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Deliberative Choices: Debating Public Policy in Congress, Gary Mucciaroni and Paul J. Quirk, The 
University of Chicago Press, 2006, ISBN 0226544079, $20.00, paper, 296 pages. 
 
 “I know not how a representative assembly can more usefully employ itself than in talk, when the 
subject of talk is the great public interests of the country, and every sentence of it represents the opinion 
either of some important body of persons in the nation, or of an individual in whom some such body have 
reposed their confidence,” wrote John Stuart Mill in his Considerations on Representative Government.  
Such sentiments regarding the importance of deliberation to the concept of representation and the 
function of legislative bodies are frequently repeated.  The validity and value of deliberation in these 
contexts also appears predicated upon an assumption that the ideas and interests presented in debate 
will be honest and informative.  In their book Deliberative Choices: Debating Public Policy in Congress, 
Gary Mucciaroni and Paul J. Quirk question this assumption by systematically analyzing congressional 
debates surrounding three major policy initiatives of the 1990s: the welfare reform movement, efforts to 
repeal the estate tax, and the deregulation of the communications industry. 
 The analysis focuses upon floor debate in both houses of Congress, using the text of the 
Congressional Record as the primary data source.  Each of the policy efforts listed above is decomposed 
into a set of primary issue debates based upon effect claims.  In the debate over welfare reform for 
example, proponents claimed that welfare often caused dependency, that it provided an incentive for out-
of-wedlock births, and that restrictions on eligibility would provide recipients incentives to seek work.  
Opponents rebutted these claims and asserted that restricting benefits would endanger many child 
welfare recipients.  The validity of effect claims, rebuttals, and occasional concessions are weighed 
against independent sources of information (expert opinions, findings of independent research, etc.) in 
order to determine the extent to which they are supported.  Policy debates are then given scores 
regarding the extent to which they are (un)informative.   
 The authors argue that two primary concerns shape the effect claims made by members of 
Congress.  Competing desires to make forceful and credible arguments are often in tension with one 
another as representatives and senators craft floor statements.  A number of factors are hypothesized to 
affect rhetorical strategies in light of these concerns.  Scholars interested in the partisan, interest group, 
and institutional elements shaping debate in Congress will find the case studies in this book intriguing.  
While the authors admit that the scope of their analysis is limited in comparison to the broader 
deliberative context, their systematic analyses of three policy debates provide rich contextual insight into 
the informational accuracy and validity of legislative rhetoric on the floors of the U.S. House and Senate.  
Findings of the study are unlikely to surprise readers, but the clarity of depth of analysis will undoubtedly 
be appreciated by students of legislative communication and representation.

Walt Wilson 
Carl Albert Graduate Fellow 

University of Oklahoma  
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Executive Orders and the Modern Presidency: Legislating from the Oval Office, Adam L. Warner, 
Lynne Rienner Publications, 2006, ISBN 1558264017, $49.95, cloth, 175 pages. 
 
 In recent years, scholars have greatly advanced the understanding of the chief executive’s use of 
unilateral legislative powers.  In Executive Orders and the Modern Presidency: Legislating from the Oval 
Office, Adam L. Warber advances this body of knowledge by conducting the first systematic empirical 
analysis of all executive orders issued from 1936 thru 2001 (39).  Warber’s analysis examines the degree 
that modern presidents have been active and strategic in using executive orders to establish policy (1).  
Theoretically, he addresses the question from a traditional rational-choice perspective based on the 
propositions of Kenneth R. Mayer’s With the Stroke of a Pen (2001) and William G. Howell’s Power 
Without Persuasion (2003) and “the five-tenants of unilateral theory” (1-3; 12-24).  Although Warber does 
address the need to advance a general theory of executive legislative behavior, the thrust of this 
academic contribution is found in the empirical chapters. 
 Warber begins by focusing his study on the assumptions of previous scholars that identify 
executive orders as a strategic policy tool in the hands of the chief executive (1).  Because previous 
scholars have only examined the strategic nature of executive orders via the analysis of samples of 
executive orders, Warber moves the debate forward by content analyzing all executive orders issued 
during the modern era (2).  Such methodological differences result in Warber challenging previous 
scholarly claims that presidential power has increased significantly due to the use of executive orders (2).  
Such arguments and propositions are examined empirically in chapters 2-5.   
 Chapter 2 presents the reader with an exploration of the functions and purposes executive orders 
have served during the modern era.  Warber presents three taxonomies of executive order functions 
derived via the content analysis: symbolic, routine, and policy (37).  Warber utilizes descriptive statistical 
analysis to explore the differences in executive order activity and functions across administrations (39-
40), as well as party (45).  Warber then explores the purpose of executive orders regarding how they 
amend previous orders.  Here Warber examines the frequency of orders that completely or partially, 
revoke or supersede orders executed by preceding presidents (48-50).  This chapter represents the most 
general and comprehensive overview of how presidents utilize executive orders to date. 
 Chapters 3 and 4 address specific conditions regarding executive order activity.  Chapter 3 
discusses how factors affecting the policy making environment may influence the variance or executive 
order activity.  Environmental factors such as divided government (64), scandal (67), tenure (71), and 
policy domains (76) are explored as possible influences via descriptive, empirical analysis. 

Chapter 4 is another descriptive, empirical investigation of the measures presidents take to 
“safeguard” the duration and implementation of executive orders.  Warber explores the degree to which 
each administration has included sources of authority and legitimacy in crafting individual orders (90-
104).  He also explores the congressional responses to executive orders such as floor debate and actual 
statutory modification (111-120).   Warber concludes in Chapter 5 with a discussion of the current 
administration’s executive order activity as it compares to the trends observed in the descriptive analyses 
in chapters 2-4. 

Spanning all presidencies from Franklin D. Roosevelt thru Bill Clinton, Warber’s content analysis 
of all 5,392 executive orders is a major empirical contribution to presidential and legislative studies.  The 
exhaustive nature of the content analysis leaves the reader anticipating further systematic statistical 
analysis uniting the vast amount of descriptive information presented in the book.  The general 
understanding of executive legislative activity presented by Warber should certainly stimulate further 
exhaustive empirical analyses that will more clearly tease out the causal mechanisms behind the general 
trends discussed in this work.  

  
William Curtis Ellis 

Carl Albert Graduate Fellow 
University of Oklahoma 
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Exporting Congress? The Influence of the U.S. Congress on World Legislatures, edited by Timothy 
J. Power and Nicol C. Rae, University of Pittsburgh Press, 2006, ISBN 0822959216, $24.95, paper, 248 
pages. 
 
 Power and Rae, in their essay contribution to this volume, “Legislative Diffusion: Can the U.S. 
Congress Be a Source,” ask “to what extent is the U.S. Congress a model for other legislatures around 
the world?”  The authors introduce a new term, legislative diffusion, which is a concept meant to merge 
congressional studies and comparative legislative studies.  Legislative diffusion occurs when scholars 
identify characteristics of the U.S. Congress (e.g. bicameralism, weak political parties, legislatively weak 
executive) in other legislatures throughout the world; in other words, when scholars can identify 
characteristics of a transformative legislative branch. Various authors in this volume treat diffusion as 
being an uncoordinated decision-making process in an effort to imitate the U.S. Congress; however, 
Scott Morgenstern, Amie Kreppel, and Pippa Norris examine how domestic factors (e.g. culture, designs 
of mediating institutions) influence legislative design.   
 Power and Rae do not hypothesize specific diffusion outcomes or hypothesize why this diffusion 
or lack thereof occurs; instead, Power and Rae “left the influence of the U.S. Congress on world 
legislatures as an open-ended question,” making this volume an inductive, first attempt to explain the 
legislative and structural influence of the American legislative model.  As a result, the authors find that a 
number of cluster variables influence diffusion: history, culture, tradition, degree of presidentialism, 
degree of federalism, type of electoral system, and the strength of political parties.  In conclusion, Power 
and Rae argue that “our review of permissive and causal variables shows that legislative diffusion, like all 
forms of diffusion, is contingent, conditional, and unpredictable.  Research on legislative diffusion is still 
in its infancy, so we are not yet in a position to advance predictive or explanatory models,” as this volume 
is a theory building exercise in legislative diffusion (12).   
 The various authors examine many different types of governing models in an effort to explain 
congressional legislative diffusion, such as: parliaments in Canada and the United Kingdom, presidential 
systems in Latin America, and various Eastern European legislatures.  In these studies, the authors find 
more evidence of barriers to U.S. Congress diffusion due to existing regimes, political party and electoral 
structure, and culture.  Of these variables, most serve to prevent diffusion of congressional structure.  
Power and Rae, in their concluding essay “Barriers and Carriers: Legislative Diffusion and the Selective 
Imitation of Congress,” argue that “the major barriers to ‘exporting Congress’ to other democracies 
consist primarily of the macro-institutional environment (parliamentarianism as opposed to 
presidentialism; federalism versus centralization; legislative powers of the executive); political culture or 
tradition; the party system; the electoral system; geographical distance; and resources available to 
individual legislators, especially pay and staff” (186).  Despite the adoption of presidential systems 
through out Latin America, these countries grant the executive too much authority over budgetary powers 
for their legislature to mirror the U.S. Congress. 
 Despite these institutional, cultural, and extra-institutional barriers, parliamentary systems (e.g. 
Germany, Britain, Canada) have placed greater emphasis on public hearings and investigative 
committee reports “because adoption of these practices has perfectly suited the increasing inclination of 
the public and legislators to question government and seek accountability for its decisions” (192).  
Despite the diffusion of the committee hearing apparatus throughout parliamentary systems, there still 
remain weak legislative branches, which “in most advanced democracies is a legacy of the rise of mass 
political parties” (193).   
 The editors fall back on domestic forces, such as district design, executive branch power, and 
political party strength to explain legislative behavior and institutional design, which indicates that 
Polsby’s (1975) distinction between transformative and arena legislatures is still important today, and 
legislative diffusion is currently in a state of “selective imitation” (195). 

Paul Jorgensen 
Ph.D. student of Political Science 

University of Oklahoma 
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Fight Club Politics: How Partisanship is Poisoning the House of Representatives, Juliet Eilperin, 
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2006, ISBN 0742551180, $19.95, cloth, 176 pages.  
 

“Both sides openly acknowledge that politics in the House has become more about strategy than 
policy” (5). With this understatement, the author opens this engrossing account of our inurbane “People’s 
House.” Fight Club Politics: How Partisanship Is Poisoning the House of Representatives is a slender, 
yet, useful look at this lack of comity in the modern-day House of Representatives. The latest addition in 
the Hoover Studies in Politics, Economics, and Society, Fight Club Politics could not be read at a more 
timely point in our political chronology. 

The author, Juliet Eilperin, was well-positioned for such a writing project. A reporter covering the 
House from 1994 to 2004, she wrote for the States News Service and Roll Call newspaper until 1998, 
thereafter writing for the Washington Post. Given enormous interviewing privileges by past and current 
members of the House comprising all spans of seniority, Fight Club Politics is propelled by this first-hand 
narrative covering her years observing the House, which also, obviously, happened to coincide with the 
biggest partisan realignment in the House in forty years. 

What Fight Club Politics describes and explains is true to its title: working relations within the 
House of Representatives have been disastrous for some time. Eilperin gives eyewitness accounts of 
such calamities and attempts to point to the origins and solutions to these vices of our representative 
democracy. In looking for examples of such polarization, partisanship, and incivility, Eilperin’s examples 
are overwhelming in number and seriousness: redistricting (in regards to which one member of the 
majority starkly said, “We saw our opportunities and we took them. Is this the way it ought to work? Of 
course not” [89].), closed rules, extended floor votes, powerful leadership PACs, committee shenanigans, 
and the egregious dearth of friendship and respect are all explained in adequate detail. These issues are 
placed within three broad frameworks of institutional realignment, the institutional social fabric, and 
legislating. More specific events and issues, such as the Indiana 8th controversy, Speaker Wright’s “new” 
legislative day, accusations of ethics violations by both parties, the canceling of bipartisan retreats and 
caucuses due to the lack of interest, Clinton’s impeachment, the 1999 chaplain controversy, and the 
committee consequences of Speaker-centralized leadership, are also given due attention. 
 Fight Club Politics is ideal for undergraduates but will not offer any new information to seasoned 
and recent political observers. Nevertheless the narrative (though repetitive at times) is sound and the 
anecdotes are extremely useful in obtaining retrospective comments from important participants who 
may or may not shoulder much of the blame for the last twelve years of bitterness. While giving more 
attention to the Republican majority in the House since 1994 and pointing out where their later actions 
came to diverge from their earlier rhetoric, Eilperin does a nice job of not writing ahistorically but tries to 
point out actions and behaviors, and most importantly, perceptions, on both sides of the aisle that 
started, continued, and accentuated this uncivil boxing match.  
 Fight Club Politics does not attempt to provide as much depth as Barbara Sinclair’s Party Wars or 
any of the other new publications on polarization in Congress. Nevertheless, it does fit nicely (especially 
in analyzing the trajectory of many then-new Republicans and then-sitting Democrats) in comparison and 
juxtaposition with older works by other journalists like The Freshmen by Linda Killian and Storming the 
Gates by Dan Balz and Ron Brownstein. 
 As mentioned at the beginning, this work was finished at the right time. Eilperin wonders if this tit-
for-tat seesaw match between political parties will continue, or if things would change if voters permitted 
a transformation of control in the House. The voters did recently grant such permission, and, as one 
columnist pointed out in discussing this very work (George Will, “How Speaker Pelosi Could Restore 
Congressional Values,” Newsweek, 12/4/06), the goals of the new majority and of those who despise 
scorched-earth tactics in the Congress now coincide. In contrast, Rep. Dingell has said that “When we 
get done we’re not going back to the fair way of doing things. Democrats will say [to Republicans] you did 
it, now you bastards enjoy it” (127). It remains to be seen who was more prescient. 

Matt Field 
Carl Albert Graduate Fellow 

University of Oklahoma 
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Political Parties Matter: Realignment and the Return of Partisan Voting, Jeffrey M. Stonecash, 
Lynne Rienner Publications, 2006, ISBN 1588263940, $19.95, paper, 175 pages. 
 

The political science literature has established that people’s attachment to political parties, in the 
modern era, has been on the decline.  Evidence of this includes the rise in split-ticket voting, the increase 
in the number of voters who call themselves independents, and the candidate-centered politics and 
elections that we now have.  However, since the 1990s, this trend of people moving away from political 
parties has appeared to reverse itself.  We currently have no explanations as to how party identification 
could decrease for so long and then suddenly increase, Stonecash asserts, and he posits such an 
explanation.  His argument in a nutshell is that parties have undergone long term secular realignment 
and that this process prompted electoral reactions that gave the impression that partisanship was 
declining in importance (14).   

Stonecash says that the cause of this gradual realignment is that each of the major political 
parties had groups and regions within it which disagreed with each other.  The tensions between these 
groups and regions led to conflict that caused realignment, as these regions and groups shifted their 
partisan loyalties.  Stonecash argues that during this transition period of realignment, it appeared that 
people were moving away from political parties because of the increase in the number of people calling 
themselves “independents”.  Stonecash asserts that as people transition from one party to another they 
first call themselves independents, making it appear that parties are less important.  This has resulted in 
a gradual resorting of the electorate and parties have again become important as people complete their 
move from one party to another (128).  Stonecash avers that “the renewed partisanship we are 
witnessing now is a reflection of this gradual realignment and the greater differences in party bases” (17). 

How, then, does Stonecash go about supporting this argument?  In chapter 2, he investigates the 
changes in the composition of the Democratic and Republican parties.  The Democratic Party has 
acquired more urban people, more non-white people, and has lost the South, while the Republicans 
have become more conservative and anti-government over time, for which Stonecash provides evidence 
in chapter 3.  He then uses this framework of gradual, secular realignment to analyze three important 
indicators of partisanship: the rise and decline of split ticket outcomes in House districts (chapter 5), 
ticket-splitting (chapter 6), and independents (chapter 7).   

This book is most useful for scholars of political parties.  A strength of Stonecash’s analysis is 
that he uses both aggregate level data and individual level data to make his points.  A weakness of his 
analysis is that so much data is presented in each chapter that it becomes overwhelming.  As a result, 
the connections are not always clearly drawn between his data and his analysis and what he is trying to 
find evidence of.  Stonecash thoroughly examines trends through time but evidence of causation is often 
hard to disentangle. 

Aleisha Karjala 
Ph. D. student of Political Science 

University of Oklahoma 
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Self-Financed Candidates in Congressional Elections Jennifer A. Steen, The University of Michigan 
Press, 2006, ISBN 047206903-9, $21.95, paper, 198 pages. 
 

Although the subject has drawn the interest of many political observers, candidates for public 
office with the personal wealth to finance their own campaigns and their effects on the American political 
system have been woefully understudied in the political science literature to date. In Self-Financed 
Candidates in Congressional Elections, Jennifer Steen excellently fills this dearth in research with a 
superb account of the true ramifications of the presence of self-financed candidates for the American 
political system, and in the process dispels many myths that have come to be believed by many in the 
political community.  

Of course, one of the most common criticisms with respect to self-financed candidates is that 
these candidates have the ability to severely outspend opponents and essentially buy their way to 
victory. However, Steen demonstrates that this criticism is not entirely compatible with reality. First of all, 
more often than not, self-financers use their money not to severely outspend opponents but to lessen the 
monetary advantage that their opponents carry over them (chapter 4). Additionally, contrary to the 
expectations of this criticism, victory rates of candidates who finance large portions of their campaigns 
are no greater than candidates who provide little to no monetary resources to their own campaign (16). 
Furthermore, as Steen accurately exhibits in chapter 4, self-financing dollars are far less effective at 
garnering votes than money raised by candidates from voters and interest groups. Thus, it is readily 
apparent that candidates cannot simply buy elections with their own wealth.  

With this said, Steen does find that the prospect of facing candidates with the ability to use their 
own wealth in a campaign has caused potential candidates to forego running in primaries (chapter 3). 
This effect is particularly strong in primaries in open seat elections where the anticipated primary self-
financing spending of a candidate was found to statistically significantly reduce the number of 
experienced opponents a candidate faces in his or her own primary (72).  

Finally, Steen exemplarily clarifies some common misunderstandings with respect to the actions 
of self-financed candidates should they reach office. For instance, one of the common claims of 
candidates who self-finance large portions of their own campaigns is that they cannot be “bought off” by 
special interest groups. Thus, these candidates will be unresponsive to these interest groups once they 
reach office, which will allow them to be more responsive to the electorate when making decisions. 
However, Steen finds that, first of all, House representatives who self-financed their first campaigns very 
rarely self-financed subsequent efforts, and in fact raised money from the same contributors they 
promised they would not in their initial campaigns for public office (chapter 5). Furthermore, self-financed 
candidates also were found to take part in campaigning activities that were less interactive with their 
constituents (chapter 5). Thus, one must wonder whether self-financed candidates are really more 
responsive to the needs of their constituents when they forego many opportunities in campaigns to 
collect valuable information from constituents that they could use once in office.  

Steen’s work is a very important contribution to the political science literature and a must read not 
only for political science scholars interested in the effects of money on elections but also for candidates 
for public office, as it provides practical lessons that should be used in candidates’ campaigns. Namely, 
Steen’s work shows that qualified candidates should not be scared off by wealthy candidates, because 
self-financing is not necessarily as effective in winning elections as some political analysts would argue. 
For the sake of the American political system, it is important that qualified candidates learn from the 
lessons in this book so that the American public can have the range of options they deserve in choosing 
representatives for public office. 
 

Walt Jatkowski III 
Carl Albert Graduate Fellow 

University of Oklahoma 
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The Broken Branch: How Congress is Failing America and How to Get it Back on Track, Thomas 
Mann & Norman J. Ornstein, Oxford University Press, 2006, ISBN 9780195174465, $20.80, cloth, 288 
pages. 
 

Tom Mann and Norm Ornstein, friends for over forty years and Congress watchers for almost forty years, 
have joined to write a critique of the contemporary Congress that is in effect a panegyric to a Congress they love 
and feel they have lost.  That Congress is the one for which the framers aimed, a deliberative body of the whole 
nation in which the discordant interests of which the republic is comprised are woven into a fabric of compromise 
that enables the country to proceed clumsily on its way with a modicum of rationality and a minimum of incivility.  It 
is the Congress in which bipartisanship is sometimes possible, and partisan divisions are professional and not 
personal.  It is the Congress that takes seriously its institutional role in the political system.  It is the Congress that 
produced our great legislators, from Clay to Rayburn and Russell, as well as our greatest legislation, from Clay’s 
compromises to the Marshall Plan and the Civil Rights revolution.  That Congress was still in view when the two 
authors came to Washington as Congressional Fellows in the late 1960s, but it has sunk from view today.  Their 
careers as Washington observers and advisors have been spent observing and analyzing the decline of the 
institution they love. 

This book offers a readable narrative of the history of the Congress.  The historical eras and individual 
episodes they chronicle will be familiar to the readers of this review. Those seeking a concise and analytical 
retelling of the history of the Congress may find this account quite useful for classroom adoption.  The authors are, 
however, not aiming at the members of the Legislative Studies Section as their target audience.  They clearly hope 
to influence public discourse and to promote an end to the degradation of the Congress. 

Mann and Ornstein’s historical narrative is accurate, interesting, and unsurprising.  Three questions remain 
to be asked about it.  First, is the Congress whose loss they lament real or is it a chimera?  Second, who is to 
blame for what has happened to it?  Third, what is to be done about it? 

With respect to the first question, the complexity of their historical account raises an obvious question.  
They trace the evolution of the Congress from the framers’ intent to its current perversion, demonstrating along the 
way that the Congress has taken differing institutional configurations across American history as a result of broader 
forces shaping the political system and the effects of individual leaders.  The Congress of Clay was different from 
that of Reed and Cannon, and both were different from the Congress of Rayburn.  The reforms of the early 1970s 
created a new and different incarnation, which began the rebuilding process the results of which we see today.  The 
authors believe that underneath this historical detritus there lies a firm substructure grounded in an enduring 
constitutional design.  Their characterization of that design could be made more explicit. 

Second, who really is at fault?  The candidates appear to be nobody, that is, impersonal forces shaping the 
political system now and during previous eras; the Democrats, because institutional abuse first reared its head on 
their watch; or the Republicans, who have been the more recent culprits.  While Mann and Ornstein pay their 
respects to each of these assailants, in the end their answer is pretty clear: it’s the Republicans.  Further 
excavation of this proposition is needed and is likely to occur, and will encounter interesting questions about 
whether the Republicans were simply good and naïve legislators gone bad (David Dreier), bad legislators to begin 
with (Tom Delay), or the result of a party culture too beholden to corporate and other special interests and the 
ideological imprecations of people who should be kept as far away from government and policy as republican 
principles will allow. 

What is to be done?  A partial remedy is at hand, for among the most severe criticisms the authors make is 
the supine posture congressional Republicans have taken toward the Bush administration.  That part of the 
problem is, for the time being, solved.  The authors admit that they have no golden prescription for reform, and that 
it will take time and fortune for the Congress to dig itself out from the whole that it has dug.  They have worked with 
both Democratic and Republican members in the past to push for institutional reform, most recently in working with 
a group of Democrats to propose new ways of doing business (or recovering some old ways of doing business).  
Drawing on this and other sources, they suggest a number of steps.  When they wrote this book the authors had no 
reason to assume that the Democrats would take power in the 110th Congress.  Now, the Democrats have a 
chance to match their metal to their mouths, to see if they can more faithfully adhere to the ideals they espoused 
while in the minority than their Republican counterparts have done over the past twelve years.  Tom and Norm will 
be watching.   

Ron Peters 
Regents’ Professor of Political Science 

The Carl Albert Center 
University of Oklahoma 
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The Logic of Pre-Electoral Coalition Formation, Sona Nadenichek Golder, The Ohio State University 
Press, 2006, ISBN 0814210295, $49.95, cloth, 209 pages.  
 

Sona Nodaenichek Golder’s work, The Logic of Pre-Electoral Coalition Formation, is best 
summarized as a multi-method comparative piece that addresses the broad question of discerning under 
what conditions electoral coalitions form.  Golder notes that the literature overwhelmingly focuses on 
governmental coalitions and largely neglects pre-electoral coalitions; the author correctly points out that 
these coalitions “have a considerable impact on election outcomes, government composition, and 
policies” (2). 

Following the introduction, the book proceeds with a detailed discussion of the operationalization 
of pre-electoral coalitions.  Chapter three draws forth two testable hypotheses from the existing body of 
literature.  The Disproportionality Hypothesis argues that systemic or institutional factors are more likely 
to determine pre-electoral coalition formation, while the Signaling Hypothesis argues that elites signal to 
the electorate governmental competence and future structure through pre-electoral coalitions. Chapter 
three also tests these hypotheses utilizing a “ pooled analysis of pre-electoral coalitions in 23 
parliamentary democracies from 1946-2002” (36).  Golder finds in favor of the Disproportionality 
Hypothesis, yet cautions against ruling out the Signaling Hypothesis on this analysis alone. 

Chapter four sets up a theoretical model of pre-electoral coalition formation using a rational 
choice approach that models the costs and benefits for political elites in forming these coalitions.  
Golder’s theoretical model yields two possible equilibrium outcomes that provide testable questions.  
Chapter five, using a qualitative approach, tests the theoretical model provided in the earlier chapter on 
two cases: Fifth Republic France and post-1987 South Korea.  Among other findings, Golder concludes 
that ideological compatibility is important to pre-electoral coalition formation, as well as benefits of actual 
office distribution.  Chapter six empirically tests the theoretical model provided in chapter four using data 
from 20 parliaments from 1946 to 1998.  Golder finds that  pre-electoral coalitions are likely to form when 
the expected coalition is large, partners are of similar size, the party system is polarized, and electoral 
institutions are disproportional.   

Chapter seven links pre-electoral coalitions to concrete outcomes in government.  Golder 
concludes that pre-electoral coalitions “affect who gets into government, how long it takes to form a 
government, and how ideological compatible the government is” (136).  Chapter eight does a nice job of 
synthesizing the findings within the work and providing direction for future research.      

Generally speaking this book is worthy of praise on multiple fronts.  First, the author is 
methodologically thoughtful and anticipates potential criticisms as they develop for the reader.  For 
example, in chapter two, Golder justifies the operationalization of pre-electoral coalitions, yet provides a 
thorough treatment of the potential weaknesses of this operationalization, providing the reader with a 
more in-depth and nuanced possibility for further treatments of this critical variable.  A second reason to 
commend this work is found in its multi-method approach.  Golder employs statistical analysis, rational 
choice modeling, and qualitative techniques.  All approaches point to the conclusions drawn by the 
author and make it difficult to argue with Golder’s findings.  A third reason to compliment this work is the 
transparency embraced by the author.  Golder makes the data and computer code used to conduct this 
research available at www.fsu.edu/~polisci/people/faculty/sgolder.htm for both replication purposes and 
further research.  This commendable work is recommended for those both topically and methodologically 
interested.   

Michael D. Jones 
Ph.D. student of Political Science 

University of Oklahoma 
 
 



 
Where Women Run: Gender and Party in the American States, Kira Sanbonmatsu, University of 
Michigan Press, 2006, ISBN 0472099345, $70.00, cloth, 264 pages.  
 

The literature on the linkage between descriptive and substantive representation of women has 
often neglected the relationship between party organizations and female candidates. While it is accepted 
that if ‘women run, women win,’ it remains relatively unclear how and/or why women may chose to seek 
elected office.  Kira Sanbonmatsu attempts to address our lack of knowledge concerning how women 
emerge as candidates for state legislative office by examining the relationship between party 
organizations and gender. There appears to be wide variation among the number of women in state 
legislatures, making the question of how and why women decide to run even more intriguing. 
Furthermore, the author begs the question of whether or not the current proportion of women elected 
officials will remain relatively stable given the lack of women candidates. Sanbonmatsu notes, in 
particular, that the dynamic relationship between gender and office-holding is essential to explaining the 
absence of women candidates.  
 One of the interesting facets of this study is the ambitious multi-method approach undertaken by 
the author. She includes in-depth case studies of “party recruitment practices and the status of women 
candidates in six states that represent a diverse range of party activities” (11). These case studies also 
include analysis of the success of women candidates in state legislative elections. To these case studies 
she adds a mail survey of state party leaders and another mail survey of state legislative leaders in all 50 
states. She also conducts a survey of state legislative candidates from Ohio in 2002. Finally, she 
performs a time series analysis of women’s representation in all 50 states from 1973 to 2003 to help in 
assessing variation among the states in terms of party organization and practices.  
 Sanbonmatsu found that party leaders, overall, remain suspect of the electability of women to the 
state legislature, and while in some cases being a woman may give the candidate an advantage, these 
benefits are often “contingent” on a variety of other factors (184). in addition, it is clear that leaders often 
think that the type of district matters to the electability of women candidates. Another interesting and 
counterintuitive finding is that as party organization increases within a state, the extent to which women 
are elected seems to decrease. The author credits not only doubts concerning electability but also more 
selective gatekeeping processes (185). The gender of a candidate continues to be at issue when 
selecting candidates; however, the author notes that parties are not, and have not in the case of women, 
been the only pathway into candidacy.  
 While the findings of this study are compelling and “call into question the underlying assumptions 
of existing theories about parties and women’s representation” (183), the extent to which party 
organization influences the recruitment of women seems to raise the most questions about the activities 
and the types of candidates parties will recruit. Organization and differences between candidates under 
different party organization systems warrant more attention (198-199) and need to be further explored. 

Kate Carney 
Carl Albert Graduate Fellow 

University of Oklahoma 
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Dissertations Completed                
  
This section is meant to provide LSS members with the basic citation information about 
recently completed dissertations dealing with legislatures. The source for this information 
is Worldwide Political Science Abstracts database, using the query: KW = congress OR 
parliament OR legislative. The report is arranged in alphabetical order by author name. 
Full abstracts can be found in Dissertation Abstracts International, The Humanities and 
Social Sciences, 2006, volume 66, numbers 7-10. 
 
First Name Last Name Title of Dissertation 
Jason Paul  Casellas Latino Representation in Congress and State Legislatures 
Fang-Yi  Chiou Three Essays on Institutional Analysis and Legislative 

Dynamics 
Seok-ju Cho Political Bargaining and Electoral Competition 
Chandra L.  Crawford Race, Social Constructions, and the Policy Process: The 

Case of the ADAA 
Adriana M. Crocker Gender Quotas Laws in Latin America: Analyzing Diffusion 

at Crossnational and Sub-National Levels 
Casey Byrne 
Knudsen 

Dominguez Before the Primary: Party Participation in Congressional 
Nominating Processes 

Brian J.  Fogarty The Strategy of the Story: Media Monitoring Legislative 
Activity 

Katrina Lynette  Gamble The Face of Congress: The Impact of Race on 
Representation and Deliberation  

Sam R. Garrett “Adrenalized Fear”: Crisis-Management in U.S. House and 
Senate Campaigns 

William G.  Jones Congress and Africa’s Constituency: The Intersection of 
Racial Factors and Related Interests and Business 
Interests in the Development of Africa Growth and 
Opportunity Act 

Vidal Fernando 
Romero  

Leon Misaligned Interests and Commitment Problems: A Study 
of Presidents 

Kenneth Mori  McElwain Manipulating Electoral Rules: Intra-Party Conflict, Partisan 
Interests, and Constitutional Thickness 

Eric Michael  McGhee National Tides and Local Results in U.S. House Elections 
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Michael D.  Minta Until Our Voices Are Heard: Black Representatives and 
Congressional Oversight of Federal Civil Rights and Social 
Welfare Policy 

Betilde Munoz The Unintended [or Intended?] Political Consequences of 
Electoral Systems: The Case of Bolivia 

Justin H.  Phillips The Political Economy of State Tax Policy: The Effects of 
Electoral Outcomes, Market Competition, and Political 
Institutions 

Steven  Procopio The Emergence of Women Candidates: State, District, and 
Individual Influences 

Lucio R.  Renno Information and Voting: Microfoundations of Accountability 
in Complex Electoral Environments 

Jesse Travis  Richman Why the Issue Dimensionality of Political Systems Varies, 
and What Difference It Makes: Policy Space, Ideological 
Space and Institutions 

Jason Matthew  Roberts Parties, Procedures, and Agendas: Institutional Choice and 
Congressional Decision-Making 

Kevin A.  Roust Minority Rights in Majoritarian Institutions 
Jeffrey Ryan  Smith Trading Places: The Two Parties in the Electorate from 

1975-2004 
Chaun A.  Stores  African American Farmers Tilling for Congressional 

Attention: Exploring the Agenda Status of Agricultural 
Support Policy and the Hopeful Permeations of Civil Rights 
(1940-1998) 

Jung-Hsiang  Tsai Constitution and Corruption: Semi-Presidentialism in 
Taiwan and South Korea (China) 

Israel Sergio  Waismel-Manor Spinning Lessons: The Professionalization of Campaign 
Consultancy 

Jonathan  Winburn The Realities of Redistricting: Political Control and Partisan 
Consequences 
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This section is meant to provide LSS members with the basic citation information about 
journal articles dealing with legislatures. The source for this information is Cambridge 
Scientific Abstracts' database, Worldwide Political Science Abstracts, using the query: 
KW= congress OR parliament OR legislative. The report is arranged in alphabetical 
order by journal name. 
 

Journal Author Title of Article 
American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 1 (Jan 2006): 
34-48 

Golder, Matt Presidential Coattails and Legislative 
Fragmentation 

American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 1 (Jan 2006): 
62-80 

Desposato, Scott W. Parties for Rent? Ambition, Ideology, and 
Party Switching in Brazil’s Chamber of 
Deputies 

American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 1 (Jan 2006): 
160-174 

Warren, Mark E. Democracy and Deceit: Regulating 
Appearances of Corruption 

American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 1 (Jan 2006): 
232-249 

Clinton, Joshua D.; 
Lapinski, John S. 

Measuring Legislative Accomplishment, 
1877-1994 

American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 2 (Apr 2006): 
283-293 

Carson, Jamie L.; 
Engstrom, Erik J.; 
Roberts, Jason M. 

Redistricting, Candidate Entry, and the 
Politics of Nineteenth-Century U.S. House 
Elections 

American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 2 (Apr 2006): 
494-511 

Hix, Simon; Noury, 
Abdul; Roland, 
Gerard 

Dimension of Politics in the European 
Parliament 

American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 3 (July 2006): 
570-585 

Schwindt-Bayer, 
Leslie A. 

Still Supermadres? Gender and the Policy 
Priorities of Latin American Legislators 

American Journal of Political 
Science 50, no. 3 (July 2006): 
724-736 

Kaplan, Noah; Park, 
David K.; Ridout, 
Travis N. 

Dialogue in American Political 
Campaigns? An Examination of Issue 
Convergence in Candidate Television 
Advertising 

American Journal of Sociology 
111, no. 6 (May 2006): 1871-
1909 

Soule, Sarah A.; King, 
Brayden G. 

The Stages of the Policy Process and the 
Equal Rights Amendment, 1972-1982 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
American Political Science 
Review 100, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 
55-68 

Ashworth, Scott Campaign Finance and Voter Welfare with 
Entrenched Incumbents 

American Political Science 
Review 100, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 
69-84 

Hall, Richard L.; 
Deardorff, Alan V. 

Lobbying As Legislative Subsidy 

American Political Science 
Review 100, no. 2 (May 2006): 
183-193 

Pekkanen, Robert; 
Nyblade, Benjamin; 
Krauss, Ellis S. 

Electoral Incentives in Mixed-Member 
Systems: Party, Posts, and Zombie 
Politicians in Japan  

American Political Science 
Review 100, no. 2 (May 2006): 
195-208 

Maestas, Cherie D.; 
Fulton, Sarah; Maisel, 
L. Sandy; Stone, 
Walter J. 

When to Risk it? Institutions, Ambitions, 
and the Decision to Run for the U.S. 
House 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 1 (Mar 2006): 3-21 

Green, Matthew N. McCormack Versus Udall: Explaining 
Intra-party Challenges to the Speaker of 
the House 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 1 (Mar 2006): 69-94 

Herrnson, Paul S.; 
Lucas, Jennifer C. 

The Fairer Sex?: Gender and Negative 
Campaigning in U.S. Elections 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 2 (Jan 2006): 135-158 

Crespin, Michael H.; 
Gold, Suzanne M.; 
Rohde, David W. 

Ideology, Electoral Incentives, and 
Congressional Politics: The Republican 
House Class of 1994 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 2 (Jan 2006): 159-188 

Garand, James C.;  
Burke, Kelly M. 

Legislative Activity and the 1994 
Republican Takeover: Exploring Changing 
Patterns of Sponsorship and 
Cosponsorship in the U.S. House 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 2 (Jan 2006): 189-222 

Harris, Douglas B. Legislative Parties and Leadership Choice: 
Confrontation or Accommodation in the 
1989 Gingrich-Madigan Whip Race 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 2 (Jan 2006): 223-242 

Deering, Christopher 
J.; Wahlbeck, Paul J. 

U.S. House Committee Chair Selection: 
Republicans Play Musical Chairs in the 
107th Congress 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 2 (Jan 2006): 243-268 

Baughman, John The Role of Subcommittees after the 
Republican Revolution 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 4 (July 2006): 505-534 

Sulkin, Tracy; Evans, 
Jillian 

Dynamics of Diffusion: Aggregate Patterns 
in Congressional Campaign Agendas 

American Politics Research 34, 
no. 4 (July 2006): 535-559 

Bertelli, Anthony M.; 
Grose, Christian R. 

The Spatial Model and the Senate Trial of 
President Clinton 

Australian Journal of Political 
Science 41, no. 2 (June 2006): 
257-272 

McLeay Elizabeth; 
Uhr, John 

The Australian and New Zealand 
Parliaments: Context, Response and 
Capacity 

British Journal of Political 
Science 36, no.1 (Jan 2006): 
113-132  

Medina, Luis 
Fernando 

Party Discipline with Legislative Initiative 

British Journal of Political 
Science 36, no. 2 (Apr 2006): 
193-212 

Golder, Sona 
Nadenichek 

Pre-Electoral Coalition Formation in 
Parliamentary Democracies 

British Journal of Political 
Science 36, no. 2 (Apr 2006): 
291-315 

Powell, G. Bingham, 
Jr.  

Election Laws and Representative 
Governments: Beyond  Votes and Seats 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
British Journal of Political 
Science 36, no. 3 (July 2006): 
407-436 

Sides, John The Origins of Campaign Agendas 

British Journal of Political 
Science 36, no. 3 (July 2006): 
561-574 

Kam, Christopher Demotion and Dissent in the Canadian 
Liberal Party 

Current History 105, no. 691 
(May 2006): 225 

Bryden, Matt Can Somalia Salvage Itself? 

Democratization 13, no. 1 (Feb 
2006): 15-35 

Jayal, Niraja Gopal Engendering Local Democracy: The 
Impact of Quotas for Women in India’s 
Panchayats 

Democratization 13, no. 2 (Apr 
2006): 283-302 

Ahmed, Syed Imtiaz Civilian Supremacy in Democracies with 
“Fault Lines”: The Role of the 
Parliamentary Standing Committee on 
Defense in Bangladesh 

Democratization 13, no. 2 (Apr 
2006): 303-322 

Andreasson, Stefan The African National Congress and Its 
Critics: “Predatory Liberalism:, Black 
Empowerment and Intra-Alliance Tensions 
in Post-Apartheid South Africa 

Democratization 13, no. 4 (Aug 
2006): 668-684 

Lord, Christopher Democracy and the European Union: 
Matching Means to Standards  

Deviant Behavior 27, no. 3 
(May-June 2006): 269-297 

Hogan, Michael; 
Long, Michael A.; 
Stretesky, Paul B.; 
Lynch, Michael J. 

Campaign Contributions, Post-War 
Reconstruction Contracts, and State 
Crime 

Electoral Studies 25, no.1 (Mar 
2006): 155-160 

White, Stephen; 
Korosteleva-Polglase, 
Elena 

The Parliamentary Election and 
Referendum in Belarus, October 2004 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 2 
(June 2006): 195-226 

Jacobsen, Gary C. Campaign Spending Effects in U.S. 
Senate Elections: Evidence from the 
National Annenberg Election Survey 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 2 
(June 2006): 329-350 

Ferrara, Federico Two in One: Party Competition in the 
Italian Single Ballot Mixed System 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 3 
(Sep 2006): 509-527 

Kedar, Orit How Voters Work Around Institutions: 
Policy Balancing in Staggered Elections 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 3 
(Sep 2006): 570-598 

Reynolds, Andrew; 
Steenbergen, Marco 

How the World Votes: The Political 
Consequences of Ballot Design, 
Innovation and Manipulation 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 3 
(Sep 2006): 616-621 

Spirova, Maria The Parliamentary Elections in Bulgaria, 
June 2005 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 3 
(Sep 2006): 621-627 

Maeda, Ko The General Election in Japan, September 
2005 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 3 
(Sep 2006): 635-636 

Unknown The Cycle of Elections 

Electoral Studies 25, no. 4 
(Dec 2006): 677-695 

Wegren, Stephen K.; 
Konitzer, Andrew 

The 2003 Russian Duma Election and the 
Decline in Rural Support for the 
Communist Party 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
Electoral Studies 25, no. 4 
(Dec 2006): 760-775 

Taagepera, Rein; 
Ensch, John 

Institutional Determinants of the Largest 
Seat Share 

Environmental Politics 15, no. 4 
(Aug 2006): 628-638 

Grossman, Matt Environmental Advocacy in Washington: A 
Comparison with Other Interest Groups 

European Foreign Affairs 
Review 11, no. 1 (Spring 
2006):  109-127 

Thym, Daniel Beyond Parliament’s Reach? The Role of 
the European Parliament in the CFSP 

European Union Politics 7,no. 1 
(Mar 2006): 5-29 

McElroy, Gail Committee Representation in the 
European Parliament 

European Union Politics 7,no. 1 
(Mar 2006): 30-50 

Hoyland, Bjorn Allocation of Co-decision Reports in the 
Fifth European Parliament  

German Politics 15, no. 1 (Mar 
2006): 1-26 

Doring, Herbert; 
Honnige, Christophe 

Vote of Confidence Procedure and 
Gesetzgebungsnotstand: Two Toothless 
Tigers of Governmental Agenda Control 

German Politics 15, no. 1 (Mar 
2006): 27-48 

Chandler, William M.; 
Cox, Gary W.; 
McCubbins, Matthew 
D. 

Agenda Control in the Bundestag, 1980-
2002 

Harvard Journal on Legislation 
13, no. 3 (April 1917): 578-592 

Powers, J.R. Current Congressional Proposals to 
Reduce the Income Tax Avoidance Use of 
Real Estate Tax Shelters 

International Interactions 32, 
no. 1 (Jan-Mar 2006): 79-108 

Furlong, Kathryn; 
Gleditsch, Nils Petter; 
Hegre, Havard 

Geographic Opportunity and 
Neomalthusian Willingness: Boundaries, 
Shared Rivers, and Conflict 

International Journal of the 
Sociology of Law 34, no. 2 
(June 2006): 105 

Wong, Kam C. The Making of the USA Patriot Act II: 
Public Sentiments, Legislative Climate, 
Political Gamesmanship, Media Patriotism 

International Politics 43, no. 1 
(Feb 2006): 24-52 

Lantis, Jeffrey S.  The Life and Death of International 
Treaties: Double-Edged Diplomacy and 
the Politics of Ratification in Comparative 
Perspective 

International Review of 
Administrative Sciences 72, no. 
2 (June 2006): 171-185 

Salminen, Ari Accountability, Values and the Ethical 
Principles of Public Service: The Views of 
Finnish Legislators 

International Studies 43, no. 1 
(Jan-Mar 2006): 73-91 

Rao, P. V. The US Congress and the 1971 Crisis in 
East Pakistan 

Journal of Black Studies 36, 
no. 6 (July 2006): 833-872 

Parry, Janine A.; 
Miller, William H. 

“The Great Negro State of the Country?” 
Black Legislators in Arkansas: 1973-2000 

Journal of Church and State 
48, no. 1 (Winter 2006): 83-100 

Calfano, Brian Robert Of Denominations and Districts: 
Examining the Influence of “Pro-Life” 
Denominational Communities on State 
Representatives 

Journal of Contemporary 
African Studies 24, no. 2 (May 
2006): 229-247 

Yoon, Mi Yung; 
Bunwaree, Sheila 

Women’s Legislative Representation in 
Mauritius: “A Grave Democratic Deficit” 

Journal of Democracy 17, no. 1 
(Jan 2006): 5-20 

Fish, Steven M. Stronger Legislatures, Stronger 
Democracies 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
Journal of Democracy 17, no. 2 
(Apr 2006): 89-103 

Dawisha, Adeed; 
Diamond, Larry 

Iraq’s Year of Voting Dangerously 

Journal of Democracy 17, no. 2 
(Apr 2006): 104-117 

Reynolds, Andrew The Curious Case of Afghanistan 

Journal of Democracy 17, no. 2 
(Apr 2006): 118-131 

Lin, Jih-wen The Politics of Reform in Japan and 
Taiwan 

Journal of European Integration 
28, no. 2 (May 2006): 121 

Selck, Torsten J. Conceptualizing the European Union 
Legislative Process: Some Insight from the 
Federalist Papers 

Journal of European Public 
Policy 13, no. 3 (Apr 2006): 
383-401 

Crum, Ben Parliamentarization of the CFSP through 
Informal Institution-Making? The fifth 
European Parliament and the EU High 
Representative 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 1-7 

Williamson, David Conciliation Procedure in the European 
Law-Making Process 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 32-53 

Whitmore, Sarah Challenges and Constraints for Post-
Soviet Committees: Exploring the Impact 
of Parties on Committees in Ukraine 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 54-75 

Overby, L. Marvin  Public Opinion regarding Congressional 
Leaders: Lessons from the 1996 Elections 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 76-97 

Ghany, Hamid A. Parliamentary Deadlock and the Removal 
of the Prime Minister: Incumbency and 
Termination Theory in Trinidad and 
Tobago 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 110-114 

Riddell, Peter Books on Parliament 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 8-31 

White, Graham Traditional Aboriginal Values in a 
Westminster Parliament: The Legislative 
Assembly of Nunavut 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 98-109 

Krutz, Glen; Lebeau, 
Justin 

Recurring Bills and the Legislative Process 
in the US Congress 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 2 (June 2006): 127-149 

Kern, Holger Lutz; 
Hainmueller, Jens 

Electoral Balancing, Divided Government 
and ‘Midterm’ Loss in German Elections 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 2 (June 2006): 150-178 

Sieberer, Ulrich Party Unity in Parliamentary Democracies: 
A Comparative Analysis 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 2 (June 2006): 179-197  

Sheafer, Tamir; 
Tzionit, Shaul 

Media-Political Skills, Candidate Selection 
Methods and Electoral Success 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 2 (June 2006): 198-222 

Naini, Mandana Iran’s Second Chamber? The Guardian 
Council 

Journal of Legislative Studies 
12, no. 2 (June 2006): 223-242 

Jackson, Nigel An MP’s Role in the Internet Era: The 
Impact of E-Newsletters 

Journal of Peace Research 43, 
no. 3 (May 2006): 297-312 

Yadgar, Yaacov A Myth of Peace: “The Vision of the New 
Middle East” and Its Transformations in 
the Israeli Political and Public Spheres   

Journal of Politics 68, no. 1 
(Feb 2006): 75-88 

Abramowitz, Alan I; 
Alexander, Brad; 
Gunning, Matthew 

Incumbency, Redistricting, and the Decline 
of Competition in U.S. House Elections 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
Journal of Politics 68, no. 1 
(Feb 2006): 168-179 

Ashworth, Scott; 
Bueno de Mesquita, 
Ethan 

Delivering the Goods: Legislative 
Particularism in Different Electoral and 
Institutional Settings 

Journal of Politics 68, no. 2 
(May 2006): 233-247 

Campbell, David E.; 
Wolbrecht, Christina 

See Jane Run: Women Politicians as Role 
Models for Adolescents 

Journal of Politics 68, no. 2 
(May 2006): 296-307 

Epstein, Lee; 
Lindstadt, Rene; 
Segal, Jeffrey A.; 
Westerland, Chad 

The Changing Dynamics of Senate Voting 
on Supreme Court Nominees 

Journal of Politics 68, no. 2 
(May 2006): 322-334 

Crombez, Christophe; 
Groseclose, Tim; 
Krehbiel, Keith 

Gatekeeping 

Journal of Politics 68, no. 2 
(May 2006): 345-357 

Bernhard, William; 
Sala, Brian R. 

The Remaking of an American Senate: 
The 17th Amendment and Ideological 
Responsiveness 

Journal of Politics 68, no. 2 
(May 2006): 397-409 

Clinton, Joshua D. Representation in Congress: Constituents 
and Roll Calls in the 106th House 

Journal of Politics 68, no. 2 
(May 2006): 434-446 

Bowler, Shaun; 
Donovan, Todd; Karp, 
Jeffrey A.  

Why Politicians Like Electoral Institutions: 
Self-Interest, Values, or Ideology? 

Journal of Politics 68, no. 3 
(Aug 2006): 684-696 

Brooks, Deborah 
Jordan 

The Resilient Voter: Moving toward 
Closure in the Debate over Negative 
Campaigning and Turnout 

Journal of Politics 
68, no. 3 (Aug 2006): 
708-719 

Koger, Gregory Cloture Reform and Party Government in 
the Senate, 1918-1925 

Journal of Theoretical Politics 
18, no. 1 (Jan 2006): 68-97 

Fox, Justin Legislative Cooperation among Impatient 
Legislators 

Journal of Theoretical Politics 
18, no. 1 (Jan 2006): 98-120 

Aleman, Eduardo; 
Schwartz, Thomas 

Presidential Vetoes in Latin American 
Constitution 

Journal of Theoretical Politics 
18, no. 2 (Apr 2006): 123-158 

Wiseman, Alan E. A Theory of Partisan Support and Entry 
Deterrence in Electoral Competition 

Latin American Politics and 
Society 48, no. 3 (Fall 2006): 
63-92 

Negretto, Gabriel L. Minority Presidents and Democratic 
Performance in Latin America 

Latin American Politics and 
Society 48, no. 3 (Fall 2006): 
125-155 

Aleman, Eduardo Policy Gatekeepers in Latin American 
Legislatures 

Latin American Research 
Review 41, no. 1 (2006): 133-
152 

Llanos, Maria; 
Sanchez, Francisco 

Council of Elders? The Senate and its 
Members in the Southern Cone 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 1 (Feb 2006): 1-3 

Loewenberg, Gerhard Introduction 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 1 (Feb 2006): 5-32 

Remington, Thomas 
F. 

Presidential Support in the Russian State 
Duma 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 1 (Feb 2006): 33-69 

Lawrence, Eric D.; 
Maltzman, Forrest; 
Smith, Steven S. 

Who Wins? Party Effects in Legislative 
Voting 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 1 (Feb 2006): 71-104 

Volden, Craig; 
Bergman, Elizabeth 

How Strong Should Our Party Be? Party 
Members’ Preferences over Party 
Cohesion 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 1 (Feb 2006): 105-134 

Carey, John M.; 
Niemi, Richard G.; 
Powell, Lynda W.; 
Moncrief, Gary F. 

The Effects of Term Limits on State 
Legislatures: A New Survey of the 50 
States 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 2 (May 2006): 149-152 

Lowwenberg, Gerhard Introduction 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 2 (May 2006): 153-174 

Carroll, Royce; Cox, 
Gary W.; Pacho, 
Monica 

How Parties Create Electoral Democracy, 
Chapter 2 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 2 (May 2006): 175-204 

Salmond, Rob Proportional Representation and Female 
Parliamentarians 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 2 (May 2006): 205-223 

Martorano, Nancy Balancing Power: Committee System 
Autonomy and Legislative Organization 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 2 (May 2006): 235-257 

Jenkins, Shannon The Impact of Party and Ideology on Roll-
Call Voting in Senate Legislatures  

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 2 (May 2006): 259-281 

Apollonio, D. E.; La 
Raja, Raymond J. 

Term Limits, Campaign Contributions, and 
the Distribution of Power in State 
Legislatures 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 2 (May 2006): 283-305 

Smith, Joseph L. Judicial Procedures as Instruments of 
Political Control: Congress’s Strategic Use 
of Citizen Suits 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 3 (Aug 2006): 347 

Padro I Miqquel, 
Gerard; Snyder, 
James M., Jr. 

Legislative Effectiveness and Legislative 
Careers 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 3 (Aug 2006): 383 

Herron, Michael C.; 
Shotts, Kenneth W. 

Term Limits and Pork 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 3 (Aug 2006): 405 

Griffin, John D. Senate Apportionment as a Source of 
Political Inequality 

Legislative Studies Quarterly 
31, no. 3 (Aug 2006): 433 

Yamane, David; 
Oldmixon, Elizabeth 
A. 

Religion in the Legislative Arena: 
Affiliation, Salience, Advocacy, and Public 
Policymaking 

Middle East Policy 13, no. 3 
(Fall 2006): 88-100 

Dumke, David T. Congress and the Arab Heavyweights: 
Questioning the Saudi and Egyptian 
Alliances 

New Political Science 28, no. 1 
(Mar 2006): 23-44 

Tamas, Bernard Ivan A Divided Political Elite: Why Congress 
Banned Multimember Districts in 1842 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 1 
(Jan 2006): 24-42 

Lusoli, Wainer; Ward, 
Stephen; Gibson, 
Rachel  

(Re)Connecting Politics? Parliament, the 
Public and the Internet 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 1 
(Jan 2006): 60-77 

Lundberg, Thomas 
Carl 

Second-Class Representatives? Mixed-
Member Proportional Representation in 
Britain 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 1 
(Jan 2006): 173-180 

Whitaker, Richard Ascendant Assemblies in Britain? 
Rebellions, Reforms and Inter-Cameral 
Conflict 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 1 
(Jan 2006): 188-197 

Ram, Vidya Public Attitudes to Politics, Politicians and 
Parliament 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 2 
(Apr 2006): 350-359  

Whitaker, Richard Backbench Influence on government 
Legislation? A Flexing of Parliamentary 
Muscles at Westminster 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 2 
(Apr 2006): 360-365 

Allan, Richard Parliament, Elected Representatives and 
Technology 1997-2005—Good in Parts? 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 3 
(July 2006): 401-419 

Stuart, Mark Managing the Poor Bloody Infantry: The 
Parliamentary Labour Party under John 
Smith, 1992-94 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 3 
(July 2006): 437-453 

Murphy, Mary C. Reform of Fail Eireann: the dynamics of 
Parliamentary Change 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 3 
(July 2006): 454-457 

Doig, Alan Ten Years after Nolan 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 3 
(July 2006): 458-473 

Doig, Alan Regional Variations: Organizational and 
Procedural Dimensions of Public Ethics 
Delivery Ten Years after Nolan 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 3 
(July 2006): 522-535 

Smookler, Jennifer Making a Difference? The Effectiveness of 
Pre-Legislative Scrutiny 

Parliamentary Affairs 59, no. 3 
(July 2006): 536-545 

Whitaker, Richard Ping-Pong and Policy Influence: Relations 
between Lords and Commons, 2005-2006 

Party Politics 12, no. 2 (Mar 
2006): 211-232 

Davidson-Schmich, 
Louise K. 

Implementation of Political Party Gender 
Quotas: Evidence from the German 
Lander 1990-2000 

Party Politics 12, no. 2 (Mar 
2006): 233-256 

Sanbonmatsu, Kira The Legislative Party and Candidate 
Recruitment in the American States 

Party Politics 12, no. 2 (Mar 
2006): 257-280 

Zoco Edurne Legislators’ Positions and Party System 
Competition in Central America 

Party Politics 12, no. 3 (May 
2006): 395-413 

Langston, Joy The Changing Party of the Institutional 
Revolution: Electoral Competition and 
Decentralized Candidate Selection 

Party Politics 12, no. 4 (July 
2006): 483-503 

Theriault, Sean M. Party Polarization in the US Congress: 
Member Replacement and Member 
Adaptation 

Party Politics 12, no. 4 (July 
2006): 521-539 

Ganghof, Steffen; 
Brauninger, Thomas 

Government Status and Legislative 
Behaviour: Partisan Veto Players in 
Australia, Denmark, Finland and Germany 

Party Politics 12, no. 4 (July 
2006): 541-561 

Black, Jerome H.; 
Erickson, Lynda 

Ethno-Racial Origins of Candidates and 
Electoral Performance: Evidence from 
Canada 

Perfiles Latinoamericanos 13, 
no. 27 (Jan-June 2006): 107-
139 

Montes, Laura 
Beatriz; Oca Barrera, 
Montes de 

Social Perception of the Constitutional 
Reforms on the Rights of the Indigenous: 
Mexico and Ecuador 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
Political Communication 23, no. 
1 (Jan-Mar 2006):  23-29 

Schiffer, Adam J. Assessing Partisan Bias in Political News:  
The Case(s) of Local Senate Election 
Coverage 

Political Communication 23, no. 
3 (July-Sept. 2006): 291 

Domke, David; 
Graham, Erica S.; 
Coe, Kevin; John, 
Sue Lockett; 
Coopman, Ted 

Going Public as Political Strategy; The 
Bush Administration, an Echoing Press, 
and Passage of the Patriot Act 

Political Research Quarterly 
59, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 47-56 

Battista, James 
Coleman 

Jurisdiction, Institutional Structure, and 
committee Representativeness 

Political Research Quarterly 
59, no. 1 (Mar 2006): 161-166 

Robinson, Scott E.; 
Caver, Floun’say R. 

Punctuated Equilibrium and Congressional 
Budgeting 

Political Research Quarterly 
59, no. 2 (June 2006): 235  

Fulton, Sarah A.; 
Maestas, Cherie D.; 
Maisel, L. Sandy; 
Stone, Walter J. 

The Sense of a Woman: Gender, 
Ambition, and the Decision to Run for 
Congress 

Political Research Quarterly 
59, no. 2 (June 2006): 283 

Witko, Christopher PACs, Issue Context, and Congressional 
Decision-making 

Political Research Quarterly 
59, no. 2 (June 2006): 297 

Bovitz, Gregory L.; 
Carson, Jamie L. 

Position-Taking and Electoral 
Accountability in the U.S. House of 
Representatives 

Political Science and Politics 
39, no. 2 (April 2006): 231-235 

Price, David E. Reflections on Congressional Government 
at 120 and Congress at 216 

Political Science Quarterly 121, 
no. 1 (Spring 2006): 93-118 

Hess, Gary R.  Presidents and the Congressional War 
Resolutions of 1991 and 1992 

Political Studies 54, no. 1 (Mar 
2006): 103-122 

Carman, Christopher 
Jan 

Public Preferences for Parliamentary 
Representation in the UK: An Overlooked 
Link? 

Political Studies 54, no. 2 (June 
2006): 219-244 

Protsyk, Oleh Intra-Executive Competition between 
President and Prime Minister: Patterns of 
Institutional Conflict and Cooperation 
under Semi-Presidentialism 

Political Studies 54, no. 2 (June 
2006): 370-398 

Taagepera, Rein; 
Hosli, Madeleine O. 

National Representation in International 
Organizations: The Seat Allocation Model 
Implicit in the European Union Council and 
Parliament 

PS: Political Science & Politics 
39, no. 1(Jan 2006): 77-85 

Brunell, Thomas L. Rethinking Redistricting: How Drawing 
Uncompetitive Districts Eliminates 
Gerrymanders, Enhances Representation, 
and Improves Attitudes toward Congress 

PS: Political Science & Politics 
39, no. 1(Jan 2006): 87-90 

Abramowitz, Alan; 
Alexander, Brad; 
Gunning, Matthew 

Don’t Blame Redistricting for 
Uncompetitive Elections 

PS: Political Science & Politics 
39, no. 1(Jan 2006): 91-94 

McDonald, Michael P. Drawing the Line on District Competition 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
PS: Political Science & Politics 
39, no. 1(Jan 2006): 95-97 

Abramowitz, Alan; 
Alexander, Brad; 
Gunning, Matthew 

Drawing the Line on District Competition: 
A Rejoinder 

PS: Political Science & Politics 
39, no. 1(Jan 2006): 99-101 

McDonald, Michael P. Re-Drawing the Line on District 
Competition 

PS: Political Science and 
Politcs 39, no. 3 (July 2006): 
409-415 

Backstrom, Charles,; 
Krislov, Samuel; 
Robins Leonard 

Desperately Seeking Standards: The 
Court’s Frustrating Attempts to Limit 
Political Gerrymandering 

Public Budgeting & Finance 26, 
no. 1 (Spring 2006): 120-142 

Bourdeaux, Carolyn Do Legislatures Matter in Budgetary 
Reform? 

Public Choice 126, no. 1-2 (Jan 
2006): 1-26 

Alger, Dan Voting by Proxy 

Publius 36, no. 2 (Spring 
2006): 277-301 

Reutter, Werner The Transfer of Power Hypothesis and the 
German Lander: In Need of Modification 

Publius 36, no. 3 (Summer 
2006): 421 

Rivers, Christina “Conquered Provinces”? The Voting 
Rights Act and State Power 

Social Forces 84, no. 4 (June 
2006): 2273-2289 

 Burstein, Paul Why Estimates of the Impact of Public 
Opinion on Public Policy Are Too High: 
Empirical and Theoretical Implications 

Social Science History 30, no. 
1 (Spring 2006): 15-49 

Collins, William J.  The Political Economy of State Fair 
Housing Laws before 1968 

Social Science History 30, no. 
1 (Spring 2006): 51-74 

Strahan, Randall; 
Gunning, Matthew; 
Vining, Richard L., Jr. 

From Moderator to Leader: Floor 
Participation by U.S. House Speakers, 
1789-1841 

Social Science Japan Journal 
9, no. 1 (Apr 2006): 19 

Chieko, Numata Checking the Center: Popular Referenda 
in Japan 

South European Society & 
Politics 11, no. 2 (June 2006): 
261-285 

Ieraci, Giuseppe Governments, Policy Space and Party 
Positions in the Italian Parliament (1996-
2001): An Inductive Approach to 
Parliamentary Debate and Votes of 
Investiture 

State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 6, no. 1 (Spring 
2006): 1 

Engstrom, Erik J.; 
Monroe, Nathan W. 

Testing the Basis of Incumbency 
Advantage: Strategic Candidates and 
Term Limits in the California Legislature 

State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 6, no. 1 (Spring 
2006): 73 

Dometrius, Nelson C.; 
Ozymy, Joshua 

Legislative Professionalism and 
Democratic Success: The conditioning 
Effect of District Size 

State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 6, no. 1 (Spring 
2006): 88 

Hamm, Keith E.; 
Hedlund, Ronald D.; 
Martorano, Nancy 

Measuring State Legislative Committee 
Power: Change and Chamber Differences 
in the 20th Century 

State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 6, no. 2 (summer 
2006): 151 

Battista, James 
Coleman 

Committee Theories and Committee 
Votes: Internal Committee Behavior in the 
California Legislature 

State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 6, no. 2 (Summer 
2006): 174 

Cooper, Christopher 
A.; Richardson, 
Lilliard E., Jr.  

Institutions and Representational Roles in 
American State Legislatures 
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Journal Author Title of Article 
State Politics and Policy 
Quarterly 6, no. 2 (Summer 
2006): 195 

Constant, Louay M. When Money Matters: Campaign 
Contributions, Roll Call Votes, and School 
Choice in Florida 

The Fletcher Forum of World 
Affairs 30, no. 2 (Summer 
2006): 165-177 

Davis, Michael C. Constitutionalism and the Politics of 
Democracy in Hong Kong 

The Journal of Communist 
Studies and Transition Politics 
22, no. 2 (June 2006): 135 

Moraski, Byron Prospects for Professional Parliaments in 
Russia’s Regions 

Political Quarterly 77, no. 1 
(Jan-Mar 2006): 107 

Lundberg, Thomas 
Carl 

Competition between Members of the 
Scottish Parliament and the Welsh 
Assembly: Problem or Virtue? 

West European Politics 29, no. 
3 (May 2006): 581-588 

Freire, Andre; Lobo, 
Marina Costa 

The Portuguese 2005 Legislative Election: 
Return to the Left  
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Link to a recent article from the Governing magazine web site: 
 
 "Party Lines” by Alan Ehrenhalt 
Gerrymanders make the odds against a successful challenge very hard to overcome 
– and to an extent dilute the political expression of voter discontent. 

 
  
Recent articles from NCSL's magazine, State Legislatures:  
  
[Editor's Note: Copyright by National Conference of State Legislatures. All rights 
reserved. These articles are reprinted here with permission. To order copies or to 
subscribe, contact the marketing department at (303) 364-7700.]  
 
"On Behalf of Staff" by Lee Leonard  
 Legislative staff may not always get the respect they deserve, but in Ohio, the 
institution would grind to a halt without them. 
 
"New Supreme Court Speaks" by David G. Savage 
 A pair of election law cases this year will have long-range effects. 

"Democrats Deliver a Power Punch" by Tim Storey and Nicole 
Casal Moore 
 For the first time since 1994, Democrats took control of the majority of the nation’s 
state legislatures. 

"Partisanship in the New Legislature" 
 Five former leaders reflect on what’s changed in state legislatures since they were 
there. 

 
               



              
 
 

 
  
 Volume 30, Number 1, January 2007 
 

 

  
 

APSA – Papers presented at the American Political Science Association annual meeting, 
August 31 – September 3, 2006, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. 
 
NPSA – Papers presented at the Northeastern Political Science Association annual meeting, 
November 9-11, 2006, Boston, Massachusetts 
 
SPSA – Papers presented at the Southern Political Science Association annual meeting, 
January 3-7, 2007, New Orleans, Louisiana. 

 
 
 

American Political Science Association (APSA) 
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Author Title 
Abramowitz, Alan I.; Alexander, Brad Redistricting and Polarization in the U.S. House of 

Representatives  
Ainsworth, Scott H.; Hall, Thad E. The Timing and Structuring of Abortion-Related 

Proposals 
Anderson, William D. Call and Response: Nested Decisions in Executive-

Legislative Relations 
Ang, Adrian; Overby, L. Marvin Retirements, Retentions and the Balance of Partisan 

Power in Contemporary Congressional Politics 
Apollonio, Dorie; Bero, Lisa A. Forms of Evidence Used in Testimony on Statewide 

Smoking Restrictions 
Apollonio, Dorie; La Raja, Raymond J. The Role of competitive Districts in State Legislative 

Fundraising 
Avellaneda, Claudia Nancy Pork or Policy? Legislative Styles in the Colombian 

Congress 
Avery, James M.; Fine, Jeffrey; Voss, 
D. Stephen 

The Effect of Black Mobilization on Substantive 
Representation in Congress 

Bernhard, William T.; Pemstein, Daniel Strategy and Selection in Nominating Women 
Candidates 

Binder, Sarah Can Congress Serve the General Welfare? 
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Author Title 
Bishin, Benjamin Competition and Responsiveness: Why Aren’t 

Legislators from Competitive Districts More 
Responsive? 

Bohn, Simone R Does Gender Matter? Women Senators and Public 
Policy Preferences. Evidence from Brazil 

Bond, Jon R.; Ilderton, Nathan A. Explaining Challenger Quality in Congressional 
Elections Reconsidered 

Borchert, Jens Theories of Congressional Reform: Path 
Dependence, Cyclical Episodes, or Rational Action? 

Buchler, Justin The Perverse Consequences of Challenger Entry in 
Congressional Elections: Why More Competition 
Isn’t Necessarily Good 

Cann, Damon M.  Is Early Money Like Yeast? A Latent Growth Curve 
Model of Party Contributions and Campaign 
Fundraising in U.S. House Elections 

Caress, Stanley M Do Term Limits Facilitate the Election of Minorities: 
An Analysis of the Composition of State Legislatures 

Carson, Jamie L.; Bertelli, Anthony 
Michael 

Constituency Effects, Redistricting and 
Representation in US House Elections 

Castleberg, Melanie  Alla Ricerca del Voto: The Effects of Electoral Rules 
on Committee Membership in the Italian Parliament 

Chin, Michelle L.; Lindquist, Eric; 
Loomis, Burdett A.  

Searching for Cures: Assessing Interest Group 
Influence in the Federal Grantmaking Process 

Cohen, Dara Kay The (Occasional) Importance of Foreign Policy in 
Elections: Evidence from the U.S. House, 1972-1994 

Cohen, Jeffrey E.; Eshbaugh-Soha, 
Matthew 

Recommend for Their Consideration: The 
President’s Legislative Policy Agenda, 1789-2004 

Conley, Richard S.; Bekafigo, Marija 
Anna 

The Determinants of Legislative Productivity: Parties, 
Coalitions, And ‘Divided Government’ in the U.S., 
France, and Ireland 

Covington, Cary R.; Matthew 
O’Hollearn 

Mechanisms of Majority Party Control of the 
Legislative Process in the House of Representatives 

Cox, Gary W.; Terry, William Legislative productivity in the 93rd -105th 
Congresses 

Crockett, David A. Constitutionally Nuclear: Senate Floor Votes on 
Presidential Judicial Nominees 

Den Hartog, Chris The Impact of the Cannon Revolt on House Decision 
Making 

Dodd, Lawrence C.; Schraufnagel, 
Scot 

Incivility, Polarization and the Cycles of 
Congressional Change, 1852-2005 

Finocchiaro, Charles J. Party Politics, Civil War Pensions, and the 
Development of the U.S. Congress 

Fiorina, Morris Parties as Problem Solvers 
Fogarty, Brian J. Who Says What?: Local Newspapers, House 

Members, and Source Information 
Fowler, Linda L.; Hill, Seth J. Guarding the Guardians: Senate Oversight Activity in 

Foreign Affairs, 1947-2004 
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Author Title 
Frederick, Brian P. The Feminine Side of Polarization in the U.S. House 
Gailmard, Sean; Milyo, Jeffrey Oversight and Agency in legislative-Bureaucratic 

Interaction 
Gamm, Gerald; Kousser, Thad Amateurs, Professionals, and Policymaking in 

American State Legislatures: What Shapes the 
Supply of Legislative Demands? 

Gerber, Alan; Patashnik, Eric M.  Sham Surgery: Market Failures, Government 
Failures, and the Problem of Inadequate Medical 
Evidence 

Gerrity, Jessica C.  Presenting a United Front: Similarities and 
Differences between Interest Group and 
Congressional Issue Framing 

Goodman, Craig Legislative Activity and Electoral Success in the 
United States Senate, 1913-2003 

Griffin, John D.; Wolbrecht, Christina Descriptive Representation, Political Equality, and 
Gender 

Grose, Christian R. Ambition, Valence, and Ideological Shirking in the 
U.S. Senate: Why Do Senators Take Positions That 
Are Different From Their Constituents’ Preferences? 

Grose, Christian R.; Yoshinaka, 
Antoine 

Is Flip Flopping Rational? Legislative Representation 
and Uncertainty about Constituency Preferences 

Han, JeongHun Legislative Voting Responsiveness under Multi-Level 
Party System: An Evidence of a Strategic Response 
of the Members of the European Parliament to 
Voters’ Electoral Choices 

Hanson, Robin Dale Decision Markets for Policy Advice 
Heaney, Michael T. Lobbying Coalitions as Informally Organized 

Constituencies within U.S. Congressional Parties 
Hojnacki, Marie; Baumgartner, Frank 
R.; Berry, Jeffrey M.; Kimball David C.; 
Leech, Beth L. 

Goals, Salience, and the Nature of Advocacy 

Howell, William G.; Berry, Christopher Matters of Life and Death: The Durability of 
Discretionary Programs in the Post-War Era 

Jenkins, Jeffery A.; Nokken, Timothy P. Executive Influence and Agenda Construction in 
Lame Duck Sessions of Congress, 1869-1933 

Jessee, Stephen Public Opinion and Legislator Behavior: Bridging the 
Comparability Gap 

Johnson, Martin; Cooper, Christopher 
A. 

Politics and the Press Corps: Reporters, state 
Legislative Institutions, and Context 

Kam, Christopher J Constituency Service, Parliamentary Dissent, and 
the Personal Vote in Britain and New Zealand 

Kim, Heemin; Fording, Richard C. What Happens Between Elections?: Government 
Responsiveness in Western Democracies 

Koger, Gregory Cloture Wars: Filibustering and Reform in the 
Senate, 1949-1975 

Kreppel, Amie Presidents, Prime Ministers and Parties: The Keys to 
Legislative Influence in the Polish Sejm and Beyond 
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Author Title 
Kriner, Douglas L. Hail to the Chief? Two Mechanisms of Congressional 

Influence Over Presidential Warmaking 
Lapinski, John; Clinton, Joshua D. The Relationship Between Laws and Roll Calls in the 

U.S. House, 1877-1988 
Lee, Francis E. The Rise of Senate Partisanship, 1976-2003: 

Changing Parties or Changing Agendas? 
Lien, Pei-te; Sierra, Christine Marie; 
Hardy-Fanta, Carol, Pinderhughes, 
Dianne M. 

Changing Guards, Changing Views: Findings from 
the Gender and Multicultural Leadership Survey 

Makse, Todd Redistricting and Party Organizational Strategy in 
State Legislative Elections 

Malhotra, Neil; Chen, Jowei The Effect of Legislature Size, Bicameralism, and 
Geography on Government Spending: Evidence 
from the American States 

Mariani, Mack A Gendered Pipeline? The Advancement of State 
Legislators to Congress in Five States 

Martin, Lanny W.; Vanberg, Georg Talking the Talk: Multiparty Government and 
Legislative Debate  

Martorano, Nancy; Hedlund, Ronald H.; 
Hamm, Keith E. 

Legislative Committee Jurisdiction and 
Administrative Oversight: Patterns in the American 
States 

Masket, Seth E.; Wright, Gerald C.; 
Winburn, Jonathan 

The Limits of the Gerrymander: Examining the 
Impact of Redistricting on Electoral Competition and 
Legislative Polarization 

Mayhew, David R. Congress as Problem Solver 
McClintock, Cynthia The Majority Runoff Presidential-Election Rule in 

Latin America 
McGann, Anthony J. The Myth of the Disproportionate Power of Small 

Parties under PR: A Systematic Comparative 
Analysis 

McLaughlin, Joseph Paul Jr. A Failure of Representation? The Puzzle of School 
Property Tax Relief in Pennsylvania 

Mead, Lawrence M. Welfare Politics in Congress: Hearings 
Meinke, Scott R. Party Government and the Expansion of House Whip 

Networks 
Mejia-Acosta, Andres Pork or Policy? Organizational Practices, Career 

ambitions and Legislative Production in Ecuador and 
Paraguay 

Mondak, Jeffery; Lewis, Christopher Trumpian Democracy: Elite Replacement and 
Ideological Representation 

Monroe, Nathan W.; Hammond, 
Thomas H. 

Agenda Setting in a Multi-Institutional Environment: 
Restrictive Rules in the House 

Monroe, Nathan W.; Robinson, 
Gregory 

Do Restrictive Rules Produce Non-Median 
Outcomes? Evidence from the 101st -106th 
Congresses 

Moraes, Juan Andres Career Ambitions and Legislative politics in Uruguay 
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Author Title 
Moukarim, Joumana Policy Entrepreneurship in the U.S. Senate: An 

Appraisal Using Evidence from Morning Business 
Floor Speeches in the 104th Congress 

Mozafar, Shaheen; Nijzink, Lia The Relative Powers of Assemblies and Presidents 
in Africa’s Emerging Democracies 

Mycoff, Jason D.; Pika, Joseph A Bush, Congress, and Political Leadership: Evidence 
from Four Case Studies 

Nacif-Hernandez, Benito Does Experience Matter? Career Patterns and 
Legislative Performance of Mexican Congressman 

Nalepa, Monika Anna Why Post Communists Hurt Themselves? A Model 
of Strategic Pre-emption 

Ono, Keiko The Hunt for RINOs: Ideological Interest Groups’ 
Targeting of Moderates and Nationalization of 
Congressional Campaigns 

Palanza, Valeria Delegation to Executives in Separation of Powers 
Systems: Latin America 

Patton, Dana J.; Zeigler, Sara L. Winning the Abortion Wars: A Comparative Study of 
Interest Group Tactics 

Pelizzo, Riccardo; Stapenhurst, Rick Democracy and Oversight 
Peralta, J. Salvador Legislative Institutional Development in 

Democratizing Countries: The Cases of Nicaragua 
and Costa Rica 

Pereira, Carlos; Power, Timothy J. Coalition Management Matters: Multiparty 
Presidentialism, Cabinet Coalescence, and the Cost 
of Governing in Brazil 

Phillips, Justin; Henry A. Kim How much is Majority Status Worth in State 
Legislatures? 

Powell, Lynda W. The Power and Influence of Campaign Contributions 
on Legislations in the American States: Institutional 
Characteristics that Determine the Efficacy of Money 

Preuhs, Robert R.; Juenke, Eric 
Gonzalez 

A Unified Theory of Minority-Majority Districts, Racial 
and Ethnic Incorporation, and Legislative Influence: 
Latino Legislators in the American States 

Roussias, Athanassios; Donno, 
Daniela 

Cheating Pays: The Impact of Electoral Fraud on 
Party Systems 

Royed, Terry J.; Baldwin, J. Norman Do Parties Matter for Policymaking in the U.S.? 
Rozzi, Alan How Presidents Use Partisanship to Set the 

Legislative Agenda, 1977-2004 
Ruiz-Rufino; Ruben Aggregated Threshold Functions: A Characterization 

of the World Electoral Systems between 1945-2000 
Saito, Jun Party Switch and Endowment of Transportation 

Infrastructures: Explaining the LDP’s Revival to the 
majority 

Schaal, Pamela M. Congressional Formulas and Fiscal Federalism: The 
Inequitable Distribution of Federal Aid in Criminal 
Justice 
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Author Title 
Schaffner, Brian F. Media Deregulation and the Quality of Local 

Congressional News 
Schwartz, Liam Congress and the Party System 
Seo, Jungkun “To Join or Not To Join? That Is The Question”? The 

Senate New Democrat Coalition in the 107th U.S. 
Congress and  Dual Presentation  in Practice 

Sinclair, Barbara Unorthodox Lawmaking Republican Style 
Smith, Keith W. Authorization and Oversight: Are They Substitutes? 
Soroka, Stuart N.; Blidook, Kelly; 
Penner, Erin M 

Constituency Influence in Parliament 

Stockute, Raminta Women’s Substantive Representation in Post-Soviet 
Legislatures: Individual Roll-Call Vote Analysis 

Stoutenborough, Jim The Effects of Yearly Electoral Competition 
Measures on Public Welfare Expenditures in Florida: 
An Analysis Over Time 

Swers, Michele L. Providing for the Common Defense: An Analysis of 
Gender Differences in Defense Policy Participation 

Taylor, Andrew J. The Sequence of Congressional Lawmaking 
Taylor-Robinson, Michelle M. How do Political Ambitions Affect Legislative 

Productivity in Unitary, Unicameral Systems? Study 
of the Costa Rican and Honduran Legislatures 

Thames, Frank C. Assessing the Committee Outlier Hypothesis in Post-
Communist Russia 

Theriault, Sean M. Party Polarization in the U.S. Congress 
Treier, Shawn Explaining Policy Change: Conversion and 

Replacement 
Van Houweling, Robert; Shepsle, 
Kenneth A. 

The Senate Electoral Cycle and the Congressional 
Appropriations Process 

Victor, Jennifer Nicoll Strategic Lobbying: The How and Why of 
Congressional Lobbying 

Warshaw, Shirley Anne Governing Without Congress: The Administrative 
Presidency of George W. Bush 

Werner, Timothy Congressmen of the Silent South: The Persistence 
of Southern Racial Liberals, 1949-1967 

Wise, Charles; Khmelko, Irina Committee Strength in Legislative Politics of 
Developing Legislature: The Case of the National 
Parliament of Ukraine 

Young, Garry; Wolman, Harold Can Old Dogs Learn New Tricks? The Impact of 
Changed Constituencies on Representative Behavior

Zucchini, Francesco The Legislative Agenda Setting Power in a Changing 
Parliamentary Democracy: The Italian Puzzle 
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Northeastern Political Science Association (NPSA) 
 

Author Title 
Gollob, Justin Areal Orientations of State Legislators: Lessons from 

New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and West Virginia 
Hardy-Fanta, Carol The Intersection of Gender and Race in Women’s 

Descriptive Representation: A Comparison of Six New 
England States 

Hedlund, Ronald D.; Coombs, Kevin; 
Martarano, Nancy; Hamm, Keith 

Party balance on U.S. State Legislative committees: 
An Examination of Trends in the Early 21st Century – 
Continuity or Change? 

Jiménez, Miriam Ethnic Paths to Congress 
Jones, Will Congress and Africa’s Constituency: The 

Development of Africa Growth and Opportunity Act 
and the Intersection of African American Interests and 
Business Interests 

Lucas, Jennifer Feminine Style in Congressional Debate: Gender and 
Issue Context 

McHugh, MaryAnn Why Are People Quitting Congress? 
O’Bryant, Richard Louis; Edwards, 
Ralph 

The Emergence of Boston City Councilor Felix Arroyo: 
A Study of Electoral Politics in a Changing Urban 
Environment 

Panagopoulos, Costas; Totino, Marisa Firing Back: Out-Party Responses to the President’s 
State of the Union Addresses 

 
 

Southern Political Science Association Annual Meeting (SPSA) 
 
Author Title 
Abramowitz, Alan I.; Saunders, Kyle L Ideological Realignment Continues: Evidence from the 

NES 2000-2004 Panel Survey 
Aistrup, Joseph The Changing Patterns of Partisan Bias and Swing 

Ratios in Southern State House Contests 
Ardoin, Phillip J, Windett, Jason 
Harold; Kirkland, Justin 

Impact of Term Limits on Female Legislative 
Representation 

Ardoin, Phillip J.; Newmark, Adam J. Burning the Midnight Oil: Hard work or Clandestine 
Behavior in Congressional Votes?  

Arter, David Hearing the Executive in Public: Committee Oversight 
in Sweden and Norway 

Bali, Valentina Andrea; Davis, Belinda Legislator’s Reelection and the Use of the Initiative 
through Time 

Barber, Matthew W.  Tyrant from Illinois? Rethinking the Legacy of Uncle 
Joe and the Insurgency 

Baumann, Zachary A Consistent Calculus? Determining Candidate Entry at 
Various Levels of State Government 

Bekafigo, Marija Anna House Leadership: comparing Party Leaders and 
Committee Chairs, 1945-2005 
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Author Title 
Bigelow, Nathan Issue Type and Policy Responsiveness in State 

Legislatures 
Blumberg, Melanie J.; Holman, Kirk College of Cardinals Attacked: Seeing “Red” in 

Pennsylvania’s Twelfth Congressional District 
Borie-Holtz, Debbie Breaking through the Glass Ceiling: Only to Get Stuck 

in the Rafters 
Brady, Michael; McDonald, Ian Between a Rock and a Hard Place: Strategic 

Abstention When Constituency and Party Conflict 
Bratton, Kate; Rouse, Stella M. Do Group Characteristics Serve As Voting Cues? The 

Effects of Race, Ethnicity, and Gender on Legislative 
Voting Behavior 

Brickman, Danette Congressional Reaction to U.S. Supreme court 
Decisions: Understanding the Introduction of 
Legislation to Override 

Bugh, Gary Resistance is Typical: The 1967-1970 Effort to Amend 
the Presidential Election System 

Burrell, Barbara C.; Frederick, Brian Political Windows of Opportunity: Recruitment Pools, 
Gender Politics and Congressional Open Seats 

Carney, Kate Elizabeth; Bracy, Leslie 
Jo 

Do Women Still Vote for Women?: The Effects of 
Partisanship and Caucus Membership 

Carroll, Royce A  The Electoral Origins of Legislative Organization 
Clay, K. Chad Incumbent Quality, Constituent Confidence, and 

Electoral Success: An Analysis of Four Southern 
States 

Crespin, Michael H The Rise of Part y Government in the U.S. Senate 
Crew, Robert Gubernatorial Strategies, Verbal Style and Legislative 

Success 
Cross, Dr. Pearson Paths to the Top: Gender and Recruitment to 

Legislative Office in Louisiana 
Dawes, Roy A.; Larson, Bruce A. Whither the Bellwether? Odd-year Statewide Elections 

and Party Fortunes in Subsequent Years. 
Deitz, Janna Lynette; Crespin, Michael 
H. 

Electability and Individual Contributions to 
Congressional Candidates 

Dodd, Lawrence C. Legislative Mastery: Goals, Skills and Behavior Among 
State Legislators: Indiana and California: 1983-2000 

Engstrom, Richard Neal; Lazarus, 
Jeffrey 

Redistricting Commissions and Partisan Bias 

Evans, C. Lawrence; Downing, 
Amanda M.; Klovers, Keith B 

Minority Party Influence in the U.S. House 

Evans, Sean F.; Swain, John; Reed, 
Brian C. 

Strategic Requirement in the U.S. House of 
Representative, 1947-2004 

Finocchiaro, Charles J. Constituent Service and Party Competition in the Post-
Civil War Congress 

Forgette, Richard; Winkle, John; 
Garner, Andrew D 

Legislative Elections and Southern Realignment: 
Conversion or Competition 

Gaddie, Ronald Keith; Cruise, Rebecca 
JoAnn 

War Votes and War Voters: A Further Examination of 
the Electoral Consequences of Voting to Declare War 



 
Legislative Studies Section Newsletter, January 2007, Papers Presented                                             Page 9 of 10 

Author Title 
Gonzalez, Raul Cipriano Procedural Carelization in the Mexican chamber of 

Deputies, 2000-2006 
Grindlife, Stonegarden Just A Resolution: Presidential Influence on House 

Rules Committee Resolutions 
Grindlife, Stonegarden How Special are Specially Elected House Members? 
Grose, Christian R, McKee, Seth 
Charles 

Institutional Constraints, Geography, and Candidate 
Emergence in U.S. Congressional Elections 

Gross, Wendy Does the Money Follow the Vote? Explaining the 
Relationship Between Ideology Scores and Campaign 
Donations 

Heberlig, Eric S.; Larson, Bruce A. Individual Self Interest Serving the Parties’ Collective 
Electoral goals: Campaign Contributions by Members 
of Congress 

Hogan, Robert Differences in Policy Voting by Women and Men State 
Legislators 

Hood, M. V., III; McKee, Seth Charles Redistricting on Georgia’s Mind in the 2006 U.S. House 
Elections 

Jenkins, Jeffery A.; Nokken, Tim Partisanship, Agency Loss, and Agenda Construction 
in Contemporary Lame Duck Sessions of Congress, 
1933-2004 

Johnson, Tyler Reinforcing Partisan Representation: The Prospect of 
Primary Challenges 

Langer, Laura L; Ross, Joseph; 
Leonard, Meghan 

Institutional Interactions: Legislative Perceptions of 
State Courts 

Madonna, Tony The Senate Parliamentarian and the Question of Order 
Miller, Patrick Ryan Racial Redistricting and the Southern Incumbency 

Advantage 
Ono, Keiko Vanishing Moderates: Party Discipline and Interest 

Group Influence in Polarized Congress 
Poggione, Sarah The Conditional Effects of Gender and Electoral 

Security on Legislator’s Preferences and Behavior 
Putnam, Joshua Tyler Split Primaries and State Legislatures: A More Fully 

Developed Explanation of Frontloading 
Ragusa, Jordan Micahel Divided Government and the Durability of Public Law: 

1945-2004 
Ramirez, Mark D. The Dynamics of Congressional Approval 
Rugeley, Cynthia R. Legislative Structure and behavior: An examination of 

professionalized legislatures and representation 
Saldin, Robert P. The Public Policy and Electoral Implication of World 

War I in America 
Schatzinger, Henrik Policy, Media, and Public Agendas: What Influences 

the Timing of PAC Contributions? 
Schena, Michael C; Ingram, 
Christopher 

The Ideology of Free Trade and the Cuba Exception  

Sempolinski, Joseph Michael Moderates in the House of Representatives 
Sempolinski, Joseph Michael Senate/Presidency Ticket Splitting 



Author Title 
Seo, Jungkun Joining a Caucus As a Position-taking: An Analysis of 

New Democrats Coalition in the Senate 
Seo, Jungkun Vote Switching in congress: Annual Debates over 

china’s Free Trade Status Extension, 1990-2001 
Shaffer, Laura Ann Disapproval: Who’s to Blame?: Examining 

Congressional Approval, Media Coverage and 
Polarization in the Parties 

Stark, Milton Competing Models of Legislative Subgroup Behavior: 
The CBC and the Women’s Caucus 

Steigerwalt, Amy Courts, Policy, and Jurisdiction-Stripping Attempts 
Stockley, Joshua P. Weathering the Storm: The impact of Hurricane’s 

Katrina and Rita on Louisiana’s 3rd and 7th 
Congressional District 

Strine, Harry C., IV Civility in Supreme Court Confirmation Hearings: An 
Analysis of Senate Confirmation Hearings from Harlan 
to Alito 

Wagner, Kevin Michael Running Unopposed: The Consequences of Term 
Limits in Florida 

Windett, Jason Harold An Imperfect Storm: Analyzing Presidential-
Congressional Relations and Environment 

Wofford, Claire Pairing Across Politics: The Cosponsorhip Behavior of 
Women and Minorities in the 105th congress 

Wrzenski, Rhonda L. Parenting and Policymaking: Is There A ‘Family Effect’ 
in Legislative Voting? 

Yon, Richard M. The Initiative as a Safety Valve: Implications for 
Divided Government at the State Level 

Yoshinaka, Antoine; Donovan, Todd; 
Haig, Austin; Bowler, Shaun 

Revisiting the Effect of District Competitiveness on 
Ideological Extremism 

Younger, Latisha Recycling Effects: Presidential Coattails from 1952-
2004 
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Civil Rights Documentation Project 
 

THE DIRKSEN CONGRESSIONAL CENTER 

 
 The landmark civil rights legislation of the mid-1960s has attracted considerable scholarly 
attention, deservedly so. Much of the analysis of this legislation has centered on the social and 
cultural conditions that gave birth to such laws as the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965. 
 As valuable as the emphasis on the civil rights movement has been, an equally vital 
chapter has been neglected – the story of the legislative process itself. The Dirksen 
Congressional Center has posted a new feature on "CongressLink" that provides a fuller 
accounting of law-making based on the unique archival resources housed at The Center, 
including the collection of then-Senate Minority Leader Everett McKinley Dirksen (R-IL), widely 
credited with securing the passage of the bills. 
 Intended to serve the needs of teachers and students, The Civil Rights Documentation 
Project demonstrates that Congress is capable of converting big ideas into powerful law, that 
citizen engagement is essential to that process, and that the public policies produced forty years 
ago continue to influence our lives. 
 The project takes the form of an interactive, Web-based presentation with links to 
digitized historical materials and other Internet-based resources about civil rights legislation 
created by museums, historical societies, and government agencies.  
 Please contact Cindy Koeppel by email at ckoeppel@dirksencenter.org if you have any 
ideas or comments about this new feature. 



Congress to Campus Program 

THE UNITED STATES ASSOCIATION OF FORMER MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 

 The Congress to Campus Program is designed to address several aspects of the civic 
learning and engagement deficit among the country’s college-age young people, combining 
traditional educational content with a strong message about public service. The Program sends 
bipartisan pairs of former Members of Congress - one Democrat and one Republican - to visit 
college, university and community college campuses around the country. Over the course of 
each visit, the Members conduct classes, hold community forums, meet informally with students 
and faculty, visit high schools and civic organizations, and do interviews and talk show 
appearances with local press and media.  
 In the summer of 2002, the Board of Directors of the U. S. Association of Former 
Members of Congress (USAFMC) engaged the Center for Democracy & Citizenship (CDC) at 
the Council for Excellence in Government to help manage the Congress to Campus Program in 
partnership with the Stennis Center for Public Service (Stennis). CDC and Stennis, with the 
blessing of the USAFMC, agreed to undertake a number of initiatives to greatly increase the 
number of campuses hosting program visits each year, expand the pool of former Members of 
Congress available for campus visits, develop new sources of funding, raise the profile of the 
program and its message in the public and academic community, and devise methods of 
measuring the impact of the program at host institutions. 
 To access full report on Congress to Campus, click here. 
 

 
 
 

Congressional Bills Project 
 
 A new website at http://www.congressionalbills.org allows academic researchers, 
students, and the general public to download information about public and private bills 
introduced in the U.S. Congress along with information about those bills' sponsors.  
  Each record is a bill. The download tool allows you to select a large number of related 
variables to include in your download request. Obviously, limited requests will download more 
quickly.   

x The bill's title and progress  (from government resources)   
x The bill's subject (using the  topic codes of the Policy Agendas Project) 
x Member biographical, committee, and  leadership positions (much of this comes from 

Elaine K. Swift,  Robert G. Brookshire, David T. Canon, Evelyn C. Fink, John R. Hibbing, 
Brian  D. Humes, Michael J. Malbin and Kenneth C. Martis, Database of  Congressional 
Historical Statistics; as well as more recent data available through Charles Stewart's 
website  

x Member DW-Nominate Scores (from  Poole and Rosenthal of course) 
 The website is a work in progress by John D. Wilkerson and Scott Adler at University of 
Washington, Seattle.   
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Data on Legislative Voting and Representation 

 Professor John Carey has established a website at Dartmouth that includes various 
resources from his field research and data collection in an organized data archive. Of particular 
significance is the data from a project on legislative voting and representation. That project 
includes:  

x Transcripts from interviews with 61 legislators and party leaders from 8 countries (Bolivia, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Ecuador, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Peru, and Venezuela) from 
2000-2001).  The interviews followed a stable protocol for the most part, regarding how 
decisions are reached within parties and carried out (or not) in the legislative 
environment, and how legislators interact with party leaders, the executive, and the 
citizens they represent.  The interviews frequently cover other topics as well, however, 
according to the subject's train of thought.  The transcripts are available in both English 
and Spanish.  

x Recorded vote data from 21 legislative chambers in 19 countries (Argentina, Australia, 
Brazil, Canada, Chile, Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Ecuador, Israel, Mexico, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Russia, United States, Uruguay).  In 
addition to the data and codebook, also available on the site are some files with STATA 
code to produce the measures of party voting unity employed in the research. 

 
 Visitors are invited to use any of the data, qualitative or quantitative, that is available on 
the site. The address of the website is http://www.dartmouth.edu/~jcarey/dataarchive.htm.  
Professor Carey's email address, in case of questions, suggestions, or problems related to the 
data, is john.carey@dartmouth.edu. 



 
 

Legislative Studies Section Newsletter, January 2007, Research and Teaching                                                        Page 5 of 11 

 

Dirksen Center Congressional Research Grants 
 The Dirksen Congressional Center invites applications for grants to fund research on 
congressional leadership and the U.S. Congress.   
 
 The competition is open to individuals with a serious interest in studying Congress. 
Political scientists, historians, biographers, scholars of public administration or American 
studies, and journalists are among those eligible. The Center encourages graduate students 
who have successfully defended their dissertation prospectus to apply and awards a significant 
portion of the funds for dissertation research. 
 
 The awards program does not fund undergraduate or pre-Ph.D. study. Organizations are 
not eligible. Research teams of two or more individuals are eligible. 
 
 There is no standard application form. Applicants are responsible for showing the 
relationship between their work and the awards program guidelines. Applications are accepted 
at any time. Incomplete applications will NOT be forwarded to the screening committee for 
consideration. 
 
 All application materials must be received no later than February 1.  Awards are 
announced in March. Complete information about eligibility and application procedures may be 
found at The Center's Web site: http://www.dirksencenter.org/print_grants_CRAs.htm.  
 
 The Center, named for the late Senate Minority Leader Everett M. Dirksen, is a private, 
nonpartisan, nonprofit research and educational organization devoted to the study of Congress 
and its leaders. 
         
 For more information about the Congressional Research Awards, contact Frank 
Mackaman by email at fmackaman@dirksencenter.org or phone 309.347.7113 



 

Election Results Archive 
 

CENTER ON DEMOCRATIC PERFORMANCE AT BINGHAMTON UNIVERSITY 

 The Center on Democratic Performance at Binghamton University is pleased to 
announce the launch of the Election Results Archive (ERA), a collection of electronic files 
containing data on election results from around the world.  This unique online database with 
global coverage provides researchers, policy-makers, scholars, and others interested in 
elections with information on over 900 elections from around the world.  It includes information 
on the following: 

x Types of Elections: Results for presidential and national legislative elections. 
x Countries: The Archive currently contains election results from 134 countries that have 

met a minimum threshold of democratic performance for the year in which the elections 
took place.  

x Dates of Elections: The ERA contains results back to 1974. This date was selected 
because it is frequently cited as a beginning point of the recent phase of democratic 
expansion (democratic elections in Greece and Portugal). 

 
 More election data will be added to this Archive as time and resources permit.  
 
 The archive can be searched by country, region, or year and type of election.  Please 
visit the archive at http://cdp.binghamton.edu/era/index.html

 

European Consortium for Political Research 
 ECPR has a new standing group on Parliaments, coordinated by Shane Martin, 
University of California, San Diego) and Matti Wiberg (University of Turku).  

 For a number of years the study of legislatures has concentrated on the US Congress. 
Parliaments in Europe have not been a subject of investigation to any comparable extent. 
Nevertheless, the body of knowledge is ever expanding on both the long-standing parliaments in 
Europe and the new institutions of the European Union and Central and Eastern Europe. 

 The Standing Group's aim is to promote comparative research and theory-building on the 
institutionalisation, capacity, operation, and performance of legislatures and the dissemination of 
such research.  

 For more information, and to register for membership (which is free) please see the web 
site at: http://www.essex.ac.uk/ecpr/standinggroups/parliaments/index.htm
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International Political Science Review 

 
 The International Political Science Review, the official journal of the International Political 
Science Association edited by Kay Lawson and James Meadowcroft, would be pleased to 
receive quality submissions likely to be of interest to its international readership from the 
members of Legislative Studies Section of the American Political Science Association. 
 The IPSR is committed to publishing material that makes a significant contribution to 
international political science. It seeks to meet the needs of political scientists throughout the 
world who are interested in studying political phenomena in the contemporary context of 
increasing international interdependence and global change. 
 IPSR reflects the aims and intellectual tradition of its parent body, the International 
Political Science Association: to foster the creation and dissemination of rigorous political inquiry 
free of subdisciplinary or other orthodoxy. We welcome work by scholars who are focusing on 
currently controversial themes, shaping innovative concepts of methodologies of political 
analysis, and striving to reach outside the scope of a single culture. 
 Authors interested in submitting their work should consult either a recent copy of the 
journal or http://ipsr.sagepub.com and follow submission guidelines, sending electronic copies to 
both klawson@sfsu.edu and jmeadowc@connect.carleton.ca.  
Preliminary queries are welcome. 

 
 

Parliamentary Representation in the Internet Age 
 

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE, UNIVERSITY OF SALFORD, UK 

 ESRI has announced a new research project that looks into parliamentarians' use of 
internet based technologies in the UK and Australia. In particular, they are examining the role of 
new technologies in shaping the work of MPs and the nature of parliamentary representation. 
The project is wide ranging, looking at a number of complementary issues, and does involve a 
range of research activities and methodologies: 

x Regular analyses of parliamentary/MPs websites to assess the function of such sites (over the 
next two years); 

x Postal surveys of parliamentarians to gauge the attitude toward, and importance of, Internet 
communication and online participation; 

x Interviews with MPs to understand Internet communication strategies, and their associated 
benefits and problems; 

x Public opinion survey to evaluate citizen awareness, usage and problems of internet 
communication with representatives; 

x Focus group assessment of the design and content of parliamentary websites. 

 For more information, visit the web site at http://www.ipop.org.uk or contact Wainer Lusoli 
by email at s.lusoli@salford.ac.uk. 
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Research Committee of Legislative Specialists 
 

INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL SCIENCE ASSOCIATION 
 

Conference Call 
"Legislative Oversight, Influence and Autonomy:  Changing the Balance of Power" 

 
Conference Dates:  August 24-26, 2007  

 
Submission Deadline: April 15, 2007 

 
The Research Committee of Legislative Specialists (RCLS) of the International Political 

Science Association invites legislative scholars and practitioners around the world to propose 
papers for the forthcoming international conference on legislative oversight and good 
governance. 

 
The conference in Albany, New York is an opportunity to explore topics in the study of 

international, national and sub-national legislatures in unitary, federal and compact based 
systems, and also to examine the place and functions of these legislatures in democratic 
polities.  The conference is sponsored by the Research Committee of Legislative Specialists of 
IPSA with the Center for Legislative Development, the Center for International Development and 
the Rockefeller College of Public Affairs of the University at Albany. 

 
As the oversight role has been often neglected by scholars, methods and approaches to 

conceptualizing and studying it are only now developing.  So we also invite papers that will 
advance the conceptualization and definition of the function and propose methods and 
approaches for studying it in national and cross-national contexts. 

 
Papers accepted for the conference should contain an abstract, and a bibliography in 

standard format used in the IPSA Review. Participants should bring copies for distribution.  For 
purposes of broad dissemination, papers should be written in English or French, the two working 
languages of IPSA. We hope to post the abstracts on a conference website. 

 
The conference registration fee will be US$40 (and $30 for significant others). 
 
To indicate your interest in giving a paper or in organizing a panel, please contact Prof. 

Robert Nakamura (rnakamura@uamail.albany.edu), Prof.  Ned Schneier 
(nedmarg@earthlink.net ), or Prof. Csaba Nikolenyi (csaba@alcor.concordia.ca) by April 15, 
2007.   

   
For local information, please contact Prof. Nakamura, Center for Legislative 

Development, University at Albany, 423 State Street, Albany, New York 12203.  Telephone: 
518-434-0472.  Fax: 518-434-0394. 



 

State Politics and Policy Quarterly Archive 

NEW ON-LINE, FULL-TEXT ARCHIVE 

 Every article in every issue of SPPQ is now on-line in pdf format, accessible free of 
charge to SPPQ subscribers and those whose university libraries subscribe.  Furthermore, non-
subscribers may purchase a time-limited “research pass” for a reasonable price. 
 
 To access this archive, go to: http://sppq.press.uiuc.edu/sppqindex.html  and follow the 
links on the tables of contents to the articles. When you find an article you wish to view, click on 
the “view pdf” button at the bottom of its page.  If your library subscribes to SPPQ, you will be 
sent straight to the article in pdf format.  If your library does not subscribe (or if you are 
connecting from off campus), do one of the following: 
 1. If you are an individual SPPQ subscriber, set up a personal access account.  Simply 
register with SPPQ by using your personal subscription ID number, as shown on your journal 
mailing label (note: save your mailing envelope to get your subscriber number).  Alternatively, 
you can contact the SPPQ access helpdesk at sppq@merlyn.press.uiuc.edu and request your 
subscriber number. 
 2. If you are an institutional SPPQ subscriber, you should have already received access 
to full on-line content automatically. Your on-campus computers can access the archive 
automatically through the use of institutional IP numbers and, therefore, your students and 
faculty do not need to login personally. If your institution subscribes to the paper journal but you 
find that you cannot access the full-text on-line version from your campus, please ask your 
librarian to fill out the Online IP Registration Form at http://sppq.press.uiuc.edu/ip_submit.html, 
which will add their institutional IP numbers to the SPPQ control system. 
 
 If you have any questions or difficulties accessing the State Politics and Policy Quarterly 
Archive, please contact the University of Illinois Press SPPQ help desk at: 
sppq@merlyn.press.uiuc.edu. 

 
 

 

The Thicket at NCSL  
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF STATE LEGISLATURES 

 The National Conference of State Legislatures has established a new blog, The Thicket 
at State Legislatures, about the legislative institution and federalism.  By and for legislative 
junkies, the blog includes these categories: American Democracy, Budgets, Congress, Courts 
and Legislatures, Elections, Ethics, Executives and Legislatures, Federalism, Initiative and 
Referendum, Leadership, Legislation, Legislative Culture, Legislative Staff, Legislators, Media, 
NCSL, Redistricting, and Term Limits. 
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Visiting Scholars Program  

SPACE AVAILABLE IN APSA CENTENNIAL CENTER FOR SUMMER AND FALL '07 
 
 The Centennial Center for Political Science and Public Affairs can be an invaluable 
resource to political and social scientists.  Housed in the APSA headquarters near Dupont 
Circle, the Center provides a great base of operations for scholars researching in Washington, 
DC. It offers Visiting Scholars furnished work space, telephone, fax, computers, Internet access, 
conference space, a reference library, and access to George Washington University’s Gelman 
Library.  
 Visiting Scholar stays range from a few days to 12 months. Space is limited to APSA 
members and available to faculty members, post-doctoral fellows, and advanced graduate 
students from the U.S. and abroad.  Scholars are expected to cover their own expenses and a 
modest facilities fee for the use of the Center.   There are also a limited number of funding 
opportunities available to support Visiting Scholars.  Prospective visiting scholars may apply 
at any time. Positions are awarded on a space-available basis.  
 Full details on the Center and the Visiting Scholars Program, including an application 
form, can be found online at www.apsanet.org/centennialcenter. Scholars may also contact 
Brian Daniels at APSA: 202-483-2512; bdaniels@apsanet.org



 

Visiting Scholars Program 
 

CARL ALBERT CENTER 

 The Carl Albert Congressional Research and Studies Center at the University of 
Oklahoma seeks applicants for its Visiting Scholars Program, which provides financial 
assistance to researchers working at the Center's archives. Awards of $500 - $1000 are 
normally granted as reimbursement for travel and lodging.  
 The Center's holdings include the papers of many former members of Congress, such as 
Robert S. Kerr, Fred Harris, and Speaker Carl Albert of Oklahoma; Helen Gahagan Douglas and 
Jeffery Cohelan of California; and Neil Gallagher of New Jersey. Besides the history of 
Congress, congressional leadership, national and Oklahoma politics, and election campaigns, 
the collections also document government policy affecting agriculture, Native Americans, 
energy, foreign affairs, the environment, the economy, and other areas.  
 Topics that can be studied include the Great Depression, flood control, soil conservation, 
and tribal affairs. At least one collection provides insight on women in American politics. Most 
materials date from the 1920s to the 1970s, although there is one nineteenth century collection.  
 The Center's archives are described on their website at 
http://www.ou.edu/special/albertctr/archives/ and in the publication titled A Guide to the Carl 
Albert Center Congressional Archives by Judy Day et.al. (Norman, Okla.: The Carl Albert 
Center, 1995), available at many U.S. academic libraries. Additional information can be obtained 
from the Center.  
 The Visiting Scholars Program is open to any applicant. Emphasis is given to those 
pursuing postdoctoral research in history, political science, and other fields. Graduate students 
involved in research for publication, thesis, or dissertation are encouraged to apply. Interested 
undergraduates and lay researchers are also invited to apply. The Center evaluates each 
research proposal based upon its merits, and funding for a variety of topics is expected.  
 No standardized form is needed for application. Instead, a series of documents should be 
sent to the Center, including: 
(1)  a description of the research proposal in fewer than 1000 words; 
(2)  a personal vita;  
(3)  an explanation of how the Center's resources will assist the researcher; 
(4)  a budget proposal; and 
(5)  a letter of reference from an established scholar in the discipline attesting to the significance 
of the research. 
 Applications are accepted at any time. 
 For more information, please contact:  Archivist, Carl Albert Center, 630 Parrington Oval, 
Room 101, University of Oklahoma, Norman, OK 73019.  Telephone: (405) 325-5835.  FAX: 
(405) 325-6419.  Email: cacarchives@ou.edu
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Editor’s Introduction: Midterm 2006 
 

Sean Kelly, Niagara University 
 

In November of 2006, just days after the midterm elections, several special panels met during 

the Northeastern Political Science Association to consider the outcomes of the elections.  Arranged by 

Mark Wrighton (University of New Hampshire) these proved to be the most lively and interesting 

panels of the meeting.  Mark arranged for several of the panelists to submit their works to Extension of 

Remarks; this issue is largely the result of his efforts putting together these panels. 

The essays in this issue address a range of issues surrounding the most recent election.  

Bafumi, et al., and Cuzán examine attempts to forecast the outcomes of elections.  Jeff Gulati 

considers the nature of representation in the 110th Congress.  Finally, Lara Brown takes up the issue of 

scandal and the critical role that scandal may have played in the outcome of the 2006 midterms.  My 

thanks are due to all of the authors for their willingness to contribute essays to Extension of Remarks. 

 

 
 
 



 

                                                

Forecasting House Seats from Generic Congressional Polls 
 

Joseph Bafumi  
Dartmouth College  

 
Robert S. Erikson 

Columbia University  
  

Christopher Wlezien 
Temple University 

 
 
 On October 24, 2006, we released a forecast of the 2006 midterm election based on a statistical model 

that estimated both the national partisan tide and the vote in contested districts. The forecast paper was 

published on many politically oriented blogs and portions of it were covered in mainstream print media. The 

forecast turned out to perform extraordinarily well. The original paper release is re-printed here. It is followed 

by some post-election analysis as well as evidence that our prediction could have been made very early in the 

election year. The utility of the generic polls (when properly analyzed) in predicting congressional election 

outcomes is highlighted by our work. 

 

According to the frequent polling on the generic ballot for Congress, the Democrats hold a 

large advantage leading up to the vote on November 7.  But does this Democratic edge mean that the 

Democrats will win a majority of House seats?  Doubts are often expressed about the accuracy of the 

generic ballot polls.  And even if the polls are correct in indicating a majority of votes going to 

Democratic candidates, further doubts are expressed about whether the Democrats’ vote margin will 

be sufficient to win the most seats.1   

 This paper is intended to provide some guidance for translating the results of generic 

congressional polls into the election outcome.2  Via computer simulation based on statistical analysis 

of historical data, we show how generic vote polls can be used to forecast the election outcome.  We 

convert the results of generic vote polls into a projection of the actual national vote for Congress and 

ultimately into the partisan division of seats in the House of Representatives.  Our model allows both 

 
1 See for example Jonathan Kastellec, Andrew Gelman, and Jamie Chandler, “Seeking 50% of Seats, Needing More than 50% of 
Votes: Predicting the Seats-Votes Curve in the 2006 Elections”  
http://www.stat.columbia.edu/~gelman/research/unpublished/house2006.pdf   
2 Respondents typically are asked which party they plan to vote for (or who they want to win) “if the election were being held today”, 
though there is variation in question wording.  For instance, some organizations use the wording “Looking ahead to the Congressional 
elections in November.”  Other organizations use “Thinking about the next election for US Congress.” 



 

                                                

a point forecast—our expectation of the seat division between Republicans and Democrats—and an 

estimate of the probability of partisan control.    Based on current generic ballot polls, we forecast an 

expected Democratic gain of 32 seats with Democratic control (a gain of 15 seats or more) a near certainty.  The 

details follow. 

 The easy part is forecasting the vote from the generic polls.  To properly interpret the generic 

polls, we estimate a regression equation predicting the vote in the 15 most recent midterm elections, 

1946-2002, from the average generic poll result during the last 30 days of each campaign.  (Details are 

shown in the appendix.)  Based on this analysis, we can confidently offer the following rule of thumb 

for predicting the national vote based on polls over the last 30 days before the election:  

1. convert the percentage point lead, e.g., Democrats 51% Republicans 41%, in the generic poll to 

a percent Democratic of the two party vote, e.g., 51-41 converts to 55% Democratic or 5% more 

Democratic than 50-50;  

2. if the poll is based on registered voters rather than “likely” voters, subtract 1.5 percentage 

points—thus a 56%-44% Democratic lead in a registered voter poll converts to a narrower 

54.5%-45.5% lead in terms of likely voters;3 

3. cut this lead in half; and 

4. add a percentage point to the Democrats as a reward for being the non-presidential party. 

From the regression analysis, our 95% confidence interval for the forecast using this formula is +/-3.7 

percentage points.4   

 Now consider the polls over the final thirty days of the 2006 campaign.  As of early October 24, 

PollingReport.com listed the results of 6 likely-voter generic ballot polls conducted during the final 30 

days of the campaign, by CNN (2), USA Today/Gallup, ABC/Washington Post, Fox/Opinion 

Dynamics, and Newsweek. The average Democratic two-party share in these polls is 57.7%.  

Applying our formula as described above, the Democrats should win 55% of the two-party vote with 

 
3 The registered voter correction represents the average adjustment necessary from generic polls over past midterms. Democratic 
registrants in the past have turned out with slightly greater frequency than today.  There is no certainty that this correction will hold 
exactly in 2006. 
4 The exact equation is:  

         Dem Vote Share = 24.38 + 0.51 * Dem Poll Share – 1.09 * Presidential Party  

                          Adjusted R-squared = 0.75; Root MSE= 1.90, 

where Presidential Party takes the value “1” under a Democratic President and “-1” under a Republican.  For more detail and analysis, 
see Joseph Bafumi, Robert S. Erikson and Christopher Wlezien, “Ideological Balancing, Generic Polls and Midterm Congressional 
Elections,” at http://www.temple.edu/ipa/workingPapers/. 



 

                                                

a confidence interval from 51.3 to 58.7 percent, implying that the Democrats almost certainly would 

win a majority of the votes cast. 

 But would this mean that the Democrats would also win the most seats? If the Democrats were 

to win 55% of the vote, this would represent a 6.4 percentage point swing from 2004, when they 

received 48.6%.  If Democrats were to win exactly 6.4% more of the 2006 vote in every district than 

they won in 2004, they would win 228 seats.  However, an average swing of 6.4% percentage points 

will be spread unevenly—sometimes more than 6.4% and sometimes less.  We must take the degree 

of uniformity into account.  Moreover, as we already discussed, the prediction that the average vote 

swing will be 6.4% is itself subject to error.  We take these considerations into account by a set of 

simulations described below. The simulations suggest that a predicted national vote surge of 6.4 

percentage points would yield the Democrats 235 seats, for a 32-seat gain. This is 7 seats more than 

with uniform swing.  

 The simulations are constructed as follows. For each possible generic ballot integer value from 

50% Democratic to 60% Democratic, we compute 1,000 simulations of the 435 seat outcomes.  Each 

simulation includes:  

(a) a random draw from the density of the possible vote outcomes from our generic poll 

regression equation, based on the predict from the generic poll plus forecast error; and  

(b) a set of 435 random draws of  district level predictions conditional on the 2006 national 

shock (from [a]) plus district-level characteristics and shocks based on a regression model 

from the 2004 election.5   

Details are presented in the appendix. 

 For each generic ballot integer value from 50% Democratic to 60% Democratic, we have 

conducted 1000 simulations of the seat division as per the methodology discussed in the previous 

paragraph.  For each of the possible generic poll outcomes (50% Democratic, 51% Democratic, etc), 

we provide both a seat forecast (as an expectation) plus a probability estimate regarding whether the 

Democrats will win a majority (218 seats or more) of the seats.   

 Figure 1 shows the translation of the generic vote into a likely seat outcome with an 

accompanying probability of a Democratic majority of seats.  As can be seen, the threshold on the 

generic vote where the Democrats are favored to win the seat majority is 51 percentage points (in 

likely voter surveys) or between 52 and 53 percent (in registered voter surveys).  In terms of point 

 
5 Actually, the number of random draws is 374.  The remaining 61 districts are assigned automatically to the current party holding the 
seat due to unopposed candidacies in 2004. 



spreads, the cut point where the odds of partisan control are even is a spread of about 2 points in 

likely voter surveys (or about 5 points in registered voter surveys).    

 

Figure 1.  Summary of Simulated Election Outcomes Predicted from Varying 

Generic Ballot Poll Results  
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 Thus we see that the Democrats need more than the plurality of the generic vote in order to 

expect to control the House.  In the range where the Democrats have between 50 and 52 percent of the 

“two-party” generic vote, majority control is up for grabs.  But if the Democrats have 53% or more of 

the vote by the generic ballot question, as they do as of this writing, they are the heavy favorites 

(probability > .90) to win the House of Representatives.6

 Our forecast based on current generic polls is a Democratic gain in the range of 32 Democratic 

seats, an amount that exceeds most current forecasts.  Do we exaggerate Democratic prospects?  A 

                                                 
6 Readers conditioned to the idea that their districting advantage would allow the Republicans to govern with a minority of votes cast 
might be surprised that the threshold in terms of the national vote at which control is likely to revert to the Democrats is only slightly 
greater than 50%--about 51% of the generic vote and about 50.5 of the national vote.  (This threshold is at least one percentage point 
higher, however, in terms of the mean district vote.)  The explanation is the partisan asymmetry in 2006 retirements. Among retirees 
who had faced major-party competition in 2004, 19 were Republicans and only 6 were Democrats.  Strategic Republican retirements 
in anticipation of a Democratic wave would cause an electoral ripple even if the larger wave does not arrive.  Our calculations are that 
if there is no vote swing whatsoever from 2004 to 2006, the Democrats would pick up 5 or more seats just from the greater number of 
Republican than Democratic retirements.   

 



 

                                                

useful reality check is to consult available district level polls and compare them with our predictions 

for the same districts from our simulations assuming a 58%-42% split in the generic ballot polls.  

Averaged across 32 Republican-held districts with October polling, the average district level poll 

margin is 51.7% Democratic, 48.7% Republican.  For these same 32 districts, our average prediction is 

50.3% Democratic, 49.7% Republican.  The two sets of numbers match nicely. If anything, our 

simulations might underestimate Democratic strength in the sampled districts.7

 Of course if the poll numbers to the generic ballot question shift as the election nears, the 

forecast should be revised according to the weight of new polling information.  Figure 1 provides the 

guidance.  If current trends in the congressional generic ballot polling persist (which they have in 

past election campaigns), the Democrats are near certain to win control of the House.  But this 

assumes a continued Democratic lead of 8 or more points among likely voters in the generic ballot.  If 

the lead dips below this level, the Republicans can rekindle their hope of holding the House.   

After the Election 

The Republicans did not rekindle their hopes in the weeks leading up to the election and the 

result was very much as we forecasted.  Although the distribution of seats is not yet final, we do 

know that the Democrats will hold somewhere between 231 and 237, pending the counting in six 

undecided districts.  Regardless of how these districts sort out, the final result will be very close to 

our forecast of 235 Democratic seats.  This result confirms what we knew in advance of the election, 

namely, that the generic polls do contain meaningful information about the national vote swing.   

It is important to add that generic polls predict well not only when conducted near the end of 

the election cycle, as was done in our forecasting exercise.  They also predict well early in the election 

year.  Indeed, we could have forecasted the vote throughout the election year using available polls at 

the time.  Figure 2 shows the seat outcome and the probability of a Democratic take-over we would 

have predicted at different intervals throughout the election year. The results are derived as 

explained above except that the rule for converting the Democratic generic poll result to a national 

Democratic swing changes over the intervals studied.  Primarily, the amount that the Democrats are 

rewarded for being the out-party increases in intervals further from the election, that is, since 

impending balancing sentiments are increasingly incorporated into the polls as the election draws 

near.8  While we can detect a bit of wiggle from period to period, the expected verdict was essentially 

 
7 Like with the generic polls, we should discount the district leads in the polls by about half.  Pollsters are most likely to sample 
preferences in the districts thought to be competitive.  Thus, sampled districts might have larger than average Democratic gains. 
8 See Bafumi, Erikson and Wlezien, cited in note 4, for more information regarding this conversion. 



the same from the beginning of the year through to the very end.  That is, we could see the 

Democratic tide coming well in advance. 

Figure 2.  Summary of Simulated Election Outcomes Predicted from 

Generic Ballot Poll Results over Intervals during the Election Year  
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Appendix: Simulating Votes and Seats 

For each integer value of the vote from 50% Democratic to 60% Democratic in generic ballot 

polls, we obtain 1000 computer simulations of the seat distribution.  Each batch of 1000 simulations is 

based on a value of the national vote, Ngj.  

       Ngj  = Pg + ej,  

where Pg  =  the projected national Democratic percent of the vote given the prediction from the 

generic ballot result g, from the 15-election regression equation displayed below as Equation 1  

and ej = a random draw (j = 1 to 1000) from the distribution of error, signified by the root mean 

squared error (RMSE) in Equation 1. 

 

 

 

 



EQUATION 1 

Nat’l % Dem Vote   = 24.38 + 0.51 * Generic Ballot % – 1.09 * Presparty  + ej,         

  Adjusted R-squared = 0.75; Root MSE= 1.90, N=15 midterm elections, 1946-2002 

where Presparty = 1 if a Democratic President and -1 if a Republican President  

 

For each simulated value of the national vote, we need to simulate the outcome in 435 

congressional districts.  The district vote (Dgjk) is: 

Dgjk =Ngj + Lk + uk 

          =Pg + Lk + ej + uk,  

where Lk = the district (local) component of the expected district vote and uk = the simulation of the 

district k error.9  The formula for Lk differs for open seats and incumbent races.  For open seats (no 

incumbent running), the district vote simulation is from Equation 2. For seats where the incumbent 

seeks reelection, the district vote simulation is from Equation 3. 

 
EQUATION 2: Open seats 

Dgjkm = -42.61 + 0.89 * %Kerryk + Pg + ej + uk_open, 
 

where %Kerryk = the Kerry percent of the two-party vote in district k in 2004 

 

 

 

EQUATION 3: Incumbent races 

Dgjkm = -45.91 + 0.94 * %Dem(2004)k + 6.58 * Froshk  + Pg + ej + uk_incumbent, 

where %Dem(2004)k = the Democratic vote for the House in district k in 2004; 
Frosh k = 1 if a Freshman Democrat in 2006 and -1 if a 2006 Freshman Republican, 
otherwise 0. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The numerical parameters of equations 2 and 3 are derived from regression equations 

predicting the 2004 district vote for 2004 open seats and 2004 incumbent races.10  The constant terms 

                                                 
9 Actually, all simulated errors ei and uk are drawn fresh with each iteration.   
10 For incumbent races, the incumbent’s past vote is an obvious benchmark.  For open seats, we substitute the district presidential vote 
as a measure of underlying district partisanship. 

 



 

                                                

of Equations 2 and 3  (-42.61 and -45.91) offset Pg, the projected national vote from the generic polls.  

The constants represent the 2004 regression intercepts minus the 2004 national vote.11    

 Importantly, the root mean squared errors from the two 2004 regression equations provide the 

standard deviations for uk_open and uk_incumbent.  For open seats, this value is 7.56.  For incumbent races, it 

is 5.20.  These values represent the uncertainty around the district vote after taking into account the 

projected district vote from the 2004 presidential vote (open seats) or 2004 congressional vote 

(incumbent seats). 

 The final step is to tally the 1000 simulated outcomes for each of eleven values of the generic 

vote, 50% Democratic to 60% Democratic.  For generic ballot result g, we obtain 1000 estimates of the 

national vote Njg, each with 435 estimates of the district vote Dgjk.  For each value of the generic vote j, 

we record the mean seat outcome, the distribution of 1000 seat outcomes, and the frequency with 

which the seat outcome for the Democrats equals or surpasses 218, the number for a numerical 

majority.  This provides the basis for the graph of Figure 1.   

 

 
11 For the adjustment, we assume that the mean district vote swing (for districts contested in both 2004 and 2006) equals the net 2004-
2006 national vote swing in terms of votes counted.  The 2004 open seat equation, based on the 2004 presidential vote, provides a 
baseline equation.  With no net swing 2004-2006, this equation would apply unmodified for 2006.  For specific hypothetical values of 
the vote (Pg), the constant is the original intercept minus 48.6 (the national 2004 congressional vote).  Note that the equation adds the 
hypothetical 2006 national vote (Pg).  For incumbent races, the procedure for determining the constant term is the same except that 
some algebra must be applied so that the net swing of the mean district vote is consistent with the national vote.  For incumbent races, 
the constant equals the intercept for the 2004 incumbent race equation minus 48.6 (2004 national vote) minus 1.72.  The 1.72-point 
adjustment is necessary so that the projected mean district swing across all districts equals the difference between the projected 
national vote (Pg) and 48.6.  Given our methodology, all seats that were uncontested in 2004 must be assigned to the 2004 winner. 
Bernie Sanders’s former seat as an Independent is assigned to the Democratic candidate. 



 
The 2006 House Elections:  Forecasts and Results 

 
Alfred G. Cuzán 

The University of West Florida 
 

As most forecasts made with formal models anticipated, last year’s mid-term elections resulted 

in the Democrats regaining control of the U.S. House of Representatives.  This put an end to twelve 

years of continuous Republican dominion of that chamber (see Figure 1).   

Prior to 2006, models for forecasting the outcome of House elections had not been particularly 

successful (Jones and Cuzán 2006).  In 2002, when the Republicans added to their majority, three 

forecasts wrongly predicted a turnover in favor of the Democrats (Abramowitz 2002, Erikson and 

Bafumi 2002, Lewis-Beck and Tien 2002).   

But as shown in Table 1, this time four of the six statistical models correctly predicted that the 

Democrats would retake the House.  The mean absolute error was 9-10 seats (depending on which 

Abramowitz’s forecast is used—see notes #4 and #6), or about half the average incurred by nine 

models appearing between 1974 and 2002 (Jones and Cuzán 2006).   

Comparing the models, all but one (the exception being Cuzán & Bundrick’s) incorporated at 

least one measure of public opinion, be it presidential approval rating (those of Abramowitz, Brandt 

& Brunell, and Campbell) or the generic party ballot (Bafumi, Erikson & Wlezien’s) or both (Klarner 

& Buchanan’s).  Three included one or more economic predictors (those of Brandt & Brunell, Cuzán 

& Bundrick, and Klarner & Buchanan) and two a measure of candidate quality (Abramowitz’s and 

Klarner & Buchanan’s).  Also, three models used simulations to generate a probability distribution of 

outcomes (those of Bafumi, Erikson & Wlezien, Brandt & Brunell, and Klarner & Buchanan).  

Interestingly, the three models with the most accurate forecasts (Abramowitz’s, Bafumi, Erikson & 

Wlezien’s, and Klarner & Buchanan’s) are distinguished by having incorporated both district-level 

(open seats, candidate quality, percent voting for Kerry in 2004) and national-level variables 



(presidential approval rating or the generic ballot).  Only one of the other three models (Campbell’s) 

did so (percent of marginal seats). 

In sum, 2006 was a good year for mid-term elections forecasting.  Perhaps a corner has been 

turned and the performance of House elections models will become comparable to that attained by 

those used in presidential elections forecasting.   

It was also a good year for the Democrats.  Not only did they regain control of the House (and 

Senate), they did so without yielding a single seat.  All party turnovers occurred in districts (or states, 

in the case of the Senate) in Republican hands.  However, the Democrats’ 30-seat gain in the House 

was average for a midterm election.  Compared to previous off-year elections which led to the 

president’s party actually losing control (1918, 1930, 1946, 1954 and 1994), their victory was even less 

impressive.  In those five instances, the average incumbent loss was 40 seats, which amounted to 16% 

of their congressional representation.  By contrast, last year the Republicans saw their membership 

shrink by 13%.  Ironically, in the 110th Congress, the Democrats will control 232 seats and the 

Republicans 202, which is exactly the reverse of the party division in the previous Congress.  

(Additionally, as they did before the election, the Democrats can count on another vote from the lone 

seat occupied by an Independent, Bernard “Bernie” Sanders of Vermont.)  

The 2006 results suggest that the Democrats’ victory does not augur a return to the kind of 

hegemony they enjoyed in the four decades that ended with the 1994 election (see Figure 1).  It is 

more likely that the system is in for a repeat of the pattern exhibited between 1910 and 1954, during 

which the parties took turns at controlling the House from one to eight terms, the average tenure 

lasting four terms.      



 
Table 1. Forecasts for Republican Seat Losses1 in the 2006 Elections  

for the U. S. House of Representatives 

Author N2 Forecast 
range3

Forecast 
point3

Absolute 
Error 

     
Abramowitz4 28 22-28 25* 5 
Abramowitz4 28  29*  1 

Bafumi, Erikson & Wlezien 15  32* 2 
Brandt & Brunell 30 6-19 12 18 

Campbell 14-30 10-16 13 17 
Cuzán & Bundrick 46 16-25 20* 10 

Klarner & Buchanan5 16 14-31 22* 8 
     

Mean Absolute Error6    9-10 
     

1  The Republicans won 232 seats in 2004 and 202 in 2006, resulting in a 30-seat loss.   
2   N is the number of historical elections on which the model was based, although three (those of Bafumi, Erikson & Wlezien, Brandt & Brunell, and 
Klarner & Buchanan)  simulated additional “elections.” 
3  The range refers to the lowest and the highest forecast obtained with alternative specifications or different models estimated by the authors.  The 
forecast point was either specified by the authors or calculated as the midpoint of the range. 
4 There are two forecast for Abramowitz, one cited in the references and the other unpublished but included in Polly’s Updates at 
politicalforecasting.com.  The source for the latter is personal electronic communication, dated October 13, 2006.  Based on  “information about 
challenger quality from Gary Jacobson,” Abramowitz’s revised his forecast as follows:  “The new prediction, based on previous Republican seat % of 
53.5, midterm dummy variable of +1 (GOP presidential midterm), net presidential approval in first September Gallup Poll of -17, generic ballot margin 
in first September Gallup Poll of -12 (based on registered voters), 2% Democratic advantage in open seats and 3% Democratic advantage in challenger 
quality is a Democratic gain of 29 seats in the House.”   
5 Winner of the 2006 Pollyprize Competition sponsored by the International Institute of Forecasters.  See politicalforecasting.com. 
6 The mean forecast error varies slightly depending on which of the two of Abramowitz’s forecasts is used.  See note #4. 
* Forecast correctly called for a turnover in the House of Representatives in favor of the Democrats. 
Sources:  See references for the authors’ 2006 publications or papers.  But see note #4 on Abramowitz’s second, revised forecast. 

 

Figure 1.  Post-Election Distribution of Seats in the U.S. House of Representatives 
by Party, 1914-2006
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The New Personalities in the House of Representatives:  Who Are They, and 
Why Will They Matter? 

 
Jeff Gulati 

Bentley College 
 

The Democrats are in control of the House of Representatives for the first time in 12 years, 

following their capture of 30 Republican-held House seats in the 2006 elections.  In addition, the 100th 

Congress includes 52 new members—39 Democrats and 13 Republicans—and three Democrats who 

return to Capitol Hill after two years of involuntary sabbatical.  The large freshman class, coupled 

with a change in party control undoubtedly will have a significant influence on the policymaking 

process, could reshape the caucus, and may well bring long lasting institutional change (e.g., see 

Polsby 2004; Rohde 1991; Sinclair 1989).  Moreover, the large freshman class could field many of the 

next generation of party leaders, committee chairs, agenda setters, and dominating personalities.  An 

examination of the career paths and personal characteristics of these new members may offer us some 

insight into the changes and continuities that we may observe in the 110th Congress and beyond.1  

New Members: Democratic Holds 

The 12 new Democrats elected in districts previously held by a Democrat (or by Bernie 

Sanders) come to Capitol Hill with considerable experience in electoral politics, and many have had 

careers as accomplished legislators.  Peter Welch (VT) arrives having served as President Pro Temp of 

the Vermont Senate, while Alberto Sires (NJ-13) served as Speaker of New Jersey’s State Assembly.  

When he was a member of the State House, State Senator Charlie Wilson (OH-6) served as the 

chamber’s minority whip.  Maize Hirono (HI-2) arrives after having completed two terms as Lt. 

Governor and seven terms in Hawaii’s House.  Steve Cohen (TN-9), Keith Ellison (MN-5), Betty 

Sutton (OH-13) also arrive with state legislative experience.  Hank Johnson (GA-4), Yvette Clarke 

                                                 
1 Information on the new House members was derived from a variety of election resources, but most notably from the National 
Journal’s “The Newly Elected Members of Congress,” available online at 
http://nationaljournal.com/members/campaign/2006/profiles/. 



  

(NY-11), and Kathy Castor (FL-11) never served in the state legislature, but all were elected to local 

offices in heavily populated areas.  

Two Democrats who won in Democratic-held open seats won in their first race for public 

office, but still come to Congress with considerable political experience.  Phil Hare (IL-17) replaced 

his old boss, Lane Evans, for whom he worked 23 years as an aide.  John Sarbanes, whose father 

served 30 years in the U.S. Senate, brings experience as a clerk for a federal judge and as chair of his 

law firm’s health care practice.   

Although their career paths are quite similar, there is significant diversity among this group 

with respect to their personal characteristics. Five of the new members are ethnic minorities, 

reflecting somewhat the racial demographics of core Democrats:  Ms. Clarke, Mr. Ellison, and Mr. 

Johnson are African American; Mr. Sires was born in Cuban; and Ms. Hirona was born in Japan.  Mr. 

Ellison also will be remembered for being the first Muslim to win an election of federal office, and 

because he is the only new black member who replaced a white member, allowing the Democrats to 

keep the seat held by Martin Sabo for 28 years.  Minnesota’s 5th, moreover, is the only majority-white 

district outside of the South that is represented by an African American.  Steve Cohen, on the other 

hand, who is white and Jewish, is the only new white member who replaced an African American, 

winning the black-majority-seat that had been held by Harold Ford and his father since 1974.  Four of 

the members from this group—Ms. Castor¸ Ms. Sutton, Hirona, and Clarke--are women.  Hirona and 

Johnson are the only two Buddhists in the 110th Congress.  

 Although, understandably, much of our attention has been directed towards the new 

Democrats who in a Republican seat, this group of 12 may well become the rising legislative stars of 

the Democratic Party.  In addition to arriving in Washington with accomplished political careers, 

their electoral security provides them with an opportunity to establish long and successful careers in 

the House.  This group, as a whole, was elected with an average of 66% of the vote.  Moreover, the 



  

average 2004 presidential vote for Senator John Kerry in these 12 districts was 63%.  If the Democrats 

are the majority-party a decade from now, it is very likely that many of these freshmen will be 

holding significant leadership positions in the House. 

New Members: Republican-to-Democrat Switches 

The freshman class also includes 30 Democrats who replaced a Republican, either by defeating 

an incumbent or winning an open seat. These members, in general, come to Washington with little 

legislative expertise or experience in electoral politics.  Approximately 69% of these members had 

never held an elected office, in contrast to their colleagues who were elected in traditionally-

Democratic districts.  In addition, many are “non-politicians,” having run as genuine outsiders.  For 

example, former NFL quarterback Heath Shuler, who was initially recruited by Republicans in 

Tennessee to run for Congress, ran for a seat in his native North Carolina and defeated incumbent 

Charles Taylor.  Navy veterans Patrick Murphy (PA-8) and Joe Sestack (PA-7) and Sheriff Brad 

Ellsworth (IN-8) also arrive having ousted incumbents.   

Two political science professors are new members in the 110th Congress.  Chris Carney, an 

associate professor at Pennsylvania State specializing in security issues, defeated scandal-plagued 

incumbent Don Sherwood.  Dave Loesback (IA-2), a professor of international relations at Cornell 

College, managed a major upset over the 30-year veteran Republican Jim Leach. As an interesting 

aside, Professor Loesback had invited Mr. Leach, who recently chaired the House Foreign Relations 

Committee, to guest lecture in his class on several occasions during the past few years. Loesback ran 

in spite of his collegial relationship with the incumbent and Mr. Leach’s moderate voting record that 

included casting the only vote among House Republicans denying President Bush authorization to 

invade Iraq.   

Others were able to secure unexpected victories for the Democrats, despite having somewhat 

less remarkable careers. High school geography teacher and football coach Tim Walz (MN-1), social 



  

worker Carol Shea-Porter (NH-1), allergist Steve Kagen (WI-8), and pharmaceutical researcher/math 

teacher Nancy Boyda (KS-2) all were quite active in politics before their run for office, although Shea-

Porter and Kagen were not even their party’s preferred candidate for the nomination.  

About one-fourth of this group of 30 arrives with successful careers in the private-sector.  

Venture capitalist Tim Mahoney (FL-16) narrowly won the seat that Mark Foley vacated in late 

September.  Health executive Jason Altmire (PA-4) and small-business owner Joe Donnelley (IN-2) 

also defeated Republican incumbents.  Although the DCCC favored another candidate in the 

primary, engineer and entrepreneur Jerry McNerney (CA-11) defeated Richard Pombo in a rematch 

of their 2004 contest, which he had lost by 22 points.  Zach Space (OH-18) also was not the first choice 

of his party’s establishment, but managed a decisive win over Joy Padgett in the seat left open by 

Congressman Bob Ney’s early retirement.  

The two new members who truly epitomize the term “outsider,” are John Yarmouth (KY-3) 

and John Hall (NY-19).  Mr. Yarmouth, the founder and editor of an alternative newspaper, the 

Louisville Eccentric Observer, defeated six-term incumbent Anne Northrup.  Mr. Hall, a founding 

member of the 1970’s band Orleans (who performed the top 10 hits “Still the One,” and “Dance with 

Me”), scored a surprising defeat of 11-term incumbent Sue Kelly.  Mr. Hall also was the only 

challenger to appear on the Colbert Report, invited after Congresswoman Kelly declined the host’s 

offer to be interviewed for his “Better Know a District” segment.  

Not all of the Democratic newcomers who replaced a Republican come to Washington with 

little or no experience.  Some, in fact, arrive as well-seasoned legislators, including three who have a 

very intimate knowledge of Capitol Hill.  Baron Hill (IN-9) returns to Congress after winning a 

rematch against Rep. Mike Sordrell, to whom he lost in 2004.  Elected to the House in 1996 to 

represent the Texas 9th, Nick Lamspon (TX-22) also lost in 2004 after he was moved into the 23rd as a 

result of Tom Delay’s redistricting initiative, but returns, ironically, as the representative of the 22nd, 



  

Delay’s old seat.  Ciro Rodriguez was another causality of redistricting to make a comeback, having 

served in the House since 1997 before losing in a Democratic primary in 2004.  He returns after 

defeating incumbent Henry Bonilla, whose 23rd district was redrawn for the third time this decade.  

Ron Klein (FL-22) is another experienced Democratic newcomer, and comes to Capitol Hill 

after serving as Florida’s Senate Minority Leader and defeating 13-term incumbent Clay Shaw.  

Joining him from the state legislatures are Joe Courtney (CT-2), Gabrielle Giffords (AZ-8), Harry 

Mitchell (AZ-5), Chris Murphy (CT-5), and Earl Perlmutter (CO-7).  Before his election to Arizona’s 

State Senate, Mr. Mitchell was the mayor of Tempe for 16 years.  Others with related experience 

include Jason Altmire, who worked for six years as a congressional staffer for Florida’s Pete Peterson, 

and John Hall, who served for one term in an elected local office.   

A few of the newcomers without experience in elected office have come to Capitol Hill as 

experienced prosecutors attorneys.  Michael Arcuri (NY-24), who won Sherwood Boelter’s open seat, 

was a District Attorney; Kirsten Gillibrand (NY-20), who defeated John Sweeney, was Special 

Counsel for HUD during the Clinton administration; and Paul Hodes (NH-2), who defeated Jeb 

Bradley, served as New Hampshire’s Assistant Attorney General.  Bruce Braley (IA-1), brings 20 

years of experience as a practicing attorney with him to Washington.  In all, 40% of the Democrats 

who have replaced a Republican have degrees in law.   

In addition to generally having much less political experience than their counterparts, who 

won in Democratic-held districts, this cohort of Democrats is much less diverse.  Only four—Boyda, 

Giffords, Gillibrand, Shea-Porter—are women, while Ciro Rodriquez is the only ethnic minority 

among the 30, replacing another Mexican-American, Henry Bonilla.   

It is not surprising that these new Democrats would resemble the Republicans that they 

replaced since most were elected in Republican-leaning districts.  President Bush won an average of 



  

53% of the 2004 presidential voter in these districts, while John Kerry won an average of only 46%.  In 

their own races, these Democrats averaged only 53% of the vote against their Republican opponents.  

Table 1:  Personal and Professional Profile of New Members of the 110th House of 
Representatives 

 Democratic  
Holds 
(n=12)

RÆD  
Switches 
(n=30)

Republican  
Holds 
(n=13)

 % % % 
Gender    
  Male 66.7 86.7 84.6 
  Female 33.3 13.3 15.4 
    
Race/Ethnicity    
  White 58.3 96.7 100.0 
  Black 25.0 0.0 0.0 
  Asian 8.3 0.0 0.0 
  Hispanic 8.3 3.3 0.0 
    
Occupation    
  Attorney 63.6 36.7 38.5 
  Business 25.0 23.3 30.8 
  Educator 0.0 20.0 7.7 
  Engineering/Tech 0.0 6.7 0.0 
  Athlete/Coach 0.0 3.3 7.7 
  Entertainer 0.0 3.3 0.0 
  Farmer/Rancher 0.0 3.3 0.0 
  Health care 0.0 3.3 0.0 
  Journalist 0.0 3.3 0.0 
  Law Enforcement 0.0 3.3 0.0 
  Policy/Govt. 8.3 3.3 7.7 
    
Political Experience    
  House/Sen./Gov. 0.0 10.0 0.0 
  State Legislature 58.3 16.7 92.3 
  Other elective office 25.0 6.7 0.0 
  No elective office 16.7 66.7 7.7 
    
2006 Vote 65.5 53.0 55.8 
2004 Bush vs. Kerry 36.8 vs. 62.6 53.2 vs. 46.1 61.8 vs. 37.4 

Source: Data compiled by the author. 



  

                                                

 

To survive past their first term, this group of Democrats will have to appeal to moderates and 

other swing-voters in their districts.  At this point, nine have joined the business-oriented New 

Democrat Coalition, two have joined the moderate-to-conservative Blue Dogs, and six have affiliated 

themselves with both.  With the narrow Democratic majority and loss of over half of the 20 

Republican moderates from the 109th Congress, both the Blue Dogs and New Democrats will 

represent the new, more robust political center in the House .2  Moreover, in an attempt to fortify 

their hold on these newly won seats, the Democratic leadership is helping freshman members by 

awarding them important committee assignments, including their names as sponsors and co-

sponsors on politically popular bills, and providing orientation seminars on effective constituency 

service practices, generating positive local news coverage and early fundraising.3  These Democrats 

will become part of the House’s new center in terms of policy, and will be instrumental in shaping its 

character and success.  

New Members: Republican Holds 

The 110th Congress includes 13 Republican freshmen, all of whom were elected in seats left 

open by Republican retirements.  Like the Democrats who held their own seats, these Republicans 

have come to Washington with considerable experience.  All but one—Vern Buchanan (FL-13)—have 

served in the state legislature, including Kevin McCarthy (CA-22), who was Minority Leader in the 

California Assembly and Mary Fallin (OK-5), who was elected Lieutenant Governor for three terms. 

Gus Bilrakis (FL-9) succeeds his father in the seat that he held for 24 years. Coincidentally, Florida 

now has three House members who have had a parent that previously served in the House. 

 
2 David Nather, “Democrats on a Mission to the Middle,” Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, December 4, 2006, pp. 3224+. 
3 Adam Nagourney, “With Their Eye on 2008, Democrats Nurture Vulnerable House Freshmen,” New York Times, December 21, 
2006, P. A30. 



  

Moreover, Kathy Castor’s mother previously held statewide office and two other current members—

Lincoln Diaz-Balart and Mario Diaz-Balart—are brothers.  

Demographically, this group of newcomers reflects the demographic characteristics of 

Republican officeholders in general.  All of the new Republicans are white and only two are 

women—Fallin and Michele Bachmann.  As whole, only 10% of Republican House members in the 

110th Congress are women and only 3% are non-white.  In stark contrast, 22% of the Democrats in the 

current Congress are women and 25% are African American, Asian American, or Latino.  

While little attention likely will be given to this small group of Republican newcomers over the 

next two years, many are sure to acquire considerable expertise and stature during their 

congressional careers.  They won their seats during one of the worst election cycles for Republicans 

since 1974, and were elected in reasonably Republican districts.  They were elected with an average of 

56% of the vote in their own races, while President Bush won an average of 62% in 2004.  With a 

significant number of retirements likely to occur among veteran Republicans who have no interest in 

serving as part of the minority, this group of 13 could play a significant role in the Republican 

Conference in the very near future.  

The Bigger Picture 

Even with a change in partisan control and a substantial turnover in membership, the overall 

demographic picture between the 109th and 110th Congresses, on the surface, is remarkably similar.  

In both Congresses, about three-fourths of the members had held elected office prior to winning their 

House seat; a little less than 40% had careers as attorneys; and nearly a similar percentage had careers 

in business.  The number of African Americans and Latinos remains unchanged from the previous 

Congress, while the number of Asian Americans increased by only one member.  The number of 

women also increased by only one, from 70 members in the 109th Congress to 71 in the 110th, bringing 

the number of women in the House of Representatives to a new all-time high. 



  

Table 2:  Comparing Two House Majorities 
 109th Republicans 

(n=231)
110th Democrats  

(n=233)
 % % 
Gender   
  Male: 90 78.5 
  Female: 10 21.5 
   
Race/Ethnicity   
  White 97.9 74.7 
  Black 0.0 16.7 
  Asian 0.4 1.7 
  Hispanic 1.7 6.9 
   
Occupation   
  Attorney 32.2 43.2 
  Business 52.8 25.1 
  Educator 14.0 20.4 
  Engineering/Tech 1.3 0.9 
  Athlete/Coach 0.9 0.5 
  Entertainer 0.4 1.4 
  Farmer/Rancher 7.0 4.1 
  Health care 4.3 3.2 
  Journalist 2.2 1.4 
  Law Enforcement 1.3 2.7 
  Policy/Govt. 22.6 23.2 
   
Political Experience   
  House/Sen./Gov. 2.1 2.6 
  State Legislature 52.2 47.6 
  Other elective office 15.2 23.6 
  No elective office 29.4 26.2 

Source: Data compiled by the author.



  

 

Since the contemporary House operates largely under a model of conditional party 

government (Aldrich and Rohde 2001; Dodd and Oppenheimer 2005), it may be more useful to 

compare the demographics of the members of the majority party in the current Congress with the 

members of the majority party in the previous Congress.  In the 109th Congress, 90% of the 

Republicans were men and 98% were white.  In the 110th Congress, however, only 79% of the 

Democrats are men and only 74% are white.  With the Democrats in control, women and minorities 

also have become much more influential in the House.  In addition to electing Nancy Pelosi (D-CA) 

as Speaker, Democrats selected Louise Slaughter to chair the Committee on Rules and Charles Rangel 

to chair the Committee on Ways and Means.  Woman and minorities also were selected to chair the 

Judiciary, Homeland Security, Intelligence, Small Business, and House Administration Committees.  

A woman had not chaired a House committee since Jan Myer’s (R-KS) retirement in 1996.   

 Members of the two majorities also traveled through different career paths on their way to 

Congress.  Over half of the Republicans in the 109th Congress arrived on Capitol Hill with a 

background in business, while only about one-third arrived with a background in law.  In the 110th 

Congress, however, only one-fourth of the Democrats have a business background, while 43% have a 

law background.  In addition, Republicans were more likely to have had a background in agriculture, 

while Democrats are more likely to have had careers in education.  Democrats also are more likely to 

have come to Washington having served previously in an elected office, although nearly the same 

percentage of Republicans and Democrats had experience in the state legislatures.   

A Look Ahead to 2008 

Although the 110th Congress has not even completed its first 100 days, it is never too early for 

us election-junkies to begin analyzing the possibilities for 2008.  Moreover, a number of prominent 

political analysts began speculating on the 2008 presidential race before the 2006 congressional were 



  

                                                

even over!  A more serious reason to look ahead, however, is that the Democrats will need to 

maintain their majority for some time if the partisan and membership changes that occurred in 2006 

can lead to significant institutional changes and policy initiatives.   

Republicans surely already have begun to focus much of their attention on the 10 freshmen 

Democrats who won in districts where President Bush won at least 55% of the presidential vote in 

2004.  Most likely at the top of the Republicans’ list will be Nick Lampson.  In 2004, President Bush 

carried his district with 64% of the vote and last November, Republicans were forced to field a write-

in candidate, following DeLay’s late resignation.  Lampson, however,  is not really a freshman and 

represented part of the district in the past, making it difficult for Republicans to reclaim the seat even 

if they nominate a strong candidate whose name actually appears on the ballot.  Ciro Rodriguez’s 

(TX-23) seat also will be high on the Republicans’ list since President Bush won 65% in that district, 

although it is heavily Latino and their support for Mr. Bush may have been more personal rather than 

identification with Republicans.  

Two other targets may be Baron Hill and Nancy Boyda, who both won with roughly 50% of 

the vote.  Mr. Hill is another member making a return to the House and should be tough to oust a 

second time.  Boyda does not have any legislative experience and may find it difficult to establish 

herself in the House in just one term.  Kansas Republicans are deeply divided ideologically, however, 

making it uncertain if they will be able to field a consensus candidate to reclaim the seat.4  Chris 

Carney, Zach Space, and Heath Shuler also bring no legislative experience with them to Washington 

and may not have won their races, had the opposing incumbent not been tarnished with scandal.  

Brad Ellsworth, Joe Donnelly, and Steve Kagan defeated weak incumbents, but they, too, will be 

serving in their first elected office.   

 
4 Peter Slevin, “Trounced at Polls, Kansas GOP Is Still Plagued by Infighting,” The Washington Post, December 29, 2006, p. A2. 



  

Another group of freshmen Democrats that Republicans surely will target are those who won 

their first race by a narrow margin.  In addition to Hill and Boyda, Tim Mahoney, Joe Courtney, Pat 

Murphy, Harry Mitchell, John Yarmouth, and Ron Klein won with less than 51% of the vote.  Most of 

these seats will be difficult ones for Republicans to reclaim, however.  Courtney, Klein, and Murphy 

are all former state legislators, who won in districts that John Kerry won as well in 2004.  Yarmouth’s 

district also has always leaned Democratic.  While Mitchell’s district leans Republican, he already has 

established a strong presence in the area with his long tenure as mayor of Tempe and recent election 

to the State Senate.  Mark Foley’s replacement, Tim Mahoney, may be the most vulnerable among this 

group, winning slightly less than a majority of the vote even with Foley’s name still appearing on the 

ballot.  Still, by excluding the three Kerry districts with experienced newcomers and Texas’ 23rd, that 

leaves only 12 seats that have a fair chance of turning over, 5 short of the number that they need to 

reclaim the majority.  

Another scenario for 2008, of course, is that the Democrats will expand their majority.  There 

were 11 districts that the Republican managed to hold, but in which President Bush had won less 

than 55% of the vote in 2004.  Part of the problem for Democrats in these districts is that they failed to 

recruit quality challengers.  Michael Ferguson (NJ-7) was the only member of this group who was 

challenged by a candidate who had been elected to the state legislature. Only three Democratic 

candidates had been elected to a local office.  With the success of Democrats in 2006 and their control 

of the House, many of the more experienced state legislators who refused to give up their safe seats 

last year should be eager to run this time around.    

Whichever scenario is realized also will depend on how the situation in Iraq develops, who the 

parties will nominate for President, and how well the Democratic Congress as a whole performs.  

Will Speaker Pelosi and the Democratic leadership be able to further their legislative agenda and 

make due on their promises to change the culture of the House?  Or will they overreach and become 



  

embroiled in their own scandals and infighting?  The answers to these questions will help reveal 

whether the careers of many of the newly-elected Democrats will resemble the brief one-term careers 

of Steve Stockman, Fred Heineman, and Michael Patrick Flanagan or the resilient six-term careers of 

Charlie Bass, Anne Northrup, and John Hostettler.  
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"The profile of corruption in the exit polls was bigger than I'd expected: Abramoff, lobbying, Foley and 
Haggard [the disgraced evangelical leader] added to the general distaste that people have for all things 
Washington, and it just reached critical mass." 

Karl Rove, Deputy Chief of Staff and 
Senior Advisor to the President2

 
Despite large enough Democratic gains to switch the majority control in both chambers of the 

Congress, the 2006 election returns proved once again that most House incumbents running under 

the taint of scandal survive their reelection contests.  To be more precise, only three of the twelve 

scandal-plagued incumbents identified by Roll Call and ABC News as being either under “federal 

investigation” or on a “scandal watch” list lost their reelection bids.3  What is more intriguing is that 

these results are not unusual.  During the 1966-2002 time frame a full two-thirds of the incumbent 

members who engaged in scandalous behavior and who chose to run for reelection won.   

Why are so many tainted members returned to the House when the majority of voters have 

expressed outrage and disgust in exit polls and public opinion surveys?4  Incumbent members are 

protected by the electoral cycle, which limits the voters’ choices in both the primary and the general 

elections.  The findings of several linear regressions also suggest that party affiliation constrains both 

when voters’ react to allegations of scandalous behavior and how they react to different types of 
 

1 This paper is based on the remarks that were prepared for the Northeastern Political Science Association’s Annual Meeting in 
Boston, Massachusetts, November 9-11, 2006.  It also draws from the findings in Brown 2001, 2006. 
2 Allen, Mike. 2006. “The Architect Speaks” on The Allen Report at Time.com (Time’s White House Correspondent’s blog), 
November 10, 2006 at http://time-blog.com/allen_report/2006/11/the_architect_speaks.html (accessed November 10, 2006).   
3 Roll Call’s list (October 26, 2006) included incumbents who were either being investigated by the FBI or the Department of Justice 
and ABC News’ Scandal Watch list included incumbents with a variety of ethical issues available at 
http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/popup?id=2610788 (accessed November 1, 2006). 
4 An AP/Ipsos Poll released on October 5, 2006, lead with the headline, “Voters Say Scandals Will Affect Their Vote in the Midterm 
Elections,” available at http://www.ipsos-na.com/news/pressrelease.cfm?id=3210 (accessed November 10, 2006)  and CNN’s Exit 
Poll showed that 54 percent disapproved of how GOP leaders handled the House page scandal and that 74 percent said that 
corruption/ethics were important in determining their vote, available at 
http://www.cnn.com/ELECTION/2006/pages/results/states/US/H/00/epolls.html (accessed on November 7, 2006).  



 

 

 
scandals.  Still, the incumbent scandals of the 2006 cycle were not unimportant.  They likely affected 

the election outcome in two significant, albeit indirect ways: retirements and challengers.  Thus, even 

though the majority of scandal-plagued members won reelection, the charge leveled by the 

Democrats against the Republicans for creating a “culture of corruption” likely helped the Democrats 

swing the majority control of the House to their favor. 

Incumbent Scandals, Constituent Trust, and the Electoral Process 

Incumbents go to great lengths to foster constituency trust (Bianco 1994; 1998b; Braithwaite 

and Levi 1998).  They work both at home and in Washington to engender support and build trust 

among their constituents (Fenno 1978:56).  Voters also have expectations about how their 

representatives should behave.  They expect their members to do good things for their district and to 

be good – to represent well their community (Rahn and Crammer, 1996; Riggle, et. al. 1992.).  Each 

voter may have different expectations, but generally, it seems reasonable to assume that when a 

member engages in scandalous behavior, voters will alter negatively their assessment of that 

incumbent’s personal character and in some cases, lose trust in them. 

Character assessments and the scandalous behavior, which may impact them, however, are 

likely to only be one part of a voter’s overall assessment of their representative.  Evaluations of a 

representative could just as easily include (a) the perceived issue proximity to the voter, or perhaps, 

used as a cue, the party affiliation of that member, and (b) a retrospective evaluation of that member’s 

performance as an officeholder.  Thus, a formal articulation of trust might be that: 

Ti (Trust) = P i (Party Affiliation) + R i (Retrospective Evaluation) + C i (Character Assessment) 

If these variables are positive, then it is assumed that the voter possesses a high level of trust for the 

incumbent (i) and they would then likely cast their ballot in favor of that representative.  If, however, 

one of the variables is negative, trust is presumed to be lower, and the opportunity increases for a 



 

 

 
challenger (c) to beat that incumbent.  This simple equation becomes quite powerful when one 

considers the electoral cycle itself. 

During a primary election, the party affiliation variable is largely held constant across 

candidates (the distance between party members is usually small in terms of actual and perceived 

policy differences).  Should the incumbent’s character assessment variable be negative, then it 

becomes more likely that the voters would vote for the challenger, especially if the retrospective 

evaluation of the member’s performance is also negative and it is assumed that P > R > C (see: 

statement A).  Interestingly, these preferences (P > R > C) also reveal how it is that some voters may 

“hold their nose” and vote for a scandal-plagued incumbent, if that member has earned a positive 

retrospective evaluation from their constituents (see: statement B). 

Primary Election 

A:  Ti = (+Pi) + (-Ri) + (-Ci)  <   Tc = (+Pc) + (0*Rc) + (+Cc) 

B:  Ti = (+Pi) + (+Ri) + (-Ci)  >   Tc = (+Pc) + (0*Rc) + (+Cc) 

In the general election, when the party affiliation variable is very different for the candidates, 

the character assessment variable may become even less important to the voters.  In essence, a voter 

may be willing to vote for an unscrupulous incumbent with whom they agree and believe is 

performing well in their position, in order to prevent a candidate of virtuous character with whom 

they disagree from ascending to the elected official position (see: statement C).  In fact, voting for the 

challenger may be the worst of all possible worlds because not only would they have elected 

someone with whom they disagree and who has no record of performance, but they would have 

elected a candidate who appears to have no character flaws and would be even more difficult to 

remove from office in a future election. 

 



 

 

 

                                                

General Election 

C:  Ti = (+Pi) + (+Ri) + (-Ci)   >     Tc = (-Pc) + (0*Rc) + (+Cc) 

The electoral cycle, therefore, constrains the choices placed before the voter and in doing so, 

insulates the incumbent.  Further, if an incumbent engages in scandalous behavior and has no 

challenger5 or a weak one in his primary, then he will most likely win both his primary and general 

election contests.  If, on the other hand, he has a strong challenger in his primary and he loses, the 

voter’s preferred political party would still have an opportunity in the general election to win the seat 

with a new and untainted nominee.  Thus, this process encourages voters to make their decisions in 

the primary election on a character dimension, while it tends to promote, decision-making in the 

general election on a party, policy, and/or performance dimension. 

A Model of Scandal and Some Findings 

In the scholarly literature, research on scandals in government stretch into several diverse 

fields of study, but the largest body of work approaches them historically.6  Most find that while 

cases of corruption may appear to be occurring more frequently than in the past, there is no evidence 

to suggest that corruption has actually increased in American politics (Garment 1991: 6; Thompson 

1995:2; Williams 1998:9).7  Still, they tend to criticize the current state of ethics in government and call 

for reforms to better institutionalize morality.  While most explain that past reforms have 

institutionalized scandal-hunting (instead of morality), they often suggest that the best cure for 

unethical behavior are more reforms (Sabato and Simpson 1996; Williams 1998). 

 
5 From 1976 to 1996, incumbent members of the House had competitive challengers only about 3 percent of the time in a primary 
election.  While scandal-plagued incumbents drew competitive challengers more often - about 20 percent of the time - in a primary 
election, the likelihood of being seriously challenged in a primary election is still very low.  For further discussion, see: Brown 2001. 
6 For a more comprehensive review of the literature on scandals, see: Brown 2001. 
7 Most authors attribute this paradox to: 1) increased media scrutiny of congressional members since Watergate, and 2) the ethics 
codes and financial disclosure laws in the House that are now in force means that they can be broken, which increases the number of 
reported scandals. The main ethics statute was passed in the 1977-78 Congress. 



 

 

 

                                                

 A few scholarly articles focus on the impact of scandal on incumbent vote share.8  Some 

researchers have suggested a voter “trade-offs” model (based on rational choice theory), which 

explains that “corruption charges” are just one of the many issues that help voters decide for whom 

they should cast their ballot (Peters and Welch 1980; Rundquist, Strom, and Peters 1977:954).  

Generally, these authors found that incumbents suffered electoral retribution (a loss of about 6-11 

percent of two-party vote share), but that they were reelected to the House. 

 Additional studies surfaced in 1994 because of the unique dataset created by the checking-

bouncing scandal of 1992, where over three hundred members were found to have bounced at least 

one check during the period from July 1988 to October 1991.  Interestingly, they found that the "the 

not-so-subtle financial inducement [the last year that “grandfathered” members could retire and keep 

the funds they had amassed in their campaign accounts]…caused nearly twice as many retirements 

as redistricting and nearly four times as many retirements as the House Bank scandal" (Groseclose 

and Krehbiel 1994:95).  Gary Jacobson and Michael Dimock, using similar data, included a variable to 

measure challenger competition and found that “the coefficient on overdrafts is largest for primary 

elections, smallest for general elections” (1994:608).  Overall, these articles support the findings 

reviewed below, which show that the electoral cycle acts as a form of insulation for incumbents and 

that different scandals have differing impacts on incumbent vote share.9

 Taking into account the above studies, a model of how scandal impacts an incumbent’s vote 

share is presented in Figure 1.  While the model suggests that an incumbent's vote share is related to 

his vote share from the prior election, it also makes clear that scandal both directly affects vote share 

 
8 For a more complete discussion of the scandal impacts literature, see: Brown 2006. 
9 McCurley and Mondak (1995) and Mondak (1995) performed separate, but related analyses. While their task was not to investigate 
scandal, per se, they were interested in measuring the relationship of perceived incumbent competence and integrity and electoral 
success. They find that both competence and integrity matter (though integrity more directly) at the individual-level as well as in the 
aggregate. Their findings provide further justification for using scandal to operationalize negative character, see: McCurley and 
Mondak 1995:881-882. 



 

 

 
because it tarnishes the reputation of the incumbent and indirectly affects vote share because 

scandals influence the decision-making of potential challengers.10  Further, an incumbent’s party 

affiliation and type of scandal affects the dynamics between these variables and determines the 

strength of the correlation between any one of the factors. 

Figure 1: A Model of Scandal’s Impact on the Vote       

 

Scandal         Challenger 

 

 

 

 

 

Prior Vote Share        Vote Share 

 
Listed below are several hypotheses suggested by the model and the scandal literature. 

x H1. Scandals Hurt. A scandal will negatively impact the vote share of an incumbent member of 

the House. 

x H2. Protect Thy Party's Seat. Incumbents will be more vulnerable in a primary election because 

their party will want to retain control of that seat above all else. 

x H3. Now's Your Chance. Enterprising individuals in both the incumbent member’s party and 

the opposition party will view the incumbent as vulnerable and will determine that now is the 

appropriate time to make a run for the House. 

x H4. Democrats Eat Their Own. Democrats will be more likely to run against Democratic 

incumbents in primary elections than Republicans will run against Republican incumbents 

because during this time period Democrats typically held safer seats. 

                                                 
10 For further discussion of challengers, see: Brown 2001. 



 

 

 

                                                

x H5. Democratic Safe Seats. Democrats will be more likely than Republicans to survive the 

general election because during this time period Democrats typically held safer seats. 

x H6. Morality Matters. The type of scandal matters to the voters. Personal or morality scandals 

(sexual misconduct, alcohol or drug abuse, etc) will draw greater electoral retribution from the 

electorate than will misdeeds involving money conflicts (embezzlement, bribery, influence 

peddling, abuse of funds, etc). 

In a series of linear regressions, these hypotheses are tested and mostly confirmed.11  

 Table 1 includes six separate regressions, which are grouped in two sets: the first set uses the 

primary election (PE2) as the dependent variable and the second set uses the general election (GE2) as 

the dependent variable.  Each set contains three regressions – all cases, only Democrats, only 

Republicans – which test the impact of scandal on the vote, while controlling for party; a challenger; 

and the incumbent’s prior election vote share.12

Looking at the regression models, most of the coefficients are significant, the signs are as 

expected, and about seventy percent of the variance is explained in each model.  The prior vote share 

variables (PE1 and GE1) are positive and suggest that each percentage point earned in a prior election 

will help an incumbent in his next election.  Looking at only the pooled regressions (all cases), being a 

Democrat in the general election helps a member earn vote share, even though it may not help (the 

coefficient is not statistically significant) in the primary election, providing support for the 

assumption about Democratic “safe seats” in H4 and H5. 

 

 

 
11 For a description of the variables and the complete dataset, see: Brown 2001, 2006. 
12 I also controlled for "fixed effects" in these regressions.  The coefficients are not reported as they have no substantive significance 
and are only included in the model to control for the meta-effects of each year.  



 

 

 
 
Table 1: Impact of Scandals on Incumbent Vote Share, 1966-2002     

 
     All Cases  Democrats  Republicans  
Variable Name    B   B   B   

Dependent: Primary Election 2 (PE2: measured as a percent of one-party vote share) 

Constant     96.23**   96.01**   96.69** 
     (0.63)   (0.89)   (0.72) 
 
Primary Election 1 (PE1)   0.06**   0.07**   0.04** 
     (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01) 
 
Democratic Party Member   0.17   --   -- 
     (0.19) 
 
Money Scandal    -9.99**   -10.45**   -9.09** 
     (0.87)   (1.13)   (1.35) 
 
Morality Scandal    -11.16**   -6.86**   -17.13** 
     (1.77)   (2.56)   (2.28) 
 
Challenger    -23.71**   -23.69**   -23.80** 
     (0.21)   (0.29)   (0.31)  
 
Dependent: General Election 2 (GE2: measured as a percent of two-party vote share) 

Constant     76.65**   70.58**   75.53** 
     (0.75)   (0.94)   (1.04) 
 
General Election 1 (GE1)   0.29**   0.32**   0.27** 
     (0.01)   (0.01)   (0.01) 
 
Democratic Party Member   0.81**   --   -- 
     (0.20) 
 
Money Scandal    -6.68**   -6.88**   -3.74* 
     (0.92)   (1.08)   (1.57) 
 
Morality Scandal    -9.24**   -4.89   -20.99** 

(2.07)   (2.55)   (3.13) 
 
Challenger    -29.66**   -27.73**   -31.55**    
     (0.29)   (0.36)   (0.44) 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

PE2: Adjusted r squared:   0.69   0.67   0.70 
N Cases (Degrees of Freedom):    6995 (6972)  4038 (4016)  2957 (2935)  

GE2: Adjusted r squared:   0.73   0.75   0.73 
N Cases (Degrees of Freedom): 6887 (6864)  3966 (3944)  2921 (2899) 

 
Standard errors are in parentheses. * = significance at p < 0.05 and ** = significance at p < 0.01 (two-tailed tests)  

The scandal variables are statistically significant and large in magnitude in nearly all of the 

regressions.  As predicted, incumbents are hurt by scandal (H1) and in the pooled regressions they 

are harmed more by morality scandals than by monetary scandals (H6).  Since incumbents, however, 

typically win primary elections by larger margins than they do general elections, the impact of losing 



 

 

 

                                                

more percentage points in a primary may have little or no effect on the outcome (the constants in 

these models suggest as much). 

Looking more closely at the partisan differences, the coefficients suggest that the type of 

scandal an incumbent is plagued by matters to the voters.  Democrats appear to have little to fear 

from a morality scandal – the coefficient in the general election is not even statistically significant – 

while Republicans seem to be severely punished for engaging in a morality scandal, and these 

differences are significant.13  Democrats, on the hand, seem to attract greater voter retribution for a 

scandal involving money than do the Republicans, though the differences between these coefficients 

do not reach statistical significance.  These findings suggest many substantive interpretations, 

including the notion raised earlier about differing expectations among voters.  It is also possible that 

hypocrisy is more severely punished than transgression itself.14

Lastly, a challenger also has strong negative impact on an incumbent's vote share.  As would 

be expected a challenger costs an incumbent less vote share in the primary than in the general 

election (approximately 23 percent vs. 29 percent). This occurs because challengers tend to affect each 

other more in primary elections than they affect the incumbent because of an incumbent’s traditional 

advantages, including but not limited to, stronger party connections and fundraising capabilities than 

their challengers. 

 Overall, incumbents are hurt by scandals (H1), but the electoral cycle mitigates the negative 

impact of an incumbent’s scandal.  The party of the member and the type of scandal interact over the 

course of an electoral cycle and affect the timing of the voters’ retribution and the drawing of 

 
13 The caveat is that there are not many cases of personal scandal in the dataset and when they are divided along partisan lines there 
are few that are forming the basis for these results. 
14 Since Republicans often run on a platform for “family values,” it is possible that the voters judge Republicans who engage in a 
morality scandal more harshly than they do those who engage in a monetary transgression.  Similarly, most Democrats state that their 
desire is to “help the poor;” thus, it is possible that the voters judge Democrats who engage in a monetary scandal more harshly than 
those who have more personal moral lapses.  For further discussion and alternate interpretations of this finding, see: Brown 2001, 
2006.  



 

 

 

                                                

competitive challengers15 (H2-H6).  As a result, the majority of incumbent members who have 

scandals are reelected to Congress – just as they were in 2006. 

Scandals, Corruption, and the 2006 Election 

While many of the results from the 2006 election coincide with the findings from the earlier 

period, there are a few things which set it apart from past elections, including the bumper crop of 

scandals.  During the 1966-2002, the mean number of scandals per electoral cycle was approximately 

seven.  In 2006 electoral cycle, Roll Call and ABC News together identified eighteen scandal-plagued 

House incumbents, all of whom can be found in Table 2. 

 As Table 2 reveals, fifteen of the eighteen incumbents chose to run for reelection in 2006 and 

only one (Duke Cunningham) resigned because of his scandal (Katherine Harris ran for higher office 

and Jim Kolbe retired from his seat long before there was a whiff of scandal).  That said, by the time 

of the general election, three additional representatives (Duke Cunningham, Tom Delay, Mark Foley, 

and Robert Ney) had resigned even though they had won their primary elections.  The percentage of 

incumbents who withdrew (33 percent) is larger than the average from the earlier data set of eighteen 

electoral cycles, which predicts that 23 percent of incumbents will retire or resign (in some instances, 

lose their primary elections) prior to the general election.  Out of the twelve that stood for reelection, 

nine reclaimed their seats with a mean two-party vote share of 58 percent in the general election.  The 

percentage of successful incumbents (75 percent) is well above the two-thirds of incumbents with 

scandals in the earlier data set who were reelected, and may provide some evidence for the ever-

increasing advantage incumbents seem to enjoy in the House.  Out of the three members who lost, 

two (Sue Kelly and Curt Weldon) were already considered vulnerable by many election observers 

before their scandals broke in the media.  Hence, the only incumbent who appears to have lost due to 

 
15 See: footnote 5. 



 

 

 
his scandal was Don Sherwood, who allegedly throttled his mistress and then settled a lawsuit with 

her, which gave her hundreds of thousands of dollars.  Another interpretation of these findings is 

that more incumbents sized up their electoral chances and decided it was in their interest to resign or 

retire, rather than run for reelection, which then affected the total number of both those who 

withdrew and those who were successful. 

Table 2: List of Scandal-Plagued Incumbents in the 2006 Midterm Election*         
 
Name  State Party Scandal   Primary General  Primary General  Model  
    Description  2004 2004  2006 2006†  Forecast 
             (Primary/General) 
                
Cunningham CA R bribery   100 62  0 0  68/57 
Delay  TX R influence peddling  100 57  62 0  68/56 
Doolittle  CA R influence peddling  100 65  67 52  68/58 
Harman  CA D leaking classified info. 100 65  63 66  69/57 
Foley  FL R sexual misconduct  100 68  100 0  60/41 
Harris  FL R influence peddling  100 55  0 0  68/55 
Hastert  IL R Foley fallout  100 73  100 60  68/57‡ 
Jefferson LA D  bribery   100 79  34 57  69/61 
Kelly  NY R Foley fallout  100 67  100 49  60/55‡ 
Kolbe  AZ R sexual misconduct  58 63  0 0  58/40 
Lewis  CA R influence peddling  100 100  100 67  68/67 
Mollohan WVA D  influence peddling  100 68  100 64  60/58 
Ney  OH R bribery   100 66  68 0  68/58 
Renzi  AZ R influence peddling  100 62  100 51  68/57 
Reynolds NY R  Foley fallout  100 56  100 52  60/52‡ 
Sherwood PA R sexual misconduct  100 93  57 47  60/48 
Shimkus IL R  Foley fallout  100 69  100 61  60/56‡ 
Weldon  PA R influence peddling  100 59  100 44  68/56 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Sources: A list of incumbents under investigation by the FBI or the Department of Justice compiled by Roll Call (October 26, 2006) and ABC News’  
Scandal Watch list of incumbents available at http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/popup?id=2610788 (accessed November 1, 2006). 
* The primary election vote share is reported as percent of one-party vote share and the general election vote share is reported as percent of two-party 
vote share. 
† The incumbent vote share reported was calculated using the unofficial vote totals reported shortly after the 2006 general election.  
‡ The coefficient used to calculate the projected vote share of those incumbents who were caught up in the leadership aspect of the Foley scandal  
was one for Republican incumbents with all types scandals (rather than money or morality scandals specifically) and its value is B = -7.2. 

Aside from these differences, the model performed relatively well in terms of gauging the loss 

of support for the incumbent.  In ten of the twelve races, it forecast the general election vote share 

within six percentage points of the actual vote share earned by the incumbent.  In four instances, the 

projections were within three percentage points of the results.  It also helps explain why Don 

Sherwood lost his seat, while Jerry Lewis was returned to the House with a large margin of support 

(67 percent of the two-party vote share).  Still, there is room for improvement in future research.  The 

model might perform better if it were expanded to include a few additional variables, such as the 



 

 

 
competitiveness of the congressional district, the media coverage received by an incumbent owing 

to his scandal, and the president’s approval rating at the time of the election. 

Nevertheless, the earlier findings suggest that Karl Rove had it partially right in his assessment 

of the 2006 election.  Scandal mattered not just because voters were fed up with “all things 

Washington” (read “all things Republican), but because it encouraged key retirements (especially, 

Delay and Ney because of their leadership positions) and likely assisted the Democrats to recruit 

quality challengers all across the country.  Thus, the Democrats’ charge against the Republicans of 

creating a “culture of corruption” worked and made winning the majority control of the House easier 

for the Democrats than had the scandals not surfaced. 
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YouTube Nation 
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College professors have a front row seat to the latest youth addiction, the side effects of which include 

bloodshot eyes and late assignment.  YouTube, the most popular video sharing website, is the newest media 

technology craze, and, like other web-based virtual communities (e.g., MySpace and Facebook), logging on has 

become part of the daily routine for millions of young people.  This essay examines the political implications of 

YouTube.  I begin with a brief description of its history, a profile of its users, and the company’s practices.  I 

then analyze the potential political impact of YouTube using examples from the 2006 congressional election 

cycle, and conclude that this medium will change the face of campaigns in coming decades.   

Brief History of YouTube 

YouTube was started by Chad Hurley, Steve Chen, and Jawed Karim, three 20-something employees of 

PayPal, in order to share videos with their friends.  The site was officially activated on February 15, 2005 to 

modest popularity, and nearly 20 million people now visit the site monthly (USA Today, 2006).  Approximately 

100 million videos are viewed on a daily basis, and about 65,000 videos are uploaded each day.  YouTube is 

one of the fastest growing websites on the Net in terms of visitors, handily beating the competition, including 

Yahoo! Video Search, MSN Video Search, MySpace Video, and Google Video.  YouTube currently enjoyed 

43% of the video sharing market, as measured by number of “hits” (USA Today, 2006), and was named Time 

Magazine’s 2006 “Invention of the Year.”  With fewer than 70 employees and modest operating costs, 

YouTube was sold for a considerable profit to Google for $1.65 billion in November of 2006.   

The popularity of YouTube can be explained by the conflation of three “revolutions”: relatively 

inexpensive video cameras and accompanying software; the advent and popularity of virtual communities; and 

the desire for unfiltered, as opposed to “slick,” information (Grossman, 2006).  Some YouTube videos have a 

veritable cult following, including the blog of the (now known to be fictional) teenage character named Bree 

(screen name LonelyGirl15), and Noah, the user who took a picture of himself every day for six years and 

posted the montage on YouTube with haunting background music.  I can attest to the entertainment value and 



addictive nature of the website after spending countless hours distracted by YouTube videos while researching 

this essay.   

Profile of Users 

YouTube is the domain of Generation Y, also known as the Baby Boom Echo generation, comprised of 

nearly 80 million Americans born roughly between 1977 and 1997.  Approximately half of YouTube users are 

under the age of 20 (Sterling, 2006), and those under 35 make up the vast majority of users.  Other demographic 

distinctions emerge as well.  First, despite being globally accessible, approximately 70% of YouTube viewers 

are American (Sterling, 2006).  Additionally, a gender gap is present with YouTube users.  Male visitors 

outnumber female visitors 56% to 44% (USA Today, 2006).   

When it comes to the political ideology of visitors, a general Liberal bias is found.   “Bush Sucks” is one 

of the most popular user groups, and New York Times reported an increase in anti-American videos posted to 

YouTube in the fall of 2006, many concerning the war in Iraq.  While certainly not a precise measure of 

political ideology, 4,794 videos are found with the search word “Liberal,” while only 2,705 emerge with the 

term “Conservative” (YouTube.com, Accessed December 1, 2006).  Videos are also available that are 

supportive of less mainstream political ideals, including pro-Hitler and openly racist ideologies.  A quick search 

for the term “Hitler” nets 4,632 “hits,” while “white power” comes up with 1,275 “hits.”   

The Politics of YouTube 

In terms of internal policies, YouTube does not allow the uploading of pornography, but violence is 

acceptable, as long as it does not depict an actual incident of harm.  Videos that contain “adult” content (e.g., 

violence and cursing) are only accessible to visitors over 18 years of age.   A content analysis of types of videos 

on YouTube has not been conducted, and if one were available, it would be out-of-date within a week given the 

rapid pace of new video uploading.  A casual perusal of the site’s most popular videos indicates great variety in 

the types that are popular: from clips of David Letter and other late night comedy shows, to footage from crash 

tests, personal video blog entries, and different humorous, obviously staged, situations.  Snippets from The 

Daily Show and the Colbert Report frequently make the most popular video list.     

 



Political Implications of YouTube 

YouTube has the potential to revolutionize elections in America, despite the dismal voter turnout of 

Generation Y.  The sheer size of this group (it’s larger than the Baby Boomers!) dictates that it will comprise 25 

percent of the electorate within a decade.  Video sharing sites will become an increasingly important medium 

for reaching voters as a greater proportion of the electorate logs on.  YouTube will influence elections by 

extending the reach of campaign materials; enabling candidates with little funding to get “face time;” reaching 

young people through entertaining, visual means; democratizing political information while diminishing 

candidate’s ability to control their message; increasing attention to negative advertising; and putting scandals on 

the agenda and/or extending their shelf life.  Each of these is addressed in turn. 

YouTube enables candidates, political parties, and interest groups to reach an extended segment of the 

population with minimal cost.  This will likely increase the number of candidates in races, especially the 

presidential election, where early exposure and momentum are crucial.  YouTube allows more candidates to 

follow in the footsteps of “Howard Dean” and use the Internet to gather “underground” momentum.  While it is 

unlikely that little-known presidential candidates will have a large audience on YouTube, those with some name 

recognition will benefit from having their ads accessible to the general public without expensive media buys.   

The visual nature of YouTube makes it particularly appealing to Generation Y, the first generation to be 

marketed to cradle-to-grave (Schor, 1999).  The influence of popular media appeals with this generation was 

evident in the 11 percent jump in turnout among young voters from the 2000 presidential election to 2004 

(Hugo Lopez, Kirby, Sagoff, 2005).  This voter surge was fueled by P. Diddy’s “Vote or Die” campaign, 

popular rapper Eminen’s “Mosh” Video, MTV’s  “Choose or Lose 2004” project, and the “Smackdown Your 

Vote!” movement that teamed professional wrestling with the League of Women Voters.  YouTube has the 

potential to make politics more entertaining for Generation Y, and this will likely increase election interest and 

participation.   

In addition to the format of YouTube, the democratization of political information no doubt appeals to 

the anti-marketing sentiments of Generation Y.  On the flipside, it will become increasingly difficult to 

candidates to control and “spin” their image when their campaign videos can be altered, parodied, combined 



with other videos, or critiqued by “everyday” people.  The voices of politicians will be unwittingly altered or 

drowned out in a veritable sea of other video voices that may hold more credibility for young voters. 

Another potential implication of YouTube in politics is a propensity for viewers to watch negative rather 

than positive ads.  In a conventional campaign, each camp determines voter exposure to negative ads through 

media buys, but with YouTube, the consumer determines the saturation.  YouTube played a key role in the 

remarkably negative 2006 congressional campaign season where ads included accusations of candidates calling 

phone sex lines, visiting the Playboy mansion, strangling their mistress, having connections to a serial killer, 

wanting to abort Black babies, funding research on masturbation, and paying for sex, to name a few (Grunwald, 

2006).    

In addition to increased voter access to negative advertising, YouTube puts scandals on the agenda that 

would otherwise go unnoticed, and extends the shelf life of scandals by making video evidence accessible after 

its exhausted the typical news cycle.  The 2006 election is replete with examples of scandals that were helped 

along by YouTube.  West Virginia Senator George Allen’s infamous reference to a man who incessantly 

followed him around with a video camera as “macaca” was immortalized on YouTube where it has been viewed 

over 100,000 times.  Allen lost the election, and some pundits attribute this to the video being so widely 

accessible (Fairbanks, 2006).  Likewise, the Republican National Committee advertisement that featured a 

scantily clad white woman posing as a Playboy bunny, imploring black senate candidate Harold Ford, Jr. to call 

her, was viewed by over 250,000 YouTube visitors.  This version of the ad ran for less than a week, but viewers 

continued to have access to it through YouTube.  The ad conjured racial fears about black men being intimate 

with white women, and likely cost Ford his relatively comfortable margin and the election. 

In closing, in the future YouTube nation, campaigns are nastier, but a lot more entertaining.  Scandals 

spread like viruses and linger like a nagging cough.  Critics follow candidates relentlessly with video cameras, 

just looking to catch them in some indefensible act.  And once damaging footage is available, it lives on 

indefinitely.  Campaigns are in on the act, too, posting videos that appear to be from an “average” person.  

These effects will be amplified in the next decade or so as Generation Y asserts its voice in the political chorus.   

 



References 
Fairbanks, Eve, 2006. “The YouTube Election: Candid Camera.” The New Republic, November 2. 
Grossman, Lev, 2006. “Best Invention: YouTube.” Time Magazine. November 7.  
Grunwald, Michael, 2006. “The Year of Playing Dirtier: Negative Ads get Positively Surreal.” The Washington 

Post, October 27. 
Hugo Lopez, Mark, Emily Kirby, and Jared Sagoff. 2005. “The Youth Vote 2004.” The Center for Information 

and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement. Fact Sheet. 
Schor, Juliet. 2005. Born to Buy: The Commercialized Child and the New Consumer Culture. New York: 

Schribner. 
Sterling, Greg, 2006. “YouTube Video and Usage Facts.”  Sterling Marketing Intelligence, August 31. 
USA Today, 2006. “Youtube Serves up 100 Million Videos a Day Online.” Gannett, October 16. 
Wyatt, Edward, 2006. "Anti-U.S. Attack Videos Spread on Web," The New York Times, October 5. 


