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; ”thofL, Lghantage of incume:ncy does not appear to be a good explanation BX for
EE e G, i o1 facé- at incumbent congressional candidates almost always win re-election, -

0t —|

Instead, the major explanation appears to be simply that most districts are safe
for one party and that the rare challenger who is able to dfeat an incumbent
~tends to be a strong enough candidate to win rel-election on his own,N i




1238, He talks about the decline of the objective GOP gerrymander in

Mpvparently in 1966 the gain to a candidate from running asn an incumbent for -
from roughly two per cent to about five per cent of the vote."

~ Sound: no disagreements. He doesn't draw any conclusions about Swings,...

Robert S, Erikson, "Malapportionment, Gerrymandering, and Party Fortunes
in Congressiomal Elections,! 66APSR 1234-§5, Dec. 1972

the years alter 1966,.... He concludes that it wasn't a consequence of
redistricting, (No real difference between sets redrawn and not redrawn., )

P« 1239, He discusses how successful the 1964 Dem., frosh were in surviving
the 1966 election....

P+ 1240, He concludest "The reason for the strong showing by incumbents ;
in 1966 appears to be thatthe electoral advantage from being an incumbent simply |
incréased suddenly with the 1966 election," And he shows it.

the first time and the loss to a party when its incumbent retires increased




\

Robert S5; Erikson, "The Electoral Impa¢t of Congressional Roll Call V:kin y
65 APSR 1018-32, Dec 1971 3

Northern D and R ines, 1952-68 (66 left out);; relations of roll call liberallsm
to Cong. electoral %, with Prexy % held k. (with controls for Congman's prefious
electoral % and for ballot form)

1023, Republicans, full equationss MAll sixteen partial corr lations presented in
Table 2 are in the expected negative direction, indicating that with relevant variables
held constant a Republican Congressman gets fewer votes when he has a relatively
conservative roll call position." .....",,.a reasonable estirate is that an unusually
liberal Republican Representative getas at least 6 per cent more of the two-party vote
eseoethan his extreme conservative counterpart would in the :ame district.n

1025. Dems,; results much weaker. A variance problem (not enough ND spread)
1027. M,..regression analysis provides no statistical evidence that a Democeatic
Conzressman loses vot:s by liberal roll call voting."

1028. By matching pakrs of Dems., he gets some evidency of a sy mettical effect here.
But it's inconclusive,

1029, 1964 SRC survey dat,:
1029-30. Take Johnson voters with GOP congmen, dichotomize the congmen as L-C,

then stratify the voters (3 sets) by level of recogniticn of congmen (CoNTD)

Erikson - 1971 - #2

(continued) p. 1030, "As the table shows, while vot.rs with low or medium redbgmition
¥®= did not appear to have discriminited between relatively conservarive and relatively
liberal Republican Congressmen, a fairly clear difference in the level of support for
fonservarives and liberals is found for the 'high!' group., In fact, liberal Republicans
received double the support that their more conservative counterparts did (46 pef %
cdnt vs, 23 per cent) from Hohnson voters with the highest recognition of them."

1030-31. It gets finer herg, very small samples. It seems that a) general level of
political info, and b) PI , also help people to distinguish,

1031, "T, us is would appear that virtually the entire roll call effect can be accounted
for by the apparent strong susceptibility to roll call influence of the small subsample
of voters who, besides recofnizing their Congzressmen, are the most politically informed
and crosspressures.”

1031,FN. "A rough estimate of the proportion of the voting electorate that possesses
sufficiently high levels of recognition and involvement to be influenced by the roll
call performance of their Republica n Congressman, given sufficnent crosgpressures,

is eighteen or nineteen per cent. Eighteen per cent is the proportion of Johnson voters
voting in congressional elections with Republican Congressmen who were in both the

'high recognition' and 'high information! category. Ninetden per cent is the proportion

b

E_ikson O 1971 #3

or Republicans and Independents for Johnson who scored high on both recognition
and information."

1031-32, This could be still 2-step flow rath r than direct info, If the former,
godd and bad impressions trickle down in certain circumstances. p. 1032: "If this
interpretation is correct, a sometimes crucial determinant of the Congressman's vote
margin is a strong attitudinal consensus that develops among the constitugncy!s
relatively ifnromed opinion leaders and followers that, for Republican Congressmen,

can be directly traced to the degree of moderation exhibited in roll cal pefrormances."

(This ain't necessarily so. The Congmen could pe generating other sighals
that square with their roll call records.)
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