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ABSTRACT

This paper presents a method measuring.PreSidential coat-

‘tail effects on Senate races bi gsingiaggfeéate vofing dgta.

The measurement is based onvthé'assumption that‘in"each

state, there is a certain fairly'stabie percentage which

constitutes the normal vote for éééh §érty.' The:coat—taii'
measurement, which we call thé:brgor:élétion, is theAstatef
by state correlation‘between'tﬁaf éatt of thé:Pfesidential

vote not attributable to party lcya;ﬁy and that part of the

Senate vote also not_attributabié to:pérty loyalty;v_The c-

‘correlations were computed for 5ﬁs§m§i§rqf stétesffof the
1956, 1960 and 1964 eiectiohs; The elections of 1956

and 1964 produce large and highly éighificant_C—correlations

indicating the clear presence of. coat-tail effects. Inter-

estingly, the C-correlation for 1956‘is higher than for 1964.

The C-correlation for 1960 was near zero.
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Both practitioners and analysts of electoral politics
believe that coat-tail effects play an important role in deter-
fs . . 1 .
mining the outcome of congressional electlons.—/Yet, as Mlllerg/

clearly shows, it is very difficult‘to-use»aggregaté voting data

to assess the importance of these presumed coat-tail effects.

If, for example, the President runs well ahead of his party,
as did Eisenhower in 1956, the large gép'between the President
and his party may be taken to indicate the absence of a coat~
tail effect. If on the other hand, the President's party runs
as well as he does this can be taken to mean that the President
is no more popular than his party and there is once again no
coat-tail effect. ' v |

In this paper, I will present an attempt at doing what
Miller said could not be done--I will present a method of
analyzing aggregate voting data to determine the existence
of and strength of Presidential coat-~tail effecfs on Senator-.
ial contests. This method will then be applied to the elec-
tions of 1956, 1960 ahd 1964. The 1968 election was excluded
because of the complications resulting from the third party
candidacy of George wallace. |

The measurement I am proposing is based on the following
assumptions and definitions. We can regard the outcome of an
election as being determined by two kinds of factors. One is
the normal party identification of the voters (which we shall
céll N) . Converseé/has shown that this remains fairly constant

over time. vThe other kinds of factors are short term forces and
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include such things as the personal attractiveness of the
candidates and short term fluctuations in the popularity of
. a party or administration. »

Miller®/ defined é coat-tail influenced vote for
Cbngress as a vote in which the Congressional vote decision
(as well as the Presidential) is:mdtiVated by the appeal of
the Presidential candidate. Since fhe-personal appeal of can-
didates. is a factor in the short term fofces, applying Miller's
definition to the situation at hand has the folloWing implica-
tions. ‘If the short-term forces associated with ﬁhe Presi-
dential contest influenced the Senatorial contests, we should
find that where a Presidential,cAQdiaéﬁe received many votes
attributable to short term forceé (not to stable party loyalty)
the Senatorial candidate of his party should have alsolreceived
many votes attributable to short'te?m'forces. Analogously,
where the Presidential candiaate received few votes attribut—'
able to short term fofces, the Sénatériai candidates of his
party should likewise have recei&ed;few such votes. This
suggests that our measurement of coat-tail effects be some
measure of association between that part of the Presidential
vote attributable to short term forces and that part of the
Senatorial vote also attributable to short-term forces.
| To simply do.a state by state.correlation of the vote
percentages received by Presidential and Senatorial candi-
dates of the same party would however be to miss the whole.

point of the definition of coat-tail effect. A large parc of
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the vote in each state is determineq_by stable party loyalty
rather than short-term forces. Since the N's of the differ-
ent states vary greatly, regardless of the existence of
coat-tail effects we would ekpect such a correlation to be
quite high,'reflecting the different N's of the different
states and masking the effects of shért term forces. Hence,
a correlation which cpntrols for the différent N's of the
different states will be introduced.'

Let P be the percentage of the total Presidential vote
cast in a state which was received by the Democratic candidate
for President. Let S be the percehtagé of-the total vote cast
for Senator which was received.By’the Democratic Senatorial
.candidate in a state. Our measurement of'the coat-tail
effect of a given eleétion'is'thé state by state correlation
between P - N and S - N. - |

We»now.want to operationalize N. 'Cbnverseé/ meaéures'N
with survey data. I will measufé it withjaggregate'vbting data;
Since Converse has shown N to haﬁe,been guite stable na-
tionally between 1954 and 1964, we will assume that it was
stable in each state. Hence we will take N for each state
to be the average of the Democratic percentage of the total
Congressional véte (in all districts—;excluding at larqe'
races) for 1954 and 1962. This'quantitf Qe shall call G.

We now have three questions to answer.

(1) why do we think Congressional elections provide

a good basis for measuring N?
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(2) Why are we using only off-year elections?

(3) Why are we excluding 1958?

I have two reasons for believing that Congressional
elections provide a good measure of party loyalty. (a) Most
people: vote fonAcbngress on the basis of party rather than
personality.é/ (b) Where there are more than a very small
number of Congressmen in a staté,Aﬁheieffects of personal
appeal (or other short term forcesArelevant to a specific
race) should average‘out so as not to be a'signifiéant féctor
in the state wide percentage for each party.

We do not usejCongressional elections in Presidential
years in measuring N because, if there are coat-tail effects
from the Presidential election>th¢3e.ﬁould then influence
our  measurement of N. While off>year Gubernétorial and/of
Senatorial elections might also influencé the-Congressional
vote in a state, we éssume thét.the lesser saliency of these
offices would result in smaller coat-tail effects.

Both election data and accounts 6fvthe~1958»electi0ns
make me wary about using the results of.that election in
cdmputing N. In that élection, the Democrats rolled.to a
huge victory doing much better than in either of the other
off;year elections. The country had a Republican President
and was in the midst of a substantial recession at the time‘
of the election. Moreover, in certain'states the Republicans
added io the short-term anti-Republican forces by their

support of "right-to-work" laws.
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Having defined my measure, I now wish to demonstrate
its use. The following hypothetiCal'ekamples will help
to illustrate the difference between using the correlation
between P and S on the one hand, and my "C-correlation" on
the other hand (The C in C-correlation stands for both

coat-tail and Congressional).

Table 1 about here

In all of the above examples both the Pearson correla-
tions and the Spearman (rank-order) cofrelatiOnS between P
and S are. +1. The C-correlations however, tell quite a.dif—
ferent tale. In example 1, thé,c—correlétion is +1, in
example 2, -1, and in example 3,.it is zero.

These C-correlations are consistent with my conceptual-
ization of what a coat-tail effect is and isn't. We would
not want to infer from example 3 that there is a coat-tail
effect since the Senatorial vote in each state is directly

attributable to normal party loyalty. A negative C-correlation

such as in example 2, suggests a negative coat-tail effect as
might occur if there were great animosity between the Presi-
dential and Senatorial candidates. Only example 1 is consis-

tent with my conception of a coat-tail effect.

For the elections under consideration (1956, 1960 and
1964) C-correlations weré computed for a sample of states.
The states in the sample were chosen as follows. Because

they are usually highly competitive, because they contain
mahy congressional districts and because I was interested
ini them, I favored the big states in my sample. Because

\



Table 1. Hypothetical'resﬁlts-uséd to
'illustrate Cfgorrelation._

(1)

(2)

(3)

State
State

State
State

State
State

> wyr Wy

|1

40
60

40
60

40
60

(% Democratic) :
: g_
E :45
.55 .

45

55
45
55

|tn

55

35
65

40
60
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they did not have fully deveioped-tWO party systems and
becauseIDemocratic Senatorial caﬁdidates.from the region
frequently dissociated themselves from the national

" ticket, I excluded the states of the‘oid Confederacy.

States with only one Congressibﬁél aistrict were also
excluded. Beyond_this_fhe rest of the sampling procedure
systematically attempted to represent the range of partisan
leahings,lfrpm strongly Democratic to strongly Republican.
Due to sampliné-prGCedures,xﬁhe.férm belf énd mountain states
are somewhat under represented. | |

| | The datéAand the C-corfelatioﬂs are given in the tables

following.-

_Discussion Qf Resulté o

The results indicaté:vérfvdeéidéd“éoéf—ﬁéii effé¢£s

" for the 1956 and 1964 elections andta151igh£ negative result
“S,for,1960. These resul;é are partiélly cOns;stenﬁ and partially
. uin¢onsi§tent-wi£h_other knoﬁledge:apd‘beliefs about coat-tail
éffects. The fact thaﬁ the C-corrélatioh for 1960 is the
smallest is consistent with‘what,seems to be a_éommonly held
Belief that coat-tail effec£§ are-m6ét pronounced when the

head of the ticket is extremely popular and wins by a landslide.

Tables 2, 3a, 3b, 3¢ about here

1/

On the other hand}lwhile Campbell and Miller—/ use survey

~data to demonstrate the existence of a coat-tail effect for



Table 2. Congressional Voting Data (Used to
: Calculate C) )

% Democrat of total Cdngressional<vote
in all Congressional Districts--does not
include at-la;gelcontests _
State _ A 1954 | lggg vAverage = C
california 51.5 51.9 51.7
[colorado 49.8 47.5.  48.9
lconnecticut 48.8 - s3.8  s1.3
lllinois 50.2 ’ 50.2 50.2
Towa - 41.5 : ' 46.1.- - 43.8.
Maine 45.4 44.7 45,1
Massachusetts 53.1  °  55.3 54.2
Michigan =~ 52.0 51.5 51.8
Missouri 56.2 - 56.3 | 56.3
Minnesota 52.9 49.7 . 51.3
Montana o 52.3 48.1 50.4
Nebraska - 38.4 | 36.9 " ' 37.7
New Jerséy 48.2. o 50,; o 50.1
New York ** 49.0 50,4 | 49.7
phio 'A 44.7 o 3.9 44.3
bregon. . 45.6 . sd2 49.9
Pennsylvahia 50.7 49.0 49.8
South Dakota.  40.8 . 39.9 40.4
Rhode Island 59.8 - 68.1 ~1, ~ 64.0
Washington . . 43.4 . 38.4 - 40.9
West Virgina 57.4 56.0 56.7

All election data presented in this{paper are taken from:

a) Scammon, Richard M. (ed.) America Votes. Governmental
Affairs Institute, 1956-57, 1960, 1964.

b) Statistics of the Presidential and Congressional Electiong.
U.S. Government Printing Office. =




Table 2 cont'd

** Tn New York, votes cast for the Democratic candidate on
another party line (usually Liberal) are counted as part
of the Democratic vote. Votes on any line which were for
candidates not also on the Democratic line were counted
as -part of the total vote but not as part of the Democratic

vote.



Table 3A. 1956 Election

$ Democratic

State Presidential 1956 Senatorial 1956 Incumbency
California A 44.3 45.6 -1
Colorado 39.9 : 51.3 0
Connecticut 36.3 43.0 -1
Illinois. 40.3 45.7 -1
Iowa 40.7 : 46.1 -1
Missouri- 50.1 56.4 +1
New York ** 38.7 - 46.7 0
Ohio ' 38.9 ’ ~52.9 -1
[Oregon : 44 .7 54,2 +1
Pennsylvania 43.3 50.1 -1
South Dakota 41.6 49,2 -1
Washington. 45.4 e 61l.1 +1
C correlation = .89

* ,For explanatioﬁ-of i see Page_12;

**Tn New York, votes cast for the Democratlc candidate on
-another party line  (usually Liberal) are..counted as part
of the Democratic vote. Votes on. 351 11ne whlch were for
candidates not also on the Democratic line were counted
as part of the total vote but not as part of the Democratic
vote. ‘ : :




Table 3B.

1

1960 Election

Colorado
Illinois

Iowa

Maine
Massachusetts
Michigan.
Minnesota
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska

New Jersey-
Oregon

Rhodz Island
South Dakota
West Virginia

Presidential 1960 . Senatorial 1960 Incumbency*
44.9 45.8 -1
50.0 54.7 +1
43.2 48.1 0
43.0 38.4 -1
60.2 43.5 -1
50.9 51.7 +1
50.6 57.5 +1
50.3 53.1 +1/2
48.6 50.7 0
37.9 41.1 -1
50.0 43.2 -1
47.3 54.5 0
63.6 68.9 0
41.8 47.6 -1
52.7 55.3 +1

C Correlation = -.115

* For explanation of I see Page 12,




" " Table 3C. 1964 Election

% Democratic

State. Presidential 1964 Senatorial 1964 Incumbency

P : S I¥*
California 59.1 . 48.5 + 1/2
Connecticut 67.8 64.6 : +1
Massachusetts 76.2 -74.3 +1
Maine : 68.8 66.6 +1
Michigan _ 66.7 0 64.4 +1
Minnesota - : 63.8 - - 60.5 ' +1
Montana . 58.9 S 64.5 +1
Nebraska 52.6 ' - 38.6 : -1
New Jersey . : 65.6 ] ~61.9 ' +1
New York** ' 68.6 B 53.5 ' -1
Ohio ’ 62.9 50.2 +1
Pennsylvania 64.9 49.1 -1
Rhode Island ‘ 80.9 - 82.7 +1
Washington 62.0 : 72.2 . - +1
West Virginia 67.9 ' ' ' 67.7 o+l

Correlation = .66

** In New York, votes cast for the Democratic candidate on
another party line (usually leeral) are counted as: part
of the Democratic vote. Votes on ggx line which were for
candidates hot also on the Democratic line were counted
as part of the total vote but not: as part.of the Democratlc
vote.
* For explanation of I see Page 12.
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k956f it is nonetheless surprising to find that we have
' a larger C-correlation for 1956‘thah for 1964. 1In 1956
_Eisenhower wonfby a lands}ide‘while'the'Republicans'won
neither house of Congress, whereas in 1964, huge €ohgressional
majorities were swept in with'Johhson. inAanswer.to writefs
such as Meyerg/ who hold the view that Eisenhower did not

have coat—tails, I would eay that otr results indicate the
'following. Almost everywhere;aEisenhower;was.more popular
than his.party, but'where:the ehortfterm forces for Eisen-
hower were strongest,.RepublicanuSenatorial candidates also
did best. To put it another way, in all states in our sample,.
it ‘seems that many more 1ndependent voters and weak party
identifiers voted for Elsenhower than for the Republlcan
candidate: for the Senate. _On'theeother hand, the more
such voters Qho voted for_Eisehhower,fthetmore such voters
voted Republican for Senator.l. L

Since I have justified the claim that the high C-

oorrelation for 1956 indicates a clear coat-tail effect,
I should explain why it is reaSOnable for us to have gotten
a lower C-correlation for 1964f Perhaps we can do this
hest by considering an extreme case, which is like 1964
in that both the Democratic candidate,for President and
most ﬁemocratic candidates for‘Sepate do considerably
better than the normal vote for'each state but where the

C-correlation is near zero or even negatlve.

Such a result would be explalned in the follow1ng ways.
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(a) Many of these individual Senatorial races generated
their own short-term forces--i.e. the Democrats had
attractive Senatorial candidates in most. states, or (b)

there. were. widespread pro-Democratic short-term forces

which- were independent of the appeal of the Democratic

Presidential candidate--if these forces had been dependent
on the President, they would'havé.had the strongest effect
on Senatorial contests where the short-term forces for the
Presidént were strongest. |

In neither of the above two'pdssibilities is the
explanation consistent with our definition of coat-tail
.effects. Hehce, just as the fact that‘Eisenhowér did
‘much better than other candidates_of his party does not
' prdvé the absence of a céat-taii‘éffect_sb the fact that
a President and Senatorial candidatés of his party mavaiﬁ.
qﬁite handsomely does not in itsglf prove the existence of
coat-tails.

While I believe the preceding‘arguments have helped
to justify the~use of the C-correiation as a measurement
of whether Presidential coat—tails influence-Senatorial
contests, situations such as 1956 indicate an important
drawback of this measurement. It does not measure how

‘much-difference the-Presidential_contest“made in the outcome

of the average Senate race or of any individual Senate race.
Having seen and interpreted these correlations, we

have two further questions. 1) Are these correlations
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significant? In. other words, did we get these correla-

tions because there is some basis for inferring a causal
relationship between P-N and S—N or simply because the
states in which a Presiaential candidate does well also
happen to have appealing Senatorial candidates of the
same party? 2) If these correlations are significant,
then which way does the causal felaﬁionship work? Is it
the Presidential race which influences the Senatorial

or vice versa, or is it both ways?

- To answer the second queStion’first, contingency
data suéh as we have can never tell us the direction of
causation.. On the other hand it'is a common. conviction
among- political scientists that by far the most salient
election in a Presidential year is the Presidential
election. If true, this would strongly suggest that the.
major direction of causétion should-be the Presidential
face influencing the others.

But how can we reconcile saying that the President
pﬁlls the Senators on his coat-tails with situations such
as President Johnson winning Washington with 62.0% of the
vote while Senator Jackson was being re-elected with 72.2%
of the state's vote? We have two answers. 1) Perhaps if
Johnson had done better in that state then Jackson
would have also done better and if'Johnson had done
worse then Jackson would have also done worse. 2) The

existence of a general coat-tail effect for an election
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does. not reqﬁire that such an effect_infiuence the out-
comes of all contests on that election.day.

We now tfy to answer the question of significance.
We do this by imagining that in all states, Senatorial
candidates are randomly selected from a large popuiation
of potential candidates, whose perSonal:appeels>are
normally distributed. If we regardeﬁhe'eutcome of each
Senate contest.asvbeing a function of the difference in
the popularity ef the two candidates (it.is also a function
of the‘states'N and the popuiarity of.the Presidential
candidates) then these outcomes- should also be normally dis-
tfibuted. Assuming the selection process described above, -

‘'we can now ask, what the true correlation j’

variables P-C and S-C must be to give us our experimentally
determined C-correlations. ‘
Using the Fischer Test gives us the following 95%

confidence intervals for the true correlations:

1956 .65 4f<. .97
1960 ~-.38 <j’ £ .18
1964 .22 £ P< .88

‘The above results indicate that the Crcorreiations for
1956 and 1964 are indeed significantly different from zefo;
Therefore the positive associations between P-C and S-C
for those years are not chance events. We also see that the
result for 1960 is not significantly different from'zero.
Since there may be some question as to whether the distribu-

tions of P-C and S-C are bivariate normal and whether we have
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a sufficient number of states in our Sample:to use the
Fischer test, the confidence<intervals above may not be
valid. To answer ény such objections I have done an
.>élternate test which makes no qﬁéstibhable aséumptions

- about sample size or distribution.p I have computed

the Spearman rank oéder correlations between P-C and

S-C and have done sigdificance feSté based on these corre-
lations. The Spearmanycdrrel;}ions'and,the'significance

level at which they are different frbm'zero are given

below. _
1956 N “.90  - . p < .01
1960 re, = .04 p »7.10
1964 , rc,_, = .66 . p<.0l

Considerations. of Incumbency

While there is.little questionable about the signifi-
cance tests based on the_Spearman bor;elation-(about the -
only -questionable thing I can think of is the fact that
the sample was not completely random$ there may still be :
some nagging feeling that the rgéulﬁé are spuribus; -in
particular, since incumbent Senators seeking re—eléction';
are believed to do better than non-incumbents, it might
be thought that our results stem from the presence of
popular incumbents of.the President's party in states
where the President is also peréQnalIy'popular. One way

of checking this out is to take the C-correlations controlling
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for incumbency. Recalling that

F12.3 = T127 T13 T23
(1 = £132) (L - ry42)

we proceed to calculate' the necessary correlations. We

letAvariable 1 be P-C, 2 be S-C and 3 be the incumbency.
variable I. In_calculatingiriB and. r}3 we assign
values of I as follows. A previouSly elected Demcréti¢
incumbent gets a score of +l1. A Democratic incumbent
‘appointed to fill out a term-but‘having”never been_elected
in his own fight gets +1/2. vaneither is an incumbent,
we assign zero to the contest. Republican incumbents are
: given.analdgous negative~scores, ‘The data from these

calculations are given below in-Table 4.

Table 4 about here

The above correlations yield'several noteworthy results.

(a) As both an impressioniStic look. at ouf_data and
conventional wisdom led us to suspect, there are clear
positive correlations.{r33) betwéén incumbency'and the
Senate vote attributable to short term forces. ﬁ |

(b) Tﬁe value of the partial correlation rj5,3 for
1960 strongly suggests that the election was characterized
by the ébsence of a coat-tail effect rather than by the.‘
slight though not statistically significaht negative-
effeét shown by the uncontrolled C-correlation.

(c) For both 1956 and 1964, the strong positive

correlations between P-C and S-C are clearly not attributable

i



Table 4. Intercorrelations involving
Incumbency ‘

1956 £, (=r,) = .89 r ,=.30 r,.- =4l rlé*s =.89

r #e;3§- r.. A¥}38f r =.03

1960 r "13 7T 23 12.3

f

L

.
[
[
)

12 -

.58

=62 r._ .
23 %% 12,3,

i
.
[,
(o)

.1964 ?12_ Lrl3'='f3g:,?
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to the effects of incumbency. This_is-particularly signi-.
ficant because of the clear positive correlations between

I and S-C.” The fact that theiValues of ry3 are positive
indicates. that incumbency can be. used as a measure (albelt‘
a very 1mperfect one) of the relatlve popularlty of |
Senatorial candidates. Moreover it is a measurement
which'is-independent of the~effects cf theyPresidential_
race. - Hence in our partial cpttelationsvwe:arejin some
real sense cOntrdlling fot'the-effects ef perscnal”appeal
in Senate races. The fact that'this dces iittle-t04the'
Acorrelatlon between P-C and S C lS further ev1dence that
our C- correlatlons were nelther chance events nor caused by

the 1nterven1ng variable of 1ncumbency.‘
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