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This study examines the possible effect of the

president's vote totals in states on Presidents Carter's and

Reagan's support among senators. Using senators'

Congressional Quarterly (CQ) presidential support scores as

the dependent variable, this paper hypothesizes that Carter

and Reagan's support is significantly and positively related

to their electoral success in that Senator's state for the

years 1977 through 1988. Several control variables are

included to help explain support.

There is qualified corroboration for the hypothesis

that senator's presidential support scores are significantly

and positively related to the president's electoral success

for specific administrations and for specific-party

senators, although not for the original hypothesis that

aggregated the period 1977 to 1988.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY

Presidential power is important to study. Recent

history supplies some compelling reasons such as the abuses

of power under Presidents Johnson and Nixon during the

Vietnam War and the Watergate scandal (Cronin 1980, 7).

The 1980s can be characterized by similar abuses of power:

the Iran-contra scandal and American involvement in Central

America. Even after a period of reform, what Cronin wrote

in 1980, that "the checks were not checking and the balances

were not balancing," (Cronin 1980, 7) may be valid today.

In Vietnam, presidential power, operating with little

early congressional scrutiny, was secretive and deceptive

throughout direct American military involvement (Hargrove

1974, 22). During the Watergate scandal, President Nixon

"admitted that among the tapes he had been ordered to

produce was one that clearly implicated him in the Watergate

cover-up" (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 318). And during the

1980s, an inattentive president presided over an

administration that turned to "secrecy, skirting the law,

and ... misleading Congress" to realize its foreign policy

objectives (O'Connor 1987, 3).

1
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Theoretical Basis of Study

It is therefore surprising that any scholar today would

consider the president too weak. Nevertheless, Neustadt

wrote recently, "weakness is still what I see" (Neustadt

1990, ix). It was easy to write that the president was too

weak after the breakdown of political reform in the 1950s,

as Neustadt first did in his important Presidential Power in

1960. It seems a much greater leap to reach the same

conclusion in 1990 after several decades characterized by

abuse of presidential power. The rationale behind

Neustadt's observation stems from his recognition that the

president does not generally get things done by giving

commands (Neustadt 1990, 4). Instead, the president must

use persuasion. Power is influence. Truman summed up the

president's predicament when he said of Ike: "He'll sit here

and he'll say, 'Do this! Do that!' And nothing will happen.

He'll find it very frustrating" (Neustadt 1990, 10).

The Role of Prestige in Presidential Influence

A president's popularity with the American people, or

what is occasionally referred to as prestige, is surely a

factor in the officeholder's ability to influence Congress.

According to Neustadt:

The Washingtonians who watch a president have to
think ... about his standing with the public
outside Washington. They have to gauge his
popular prestige. Because they think about it,
public standing is a source of influence for
him... (Neustadt 1990, 73).
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Neustadt is not the only scholar to hypothesize a

relationship between presidential success and the

of ficeholder's popular prestige (Clausen 1973, 33; Edwards

1989, 125; Sullivan 1987, 301).

Popularity Measured by Election Results

Popularity is typically measured by public opinion

polls; there exists a literature on the effect of public

opinion about a president, measured by polls, on the

president's congressional support (Bond and Fleisher 1980,

1984; Bond, Fleisher and Northrup 1988; Edwards 1976, 1977;

Rivers and Rose 1985; Zeidenstein 1980, 1983). The actual

voting share a president receives among a member's

constituents is another possible measure of presidential

popularity (Edwards 1980, 101). Edwards writes that "votes

in presidential elections represent.. .the public's

evaluation of the president" (Edwards 1980, 101).

The Research Hypothesis and Model

In this paper it is hypothesized that: senator's

presidential support scores are significantly and positively

related to the president's electoral success in that

senator's state. To test the hypothesis, data from the

period 1977 to 1988 for U.S. senators is evaluated using:

Yt = b0 +b1 Xt 1 +b 2 Xt2 +b3 Xt 3 +b4 Xt 4 +b5 Xt 5 +b6Xt 6 +et

with, Y, = dependent variable; senator's CO presidential
support score for the president in year t
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b0 = constant

bgXi = principal independent variable: vote share
for president by state in most recent
presidential election

b2Xt2= Gallup yearly average of presidential
approval in senator's region in year t

b3Xt3 = proportion of public who identify with
president's party in year t

bg4Xt= dummy variable: party of senator (1 if
same as president, 0 if different)

b5Xt 5 = dummy variable: 1 if senator in leadership
position, 0 if not

b6Xt 6 = dummy variable: 1 if electoral schedule
synchronized, 0 if not

et = stochastic error term at time t

Operationalization of Model

This study is limited to the Senate, the two Reagan

administrations and, for the sake of comparison, the Carter

administration. This means that the study is confined to

the Senate for the years 1977 to 1988.

Although there are several ways to measure

congressional support for a president, Congressional

Quarterly's (CQ's) presidential support scores, a yearly

aggregation of support for each senator and representative

for the last several decades, is the most readily available.

Admittedly, not everyone agrees that this is the best

possible measure (Bond and Fleisher 1984; Pritchard 1983).

However, Edwards defends this measure by pointing out that

"presidential support seems to be due to factors that
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operate with a large degree of similarity across a wide

range of roll-call votes" (Edwards 1985, 683). And the

much-touted "key votes" measure is impugned by Edwards who

terms it "idiosyncratic" (Edwards 1985, 684).

CO's yearly presidential support score reflects the

percentage of the time a member voted in line with a

president's position on roll-call votes in a given year. To

determine the president's position, CQ consults press

releases, presidential statements, etc. For the vote to be

included, members of Congress must be aware of the

president's position on the bill in its final form. All CQ

votes are weighted equally (Kaplan 1987, 23-C). The support

scores are available for the preceding year in Congressional

Roll Call or in CO Almanac.

The primary variable used to explain changes in

senator's CQ presidential support scores is the vote share

for the president in the general election by state. This

variable is readily available (Goldinger 1991, 138-40). The

1976, 1980 and 1984 presidential election results are used.

The state vote share for the president is incorporated into

the data for the senator of a particular state and applies

for the four years following a presidential election.

The Gallup approval score for a president in a given

year is computed by averaging the approval ratings that have

been computed for a president periodically throughout the

year for each region. Appendix 1 gives the composition of
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each region; Appendix 2 gives the aggregated approval scores

for each region in the years studied. Presidential

Approval: A Sourcebook (1990) contains the listing of the

Gallup approval scores taken periodically throughout the

year. The Gallup polling organization asks a representative

sample of Americans: "Do you approve or disapprove of the

way President X is handling his job as president?" (Edwards

1990, 3).

The public party identification variable reflects the

percentage of the public that identifies itself as either

Democratic, Republican or Independent during a given year.

Gallup asks, "in politics today, do you consider yourself a

Democrat, Republican, or an Independent?" (Gallup 1990, 51).

The scores used are a nationwide annual average and are

found periodically in the publication The Gallup Poll.

Appendix 3 gives the national party identification

percentages.

A control variable reflecting the party of the senator

has been incorporated into the model to see the effect on

the dependent variable by party. The senator is assigned a

"1" if the senator is a member of the president's party and

a "0" if that senator is not a member of the president's

party.

A variable reflecting whether a senator is in a

leadership position or not has also been incorporated into

the model. Leadership positions include, "the floor
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leaders, caucus chairs and secretaries, whips, and members

of the committee on committees, policy committees, and

campaign committees. All or most chairs of full committees

are likely to be included in the party leadership"

(Patterson 1989, 394). To determine if a senator occupied a

leadership position for a particular congress, the official

Congressional Directory was consulted. A listing of

Senators in leadership positions during respective

congresses is presented in Appendix 4.

Finally, a variable reflecting whether a senator's

electoral schedule is synchronized with the president's or

not has been incorporated into the model. If the senator

was elected at the same time as the president, that

senator's score is coded "1" for the following four years;

if not, the variable is coded "0."

Review of Relevant Literature

There exists a small body of research that inquires

into the relationship between presidential electoral results

and congressional voting. Usually the House of

Representatives is studied and only a few congresses. This

body of research has produced a qualified verdict. Although

most studies are quite unlike this study methodologically, a

preponderance of research confirms the hypothesis that there

is a relationship or association.

An early investigation of the relationship between
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presidential electoral results and congressional voting is

Waldman's 1967 study in which his original objective was to

explain liberal voting among House Democrats in the first

session of the 89th Congress. The 89th Congress was swept

into office in a landslide presidential election year--1964.

It was the congress that later largely approved Lyndon

Johnson's "Great Society" legislation. Waldman asks, did

the combined influence of the vote for president and for

each individual member affect that member's support for the

President's proposals (Waldman 1967, 73)?

To answer this question Waldman invokes the MacRae

procedure for Guttman scaling and ranks all House Democrats

based on their scale scores. This particular scale (0-5)

places member's voting onto a liberalism (0)-conservatism

(5) continuum. Two other dimensions are added: whether or

not the member led the president in the vote percentage in

the general election and whether or not the president

received 60% or more of the vote (Waldman 1967, 75).

Leading is said to occur when the member receives more votes

than the president; lagging the president is said to occur

when a member receives fewer votes in the district than does

the president.

Waldman finds that "two factors are associated with

more liberal voting: lagging the President and representing

a constituency in which Johnson received 60% or more of the

presidential vote" (Waldman 1967, 76). Waldman finds that



9

the most conservative Democratic members "were leaders of a

low presidential vote (president receives less than 60% of

the vote)" (Waldman 1967, 76). Next were leaders of a high

vote (60% or more of the district voting for the president).

Then came laggers of a low vote (less than 60%). The most

liberal Democratic members were laggers of a high

presidential vote. A test using Goodman and Kruskal's gamma

reveals a positive association in all the cases and a

meaningful association (.20 or greater) in all but one case-

-northern less than 60% (Waldman 1967, 76).

The results confirm the hypothesis: "An attempt to

explain liberal voting among the House Democrats in the

first session of the 89th Congress showed that the size of

the President's vote and the relation of the congressman's

own vote to it were indeed factors which were relevant to

voting decisions and behavior" (Waldman 1967, 73). Here is

an early confirmation that presidential election results do

affect congressional voting, in this case for House

Democrats and for only one Congress--a congress that was

unique in that it followed a landslide election.

For the sake of comparison, Waldman then adds two other

congresses: the 87th (1961-1962) and the 83rd (1953-1954).

In the case of the 87th Congress, Waldman again examines

House Democrats with a Democratic president. However, the

presidential election results are much more ambiguous for

this congress. With the 83rd Congress Waldman examines
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voting by Republicans who enter congress following a

landslide Republican presidential victory.

In the 87th Congress, election results are again

associated with liberal voting: "...northern Democrats

exhibit the same pattern of voting in relation to election

variables as do all Democrats in the 89th Congress. Again

lagging the president and representing a constituency in

which Kennedy received 60% or more of the vote are

associated with liberal voting" (Waldman 1967, 79). This is

a partial confirmation of the relationship between

presidential election results and congressional voting since

southern Democrats do not exhibit a positive association

between election results and liberal voting. They exhibit a

negative gamma correlation between voting and election

variables. Waldman explains this anomaly by saying that it

may be related to the size of the presidential victory in

1960 which was considerably smaller for the Democratic

president than in 1964 (Waldman 1967, 79).

When examining Republicans in the 83rd Congress (1953-

54), which came to office following a "great" Republican

presidential victory in which Eisenhower got over 55% of the

popular vote, Waldman divides voting along 3 dimensions:

foreign aid, domestic non-urban, and rural-urban (Niemi and

Stanley 1992, 114-5).

Where the President was liberal, as Eisenhower was
on foreign policy, we would expect laggers and
those coming from a constituency where the
president received a high vote to have voted more
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liberally. But where the President was
conservative, in this case on domestic policy, we
would expect leaders and those coming from a
constituency in which the President received a low
vote to have voted more liberally (Waldman 1967,
79).

For Republicans, Waldman's findings were inconsistent.

He concludes: "for Republicans of the 83rd Congress, liberal

voting was not associated across issues with election

results" (Waldman 1967, 82).

The earliest analysis of the relationship between

congressional voting and presidential election results

confirms that there is a relationship for specific

congresses (87th and 89th) when only House Democrats are

studied. In the 89th Congress the hypothesis holds only for

non-southern Democrats.

The next study to deal with the effect of elections on

congressional voting is Weinbaum and Judd's 1970 study in

which they seek to discover if presidential mandates alter

congressional perceptions and change support levels for

programs.

Weinbaum and Judd ask, "Do certain elections, then, set

the stage for distinctive congressional behavior" (Weinbaum

and Judd 1970, 278)? They choose two landslide election

years: 1936 and 1964 and one close election year: 1960.

They use congressional voting preceding the election as a

baseline for comparison of the two "mandate" sessions (1937

and 1965) with the "non-mandate" (1961) session. Weinbaum

and Judd use the Congressional Quarterly Larger Federal Role
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index and construct an equivalent for the New Deal years.

Six critical tests are selected to check the mandate

thesis: representative's party, representative's region, and

seniority, whether the district was carried by the

president, the representative's electoral margin and

comparative district and presidential election outcomes.

The hypothesis for each of these tests is as follows: 1) in

mandate years the Democrats are expected to increase support

and the Republicans are expected to soften opposition; 2)

after a mandate election intra-party differences are

expected to "dissipate" (Weinbaum and Judd 1970, 285); 3)

newly elected members of the president's party are expected

to be more sensitive to the president's wishes after a

mandate election; Republicans are expected to be less

sensitive; 4) districts which were easily carried by the

president are expected to be more "mandate conscious"

(Weinbaum and Judd 1970, 286); 5) "safe" congressional seats

are expected to be less mandate conscious (close

constituencies will pay more attention to the presidential

race) and 6) representatives who are less popular in

elections than presidents will be more likely to be

conscious of mandates (Weinbaum and Judd 1970, 284-288).

Weinbaum and Judd conclude that electoral results in

1936 and 1964 "did influence the tally on many legislative

items, but we suspect with little reason to do with our

assumption of a mandate" (Weinbaum and Judd 1970, 299). On
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test after test the hypothesis is shown to be invalid. As

they conclude:

A good case has not been made here for the
presence of mandate-inspired voting in the House
of Representatives. Repeatedly our test finds the
most suggestive mandate clues strewn widely; the
hypothesized roll call behavior turns up where it
is unanticipated (Weinbaum and Judd 1970, 298).

They do find some evidence of mandate voting among freshman

members but "the possibility cannot be dismissed that much

of the distinctive freshman behavior arises from new

membership in the House and has little to do with results in

an atypical presidential election year" (Weinbaum and Judd

1970, 298). Therefore, Weinbaum and Judd do not see much

evidence that voting for president--at least considered as

mandate versus non-mandate voting--was associated with later

congressional voting in the years studied.

Buck looks at non-southern districts to see if how the

president runs vis-a-vis the member affects their voting.

He examines the 83rd, 85th, 87th and 89th Congresses and

divides members into 8 categories signified by 3 letters.

The first letter tells whether the Democratic or Republican

president won in the district; the second whether the

Democratic or Republican member won in the district; and the

third, which of the two led. Buck uses the presidential

support and opposition indices and expects that a member

will support a president more when the president leads the

member. The hypothesis is confirmed for all but the 85th
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Congress. The 85th Congress proves to be anomalous partly

due to the fact that Democrats in that Congress supported

President Eisenhower more than did Republicans. Eisenhower

had to work with a Democratic congress and obviously

tailored his program to meet the approval of the Democratic

leadership (Buck 1972, 470). Buck concludes that "...those

representatives from districts that give more support to

their party's presidential nominee, relative to themselves

will, in Congress, give more support to the program of that

president" (Buck 1972, 471). Therefore Buck is able in 1972

to echo Waldman's 1967 confirmation for three of four

congresses that there is an association between voting for

president in elections and congressional voting.

Jeanne Martin's 1976 study hypothesizes that "1968

voter support for Richard Nixon and George Wallace will be

positively related to congressmen's presidential support

scores in the 91st and 92nd Congresses (1969-1972)" (Martin

1976, 483). Like this study, she uses CQ support scores as

the dependent variable. She also divides Democrats and

Republicans into northern and southern groupings. Her data

analysis utilizes correlation coefficients. For the 92nd

Congress, the hypothesis that presidential vote totals have

a positive influence on voting is upheld, but only for

northern Democrats and southern Republicans in the 91st

congress. There is then partial confirmation that

presidential election results affect congressional voting.
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Edward's article looks at the effect of the

presidential vote on House voting for 1953-1972. Like this

analysis, he uses Congressional Quarterly presidential

support scores as the dependent variable. His hypotheses

are somewhat more involved than the hypothesis used in this

analysis. For example, he incorporates into one of his

models an indirect path of influence for presidential

electoral performance.

Edwards does have some results that are figured using

the same kind of model as the one used in this analysis.

The difference is that his model is not time-series in

nature. These results are included for purposes of

comparison (see Table 1).

The hypothesis is supported in Edward's study,

especially during the Democratic presidential years.

Edwards writes, "the major conclusion is that presidential

electoral performance has a significant impact on overall,

domestic, and foreign policy support and that this impact is

greatest under Democratic presidents" (Edwards 1978, 167).

His model performed best following the 1964 landslide.

Edwards looks at results following the 1956 election, which

he terms a landslide, and does not see a significant change.

He concludes, "... the findings are too mixed to verify the

hypothesis regarding the psychological impact of landslide

presidential elections" (Edwards 1978, 162).

As mentioned above, Edwards discovers that hypothesis
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performed better comparatively during Democratic

presidential years. Table 2 presents comparative results

when the indirect path of influence is included in the

equation. The mean value from Table 1 for Democratic years

is .37; for Republicans it is .13. Edwards explains the

differences between parties by citing the fact that

Democrats in these years were the majority party and thus

might feel freer to, for example, oppose a president of the

opposition party. Edwards also cites the following reason:

...presidential support in the electorate should
have a greater impact on congressmen when a
Democratic president is proposing liberal
programs. In this case the influences of
ideology, party, and presidential electoral
performance flow in the same direction for most
Democratic congressmen (who were always the
majority in the two Democratic administrations)
(Edwards 1978, 164).

Harmon and Brauen examine the relative effect of

presidential electoral performance on voting behavior in the

83rd, 85th, 87th, 89th, 91st, and 93rd Congresses which

includes the years 1953 to 1973. Presumably these

congresses were chosen because they follow presidential

elections. Harmon and Judd do not explain their reasoning

but perhaps they figure that the effect of the election

tapers off by midterm. They use a relative measure of

presidential electoral strength which is the "difference

between the president's electoral percentage in a

congressional district and the electoral percentage of the

corresponding congressional winner..."-- an angle pursued
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also by Waldman, Weinbaum and Judd, and Buck (Harmon and

Brauen 1979, 283). Like previous scholars, Harmon and

Brauen wonder if landslide elections are different in their

effect on congressional voting than closer contests. They

also look at southern, non-southern differences, district

competitiveness, and freshman-non-freshman status. Harmon

and Brauen do include the Senate.

Findings of this research show that Congressional
support of presidential sponsored legislation
increased between one and thirteen percentage
points for every percentage point by which the
president exceeded congressmen in the six
elections analyzed (Harmon and Brauen 1979, 281).

This is a basic confirmation of the hypothesis that

presidential election performance is associated with

congressional voting after the election. In addition, they

also find that, "the impact of relative electoral strength

upon presidential support among Congressmen of the

president's party was stronger: 1). after landslide

presidential victories rather than more competitive

elections..." (Harmon and Brauen 1979, 281). They differ

with Weinbaum and Judd who find no effect for "mandates."

Also the effect was stronger

2). among non-southern Democrats rather than

southern Democrats under Democratic
administrations; and 3). in safe districts rather
than electorally competitive districts. Further,
this relationship was stronger among Republican
Senators under Democratic administrations, and
House Democrats under Republicans administrations,
than among other partisan combinations (Harmon and
Brauen 1979, 281).
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The basic hypothesis of a relationship between presidential

electoral performance and congressional voting is confirmed

with several specific additional discoveries. The effect of

the competitiveness of districts is a facet of Harmon and

Brauen's analysis not present in this or other analyses.

The Senate is also incorporated--something unlike all

previous analyses.

Finally, Cohen examines the impact that presidential

electoral margins have on getting the officeholder's program

through Congress. He compares the premodern and the post-

modern presidency, studying the years 1861-1972. He uses as

the dependent variable a measure of presidential

programmatic success based on State of the Union addresses.

He then looks at the effects of large presidential victories

versus small victories on the president's programmatic

success. The independent variable is the percentage of the

popular vote received by the president. The results are

acceptable (D.W.=1.97) only for the 1895-1932 period.

Strangely, as electoral success increases, programmatic

success decreases. Cohen offers the explanation that the

period was "transitional" where "Congress still closely

guarded its powers and prerogatives" (Cohen 1982, 526).

Previous research has approached the problem in various

ways. Usually research has been confined to the House of

Representatives although a wide variety of congresses have

come under scrutiny. Some research has looked at mandate
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versus non--mandate presidential elections or landslide

versus close presidential elections to see which has more

effect on member's voting. Regional distinctions,

seniority, whether the president won the district,

representative's electoral margins as well as

representatives electoral total compared to the president's

have all been considered factors in analyses. The majority

of studies have substantiated the hypothesis, at least

partially, that a president's electoral vote total has an

effect on congressional support.

This present analysis brings the topic up to more

recent times and examines only the Senate-- an approach no

past study has taken. It does not dichotomize by region as

has often been done but it does dichotomize by party,

leadership, and synchronicity of electoral schedule. The

leadership variable has not been studied in relation to this

topic. Synchronicity of elections has not usually been a

factor since the House of Representatives, which has

frequent elections, has been the only chamber under analysis

with the exception of one study.



CHAPTER II

HISTORY OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE PRESIDENT

AND THE PUBLIC AND THE ROLE OF THE PUBLIC

IN PRESIDENTIAL INFLUENCE

Any contemporary analysis of public opinion as a factor

in presidential influence would be incomplete without some

discussion of the phenomenon historically. The period 1977

to 1988 is not self-contained. It fits into the broader

story of the presidents' relationship with the public which

spans from debates about the matter at the Constitutional

Convention to the present age.

The Framers and Popular Leadership

When the framers wrote the Constitution, they were

intent on remedying certain problems observed in the

government under the Articles of Confederation. Many of the

framers were alarmed that state legislatures, which based

their authority on "the immediate representation of popular

will," had become the "supreme and unchecked sovereign" in

many states (Ceaser 1979, 48-9). As Alexander Hamilton

observed in Federalist 71:

It is a just observation that the people commonly
intend the public good.... But their good sense
would despise the adulator who should pretend that
they always reason right about the means of
promoting it.... (Hamilton 1961, 432)

20
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Although the framers were intent on establishing a

system in which "the formal edifice of institutional

authority is ... in some sense constrained by the movement

of public opinion," they recognized that there must be some

capability within the system to resist the fickle passions

which occasionally animate public sentiment (Ceaser 1979,

53). As Hamilton goes on to observe in Federalist 71:

When occasions present themselves in which the
interests of the people are at variance with their
inclinations, it is the duty of the persons whom
they have appointed to be the guardians of those
interests to withstand the temporary delusion in
order to give them time and opportunity for more
cool and sedate reflection (Hamilton 1961, 432).

In writing the Constitution, the framers created three

branches that derive their powers from the Constitution

itself, instead of public opinion. Nevertheless, the

framers feared that the popular branch, the House of

Representatives, might still be susceptible to impetuous

public sentiment like some state legislatures had been under

the Articles of Confederation. After all, the newly created

House of Representatives would face frequent direct popular

elections, although the Anti-Federalists did not consider

this frequent enough (Storing 1981, 194).

The framers entrusted the president with the ability and

responsibility to militate against such tendencies in the

legislative branch. Carved out for the officeholder were

the following powers: to make treaties with the advice and
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consent of the Senate; to nominate ambassadors, justices and

many other officers of the United States, also with Senate

approval; to veto legislation; to report the State of the

Union to Congress; to summon and adjourn Congress; to advise

Congress on measures deemed "necessary and expedient;" to

be commander-in-chief of the armed forces; to execute the

laws (U.S. Constitution: Article II; Section 2). The

framers hoped that with these powers the president could

resist any tendency of the new government, in particular the

House of Representatives, to succumb to the immediate

demands of public opinion (Ceaser 1979, 48-49).

The Presidency of George Washington

The delegates to the Constitutional Convention were in

general agreement that George Washington was best-suited to

be the nation's first president. Benjamin Franklin

reflected these sentiments when he declared, "the first man

put at the helm will be a good one" (Milkis and Nelson 1990,

28). In 1794, five years after his accession to power,

President Washington confronted a serious domestic crisis:

widespread resistance to a federal tax on whiskey.

Concentrated mostly in frontier areas where whiskey was an

important commodity and medium of exchange, the rebellion

represented an attack on the authority of the federal

government. Rebellion against the tax can be characterized

as "mass defiance" (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 82).
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Ultimately, Washington's response was to follow the

hard line that Alexander Hamilton urged he take. Several

governors were instructed to assemble a militia to quell the

rebellion. Washington, believing much was at stake,

accompanied these troops in person. With Washington in

visible command of the force, resistance to the tax quickly

withered. In the end, only a couple of resisters were

convicted (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 83).

Although Washington preferred to preside over

government rather than to take a position on every issue, he

took a bold public stand during the Whiskey Rebellion to

defend the authority of the federal government. Washington

was performing the very function for which the office had

been created: to stand against sectional public sentiment

when doing so was in the best interests of the country.

Nevertheless, Washington was quite conscious of the

fact that his office was a public trust and that his

abilities overall as president were constrained by public

sentiment (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 81-84). As he

acknowledged in his Farewell Address to the American people:

If benefits have resulted to our country from [my]
services, let it always be remembered to your
praise, and as an instructive example in our
annals, that, under circumstances in which the
passions agitated in every direction were liable
to mislead, amidst appearances sometimes dubious,

vicissitudes of fortune often discouraging, in
situations in which not unfrequently [sic] want of

success has countenanced the spirit of criticism,
the constancy of your support was the essential
prop of the efforts and a guarantee of the plans
by which they were effected (Smith & Smith 1990,
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295).

Washington's success in quelling the rebellion, as well as

his success as president generally, was due in no small part

to his stature in the public eye.

It seems amazing today that as far back as the late-

18th century prestige with the public-at-large was so

important for a successful discharge of presidential duties.

Yet it is evident that even George Washington was conscious

of how the public perceived him. Washington realized that

as president he must be attentive to his country's latest

calling, without seeming too eager for power. He must be

somewhat distant from the people, but not disdainful of

them. He must be elevated, but not pompous (Milkis and

Nelson 1990, 69-73). To his credit, Washington's facility

at gaining respect, even reverence, brought equilibrium and

legitimacy to the daring new political system and set a

standard up to which contemporary chief executives must to a

certain degree live.

The Presidency of Thomas Jefferson

Thomas Jefferson, the nation's third president, altered

the president's relationship with the people. As Milkis and

Nelson write, "[Jefferson] strongly implied in his first

inaugural address that the program of the Democratic-

Republican party should be enacted simply because a majority

of people had endorsed it in the 1800 election" (Milkis and
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Nelson 1990, 102). Jefferson was the first president to

look so openly to public opinion. In fact, in his 1801

inaugural address, he insisted on "absolute acquiescence in

the decisions of the majority" (Peterson 1975, 290-5).

Jefferson's innovation in the relationship between the

president and the people also involved making the president

less like a monarch. For example, Jefferson was the first

chief executive to allow the public to shake his hand. The

public bowed to Washington and John Adams. Jefferson's

dishevelled appearance, refusal to ride around Washington

with a large entourage, and efforts "to reduce the

ceremonial trappings of the executive office" were

expressions of his desire to make the presidency more

republican in character (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 102-3).

Jefferson still respected the need for some distance

from the people, though. For example, he did not deliver

public addresses; instead, he used his role as party leader

to bridge the gap between himself and the people. Although

the framers looked down on political parties, their

existence was now needed, argued the Jeffersonians, to

rescue the system from monarchists who were intent on

expanding the national government and weakening the popular

branch, the House of Representatives (Ceaser 1979, 37, 89).

Jefferson's party leadership occurred behind the scenes. He

did not take public positions on controversial issues--it

was still unacceptable for a president to appeal to the
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public directly. In fact, even the rise of party

competition itself was not originally accepted by Jefferson

as something permanent (Ceaser 1979, 91).

Although Jefferson set out to overturn Federalist

policies that had increased the power of the national

government and the presidency, he often found himself in

positions that demanded action that did not appear in strict

accordance with his stated principles. The acquisition of

the Louisiana territory is an example. In sum, though he

brought the president closer to the people, the policy

changes his administration brought were not as draconian as

many Federalists had feared (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 96-

106).

The Presidency of Andrew Jackson

Andrew Jackson was the second president significantly

to alter the president's relationship with the public.

Jackson was able to capitalize on the fact that he hailed

from far more humble origins and had significantly less

formal education than his predecessors. As Milkis and

Nelson point out, President Jackson captured the imagination

of his countrymen as the embodiment of the prevailing ethos

of the age: equality of opportunity (Milkis and Nelson 1990,

117-8). This democratic age was immortalized in Alexis de

Tocqueville's Democracy in America (de Tocqueville 1969,

Part II).
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Voting laws were changed in the United States by 1828

in most states so that presidential electors were elected by

the voters, not the state legislatures. This made

presidential elections more democratic. Also, Jackson

persuaded most state legislatures to remove property

qualifications for voting, bringing many new white male

faces to the ballot box (Milkis and Nelson 1987, 120).

Andrew Jackson also became the first American president

to appeal over the heads of elected representatives to the

American people when he vetoed a bill that would have

rechartered the national bank. The veto was issued in a

presidential election year and Jackson ended his veto

message with the statement, "if sustained by his fellow

citizens" he would be "grateful and happy" (Milkis and

Nelson 1987, 123). When the returns were in, Jackson's

landslide victory served to vindicate his position. It also

served to strengthen the president's position vis-a-vis

Congress, as this was the first time the officeholder vetoed

a bill for a reason other than alleged unconstitutionality.

Congress from now on had to consider the president's

position on a bill before passing it.

Finally, presidential power vis-a-vis Congress was

enhanced by the fact that political parties, enjoying a

newfound respect in society, were now able to select their

own presidential nominee at party conventions. Before,

nominees had been selected in a congressional caucus of
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party members. This innovation brought the selection of

presidential candidates closer to the American people

(Milkis and Nelson 1987, 126-127).

The Presidency of Andrew Johnson

Andrew Jackson never turned to public speaking to

influence the American people. His veto message was a

written communication to Congress. In Jackson's time there

was a prevailing 19th century "... proscription of popular

rhetoric"(Tulis 1987, 6). Written form was "the only form

[of public persuasion] permitted him [Andrew Johnson] by the

governing doctrine of the time" (Tulis 1987, 53). One

nineteenth century president did, though, break this taboo.

Andrew Johnson, Abraham Lincoln's successor, embarked

on a series of speeches to obtain public support for his

Reconstruction policy toward the South. Johnson's speeches

usually revolved around a few standard themes on which

Johnson extemporized. Regretfully, Johnson allowed the

crowds to goad him into making immoderate and inflammatory

statements. For example, Johnson made the allegation that

certain congressional leaders were guilty of treason and

were plotting to have him assassinated. Regarding this, and

to exemplify his excessive rhetoric, Johnson said:

If my blood is to be shed, let it be shed.... But
let the opponents of the government remember that

when it is poured out, 'the blood of martyrs shall
be the seed of the Church' (McKitrick 1960, 432).
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Comparing himself to Christ and other methods designed to

woo the public proved counterproductive; opposition was

galvanized against the president. As Jeffrey Tulis

observes, Andrew Johnson was "so demagogic in his appeals to

the people that he seems not so much a forerunner of

twentieth-century practice as a parody of popular

leadership" (Tulis 1987, 88). In the eyes of many

congressmen, his speeches even warranted a separate article

of impeachment (Tulis 1987, 89).

The Presidency of Theodore Roosevelt

The next president to alter the relationship between

the president and the people was Theodore Roosevelt. TR,

the first president to go by his initials, was also the

first president to use successfully public rhetoric as his

principal mode of persuasion (Milkis and Nelson 1987, 194).

TR, having failed to get Congress to go along with his

domestic agenda, turned to the people in a much more overt

way than had any 19th century president except Andrew

Johnson.

Conservatives on the Senate's Committee of Commerce,

leaders of TR's own party, stymied passage of the Hepburn

Act--an act designed to enhance the Interstate Commerce

Commission's power to regulate railroad shipping rates. TR

embarked on a long speaking trip to the Midwest and

Southwest to rally the public behind the Act. When Congress

reconvened, the Senate, bowing to public pressure, passed
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the measure with only three votes in opposition (Milkis and

Nelson 1987, 195-96). Never before had a president

successfully gone to these lengths over congressional heads

to get his program enacted. The taboo against popular

rhetoric had been broken.

TR's success in public relations was not confined to

the Hepburn Act. He was the first president to use a term--

Square Deal--to evoke in the public mind the spirit of his

domestic program. TR also used a new national medium, the

national press, to further his aims. These mass-circulation

newspapers and popular magazines, employing a new kind of

journalism TR himself labelled muckraking, educated the

American people by "...expos[ing] in countless pages the

sordid and depressing rottenness of our politics.. ."(Milkis

and Nelson 1987, 197).

The Presidency of Woodrow Wilson

Woodrow Wilson used public rhetoric as well. He

believed, unlike TR, that the American government was

encumbered with a static Newtonian system of checks and

balances that no longer served the nation in the twentieth

century (Ceaser 1979, 171). As Wilson wrote:

No living thing can have its organs offset
against each other as checks and live....There

can be no successful government without leader-

ship or the intimate almost instinctive
coordination of the organs of life and action
(Wilson 1908, 57).
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Woodrow Wilson sought "to reform radically the principles

and institutions of American government in order to

ameliorate what he regarded as a disconcerting lack of

energy and consistency" (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 221).

To achieve this, Wilson aimed to create a new

institutional arrangement with the president as the

preeminent leader within the officholder's party in Congress

like the Prime Minister of Great Britain leads his party in

government. The rationale for this expanded presidential

leadership role, according to Wilson, is as follows:

The President represents not so much the party's
governing efficiency as its controlling ideals and
principles. He is not so much part of its
organization as its vital link of connection with
the thinking nation. He can dominate his party by
being spokesman for the real sentiment and purpose
of the country, by giving direction to opinion, by
giving the country at once the information and the
statements of policy which will enable it to form
its judgments alike of parties and men (Wilson
1908, 68).

Wilson, like TR, capitalized on his public-speaking

abilities but did so with several innovations. For example,

Wilson was the first, since Jefferson discontinued the

practice, to speak to Congress in person. Wilson also

sought to make routine the kind of public speaking designed

to bring the weight of popular sentiment on Congress; TR,

pioneer of this kind of rhetoric, actually used it only

rarely (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 223-225).
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The Presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt

Innovations in the relationship between the president

and the public accelerated during the administration of

Franklin D. Roosevelt. FDR benefitted politically from a

severe economic calamity that contributed to his own huge

electoral margin and to the success of his party in gaining

control of both houses of Congress. His legislative

successes, most striking during the historic Hundred Days,

became law because overwhelming Democratic majorities in the

Congress heeded his request for "broad executive power to

wage war against the emergency, as great as. . .if we were in

fact invaded by a foreign foe" (Biles 1991, 34).

Temperamentally suited for the office, FDR derived

great pleasure in the symbolic aspects of his job. For

example, when his party nominated him, he took the

unprecedented step of flying to Chicago to accept the

nomination in person. As he said, "I have started out on

the tasks that lie ahead by breaking the absurd tradition

that the candidate should remain in professed ignorance of

what has happened for weeks until he is formally notified of

that event many weeks later. Let it also be symbolic that

in so doing I broke traditions. Let it be from now on the

task of our party to break foolish traditions" (Milkis and

Nelson 1990, 261).

FDR used the new medium of radio to forge a direct

link with the American public. The Chicago acceptance
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speech was broadcast, as was his inaugural address. He also

used radio to declare a Bank Holiday, a bold move that came

shortly after his own inauguration. The speech was referred

to as a "fireside chat," a forum used throughout his years

in the White House. No other fireside chat had as large and

perhaps as attentive an audience. FDR was able to develop

and capitalize on a rapport with the American people built

by this very direct contact. The president spoke as if to

each individual American. His use of radio helped restore

confidence in the American people and won him praise from

friends as well as some foes (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 263-

4).

FDR's agenda--the New Deal--was seen by some Americans

to be in basic conflict with the nation's historic

commitment to self-reliance. Although other industrialized

societies had adopted similar measures, FDR utilized his

role as opinion leader to sell these new programs to the

public. For example, he used the simple illustration of how

government offices, like the West Wing of the White House,

were now being remodelled and equipped to have cooled-air

pumped in during Washington's hot summer months. Roosevelt

said, "it is this combination of the old and new that marks

orderly peaceful progress, not only in building buildings,

but in building government itself. Our new structure is a

part of and a fulfillment of the old....All that we do seeks

to fulfill the historic traditions of the American people"
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(Milkis and Nelson 1990, 265). In this way, FDR was able to

simplify the complexities of government and rally the public

behind his efforts.

FDR's personalization of the presidency, serving as

"Dr. New Deal" and later "Dr. Win-the-War,'" is the standard

by which succeeding presidents are measured. FDR was able

to alter fundamentally the basic relationship between

president and people. Regarding the changes in the

president's relationship to the people, Lowi writes,

"Roosevelt was the first personal president in peacetime..."

(Lowi 1985, 65). Lowi asserts that FDR was the first

president able to go over the heads of Congress and party

leaders and relate directly to the American people in order

to achieve his goals (Lowi 1985). As Hinckley echoes, FDR

was "the founder of the modern presidency" (Hinckley 1985,

19).

The Presidency of John F. Kennedy

John F. Kennedy was the next president to bring

significant innovation to the president's relationship with

the public. He did so through the use of a powerful new

medium--television. His skill on television helped him win

the debates with Richard Nixon, certainly a factor in his

narrow electoral victory. Kennedy demonstrated how

television could be a potent weapon in a president's

arsenal. He relied typically on unedited, televised press
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conferences, a forum over which he presided with wit and

acumen (Milkis and Nelson 1990, 295-300). Known for his

personal charm, charisma and ability to inspire, JFK

rivalled and perhaps went beyond FDR in the ability to use

the symbolic aspects of the office to move the American

people.

The Presidencies of Jimmy Carter and Ronald Reagan

Jimmy Carter, and to a lesser extent Ronald Reagan,

assumed the presidency during a difficult political period

for the executive office: a previous officeholder had

resigned in disgrace and Congress was in the process of

reassessing its institutional roles and responsibilities

vis-a-vis the president (Sundquist 1981). The standard that

the president was expected to live up to was still the one

set by FDR.

President Carter, intent on reversing the "imperial

presidency," went to great lengths to remove any of the

regal trappings left over from the Nixon years (Schlesinger

1973). For example, Carter appeared on television in a

cardigan sweater in an attempt to create a "folksy"

atmosphere. And for a time, Carter even carried his own

luggage and banned the playing of "Hail to the Chief."

Unfortunately for him though, his sincere efforts were

not well received. Most observers, including Carter

himself, later agreed that he went too far in his attempt to
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make the president more like the common man. As Carter

wrote in his memoirs, "In reducing the imperial presidency,

I overreacted at first. We began to receive many complaints

that I had gone too far in cutting back the pomp and

ceremony, so after a few months I authorized the band to

play 'Hail to the Chief.' I enjoyed it" (Carter 1982, 27).

In general, Carter's public relations efforts were not

successful. Although he was the first president to include

a pollster in his White House staff, a job that involved

informing him how the public regarded him and his programs,

Carter often did not take his pollster's advice (Bonafede

1990, 3). And, as Milkis and Nelson observe, when Carter

was successful in getting legislation passed,

the public seldom believed that he deserved the
credit. Yet, perversely, during the last two
years of his presidency, when Carter was overcome
by setbacks that really were beyond his control--
notably the wildly inflationary OPEC oil price
increases and the Iranian hostage crisis--he was
roundly blamed. Any leader, no matter how gifted,
would have had trouble dealing with these
problems. But Carter's style of leadership
brought the full brunt of adversity down upon him.
His tendency to personalize the problems of state
was especially damaging during the hostage crisis
(Milkis and Nelson 1990, 327-8).

The next president, Ronald Reagan, came to office

intent on succeeding in many of the ways President Carter

had failed. Although Reagan garnered only 3 percentage

points more than did Gerald Ford in 1976, the results in the

1980 presidential election were dubbed by some to indicate a

mandate for sweeping change in the direction of government:
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"a Reagan revolution." Reagan successfully capitalized on

this spirit and turned it into a mandate for change that

involved massive tax cuts, increased defense spending, and

cuts in the welfare state. Reagan's legislative

achievements in the first six months of office did seem a

drastic break with the preceding four years (Milkis and

Nelson 1990, 333-39)

Reagan's legislative successes were due in large part

to the remarkable skill he exhibited in his public relations

efforts, especially in his use of television as president.

A professional actor, Reagan had honed his national image

since his Barry Goldwater nomination speech at the

Republican convention in 1964. His use of rhetoric as

president was similarly effective. For example, he appeared

before Congress less than a month after he was nearly

assassinated, allowing him to build great political capital

from a nearly tragic event.

Particularly for his use of television to influence and

forge an even closer link with the American public, Ronald

Reagan earned the sobriquet "Great Communicator" (Milkis and

Nelson 1990, 334). Although Kennedy used TV to his

advantage, Reagan was "the first true television president"

(Denton 1988, 741). His administration devoted

unprecedented energy into molding public perceptions of the

president via this medium. His "handlers" were fortunate to

have as willing and able a person to act the part. The
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expanded use of television is the last major innovation in

the relationship between the president and the people.

Lamentably, the changes wrought by television on

presidential politics and politics in general cannot be

considered entirely salutary. According to Denton:

"[television] makes every action public and by
doing so trivializes both issues and candidates.
It becomes impossible to distinguish the
difference in importance between the shouting down
of a rude audience member and the candidate's
position on nuclear disarmament" (Denton 1988, 7).

The Reagan administration hastened the negative effects of

television by ushering in an era of "managed" news. For

example, the administration often staged events that fit

into a day's theme--events which would provide excellent if

not moving footage for the evening newscasts. And the press

frequently had no choice but to yell questions to the

president over the din of a helicopter so that Reagan would

have an excuse for not answering them. Unfortunately for

presidential politics, no matter how negative media

manipulation may seem, a Reagan-style "primetime presidency"

is probably here to stay. After all, as Neustadt states,

whether Reagan's policies were liked or hated, he was "a

presence many of us love to see as chief of state" (Neustadt

1990, 269).



CHAPTER III

FINDINGS

The hypothesis--that senator's C (Congressional

Quarterly) presidential support scores are significantly and

positively related to the president's electoral success in

that senator's state--is tested using the model shown on

page 4.

CQ Presidential Support Over an Extended Timeframe

It may be instructive to look first at the dependent

variable, CQ support scores, over an extended timeframe.

The dependent variable-- CQ support scores-- is presented in

tabular and graphic form in Table 3 and Figure 1

respectively. As expected, Democrats are more supportive of

Democratic presidents and Republicans of Republican

presidents during this period that includes 1977 to 1988,

the years studied in this analysis.

In Figure 2, overall senatorial support for the

president is presented with the House of Representatives

added for comparison. This data shows the support levels

with which the president had to deal. As expected the

Senate was more supportive of Reagan than the House of

Representatives. Quite unlike the House, the Senate was

controlled by Republicans from 1981 to 1987, six of the

39
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eight years Reagan held office. The largest overall

percentage in support of a president's position in the

Senate occurred during Reagan's first year in office. As

mentioned in Chapter II, Reagan turned his results into a

mandate. The Republicans also gained control of the Senate

that year for the first time since 1954. By 1987, however,

at the height of the Iran-Contra scandal, Reagan's overall

support reached its lowest level. His support levels in the

House were even lower.

When analyzing the data for the period studied, it

appears that there is a certain congruence of movement

between senator's CO presidential support scores and one of

the independent variables, the Gallup approval score, when

plotted side by side.

The Pearson correlation coefficient is quite small,

though (r=-.02). The relationship must not be as close as

it appears. The coefficient indicates that there is

practially no relationship between a president's Gallup

approval and his aggregated yearly support scores. This may

result from the fact that these are yearly aggregations, a

rather broad measure of the Gallup approval score; it

typically fluctuates within a year. There is also the

problem of lag; it may take time for Senators to react to a

president's Gallup approval.

OLS Model

The model is run using OLS Regression. The value of
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the presidential vote share variable corroborates the

hypothesis. Both the correlation matrix and the Klein test

suggest that there is no multicollinearity in the model.

However, the Durbin-Watson test statistic for the model

indicated the presence of positive serial autocorrelation in

the residuals. A correlogram of residuals confirms this.

Although the OLS results have to be rejected, it is worth

noting that the coefficient for the presidential vote share

variable is positive, providing some support for the

hypothesis.

EGLS Model

Since the model has serial autocorrelation, an

estimated generalized least squares [EGLS] model must be

used in the place of the OLS model. The EGLS model employs

the Cochrane-Orcutt [CO] approach to estimating. A

correlogram accompanies the table. The Durbin-Watson

statistic (d.w.=1.99) and the correlogram of residuals

(Figure 5) evoke the conclusion that the problem with

positive serial autocorrelation has been successfully

addressed in the EGLS model.

Table 7 reveals that the direction of impact of the

presidential vote share variable on C support scores is

again positive, although not significant this time. The

impact of popularity measured by the frequent Gallup Poll in

the respective regions is still significant, though. This
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supports the general theory that presidential popularity is

associated with presidential success in the Senate although

not the specific hypothesis.

The coefficient for the variable reflecting the

percentage of the general public who identify with the

president's party is negative. The figure is also

significant. How will this variable perform when the model

is disaggregated by party?

Also, whether a Senator is in a leadership position or

not is negative and significant. A look at later data

(Table 10) reveals that the significance of this variable

comes from the Carter administration. Apparently,

Democratic leaders were less supportive of the president

than rank and file members. This may have meant lower

support scores for Carter in general. Disaggregating this

variable by party shows the trend was confined to same-party

leaders, the bulk of Senate leaders those four years. The

synchronized election variable, though positive, is small

and insignificant.

According to the Beta weights, the party variable--

whether a senator is a member of the president's party or

not--has a considerable impact on _CQ support scores. This

may help account for the large R2 scores. The data about

parties indicates that senators in the president's party

supported the officeholder, on average, over 25% more than

did opposition-party senators.
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EGLS Model by Party

Tables 8 and 9 display the Cochrane-Orcutt EGLS

estimates controlled for party. The Durbin-Watson test

statistic and the ACF of the error term for the EGLS model

indicate that the problem with autocorrelation has been

remedied (see Figures 6 and 7 for accompanying correlograms

of residuals).

Increases in presidential vote share have a negative

effect on fQ support scores when the senator is in the same

party as the president and a positive effect when they are

in opposing parties. However, since the results are both

insignificant, the magnitude of the coefficients is not

trustworthy. Dividing the data by party does not

corroborate the hypothesis. The Gallup approval score is

still significant and positive when disaggregated for same-

party and opposition-party senators. It is considerably

more significant when the senator is in the same party as

the president. Although the specific hypothesis is again

refuted, the success of the Gallup score gives validity to

the theory that presidential popularity does affect

senatorial voting.

The variable for public party affiliation takes on a

negative sign for the two groups although it is significant

either way. On average, the percentage of the public that

identifies with the president's party has a negative effect

on a senator's CQ presidential support score if the senator
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is in the same party and a positive effect if the senator is

in the opposing party. The result for same-party senators

has greater impact on CQ support scores partially accounting

for a higher R2 score (.15 versus .02). The effect of all

five variables, even the Gallup approval score, is quite

weak.

The variable reflecting whether the senator is in a

leadership position or not has a similar negative effect on

each party but is significant only for same-party senators.

In Table 10 it is clear that President Carter had trouble

with congressional leaders. Perhaps this phenomenon was

strong enough to affect the data for the whole period.

The variable reflecting whether the senator is elected

at the same time as the president or not is not significant.

However, the signs are worth noting: when a senator is

elected at the same time as the president, and a member of

the president's party, the senator will support the

president more; if in the opposition party, the senator will

support the president less.

EGLS Model of Carter and Reagan Presidency

Tables 10 and 11 display the data by presidency; i.e,

the Carter and Reagan presidencies. There is accompanying

correlograms for these two (Tables 10 and 11) and each of

the following EGLS models (Figures 8 through 19). In all

cases the Durbin Watson test statistic and the ACF of the
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error term indicate no serial autocorrelation.

In both cases (Carter and Reagan), the effect of

presidential vote shares on CQ support scores is positive.

Only during the Reagan presidency is the vote shares

variable significant (p<.l0). This is the first result

supporting the hypothesis that presidential electoral

support in a senator's state affects that senator's support

of the president. The Reagan administration elicits the

highest R2 so far, .53. The model works quite well when the

Carter years are excluded.

Again, the Gallup approval score is significant for

either presidency. So is the public party identification

variable, but again the sign is negative for either

presidency. Not surprisingly, the party variable is

significant in both cases since it was so significant for

the whole period. During the Carter years, if a senator was

in a leadership position, the member was actually less

likely to support the president, evidence of Carter's

problem with his party's senators since the Democrats

controlled the Senate these four years. In the Reagan

years, the leader was more likely to support the president,

although the extent to which he is likely to support the

president is not clear. In the Carter years, if the

senator's election was synchronized with the president's,

the senator was more likely to support the president,

although the extent of support is also unclear. In the
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Reagan years, the member elected at the same time was less

likely to support the president; the result here is

significant.

EGLS Model of Carter Administration by Party

The Carter administration, controlled for party,

produces the following results. The effect of presidential

vote share is significant only for opposition party senators

during the Carter administration. A one percent increase in

Carter's electoral success in an opposition-party senator's

state on average contributed to a .84 increase in that

senator's Q presidential support score. The hypothesis is

again corroborated. Voting for Carter in Democratic

senators' states did not affect their support of the

president's program. The Gallup approval score is

significant both ways contributing to between a .33 and a

.45 point increase in the senator's C presidential support

score.

The variable reflecting the percentage of the public

that identifies with the president's party is only

significant for opposition party senators. In both cases,

though, the effect on a senator's _Q presidential approval

score is negative. Whether or not a senator was in

leadership had a significant impact on members of President

Carter's own party, but not on the opposition. From the

data it is apparent that President Carter had problems with
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his own senatorial leadership; they supported him six points

less on average than Democrats who were non-leaders. A

senator elected at the same time as the president was more

likely to support the president, especially if that senator

was not a member of the president's party, in which case the

score is large and significant.

EGLS Model of Reagan Presidency by Party

Tables 14 and 15 provide the results for the Reagan

presidency by party. For the period 1981 to 1988, senators

in the opposition party corroborate the hypothesis.

Senator's CQ presidential support scores are significantly

and positively related to the president's electoral success

in that senator's state for opposition senators during the

Reagan presidency. For same-party senators, the results

are positive but insignificant. As usual, the Gallup

approval score is significant and positive for both sets of

senators.

The variable reflecting the percentage of the public

that identifies with the president's party is significant

and negative for both groups of senators. The leadership

variable is negative and insignificant either way. Leaders

were less likely to support president Reagan as well. The

variable reflecting whether a senator was elected at the

same time as the president was significant only for

opposition party senators and was negative. Democrats
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elected with Reagan were less likely to support him--exactly

opposite Carter's situation in which they were more likely

to support him.

EGLS Models of Two Reagan Administrations

The results for the two Reagan administrations are

presented in Tables 16 and 17. The results are significant

for the presidential vote share variable for either model.

The research hypothesis is again supported directly. For

example, a one percent rise in Reagan's vote share in a

state in 1984 on average contributed to a .81 rise in the

president's .Q support scores. The R2 is .63 for the first

Reagan administration--a very high result. The model

performs best for the four years following the 1980

election.

As usual, the Gallup approval variable was also

significant. The public party identification variable was

significant and negative for either administration. As

expected, the variable reflecting the senator's party had a

similar significant impact for each administration. Neither

model produced a significant leadership variable, although

Senate leaders in the first Reagan administration were

slightly less supportive of the president; in the second,

they tended to be more supportive. Perhaps President

Reagan's 1984 landslide caused his party's senators to close

ranks. Finally, if a senator was elected at the same time
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as President Reagan in either 1980 or 1984, the member was

less likely to support the president, although the 1980

election was the only one in which the result is

significant.

EGLS Model of First Reagan Administration by Party

Finally, the results are broken down for both Reagan

administrations by party. Tables 18 and 19 provide results

from the first Reagan administration. Presidential vote

share had a significant effect on CQ support scores for

opposition senators during 1981 to 1984, eliciting another

corroboration of the hypothesis. The Gallup approval score

is significant and positive for both parties. The variable

reflecting the percentage of the public that identify with

the president's party is also significant and negative

either way, having a larger impact on opposition-party

senators. Neither the leadership or the election

synchronization variable is significant among either party

and the effect of each is negative. Leaders may feel more

secure to vote as they wish although it would seem that they

would be under greater pressure to toe the party line.

EGLS Model of Second Reagan Administration by Party

During the second Reagan administration, the effect of

state presidential vote on senator's support is positive and

significant for either party, providing one more
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confirmation of the hypothesis and the model. Similarly,

the Gallup approval score is again significant and positive.

The variable reflecting the effect of public party

identification on senator's Q presidential support scores

is significant only for opposition party senators during the

second Reagan administration and is quite large. Neither

the leadership variable nor the election synchronization

variable are significant and their impact is negative.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS IN PERSPECTIVE

The hypothesis--that senator's CQ (Congressional

Quarterly) presidential support scores are significantly and

positively related to the president's electoral success in

that Senator's state--is corroborated when the data are

disaggregated by administration and party. The hypothesis

was corroborated for: the Reagan presidency, the first

Reagan administration, the second Reagan administration,

opposition-party senators in the Carter administration,

opposition-party senators during the entire Reagan

presidency, opposition-party senators in the first Reagan

administration, and both party senators in the second Reagan

administration. Therefore, while the original hypothesis is

not corroborated for the period 1977-1988, it is supported

if this period is broken down into subperiods and by party.

Table 22 summarizes the findings for all the variables

tested.

Most previous studies approach the problem with

different methodology than this study. For example, Waldman

(1967) looks at only the House of Representatives and only

one party each time he runs his analysis. His analysis also

places members on a liberalism-conservatism continuum and he

confines analysis to the size of the president's vote in the

51
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district in relation to the member's vote total. Of

relevance to this study, he is able to say that presidential

electoral results affected congressional voting when he sees

an association between a higher presidential vote (60% or

greater) in a district and more liberal voting since the two

administrations studied were Democratic and liberal (and the

Republican administration was liberal on one policy

dimension). Again his findings reveal that in a landslide

Democratic year (1964) there is an association between a

president receiving 60% or more of the vote and more liberal

voting (Waldman 1967, 76). Similarly, in 1960, a closer

presidential election year, a similar association is found

(Waldman 1967, 79). When he adds a Republican

administration for comparison (first two years of

Eisenhower's first term), no association is found (Waldman

1967, 81).

In this study a landslide election year (1984) and a

close election year (1976) are evaluated to test the same

type of hypothesis that Waldman used in his study. In the

landslide Republican presidential year (1984), there is an

association between the presidential vote and the CQ support

score among same-party senators much like the association

found following the 1964 landslide election and unlike the

lack of association found in the two years following the

1952 presidential election. In the close election year

(1976) there is no association unlike Waldman's finding for
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Mr. Kennedy. Therefore as close as one can come to

comparing the two studies, there is similarity in one case

and differences in another. This anomaly may be explained

by the fact that Waldman studies two years at a time; this

study four.

Weinbaum and Judd's analysis differs from this analysis

in several ways. Studying the House of Representatives they

choose three Democratic presidential election years and look

to see if voting two years before mandate elections (1936

and 1965) changes following a mandate. In other words, is

congressional voting mandate-inspired (Weinbaum and Judd

1970, 284)? They had six specific tests of the hypothesis;

test four is relevant to this analysis since it considers

the effect of the president's share of the vote in a

district on voting in Congress. This study has possibly

two elections that could be considered mandates: 1980 and

1984 although 1980 would not fit their typology or most such

criteria of what constitutes a mandate (Weinbaum and Judd

1970, 276).

Weinbaum and Judd find that congressional voting is not

mandate-inspired (Weinbaum and Judd 1970, 293). In this

analysis the one true mandate election (1984) preceded the

only four year period in the study that corroborated the

hypothesis all three ways in which the data could be broken

down. It can be concluded that there was "mandate-inspired"

voting following Reagan's 1984 landslide, unlike the periods



54

following 1964 and 1936.

Buck (1972) uses a coding scheme to see if presidential

leading of a member contributes to a president receiving

more support from that member. He studies four congresses

and with the exception of one--the 85th--is able to conclude

that it does. Like Waldman Buck gives early confirmation to

the general hypothesis but his methodology is so different

from this study's that it is impossible to draw any other

comparison.

Jeanne Martin's 1976 analysis is similar to this

present analysis in that she uses CQ results and has a very

similar hypothesis. The election year she studies is 1968

and like the others she looks only at the House of

Representatives. She does make the distinction between

northern and southern Democrats and northern and southern

Republicans. Like this analysis she is able to find only

partial confirmation of a relationship between congressional

votes and presidential electoral results for the 92nd

Congress with northern Democrats and southern Republicans.

Since this study did not divide the data by region it is

hard to tie in what Martin said to the results.

Edward's 1978 article is the most similar to this

present analysis although like the others he studies the

House of Representatives. The years studied (1952 to 1972)

precede the year this analysis begins (1977) by five years.

He uses CQ support scores like this analysis and
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disaggregates for each year. His hypothesis of a positive

relationship is confirmed--more so for Democrats (see Table

1). He uses regression coefficients for each year to reach

this verdict. The hypothesis--virtually the same as the one

used in this analysis--is confirmed.

Harmon and Brauen looks also at the problem the same

way as does Waldman, Weinbaum and Judd, and Buck in that

they relate presidential electoral performance to

congressional electoral performance. Unlike the others and

like this analysis they examine the Senate. Studying six

congresses, the hypothesis is supported: "Findings of this

research show that congressional support increased between

one and thirteen percentage points for every percentage

point by which president exceeded congressman..." (Harmon

and Brauen 1979, 281). They find strength for Republican

senators under Democratic administrations. This echoes the

finding that Republican senators under Carter had a

significant relationship while same-party senators did not.

Also, the relationship was stronger for Harmon and

Brauen after landslide elections. A similar result is found

here for the 1984 landslide Reagan administration that

exhibits an association. Also, Tables 16 and 17 show that

the relationship is stronger after a landslide (1984) than

after a smaller victory (refer to Beta weights for the first

and second Reagan administrations in Tables 16 and 17--.09

and .18 respectively).
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Most unlike this analysis is Cohen's 1982 study using

presidential State of the Union addresses as the dependent

variable instead of CQ support scores. While there are

problems with his Durbin-Watson results, the one acceptable

period does not confirm the hypothesis. Since it is so much

earlier than this analysis (1895 to 1932) and before the big

changes the New Deal and the Cold War brought to the

presidency, it is not surprising that results would not

confirm the hypothesis.

It can be said in conclusion that this present analysis

continues to fill in the picture relating to the hypothesis

of a significant and positive effect for a president's vote

total on congressional support. Certainly, this analysis

updates existing research through the Reagan years for the

Senate. There remains significant corroboration of the

general hypothesis both in past studies and in this

analysis.

Certainly, this area of study is a most fertile field

for future research echoing Jeanne Martin';s statement in

1976 that this type of analysis would continue to prove

fruitful (Martin 1976, 488). For future study, the

following may be looked into: dividing senatorial approval

along major policy dimensions, using key votes, expanding

the timeframe to include the entire post-war period, and

incorporating the House of Representatives.
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Table 1: Estimated Direct Influence of
Presidential Electoral Performance on Presidential Support

Overall Domestic Foreign
Policy Policy Policy

Year Support Support Support

1953 .02* + +
1954 .11 + +
1955 .07 .08 -.02
1956 .11 .15 -.12
1957 .14 .10 .17
1958 .19 .18 .13
1959 .23 .15 .27
1960 .17 .15 .14
1961 .18 .18 .17
1962 .29 .26 .26
1963 .18 .18 .16
1964 .22 .25 .15
1965 .43 .42 .42
1966 .46 .44 .47
1967 .41 .40 .40
1968 .45 .42 .46
1969 .17 .14 .16
1970 .21 .19 .27
1971 .02 + +
1972 .10 + +

Note: *Standardized Regression Coefficients, +Domestic
and Foreign Policy Support Scores not available for 1953-54
and 1971-72.

Table 2: Median and Average
Deviation of Beta Coefficients for

Democratic and Republican Presidential Years

Democratic Republican
Presidential Years Presidential Years

Average Average
Median Deviation Median Deviation

Overall Policy .41 .07 .22 .07

Domestic Policy .42 .06 .24 .06
Foreign Policy .38 .09 .13 .11

Source: George C. Edwards III. 1978. "Presidential
Electoral Performance as a Source of Presidential Power,"
American Journal of Political Science, 22:161-3.
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Table 3: Presidential Victories on Votes in Congress,
1953-1990

House Senate

President House and
(political Senate Vict. Number Vict- Number

party)/year victories ories of votes ories of votes

Eisenhower (R)
1953 89.2% 91.2% 34 87.8% 49
1954 82.8 78.9 38 77.9 77
1955 75.3 63.4 41 84.6 52
1956 69.2 73.5 34 67.7 65
1957 68.4 58.3 60 78.9 57
1958 75.7 74.0 50 76.5 98
1959 52.9 55.6 54 50.4 121
1960 65.1 65.1 43 65.1 86
Average 69.9 68.4 70.7
Total 354 605

Kennedy (D)
1961 81.5 83.1 65 80.6 124
1962 85.4 85.0 60 85.6 125
1963 87.1 83.1 71 89.6 115
Average 84.6 83.7 85.2
Total 196 364

Johnson (D)
1964 87.9 88.5 52 87.6 97
1965 93.1 93.8 112 92.6 162
1966 78.9 91.3 103 68.8 125
1967 78.8 75.6 127 81.2 165
1968 74.5 83.5 103 68.9 164
Average 82.2 85.9 79.7
Total 497 713

Nixon (R)

1969 74.8 72.3 47 76.4 72
1970 76.9 84.6 65 71.4 91
1971 74.8 82.5 57 69.5 82
1972 66.3 81.1 37 54.3 46
1973 50.6 48.0 125 52.4 185
1974 59.6 67.9 53 54.2 83
Average 64.3 68.2 61.5
Total 384 559

Ford (R)
1974 58.2 59.3 54 57.4 68
1975 61.0 50.6 89 71.0 93
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Table 3: (Continued)

House Senate
President House and
(political Senate Vict. Number Vict- Number
party)/year victories ories of votes ories of votes

Ford(R) (continued)
1976 53.8% 43.1% 51 64.2% 53
Average 58.3 51.0 65.0
Total 194 214

Carter (D)
1977 75.4 74.7 79 76.1 88
1978 78.3 69.6 112 84.8 151
1979 76.8 71.7 145 81.4 161
1980 75.1 76.9 117 73.3 116
Average 76.6 73.1 79.7
Total 453 516

Reagan (R)
1981 82.4 72.4 76 88.3 128
1982 72.4 55.8 77 83.2 119
1983 67.1 47.6 82 85.9 85
1984 65.8 52.2 113 85.7 77
1985 59.9 45.0 80 71.6 102
1986 56.5 33.3 90 80.7 83
1987 43.5 33.3 99 56.4 78
1988 47.4 32.7 104 64.8 88
Average 62.2 45.6 77.9
Total 721 760

Bush (R)
1989 62.6 50.0 86 73.3 101
1990 46.8 32.4 108 63.4 93
Average 54.4 40.2 68.6
Total 194 194

Note: "R" indicates Republican; "D" indicates Democrat.
Percentages based on the number of congressional votes
supporting the president divided by the total number of
votes on which the president had taken a position. The
percentages differ slightly from those found in
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, and Ornstein et al.'s
Vital Statistics on Congress due to corrections and
consistent rounding of percentages to one decimal place.

Source: Richard G. Niemi and Harold W. Stanley, Vital
Statistics on American Politics (Washington, D.C.: CQ Press
Inc., 1992), pp. 272-3.
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Table 4: Senatorial CQ Support Scores
Regressed on Presidential Electoral State

Results and Several Other Independent Variables

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 26.12 4.2 6.15*

Presidential Vote Share .16 .06 .06 2.77*

Gallup Approval Score .21 .05 .09 4.09*

% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -.06 .05 -.02 -1.11

Senator's Party Same
as President's 26.83 .82 .70 32.64*

Senator in Leadership -.80 .95 -.02 -.84
Election Synchronized .49 .84 .01 .58

R2 =.50 Adjusted R2 =.50 N=1200
d.w.=.95

p < .05, two-tailed test.

Table 5: Correlation Matrix
for Independent Variables

President's Gallup Public
Vote Share Approval Party ID Party Lead Sync

President' s
Vote Share 1.00

Gallup
Approval .33 1.00

Public
Party ID -.34 -.14 1.00

Party .12 .01 .08 1.00

Lead .05 .03 .00 .17 1.00

Sync .12 .16 -.18 .08 -.02 1.00
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Table 6: Klein Test Results

Adj.
Regressed Variable R2 R2

President's Vote Share .21 .21

Gallup Approval .12 .12

Public Party ID .15 .15

Party .06 .06

Lead .03 .03

Sync .06 .06

Table

Variable

Constant
Presidential Vote Share
Gallup Approval Score
Public Who Identify with

President's Party
Senator's Party Same

as President's
Senator in Leadership
Election Synchronized

R2 =.41

7: EGLS Model

Standard
B Error

29.68 4.79
.04 .06
.36 .04

-.15 .05

25.49 .97
-2.43 1.11
-.37 .98

Adjusted R2=. 41
d.w.=1.99

*p < .05, two-tailed test.

Beta

.02

.21

-.07

.61
-.05
-. 01
N=1200

t

6.20*
.71

8 . 95*

-2 . 80*

26.38*
-2.22*

-. 38

...
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Table 8: EGLS Estimates for Same-Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 63.03 6.01 10.49*
Presidential Vote Share -.05 .08 -.03 -.69
Gallup Approval Score .48 .05 .34 9.22*
Public Who Identify with

President's Party -.37 .07 -.20 -5.21*
Senator in Leadership -2.63 1.22 -.08 -2.17*
Election Synchronized .85 1.18 .03 .72

R2=.16 Adjusted R2 =.15 N=652
d.w.=1.99

p < .05, two-tailed test.

Table 9: EGLS Estimates for Opposition--Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 22.87 7.70 2.97*
Presidential Vote Share .10 .10 .04 .92
Gallup Approval Score .17 .06 .12 2.67*
Public Who Identify with
President's Party .20 .09 .10 2.09*

Senator in Leadership -2.58 1.80 -.06 -1.43
Election Synchronized -.79 1.44 -.02 -.55

R2 =.03 Adjusted R2 =.02 N=542
d.w.=1.94

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
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Table 10: EGLS Model For Carter Presidency

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 83.85 25.40 3.30*
Presidential Vote Share .24 .17 .06 1.44
Gallup Approval Score .38 .07 .29 5.56*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -1.38 .54 -.13 -2.56*

Senator's Party Same as
President's 15.63 1.70 .42 9.18*

Senator in Leadership -4.59 1.99 -.10 -2.31*
Election Synchronized 2.72 1.96 .06 1.39

R 2 =.27 Adjusted R 2
=.26 N=400

d.w.=1.96

p < .05, two-tailed test.

Table 11: EGLS Model for Reagan Presidency

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 41.68 5.33 7.82*
Presidential Vote Share .14 .07 .05 1.90**
Gallup Approval Score .80 .08 .35 10.20*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -1.63 .23 -.25 -7.02*

Senator's Party Same
as President's 30.18 1.10 .68 27.37*

Senator in Leadership .37 1.14 .01 .33
Election Synchronized -2.62 .98 -.07 -2.68*

R2=.54 Adjusted R2=.53 N=800
d.w.=2.04

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
p < .10, two-tailed test.
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Table 12: EGLS Model for Carter Administration
Same-Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 89.07 32.40 2.75*
Presidential Vote Share -.07 .17 -.03 -.40
Gallup Approval Score .33 .09 .29 3.78*
% of Public Who Identify

with President's Party -.73 .70 -.08 -1.03
Senator in Leadership -5.96 2.23 -. 17 -2.67*
Election Synchronized 2.75 2.21 .08 1.25

R2=.09 Adjusted R2 =.07 N=236
d.w.=1.95

p < .05, two-tailed test.

Table 13: EGLS Model for Carter Administration:
Opposition Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 96.66 42.20 2.29*
Presidential Vote Share .84 .28 .22 2.96*
Gallup Approval Score .45 .11 .37 4.20*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -2.41 .89 -.24 -2.72*

Senator in Leadership 1.01 3.61 .02 .28
Election Synchronized 8.52 3.29 .19 2.59*

R2 =.20 Adjusted R2 =.17 N=160
d.w.=1.84

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
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Table 14: EGLS Model for Reagan Presidency (1981-1988):
Same-Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 67.80 6.93 9.79*

Presidential Vote Share .05 .09 .03 .55

Gallup Approval Score 1.06 .11 .64 10.12*

% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -1.79 .30 -.38 -6.02*

Senator in Leadership -.85 1.42 -.03 -.60

Election Synchronized -.45 1.33 -.02 -.34
R2 =.22 Adjusted R2 =.20 N=416

d.w.=2.07

p < .05, two-tailed test.

Table 15: EGLS Model for Reagan Presidency (1981-1988):
Opposition Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 52.64 7.90 6.67*
Presidential Vote Share .28 .11 .13 2.46*
Gallup Approval Score .59 .12 .35 4.87*

% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -1.91 .36 -.39 -5.37*

Senator in Leadership -.37 1.86 -.01 -.20

Election Synchronized -3.38 1.43 -.12 -2.37*
R2 =.09 Adjusted R2=.07 N=382

d.w.=2.07

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
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Table 16: EGLS Model for First Reagan Administration

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 24.82 7.40 3.35*
Presidential Vote Share .30 .10 .09 2.85*
Gallup Approval Score .62 .09 .26 6.64*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -.93 .24 -.16 -3.92*

Senator's Party Same
as President's 30.89 1.34 .74 23.02*

Senator in Leadership -1.47 1.61 -.03 -.92
Election Synchronized -3.35 1.19 -.09 -2.82*

R2=.64 Adjusted R 2 =.63 N=400
d.w.=2.15

p < .05, two-tailed test

Table 17: EGLS Model for Second Reagan Administration

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 49.11 19.88 2.47*
Presidential Vote Share .81 .15 .18 5.43*
Gallup Approval Score 1.32 .19 .46 7.05*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -4.17 .80 -.34 -5.23*

Senator's Party Same
as President's 30.40 1.48 .68 20.53*

Senator in Leadership 1.11 1.45 .02 .76
Election Synchronized -1.34 1.44 -.03 -.93

R 2 =.60 Adjusted R2 =.59 N=400
d.w.=1.89

*p < .05, two-tailed test
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Table 18: EGLS Model for First Reagan Administration:
Same-Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 54.30 8.93 6.08*
Presidential Vote Share .15 .11 .09 1.38
Gallup Approval Score .61 .13 .43 4.90*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -.63 .32 -.17 -1.99**

Senator in Leadership -.83 1.71 -.03 -.49
Election Synchronized -.18 .49 -.03 -.38

R2=.13 Adjusted R2 =.11 N=216
d.w.=2.10

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
p < .10, two-tailed test.

Table 19: EGLS Model for First Reagan Administration:
Opposition-Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 22.24 12.05 1.84**
Presidential Vote Share .53 .17 .21 3.01*
Gallup Approval Score .65 .15 .40 4.39*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -1.31 .38 -.32 -3.50*
Senator in Leadership -4.53 3.45 -.09 -1.31
Election Synchronized -2.58 1.83 -.10 -1.41

R2 =.16 Adjusted R2 =.14 N=182
d.w.=2.12

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
**p < .10, two-tailed test.
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Table 20: EGLS Model for Second Reagan Administration:
Same-Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant -14.40 28.29 -.51
Presidential Vote Share .76 .17 .27 4.39*
Gallup Approval Score 1.37 .27 .64 5.07*
% of Public Who Identify
With President's Party -1.13 1.17 -.12 -.97

Senator in Leadership -2.30 2.03 -.07 -1.14
Election Synchronized -.98 2.14 -.03 -.46

R2 =.32 Adjusted R2=.30 N=200
d.w. =1.90

p < .05, two-tailed test.

Table 21: EGLS Model for Second Reagan Administration:
Opposition Party Senators

Standard
Variable B Error Beta t

Constant 142.77 27.78 5.14*
Presidential Vote Share .86 .24 .23 3.61*
Gallup Approval Score 1.25 .24 .60 5.25*
% of Public Who Identify
with President's Party -7.15 1.02 -.82 -7.03*

Senator in Leadership -1.35 2.11 -.04 -.64
Election Synchronized -.56 1.90 -.02 -.29

R2 =.28 Adjusted R2 =.26 N=200
d.w.=1.92

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
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Table 22: Summary of Results

Pres. Gallup Party Sen. Elec.
Vote % Appr. Party Ident. Lead. Synch.

OLS

Model Sig.* Sig.* Sig.. Insig. Insig. Insig.

EGLS Model Insig. Sig.* Sig.* Sig.. Sig.* Insig.

Same Party Insig. Sig.* N/A Sig.* Sig.* Insig.

Opposition
Party Insig. Sig.* N/A Sig.* Insig. Insig.

Carter
Presidency Insig. Sig.* Sig.* Sig.* Sig.* Insig.

Reagan
Presidency Sig.** Sig.* Sig.* Sig.* Insig. Sig.*

Carter
(Same Party) Insig. Sig.* N/A Insig. Sig.* Insig.

Carter (Opp- Sig.* Sig.* N/A Sig.* Insig. Sig.*

osition)

Reagan
(Same Party) Insig. Sig.* N/A Sig.* Insig. Insig.

Reagan
(Opposition) Sig.* Sig.* N/A Sig.* Insig. Sig.*

1st Reagan
Admin. Sig.* Sig.* Sig.* Sig.* Insig. Sig.*

2nd Reagan
Admin. Sig.* Sig.* Sig.* Sig.* Insig. Insig.

Reagan 1
(Same Party) Insig. Sig.* N/A Sig.** Insig. Insig.

Reagan 1
(Opposition) Sig.* Sig.* N/A Sig.* Insig. Insig.

Reagan 2
(Same Party) Sig.* Sig.* N/A Insig. Insig. Insig.
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Table 22: Contined

Pres. Gallup Party Sen. Elec.
Vote % Appr. Party Ident. Lead. Synch.

Reagan 2
(Opposition) Sig.* Sig.* N/A Sig.* Insig. Insig.

*p < .05, two-tailed test.
**p < .10, two-tailed test.
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Figure 4: Correlogram of
Residuals for Original Model
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Figure 5: Correlogram
of Residuals for EGLS Model
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Figure 6: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 8
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Figure 7: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 9
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Figure 8: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 10
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Figure 9: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 11

Auto-
Lag Corr.

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16

-1 -. 75 -. 5 -. 25

-. 023
.164

-. 007

.143

.007

.104

.001

.135

.017

.067

-.041
.038

-. 053
.041

-.025
.069

0 .25 .5

*.

.*.

*

*

.0.**
*

.0.
*0.
.0*
*0.
.0*
*0.
.0*

.75 1

.75 1



77

Figure 10: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 12
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Figure 11: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 13
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Figure 12: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 14
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Figure 13: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 15
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Figure 14: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 16
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Figure 15: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 17
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Figure 16: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 18
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Figure 17: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 19
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Figure 18: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 20
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Figure 19: Correlogram
of Residuals for Table 21
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APPENDIX 1: REGIONAL CATEGORIZATION
OF UNITED STATES

REGION

East

West

South

Midwest

Source:
Approval:_ A

1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988

STATES INCLUDED

Connecticut, Delaware, Maine, Maryland,
Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey,
New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Vermont, West Virginia, Distric of Columbia

Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon,
Utah, Washington, Wyoming

Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina,
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas,
Virginia

Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, North
Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, Wisconsin

Edwards, George C. III. 1990. Presidential
Sourcebook. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins.

APPENDIX 2: GALLUP APPROVAL SCORES
AGGREGATED BY REGION

EAST
66
46
49
38
55
41
42
51
58
60
46
51

SOUTH
64
48
42
46
58
43
44
55
62
61
51
55

MIDWEST
61
44
36
41
59
45
54
59
59
59
48
51

WEST
60
43
34
36
59
47
47
57
61
61
47
48

Source: Edwards, George C. III. 1990. Presidential
Approval: A Sourcebook. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins.

II I I I rl
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APPENDIX 3: NATIONAL PARTY
IDENTIFICATION

Republican
21%
23
22
24
28
26
25
31
33
32
30
30

Democrat
48%
48
45
46
42
45
44
40
38
39
41
42

Independent
31%
29
33
30
30
29
31
29
29
29
29
28

Source: Gallup, George Jr. 1985. The Gallup Poll:
Public Opinion 1984. Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly
Resources; Gallup, George Jr. 1990. The Gallup Poll: Public
Opinion 1990. Wilmington, Delaware: Scholarly Resources.

APPENDIX 4: SENATORIAL LEADERSHIP
IN 95TH TO 100TH CONGRESSES

DEMOCRATS: 95TH 96TH 97TH 98TH 99TH 100TH

Bentsen, Lloyd
Biden, Joseph
Boren, David
Bumpers, Dale
Burdick, Quentin
Byrd, Robert C.
Cannon, Howard
Chiles, Lawton
Church, Frank
Cranston, Alan
Eastland, James 0.
Ford, Wendell
Glenn, John
Hollings, Ernest
Inouye, Daniel
Jackson, Henry M.
Johnston, J. Bennett

DEMOCRATS (Continued)

Kennedy, Edward M.
Leahy, Richard
Long, Russell

X

X
X

X
X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

X X X

X X X

X X

X
X X X

X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X

X
X
X
X

X
95TH 96TH 97TH 98TH 99TH 100TH

X

X X

X
X

Year
1977
1978
1979
1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988



Magnuson, Warren G.
McClellan, John L.
Mitchell, George
Muskie, Edmund
Nunn, Sam
Pell, Claiborne
Proxmire, William
Randolph, Jennings
Ribicoff, Abraham
Sparkman, John
Stennis, John C.
Talmadge, Herman
Williams, Harrison

95TH
x
x

96TH
x

X x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

97TH 98TH 99TH

x

x
x
x
x

x
x
x

95TH 96TH 97TH 98TH 99TH 100TH

REPUBLICANS:

Andrews, Mark
Armstrong, William
Baker, Howard Jr.
Boschwitz, Rudy
Curtis, Carl T.
Chafee, John H.
Cochran, Thad
Danforth, John C.
Dole, Robert
Domenici, Pete V.
Garn, Jake
Goldwater, Barry
Hansen, Cliff
Hatch, Orrin
Hatfield, Mark
Heinz, John
Helms, Jesse
Lugar, Richard
Mathias, Charles
McClure, James A.
Murkowski, Frank H.
Packwood, Robert
Percy, Charles
Roth, William Jr.
Simpson, Alan

x X X X

x

x
xx X

x

x

x
x

x
x
x
x

x
x

x x
x

x x
x x

x x x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x

REPUBLICANS (Continued)

Stafford, Robert T.
Stevens, Ted
Thurmond, Strom
Tower, John

95TH 96TH 97TH 98TH 99TH 100TH

x
x x x

x
x x x

84

100TH

x

x
x
x

x

x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x
x

x

x

x
x

x

x

x
x
x
x

x

x
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95TH 96TH 97TH 98TH 99TH 100TH
Trible, Paul x
Weicker, Lowell X X X

Source: U.S. Congress. 1977. Joint Committee on
Printing. Official Congressional Directory. 95th Cong., 1st
Session, pp. 416-17, 338-44, 262-3; U.S. Congress. 1979.
Joint Committee on Printing. Official Congressional
Directory. 96th Cong., 1st Session, pp. 345-351, 397-8, 276-
278; U.S. Congress. 1981. Joint Committee on Printing.
Official Congressional Directory. 97th Cong., 1st Session,
pp. 339-345, 393-94, 267-9; U.S. Congress. 1983. Joint
Committee on Printing. Official Congressional Directory.
98th Cong., 1st Session, pp. 293-294, 385-392, 443-444; U.S.
Congress. 1985. Joint Committee on Printing. Official
Congressional Directory. 99th Cong., 1st Session, pp. 387-
394, 294-296, 445-6; U.S. Congress. 1987. Joint Committee on
Printing. Official Congressional Directory. 100th Cong., 1st
Session, pp. 575-593, 473-476.
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