being in office and

§ =1 if and only if d is elected, and zerc otherwise.

2y Candidate d cares about the position he adopts only if he wins,; thus,

his utility function is:

P - (-0 K8 (10)

313 The candidate cares (as the voters) about the policy outcome and

about winning per se. Thus, the challenger’'s objective function is given by:

n+a 4.2

G o~ - ( ay° + ¥é (11)

B+

Case

The problem faced by party 4 1s the following:

Max —(d — 2 + P(d.r,a)K (12)
d

In (12), P(-} is the probability that d wins, given in (7).

The first order condition is:

dP(-)

5 K- 2ed) (13)

The left hand side represents the marginal benefit of convergence, since it is



et
w

éP(-
dd

i F
iz

T

composed of the marginal gain in probability (remember tha
d < r) of a move to the right, multiplied by the utility of being in office.

The right hand sice .cpresents the marginal cost of deviating from party d's

ideal policy 4. The maximum is obtained at the point in which marginal costs
equal marginal benefits. 18

Several comments are in order:

1) In equilibrium d < d = v, If d = & the right hand side of (13} is zero or

negative and the left hand side is posicive.

=t

£d>r>d the right hand side

is positive and the left hand side negative.

{i) By applying the implicic function theorem to (13} cne can immediately

cbtain:

T =T A {14y

The sign of %S depends upon the generally ambiguous sign of the cross partial

derivative of F(+). If w is uniformly distributed, it immediately follows,

32(-)

= hY
from (73 that 3a5a

= 0. Thus, in this case the position chesen by & is
not affected by a. The intuition of this result is that the ¢ candidate cares
about his own platferm regardless of the position of the anchor except,

possibly, for the indirect effect of the cross partial derivative of the P(-)

function. This indirect effect is zere in the uniform case.
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iii) From (7) it follows that the total derivative of P{-) with respect to a

is given by:
gr(y L, 13ad,,
da (2 *g aa)F )
Therefore, dPg») > 0 if and only
azP(')

4 :
3dda > = - Thus, under this
a uniform distribution of w, the

it is that d wins the election:

result.

Case 2

if %g > — 2, which implies [from (1l4)]

condition, which is satisfied in the case of
more right wing is the anchor the more likely

this is the "opposite party advantage”

In this case the problem faced by party 4 1s as follows:

d

Max P(d,r,a) [-w_a)z] + X (16)

The first order condition for this problem is given by:17

dP(~) -2 -
e [x — (d~d) ] - 2P(~)[d—d] 7

As in (13), the right hand side of (17} represents the marginal cost of

converglng; the loss in ideology is incurred only if elected, unlike in the

previous case. The left hand side is the marginal benefit of convergence,
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which is positive, since the term [K—(d-&)‘] represents the total value of
being in office. HNote that this term has to be positive in equilibrium;

otherwise the utility level for party 4 would be higher when cut of office

than when in office. In other words, the loss entailed by a candidate takin

m

a position other than his ideal point must net exceed the value of the office.

1)

As in case 1, in equilibrium we have 4 < d < r. {The second inequality i
strict for K sufficiently low.)} Under mild sufficient condicions, discussed
in the Appendix, which imply that the cross partizl derivative of P(e) is not

2

too large, one can show that I
a

0. That is, the more right wing is the
anchor, the more left wing is the position chosen by candidate d. &4s
emphasized above, the sufficient condition on the cross partial derivatives of
P(-} ils satisfied in the case of the uniform distribution of w as well as by
more general distributions (see Appendix).

This last result hints at the possibility of the dynamic "polarization
trend® discussed above in the context of the fixed position model. Note that
this trend would be bounded by the ideal points of the two candidates. That
is, in equilibrium the positions of ¢ and r would always be in the interior of
the interval bounded by 4 and #. Thus, the “polarization trend" weculd not be
explosive.

Finally, under mild sufficient conditions on the cross partial
derivatives of P(-} which are discussed in Appendix and are satisfied in the

uniform case, the "oppesite party advantage® holds in this case as well.
, Y E

Namely we have:

dB(-) _ 8P(-) , 2P(-} &d

Iy
da 3a 3d a0 (18)
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The more right wing is the anchor, the more likely it is that, in equilibrium,
the left candidate 1s elected, despite the fact that d moves to the left, in
response to a’'s right wing move. The intuition is that if the anchor is more
of an extreme right winger, d faces a better "trade—off" between his ideology
and his likelihood of vicrtory. In general, d chooses te improve on both
"margins”; i.e., probability of victory and ideclogy. Thus, the "opposite
party advantage” holds: the d candidate has a betrer chance of victory when

the ancher is r than when the anchor is d.

Case 3

The maximization problem faced by candidate d in this case is as follows:

Max P(d.r,a){[-[é—%—g - a]2 ¥ K] (19)
d

(1 - P(d,r,a)}[f—i—i - a]z}

Define: d = 2d — a (20)

Then problem (19) can be rewritten as follows:

Max P(d,r,a)(% {(:-a)z - (d-a)z} + K} (21
d
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Equation (21) shows that 4 acts as if his ideal policy were din a
standard twc candidate medel. While 4 is more extreme than &, (d < d& if 4 <
ay, the d candidate acts as if the value of cffice is four times the value it
would have were there a straight two candidate race. Because d chooses his
policy knowing that the final policy outcome will be z weighted average of the
winner’s and the anchor’s positions, d behaves as a more extreme candidate whoe
is nonetheless movre "slectoralistic® than he would be in a standard two
candidate election.

The first order condition of this problem is the following:

~
&
Pt
e
-~
&)
~

where AU = [(r=d)% — (d~3)2].

The left hand side is the marginal benefit of convergence. The marginal
increase in probability is multiplied by a utility term, which represents the
benefit of holding office plus the difference in the ideclogies of the
parties. The right hand side is the marginal cost of convergence, which is
increasing in both the probability of winning and the difference batween d and
the modified bliss point, g.18

Several comparative statics results can be derived by applying che

{mpliciec function thecrem to {(22). Details of the derivations are given in
appendix. Here we report the results without proeof.
£y d<d=zx (237

with the last Inequality strict for sufficiently low values of XK.
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Note that it is possible that the following occurs in equilibrium:

d<d<d<r (24)

That is, unlike in the previous cases, candidate d may choose a position which
is even more left wing than his true ideal point. This is because the policy
outcome, which is what both the voters and candidate d care about, is a linear
combination of d‘s position and the anchor’s position.

11) Under mild sufficient conditions on parameter values (see Appendix)

we obtain:

12
A
<

(25)

o1}
I

That is, the more right wing is the anchor the more left wing is the position

chosen by the challenger d. The conditions needed on parameter values are

52P<-)

first that —
* 3dda

is close to zero; second, that in eqilibrium (r—d} is not
too high, which implies that K has to be sufficiently high. The second
condition implies that the polarization effect captured by (25) holds as long
as d and r are not already too far apart. This result captures the
"polarization trend” in this model with a mcbile challenger.lg

iii) Under another mild spfficien: condition on parameter values
(satisfied in the case of a uniform distribution of w) which is discussed in
the Appendix, the "opposite party advantage” holds in this case as well. That

is, it can be shown that condition (18) holds.
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This concludes cuy analysis of elections with an incumbent with fixed
pesition. To summarize, in severzl models based on different assumptions
about candidates’ motivation, degree of mobility in the policy space, and the
information about voters’ preferences, the basic opposite party advantage"
result holds. Thus, the left (right} wing candidate is advantaged in an
election when the senator helding the other seat is right (left) wing.
Furthermore, in some of the models there is a tendency for the left {(right)
wing challenger to adopt a more extreme pesition the more extreme is the right

(laft) wing position of the anchor.

4. Empirical Results

Proponents of formal models traditionally argue that one of the values of
their enterprise is the generation of noncbviocus propositions that can be
subjected to empirical test. Confirmation of such propositions not only
supports the model that generates them, but also adds to knowledge by
identifying unexpected relationships that inductive modes of analysis

overleok. Our model generates twe hypotheses that seem genuinely noncbvious:

1. Opposite party sdvantage. Other things equal, the Democratic Senate

candidate is advantaged when the non-running Senator is a Republican, and

vice—versa.

-

2. Extremes beget extremes. Other things equal, the more extreme the

position of the non~running Senator, the more extreme {in the opposite

direction} will be the positicn of the other party’s candidate.

N



22

The second hypothesis {s contingent on the objective function assumed for
the candidates: it holds in the second and third cases analyred abeve, but
not in the first.?0 Moreover, testing the second hypothesis presumes accurate
rmeasurement of candidate positions relative to those of the median voters in
rheir states.2l But the first hypothesis is robust under all three objective
functions considered, and requires nc hercic feats of measurement. Thus, this
section reports on & series of tests designed to examine the opposite party
advantage hypothesis. Ceteris paribus, is it better for a Democrat
{Republican} te run for the Senate when the non—running Senator is a
Bepublican (Democrat)? Because the premise of the hypothesis is that parties
are on opposite sides of the median voter, any test of the hypothesis — such
as the one that follows ~— that does not isolate a pure set of such elections
will be biased against the hypothesis because it mixes elections in which the
hypothesis should hold with others in which it should not.

Ve have compiled a data set consisting of all post-war (1946—-1986) Senate
elections that saw two-party contests.?? Because we use previous election
results as right hand side variables in the analysis, the dependent variable
(Senate vote) begins in 1952. The eguations included other variables -

previously found to be important.23

- Senate incumbency—dummy variable

» Senate seniority — measured both as years of service and as log years

+ presidential coattails — measured by both the national presidential
vote and the state presidential vote (Campbell, 1990)

. sconomic conditions — measured by the increase in real GNP during the

election year {Erikson, 1988; Falr, 1988; Chappel and Suzuki, 1989)2A
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+ previous vote — lagged vote for the Senate seat in question (normaliy

six years previously, but occasionally more recent if a specia

fot

election were held)
« time trend — introduced to account for any secular national

improvement in Republican senatorial fortunes

midterm effect -— dummy variable for contrcl of the Presidency
[Exikson, 1988; Alesina and Rosenthal (1%89%a,b)].
We fully expected these variables to account for the lion’s share of the

varlance in Senate elections over time. As it turned sut, economic

e

conditions, Incumbency, lagged vote, and the midterm effect were important.z
The most interesting guestion is whether the non-running Senator has any
effect over and above these variables.

Note that the correct econometric specification for representing the
anchor seat effect when testing the opposite party advantage hypethesis is mnot

2 dummy variable for the party of the anchor, as intuition might suggest. Let

us return to simplest model, with fixed party positions and no

uncertaint

ey

issume that In every state, j, voters are uniformly distributed
on [0,1] and that the parties take positions d:, r;. (There is no loss of
generality here other than unifermity, since the ¢

1Ly,

igin and length of the

iberal-conservative continuum could vary
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Assume that the party pesitions

are sufficie

che median {1/2} that all states

have split delegations.

that define this situaticn are

T, < Z—de and dj > 2-3r;. The algebra of the model indicates that
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where Vrj is the Republican vote percent, and vraj is the Republican vore

percent in the preceding election for the anchor.

Thus, each state would have a different intercept, and the coefficient on the
anchor vote would be —1. In light of this argument it would not be correct to

estimate an equation of the form:

Vrj - Boj + Ble

where Xj is a dummy variable for the party of the ancher seat, and Bij

1 =1, 2 are coefficients,

In summary, then, the anchor vote is a proxy variable for the positions
of the two parties. Indirectly, the plurality of the anchor influences the
share of votes received by senators competing for the other seat.

Of course, there might be other states where party positions were such
that one party always wins both seats. This could happen, for example, if
both parties were to the same side of the median. For these states we would

have

Vrj - BO}'

In these states, regressing on elther the anchor vote or an anchor dummy

variable would be inappropriate. If our actual sample includes a mixture of



split delegations and unified delegation states and we regressed on the anchor
vete, our estimated regression ccefficient would be less than 1.0, since it
would be an average of the 1.0 from the spiit states, and the 0.0 from the
unified states.

elections the relationship between the anchor position, the

)

In rea
ancher vote and the current vote will be more complex than that generated by
our simple model with a uniform distribution of preferences. It will depend
onn factors including (&} the distributiocn of voter preferences, (b) changes in
voter preferences between elections, (¢} the objectives of the candidates,

(d) the relative weights of the anchor and contested seats. Consequently, the

functional form of the relationship in general can not be specified. We can

[oN
3]

only ask whether past and current votes have a statistical relationship. As
is commonly the case in empirical work, a linear term worked best;

trensformations, dummies, and interactions added little. Therefore, the

results we report are based on equations in which the anchor vote affects the

:nt vote in simple additive fashion.2f

The first column of Table 1 contains a simple regression that accounts
for about half the variance in post-war Senate elections. The estimates
suggest that

1. Running as an incumbent is worth about four points.

2. Running in a mid-term election costs candidates of the president‘s
party between 2 and 3 points. Thus, in the current period of
Republican presidential dominance, Republican senatorial candidates

are disadvantaged.
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3. Every one point increase in GNP growth during the election year is
worth about half a point for candidates of the presidential parcy.
4. There is a very small but significant Republican trend in post war
Senate races,
5. There is quite a bit of slippage from one election to the next, as
the coefficient on the vote six years earlier is only abour 25,
5. The vote garnered by the non—running Senator two or four years
earlier is negatively related to the vote in the next election,

although the estimate is not significant.

The first four results zare straightforward and in keeping with previous

findings in the literature. The £

‘th finding is mildly surprising but quite

in keeping with the image of Scnate elections as volatile and idiosyr

cratic.’
The sixth finding is most intriguing: the opposite party advantage hypothesis
meets with some weak support. With this bit of encouragement we pushed on.

In the second column of Table 1 the effects of the two previous elections
have been estimated separately for electiocns contested by incumbents and those
in which the Senate seat is open.27 Now an interesting disparity appears. 1In

incumbent-contested seats the wvote in the election two years or four years

earlier bears a significant

to the current vote {t=1.7,

p < .05, one-tailed testy.

there is a 7 percent "tax"

%%

appsars. Instead, both the lagge

coefficients.

In the third column of the table we take the next logical step

, that of

dividing the effects of previous slections according to whether the slection



or off-year. This estimation reveals that the

ot

ceccurs in a presidentia

negative relationship between the votes in adjacent Senate slections is

strongest in presidential election years with incumbents ru
speaking, in such elections for every vote a party's candidate got in the
previous Senate election, the party’s current candidate loses ome £ifth of a
vote, a penalty of nearly 20 percent. Ho negative relationship emerges in
2% 4

mid-term years or in presidential years without incumbents running.

reexamination of the model suggests a possible explanation for the
presidential year finding. Middle—cf-the-road voters, these whose ideal
policy lies between those of the two partles, are those most likely o engage
in "balancing” behavior {(Figure 3. 1If presidential electorates contain more
such moderate voters than the smaller mid-term electorates, chen we would see
more evidence of balancing behavior in the former.

Ye wish to emphasize the importance of the results in Table 1. 1In any

el

air of temporally adjacent elections, regardless of whether incumbents are

seeking reelection, researchers would expect to find a strong positive

elaticnship between a party’'s vote in one election and its vote in the next,

r

and one would expect the relaticaship te deteriorate as the elections become
more separated in time. To underscore this point consider the relationship
between current election results and previcus results in House elections. In
Table 2 the Republican vote in 1976-78-80 House elections is regressed on the
Republican vote one election and two elections eariier.°® As one would
expect, the returns in both earlier elections are positively related to thase
in the current election, but those from the closer election have a much
stronger relationship than those from the more distant election. Although

this pattern is scronger for incumbents, it is clearly true for open seats as
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well, except for the anomolous insignificant negative coefficient for cthe 1978
mid-term (based on only 34 observations). Thus, a House candidate’s vote
bears a significanL. positive relationship to the vote for the {different)
candidate of his party in the previous election. In contrast, as Table 1
shows, a Senate incumbent’'s vote has a significant negative relationship to
the vote for his party’s (different) candidate in the previous election, at
least in presidential election years. This is a heretofore unnoticed
empirical disparity.

In order to highlight even more clearly the surprising difference in the
lag structure of House and Senate elections, we have run for the Senare the
sanme regressions reported in Table 2 for the House. The coefficient on the
first lag effectively zers, reversing the normal relationship in aggregate
election returns (Table 3j.

Finally, we have also tested whether voters seek te balance with their
vote the overall composition of the Senare, rather than their state
delegation. To control for this different type of balancing we defined a
variable, Republican seat share in the Senate preceding the slection under
consideration. This variable was added to our regression but was never
significant: the t-statistic on its cosfficient never reached the value of 1,

4 theoretical account consistent with runs as follows., Voters

care both about national policy cutcomes and about how the Senators of their

state artiecul te positic

National policy outcomes, in centrasc

ffected by the interaction betwesen

the House, the Senate and the President. Ar the national level, the

balancing involves an executive-legislaciv

[




the mid—term variable im our regression. That is, the voters are not
interested in a balanced Senate per se, but in a balanced executive-

legislative package.

§. Conclusion

This paper has developed a generzl model based on the noticn I8
in Senate elections take account of the existence of the non-running Senatorx
when deciding how to case thelr votes. Under several different assumptions
regarding the candidate objective functions, the model predicts an “opposite

party advantage:” Republican Senate candidates are somewhat advantaged when

the non—running Senator is & Democrat, and vice-versa. Tt

resuln is
generally stronger the greater the influence of the non-running Senator
relative to that of the one who will be chosen in the current election.
Somewhat less robust but still rather pervasive 1s an "extremes permit
extremes” result: the more extreme the position of the non—running Senator,

rhe more extreme can be the position of the candidate of the

party.

The reason is that the basic logic of the model is cne of balancing.

4
tau]
[
o

ideologue somehow wins election, moderate voters can only counter-balance her
positions by cheosing an opposite ideologue. It seems possible that in z
dynamic extension of our models, the extremes permit extremes feature could
give rise to a polarization process that would see a state's Senate candidates
grow increasingly distant over time. We grant that the models discussed make
heavier informational demands on voters than most political scientists would
find plausible. But the voters need nmot know the specifics of the candidates’
n

stands; rather, they need only have an impression of the position of the

candidates relative to each other and to the mon-running Senator. At any
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rate, the empirical analysis produces results of a qualified positive nature.
At least in presidential elections, incumbents of ome party suffer a vote
penalty if the non-running Senator is of the same party. Given that half of
all Senate elections occur in presidential years, and about three—guarters of
incumbents seek re-election, about 40 percent of contemporary Senate alection
fall into this category. Whatever the demands our model makes on voters, it
is the only one of which we are aware that can account for this new finding,
Finally, we emphasize that alchough balancing behavior adds an

interesting twist to party fortunes in Senate elections, it is certainly no

=3

the major determinant. It is still better toc be an incumbent, to have a
healthy economy (if your party's president is in office, a poor economy
otherwise), and to have a strong party base in your state. Moreover, our
equations explain just a bit more than half the variance in post—-war Senate
elections, consistent with existing characterizations that emphasize their
volatility and unpredictability. Despite their noisy quality and the larger
forces that are at work in Senate electious, however, at the margins small
movements of votes can determine who wins and who loses. Balancing behavior

may well underlie such movements.



1. The University of Nebraska sponscred a conference on the study of the
Senate in October 1988, and Rice University and the University of Houston co-
sponsored a conference on Senate elections in Hovember 1990. 1In addition, the
smerican National Election Studies (ANES) has recently completed the sscond
wave of & projected three-wave study.

2. In the five elections of the 1980s, 95 percent of all House incumbents who
sought re-election wers successful; the comparable figure for the Senate was
80 percent.

3. Election surveys show that many more voters can place the Senate
candidates on seven—point scales than can place the House candidates. And in
1980 the megative campaigns of conservative groups and PACS were viewed by
many as the key to the Republican upsets. On the other hand, the Senate
electoral landscape abounds with examples of Senators attacked for being out

of touch with their states because of their national actis

4. In the 1988 Senate elections, 78% of all wvotes cast were
the party identification of the voter, about the same as the figure for House

elections (79%).

5. The answer is not the easy one — the rise of two-party competition in the
South. While there is a rise in split representation in the Southern states,

it accounts for less than half the trend jidentified in Figure 1.
6. Figure 2 was computed from the first dimension of the D-NOMINATE scaling

with linear trend in legislator positions. For details on the scaling

procedure, see Poole and Rosenthal (1991;. While the distance between
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Senators of different parties is declining over time, the distance between
Senators of the same party is alsc declining over time, 1In fact, the ratioc of
the first curve (Senators of different parties) and the average of the latcter
two (Senators of the same party) shows an increasing trend. At any rate, what
is most relevant for our model is the dispersion of Senators’ position
relative to the distribution of voters’ preferences; there is no reason why
the latter should be constant over time. Thus, one cannot say for certain how
changes in the distance between the Senators compare to changes in the
distribution of voters’ preferences.
7. There is evidence, although it 1s disputed {for a survey see Brady, Brody
and Ferejohn, (1989) that Senators move toward the center as their election
draws near. Even if true, that does not alter the fact that they remain
relatively distant from each other.
8. Using the new available 1988 American National Election Studies Senate
data, Erikson (1989) shows that the distributions of Democrat and Republican
Senate candidates {(as wviewed by the relevant state electorates) do not
overlap., That is, the most conservative Southern Democrat is seen as to the
left of the most liberal Eastern Republican.
9. With one exception: The identical insight has been exploited by Michael
Krassa {1989). The idea is a natural extension of the models of President-
House voting developed in Fiorina (1988} and Alesina and Rosenthal {(1989a.b).
10. On rare occasions an incumbent dies or retires and the electicn to fill
the vacant seat occurs at the same time as the regular election for the other
seat. By our count this has happened only 14 times in more than 725 Senate

contests since 1%46, so we will ignore that possibility in what follows.



11. It should be noted that in our model balancing cccurs within each state.
Thus, the opposite party advantage refers to each state race viewed

separately. This, of course, stems from our

embodied in (1). HMore generally, voters may

the Senate as a whole. In this case, the “cpposite

enjoyed by, say, a Republican candidate running when the majority of the
Senate is Democratic. In the empivical part of the paper we will fest [see
below) whether balancing occurs at the state level or at the level of the

Seriate as a whole.

12. Two senators of the same perty are always elected if both parties (and
the anchor} are on the same side of the median.

13, An edditional case is one in which cne of the two candidates is an
incumbent which is senior even to the anchor. Details of this case are
available from the authors.

14. Without this uncertainty the model would be trivial since for any

combination of policy positions the electoral result would be perfectly
predictable. 1In such a model, even ideological candidates would fully
converge [Calvert {1985)].
15. See Alesina and Rosenthal (198%a,b) for an identical formalization of
uncertainty about voters’ preferences.
2p¢.
16. 1£ & P(-)
. 8d
satisfied. Henceforth, we assume that this sufficient condition is satisfied.

=< 0 holds, the second order condition of this problem is

17. See note 1l4.

18. See note l4.
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19. In a dynamic model this condition may suggest thet there is a limit to
the "dynamic polarization trend.”
20. Additionally, in the case where parties have fiked positions (because of
reputational or other considerations), the hypothesis evidently would not
hold.
21. It is easy enough to scale the roll call vores of sitting Senators,
though not all critics would be convinced that problems of measurement
equivalence over time can be overcome. Unfortunately, ascribing positions to
defeated challengers and state electorates is more difficult, though Wright
and Berkman (1986) point out that this Information is available for 1982 at
least.
22. Given the nature of the hypothesis being tested we naturally had to omit
the elections in which special Senate elections occurred at the same time as
the regular election. Additionally, we eliminated those races in which third
parties got more than 10 percent of the vote, and races in which the losing
candidate got less than 15 percent. Cumulatively, these decision left us with
a total of 458 observations, but only fifty from the states of the old
Confederacy.
23. We estimated models that allowed each state to have z different intercept
(that is, "normal wvote"). For such "fixed effects” models it is well known
that OLS provides consistent estimates of the other linear parameters but
inconsistent estimates of the error variance and the intercepts. Since our
interest is in the linear parameters for the independent variables, the
inconsistency problem is not & concern except insofar as the biased error
variance affects significance tests. Since the bias is on the crder of 1/T,

where T is the number of observations per state, the blas is not a serious
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problem, given that we average 11 observations per state. In standard
fixed-effects models, there would be an identical number of times—series

observations for each state. As this iz not true in our case {because of

omitted electicns (see previocus footnote} we wrote a GAUSS program {av
on request) that estimates the model for varying numbers of observaticns.

24, Ve examined a number of measures of natiocnal economic conditrions as well
as state real income figures generously provided by John Chubb. GNP growch
gives the strongest results.

25. Neither measure of the presidential vote (nationzl, state} wasz ever
significant when GNP was in the equations. Seniority did not improve the fit
of the equacions beyond the simple dummy variable for incumbency. We ran the
equations with and without a trend term; though significant, excluding it has
no effect on other coefficients.

26. There is another justification for a linear specification. In the
generalized version of the model (appendix), the magnitude of the opposite
party effect varies directly with the "power® or influence of the anchor
Senator., If we take the latters’ electoral margins, or mandates, as one
element of their "power," then the strength of the opposite parcy advantage
should vary directly with the vote margin of the anchor Senator. Thus, there
is substantive, as well as statistical justification for including the actual
magnitude of the anchor vote.

27. The summary statistics indicate that we can reject the hypothesis that
the coefficients are identical in the two types of elections (p < .03). We
also estimated the effects of other variables separately for the two types of

elections but found ne significant differences.
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28. Given suggestions in the Congressional literature about important changes
in House elections during the mid-1%60s, we also tried estimating separate
coefficients for pre-1966 and post-1966 races. HNo significant differences
emerged.
29. Note that the effects of previous elections for the same seat are
plausible. The relationship is much stronger when incumbents rum than when
they do not. The relationship is again stronger in presidential years than in
off-years.,
30. Returns from the 1950s did not pool with those from the 1970s, consistent
with the mid-1960s transformation in House elections. We did not include
elections from the 1960s because of the extensive redistricting that took
place in the middle of that decade. The same 85% cut—off was used as in the

Senate analysis (footnote 19).
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Appendix

In the text we assumed that the anchor and the new senator weigh equally
in policymaking. In this appendix we derive the results for a2 more general
foermulation of the problem in which these weights are allowed o differ.
Specifically, we assume that the new senator will be junior relative to the
anchor; thus, the former has 'a weight of q < 1/2 in policy formation while the
latter has a weight (l-q) = 1/2. In this situatfon, voter i‘s utilicy

function, rather than equation (1) would be given by:

Uy = - {qn + (i-q)a - i)? (86-1)

The extension of the fixed position case £o a generic value of q is
straightforward and is left to the reader. For the case of mobile candidates,
we first note that equation (7), for the probability of a d victory, has to be

replaced by:

d+r
2

prob {d wins] = F(q + (1-q) a - %) (A-2)

Conditicon (8) still holds; it is, in fact, strengthened if q < 1/2,

1) Derivation of %S for case 2.

Assume that, in equilibrium, r < d. The first order condition (17} can

be rewritten as an implicit function:
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H(d,r,a) = ag;-) [K = (a=d)%] = 2P(-)(d=2) = 0 (a=3)

The implicit function theorem implies that:

ad _ _ aH/da B
7a 3n/3d (4=t

applying the implicit function theorem to (A-3) one obtains:

a%p(y, .20 aP(), ., -

3d Faga (K~ (471 - 25 (dd]

" - (85)
TP (a-dy?) - EE -ty - 2w+
ad ad

The second order condition (see footnote (14)) implies that the denominator of

(4-5) is negative. Thus dd/da < 0 if and only if:

2 PLIASD R P]
a’p()  “aa (4=6)
CEEPRN s

As emphasized in the text, conditiem (a-6y is satisfied in the case of 2

uniform distribution of w. Consider instead the case in which w has &

unimodal and symmetric distribution. Then, to the right of the mode F"{-

g
and to the left F"{-j > 0. From (7}, since r and a are fixed positions on the
right of 1/2, in equilibrium, for sufficiently large K, P{-) = 1/2. In

azpc ) | ; . s o
< O so that {&-6) is satisfied.

this case F"{-) = 0 and Ereral



2) Derivation of (18}

Using (A-2) it is immediate to show that:

(B~T77

(A8

Using (A~7) and (&-8), it follows that:

LN
L) pia-g + 25 (A-9)

Thus, dP/da > 0 if and only if:

)

(A-10

2d  _ 2(-q)
da q

Finally, note that:

Qs
La-]

9 2B()
l-q éda

N

[0
.

Substituting (A~5} inte (A-10), the latter can be rearranged as
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2
%P(e) a2 BRC)
I - ) - 2Tl 2 (1)
2 < q {(A~123
[ D NS SO N L= U 2 O I- L R .
2 K {(d-d)"} zl—q 3a[d d} 2P(+}
ad
which implies:
2
37P(- .2, P (e -2
L R I 2<1—q>—a;7)n< - -0
- 225 a8 - 4p() (1-9) (a-13)

Assuming the sufficient second order condition of footnote 14, then the right
hand side of (A-13) is megative. As long as the cross partial derivative in
the left hand side is not too high {in absolute value), (8-13) is satisfied.
Thus, conditions (A-6) and (&-13) are jointly satisfied in the case of a
uniform distribution of w; or in the case of a symmetric unimodal distribution
of w as long as, in equilibrium, the election 1s sufficiently close, that is

P(-) is sufficiently close to 1/Z.

3) Derivatiom of (23}
Problem {21) is analogous tc the model analyzed in Calverr (1985) and

Alesina (1988). Result (23) follows directly from those papers.

4% Derivation of (25)
sssure that, in equilibrium, d < r. For a general value of q, we define

& = (1-g)a . : . : : 1
G = ""-—éw—ﬁl—. Using this expression, the generalized version of the first—
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order condition (22 ca be writcten implicit function H{.):
B p

F1
B
2]
o
=]
=8

. 3P()
H(d,r,a) = —Eé 2

ae)

[qfau + K] = P(s‘)z‘qz(d -3 =0 (A-18)
where AU is defined in the text.

gaym 2 2

- *)
3d [qaU + K} - 4q
cd

= (d=d) - P(~}2q2 <0 (A-15)

Qy
)
[~

(=)
o

Condition {A-15) represents the second crder condition of this probl

8

has to be satisfied to guarantee that the sclution is a maximum.

o &Zp(.)

. 22()
da ddda

(20 + ¥1 + 2q(1-0 2 -0y - 202 2 0ady - 2901300 (an16)

Thus, it follows that 8d/3a < ¢ if and only if 8H/8a < 0, which holds if and

only if:

2 8P(-)

P( ) 2q (d-d) + 2q9(1-q)B(+) - w(r”{)——"i("*d‘

& (A-175
ﬁdaa quU K

Once again, this conditien is satisfied in the uniform case. In fact, if
3P/3ddda -0, (A-17) holds if 4 > 0. The dencminator of 4 is pesitive. The

expression in the numerator is positive as long as:
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27 2 ad) + 2992

(r-d) < (a-18)
2q(1~ q)ap( )

Thus, as long as d is sufficiently close to 1, (A-18) 1is satisfied.

5) Derivation of (18) for case 3

Following the same steps as for Case 2, one can show that for case 3 (18)

holds if:

a%p()

3dda

TR Zay 4+ K] + 2(1—q)aP( )(r —a) - 24 BP( BPC) 4 ay — 2q(1-q)B()

ziléﬂi (&-19)

é_Ei;l[ 2 AN} G0 DU NP S
Cdiau + k] - 4q” Hpamd) - 207

ad

Consider, for simplicity, the uniform case, so that azy/adaa - G.

after rearranging, (A-9) reduces to

3 aP( )] 2 3 8P()

2
B (ray > 20~ ey + K] - 2 (a-3) - 2¢°(1-q)B(+) (A-20)

Assuming that 6?{-)/3d2 < 0 which is a sufficient second order condition

,
(a-20) is always satisfied because the left hand side is non negative and the
right hand side is srrictly negative. Thus, as long as the cross partial

a2p(ey

3dda
dP(s)/da > 0.

iz not too large in absolute value {see abowve for discussion), then
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6) Open seat competition
Consider the situation in which both candidate d and ¥ are mobile, since
neither of them is the incumbant. GCiven the results by Wittman {1983} and

Calvert (1985}, Cases 1 and 7 can he easily analyzed. 1t ic immediate ro show

that in both cases, in equilibrium one obtaing:

The comparative statics results discussed above for thase two cases
easily gemeralize. Some interesting issues arise in Case 3, For this case

the problem becomes:

Max P(o) [(r-d)% - (a-3)? + K] (4~22)
d
2y 2 2 N
Max (1 — P()[(d~2)}° = (r=-1)° + ¥] {8233
r
=t - (l-q)a : - bt : FE: K3
where r = 3 . Also we assume that the benefits of being in office (K)

of being in office (K) is the same for both parties. We alsc need ap
additional sufficient condition for the second order condition, i.e.,
32p(-y/3r2 = 0.

Problem (A4-22) and (A-23) is identical to the model analyzed by Wittman
(1983} and Calvert (1985) if & and T are interpreted as the original ideal
points of the two candidates in 2 model without an anchor. Define &° and 10

as the solution of that problen, i.e., of (&~22) and {(A-23) interpreted as a

1es . . : * * . .
Wittmsn/Calvert problem with no anchor. Define d* and ¥ the solution of {A-



48
22) and (A~23) with the interpretation of the present paper. The two
solutions differ because im our model P(+} is defined in (7}, while in a

Wittman/Calvert model we would have P = F{

The following results hold:

4 - 93—?—512315 (a-24)

r
r o owm A=25
q ( )

P(a°,19) = p(d*,r*,a) for Ya (a-26)

Thus, the solution to our problem is a linear rransformation of the Wittman/
Calvert solution, identical to the linear transformation applied to the
candidates’ bliss points. The basic intuition is that the presence of the
anchor transforms the utility function of both the candidates and the voters
identically. Simple algebra implies the following results:

1) if a > £° then a* < 4°; * < ¥©, That is if the anchor is "far right"
(more right than the Wittman/Calvert position), then both positions (4" and
r*) move to the left relative to d% and 9

2) symmetric results hold if a < a°:

3 the anchor is "moderate,” l.e., d

h

i

~

® o 1 :
¥ = r°, with stric

“t
th

inequalities 1if a is

s, a "moderate” anchor pushes the two candidates in opposite directions.



Table 1

*
Senate Elections

Variable 1 2
GNP 0.444 0,426
(.111) (.110)
Incumbency 4.336 3.784
{.573) (.600)
Trend 0.084 0.093
(6.037) {0.0373
HMideerm -2.630 {=2.678)
(0.572y (0.567)
Vote %: 0.266 0.343
Same Seat {.0353 all {0.060) incumbents
seats running
Vote % -.033 -0.075
Anchor Seat (.041) (0.043) -
Vote $: - 0.134 1
Same Seat {0.070) cpen
seats
Vote %: - 0.135
Ancher Seat {(0.071} -

rZ 0.54 0.55



Table 1 (Continued)

Variable 3
GNP 0.368
(0.124)
Incumbency 3.693
(0.596)
Trend 0.101
(0.0373
Midterm ~2.823
(0.625}
Vote % 0.446 ~
Same Seat, (0.07C) on-years,
incumbents
Vote %: -0.177 running
Anchor Seat (0.056) =
Vote &: 0.200
Same Seat (0.0598; on-years,
open
Vote %: ¢.092 i seats
Anchor Seat {0.098)
Vote &: G.274 5
Same Seat {0.065) t midrerms,
1 incumbents
Vote %: -0.047 J running
Anchor Seat (0.051)
Vote %: ¢.077 1
Same Seat (0.088) midterms,
open
Yote & 0.170 seats
Anchor Seat (G.091) 4
r? .56

*The dependent variable is the Republican share of the two party vote.
Standard errors are in parentheses.



Lag Structure in House Elections:

Table 2

1980, 1978, 1$76.%

Dep. Variable: VR ALl Incumbent Open
VR o .87 34
{G.029) (0.029)
VRe ., 02 01 .13
{0.029} {0,029 (0.093)
n 885 773 103
r? 69 .76 35
Presidential Years Hidterm Year
{1976,158G) (18783
Incumbent Open Incumbent Open
VRe. o .97 Ry .91 ~. 04
(0.034) (0.113) (G.063) (0.135)
VR, -.02 -.01 10 .56
(0.033) (0.120) {0.067) (0.153)
n 524 69 245 34
RZ .76 .33 .76 49

*Constants are not reported, but were included in the regressions. 1 is the

number of observation of each regression.

two party votes.

VR is the Republican share of the
Standard errors are in parentheses.



Table 3

Lag Structure in Senate Elections: 1976, 78, 80*

Dependent Variable: VR all Incumbents

YR..p or VRy 4 .06 ~.01
(.098; (.167)

YRy . g .57 .66
(0.103) (0.114)

n 82 61

r? .28 .37

* The open seat results are not presented due to the lack of degrees of
freedom for this regression.



