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Chapter 3

The Effects of Presidential Elections on Party Control
of the Senate under Indirect and Direct Elections

ERIK J. ENGSTROM AND SAMUEL KERNELL
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staggered terms would create a body capable of “cool”

 In devising the U.S. Senate, the framers intentionally sought to create an

astitution insulated from transient popular passions. Indirect elections and
(Madison’s phrasing)
deliberation of policy. Yet there is evidence that Senate elections in the 19th
century were not so insulated from national political forces as previously be-
ed. Throughout this era Senate seats consistently tracked the presiden-
vote, and the party winning the White House almost always also won
trol of the Senate. How and why could indirect Senates elections be S0
Sponsive to national political forces? We argue that, much like House elec-
ons during this era (Engstrom and Kernell 2005), the mass mobilization
te electorates and party-strip balloting meant

y tracked presidential elections. In turn, so did Senate elections.
t the same time victory in the statewide presidential vote did not nec-
ily guarantee control of a state’s Senate delegation. Biases in both the
on of state legislators and the subsequent selection of senators by bi-
al legislatures contributed to a pro-Republican structural advantage in
enate. The passage of the 17th Amendment cleared away
eased the responsiveness of Senate elections to national

state legislative elections

these biases
forces.
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Pre- and Post-reform Senate Elections | & 100 ~

Certainly indirect elections, along with the Senate’s longer and staggered 0 5

terms and malapportioned seats, provide ample reason to suspect that this & ] 80 — N
chamber’s party ratios would have been much less responsive to presidential §& 70 %
elections than were those for the House of Representatives. Unsurprisingly, ! ,/
after adoption of the 17th Amendment, the electoral connection between g 507 “_ ¥
the presidency and the Senate strengthened significantly as party ratios in the M i !
Senate began to more “tightly” track the national presidential vote (Crook & 40 -

and Hibbing 1997). In all eight presidential elections from 1913 through ” 3 30 -

1940, the party winning the presidency also captured or retained majority -

control of the Senate, and in three of these contests the out party simulta- 2

neously took away control of both the presidency and the Senate. Yet, as 10 +

noted at the outset, even when state legislatures were electing the Senate, 0 : : : _ , _ _ ¥

one can find traces of presidential elections in that chamber’s changing party 1840 1848 1856 1864 1872 1880 1888 1896 E_E _u_a G_mo E_Nm _wwm

ratios. The party winning the presidency won or retained control of the Yois

—— Senate in 17 out of the 19 presidential results between 1840 and the first di-
rect election in 1914. On four of the six occasions where an out party won
the White House and also sought to take away the Senate, it succeeded.

As suggestive as these results are, the fact that only a third of the seats
are up for election during any given election year means that overall seat
shares are bound to understate the actual responsiveness of both direct and
indirect Senate elections to national forces. Also, the Senate’s party ratios |
included a large block of seats from the South that after the 1850s were
impervious to national swings in party fortunes. Including this electorally
insulated region both understates the responsiveness of Senate to presiden- ._“
tial elections for the rest of the country and muddles the prospect of iden-
tifying the underlying mechanisms that generate this electoral connection.
Hence, as important as the South was for deciding the partisan balance of
power at both ends of Pennsylvania Avenue, we shall exclude this region
from our investigation of the electoral connection between presidential and'
Senate elections before and after the 17th Amendment. 2

In figure 3.1 we have plotted for non-Southern states the Democratic share
of the in-play Senate seats against the Democratic presidential vote. Clearly,
the highly responsive Senate elections after direct elections confirm the ob=
servation (Crook and Hibbing 1997; Wirls 1999) that the 17th Amendment
effectively nationalized Senate elections. Two other patterns for indirect
elections can also be discerned in figure 3.1. First, throughout the 19th cen
tury Democrats ran stronger in presidential than Senate elections, as mea-
sured by seat shares. Others have noted and offered various explanations

— Presidential vote == Senate clections

: .”mwea 3.1 Democratic shares of vote in presidential and Senate elections:
mZonlmo:nr. 1840-1940

..En Senate’s anti-Democratic bias (King and Ellis 1996; Stewart 1991; Stew-
i and Weingast 1992). The second, less pronounced pattern is the distinct
correlation of Democratic seat shares with the party’s presidential vote be-
tore as well as after 1914,

To see this better, from these data we have calculated separately the fa-
vote-seat relationship for elections under the direct and indirect elec-
on systems. The results are displayed in figure 3.2, where both bias and
1€ swing-ratio coefficients are significant components of Democratic seat

es. Under indirect elections there is a 17-point anti-Democratic bias:
en ﬁ.rm Democratic presidential candidate won 50 percent of these un:dm”
, his party managed to capture only 33 percent of the Senate seats up for
b goa passage of the 17th Amendment, bias is reduced nearly to zero.
¥: @ major accomplishment of the 17th Amendment was to eliminate
Pls—not an obvious outcome given the population differences across the
—and to bring the swing ratio into the region of the cube-rule norm
alent to a logistic coefficient of 3; Kendall and Stuart 1950; Butler
l; Tufte 1973).
Vith :»aozm._ forces passing through state legislative filters, it is unsur-
12 that presidential voting had a weaker impact on Senate races during
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The Effects of Presidential Elections on Party Control of the Senate 41
that, while those states admitted after 1860 did add critical Republican votes
to the Senate, the presence of these new “rotten boroughs™ does not fully

account for the pronounced anti-Democratic bias and weaker responsive-
ness of the indirect election era.

The Statehood Admissions Strategy

According to both contemporaneous accounts and historians’ assessments,
the Republicans exploited their near supermajority control of the Civil War
Congresses to secure future success by stacking the Senate with new Re-
publican seats. More than avaricious partisan greed was at work here. Re-
publicans had good reason to fear an ultimate Confederate victory when
the Southern states were readmitted and this region’s representation in the
House of Representatives and Electoral College would no longer be dis-
counted by the Constitution’s threefifths rule for counting slaves. So Re-
publicans embarked on a “rotten borough strategy” of admitting sparsely

== Indirect election
Bias = —16.81
Swing ratio = 2.21

— Direct election
Bias = 2,25
Swing ratio = 3.25
Figure 3.2 Presidential vote: Senate seats curve under indirect and direct

elections

the regime of indirect elections. In this era when most state no:.mafso:m
followed the national Congress in modeling representation in their bicam-
eral chambers and the “one person, one vote” standard applied only to a
state’s lower chamber, if at all, the natural malapportionment of noc.n.JT
based seats in the upper chamber and the opportunities for gerrymandering

the lower chamber allowed great differences between partisan shares of the -

votes and seats in the state legislature. Moreover, even where representa-

tion was fair, the joint election of senators by coequal chambers, mwm@.:n:&. 1
occupied by factitious partisans, made for unpredictable and occasionally

manipulated outcomes.

Before exploring the complex and extended linkages between ?.nmaﬁn_ma, M.
tial voting and Senate elections, we first :nna.no assess an altogether dif-
ferent explanation for the less responsive usm biased outcomes we cwmnuﬁ..,.
During the Civil War and early Reconstruction, Republican Oomm.anmmnu mMu 3
gaged in a concerted practice of carving out new, safely P%:E:H: sta i
to ensure their majority control after the presumably Democratic South r :
entered the Union. In the next section, we test this argument and conclude:

populated, staunchly Republican states to guarantee control into the fore-
seeable future of at least one institution of the national government. In 1861
Kansas was admitted. During the next 4 years, another 14 different laws re-
- drew territorial boundaries and admitted new states. By 1868 sparsely popu-
~ lated Nevada, Nebraska, and West Virginia had entered the Union, and only
- aveto by Southern-sympathizing President Andrew Johnson kept Colorado
~ out a few more years. Stewart and Weingast (1992) argue persuasively that
- these and subsequent admissions succeeded in preserving a Republican Sen-
‘h‘ Jate and with it a veto over the efforts of a Democratic-leaning House of
* Representatives to undo the nation’s wartime policies. By Stewart and Wein-
u‘.l.“mﬁ.ﬁ.m calculations, in the absence of stacking, the Democrats would have
‘won Senate majorities for 9 of the next 11 Congresses after 1876 instead of
the 2 that actually occurred.

- Evidence of the pronounced effects of these new, sparsely populated
tates on the presidential vote—Senate control relationship is displayed in

“equations 3.1 and 3.2. If one limits the relationship to states admitted af-

1860, the Republican bias is an extraordinary 24 percentage points.

ven had Democrats received 50 percent of the non-Southern presidential

ote, they still would have commanded no more than a quarter of these

tes’ Senate seats. Moreover, befitting their characterization as rotten bor-

oughs, these states” Senate elections were less responsive to the presidential

Vote. Unsurprisingly, from the date of admission until the switch to direct

tion, 80 percent of the senators these states sent to Washington were
publican.
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Republican Bias, pre-1860 Admits = 2.53(0.68%) Responsiverness
— 14.50(3.82*)Bias (Log-likelihood = —155.28, N = 268) 3.1)

Republican Bias, post-1860 Admits = 1.54(1.04) Responsiveness
— 24.46(7.49%)Bias (Log-likelihood = —37.04, N =T72) (3.2)

Yet equation 3.1 also shows that the admissions strategy is not the only
source of the anti-Democratic bias in Senate elections. Even for non-
Southern states that entered the Union before 1860, Senate elections exhibit
a 14-percentage-point bias and, compared to subsequent direct elections, a
weaker swing ratio. These relationships add weight to the argument (King
and Ellis 1996) that elections in non-Southern state legislatures inherently
favored Republicans. Clearly, leveling the playing field for Democrats was an
important effect of direct election reform. One might be tempted to con-
clude from the relationships in equations 3.1 and 3.2 that the same level of
vote-seat bias occurred within the states. Reports of the notoriously mal-
districted, anti-Democratic New England state legislatures during the late

SE— ,»@5..&3Q..Qcmﬁ.mmmmmhb.ﬁcunnwﬁbhrbh&nlﬂmm“#n«.m_ histories with the
national vote-seat relationships. Connecticut (Argersinger 1992; McSeveney
1972) offers an especially egregious instance where town-based legislatures
managed repeatedly to frustrate the claims of popular Democratic plurali-
ties and majority-elected governors to control state government and with it
the state’s Senate delegation. Yet other history points to highly competitive
state politics elsewhere, especially throughout the Midwest, in which po-
litical control of state government swung with the ebb and flow of national
elections. In fact, these case histories remind us that national elections in this
era were largely the sum of disparate state-level events.

An Institutional Model of Presidential Effects on Senate Elections

When 19th-century voters cast their party-supplied ballots for president, to q

what degree, if any, did their presidential votes spill over on their preferred &
ion?

party’s success in capturing a Senate seat in the next state legislative sess

In answering this, one must consider how a state’s political and institutional |
features might facilitate or impede the conversion of presidential prefer-
ences into state legislative elections. Political parties represent an obvious.

source for coordinating votes across offices. A strong party could bind its

candidates to pursue a common campaign strategy and solve the legislators’

collective-action problems. Less well understood, a state’s electoral institu=

tions could have had a similarly centripetal influence on the behavior of
voters and politicians. Institutional mechanisms might have tied the fortunes
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of party politicians together across offices and connected popular votes for

th . W
e vu.nman:ﬁ to legislative votes for senators. These mechanisms can be best
examined through the following causal sequence:

Presidential coattails: presidential vote — state legislative vote

. Nk . eyt
mn seat conversion: state legislative vote — partisan composition of
legislative chamber

Indirect elections: i
: party ratios of upper and lower cham
ate elections o e

mo_” presidential preferences to influence indirect Senate elections vi
coattails, presidential and state legislative elections needed to occur nocm &
poraneously. If the election calendars of these politicians were much &M.M.M: g
cnﬂ.Emn of staggered terms, odd-year state elections, or even simply differ B
wMEMm QMHM for state and presidential elections as was noEEOEEWnn n_EHM
3 an“..”” o“H_M of nr_m 19th century, n.m.:u party’s candidates for these lower-level
o not have _u.mnnmnn& either from mobilization of the presidential
iyl Mwﬂamnn enthusiasm generated by nwn.ﬁ_.mc:m: campaigns. Similarly,
e istricts needed to be configured in ways that fairly and closel

ected swings in popular support. When one or both chambers were ge M
rymandered into safe seats, statewide variations in popular voting for _mmw_Mu

3 _Q.\.n n_Mmsaawnnm might not influence the aggregate partisan division of seats
o chambers jointly electing the senator, bicameralism further served

to £ i : .
3 ter the coattail connection. Divided party control of these legislatures

i
- frequ i :
E quently w.mmc_nna in stalemated elections and occasionally led to a minor
1ty-pa = . . . . ™
- lty-party winner. Again, pervasive institutional rules govern outcomes. In

-~ the n i

- uoﬂxn wmnco.: we test the first two stages of this process, estimating the
“impact o i i i v

" .n..nm - Wnnwanusm._ voting on the partisan composition of state legisla-
e ¢ then turn to the effects of bicameral decision making.

Presidential Vote—State Legislative Seats Relationship

0 prominent features of the states’ 19th-century electoral systems that
ann.mn well rm:..w mediated presidential elections’ impact on state legislative
ons, and in turn, on Senate elections, are ballot form and electoral
endar. m.oﬁr features appeared in a variety of configurations across the
wun._ time periods of our data. Until the 1890s, states employed th

=strip ballot, binding candidates vertically from the presiden ; aoén
the state legislator (and beyond). Parties would print and &wnlcmn nrnmm
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choices on a single ballot, voters had little opportunity to split their ticket
had they been so inclined; coattail voting occurred as the default outcome.
As a result, the electoral fortunes of state legislative candidates, and any
politician who aspired to the Senate, depended on the success of the presi-
dential standard bearer at the top of the ticket.

The adoption of Australian ballot reform throughout the states from
1888 to 1911 (Evans 1917; Fredman 1968) dismantled the party-ticket sys-
tem and weakened the connection between presidential and state legislative
elections. By placing candidates of both parties on a single state-supplied
ballot and removing voters from under the watchful eye of party workers,
the Australian ballot made it easier for voters to split their tickets (Rusk
1970). Some states opted for the office-bloc ballot, while many more ini-
tially chose the party-column format. The former required voters to sepa-
rately designate their candidate preference for each office. This ballot form
was intended to discourage straight-ticket voting. The party-column bal-
lot, by comparison, facilitated straight-ticket voting by aligning candidates

in noEanww.d.wﬂwww@..a..mﬂmndnuﬁgmdﬂuﬂ%&oﬁwei&nr.wlu..wmmrwﬁram
indicated a straight-ticket vote. Since states adopted ballot reform at differ-
ent times over a 23-year period, and some would periodically revise them
even after adoption of the 17th Amendment, this state-level variable might

have mediated responsiveness during both the indirect- and the direct-

election eras.
Another potentially important mediating feature was a states
calendar. States adopted numerous combinations of term lengths for the two

2

electoral

chambers of their state legislatures. Some states elected all legislative seats
during presidential election years, while others contested half, a third, or
even none. In 1876, for example, 19 of the non-Southern lower chambers®
had all of their seats up for election, 3 had half, and 5 had none since they
held state elections in odd-numbered years. In addition, some states elected
their legislative (and gubernatorial) officers at times other than during the No-
vember presidential election. In some cases, state elections occurred months
carlier. In testing for the effects of presidential voting, we shall distinguish’
those state elections held simultaneously with the presidential election from

those held on separate dates.

Another ballot reform of special significance for Senate elections allo
voters to express their candidate preferences for the Senate. Some states wi
this precursor to direct election instituted nonbinding nomination pri

ries that presumably guided, if not dictated, the nomination of a partys

state legislative caucus. In 1901 Oregon went one step further, creatin,
binding, “straw” Senate election. Here, voters selected among competing

.
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candidates across the parties. Prescriptive elections patterned on the Or-
MWM: %F..a were soon adopted by 13 other states and continued until di-
rm<nn nmn_uﬁn“w%.n.”wm»w”amnjnn of senatorial candidates on the ballot might well
e i <o.::m up u:.n_ down the ballot. In reminding voters
) BMM MHW:nmn_oMm Mum their state legislative vote, and in promoting
: : es to the legislature, the Oregon plan might hav

wMMMmMM__HMMMFHMJ to .mE.R:mm_. their discretion u:% Ganonwm%:ﬁamwwﬁwﬂmw

gistering popular preferences. Where present, this reform

m.m
S
ﬁoc.—nm :Ncﬁ mita HWQ n—uﬂ HOMNHMA=~ m:ﬁv —uﬂﬁrenm.: ﬁﬂﬂw:&ﬂﬂ.ﬂua COMH——W Nn.»ﬂm mn:

A full ; . .
vy m:&ﬁ” of the _,d.‘_wso:m?v between the presidential vote and state
% Cm Mnmn shares requires systematic voting data for state legislative elec
b "
e rmc,n M_“::mnn_w. z._nmn.mms are currently unavailable for the 19th and
e % t nwmoﬂr M.n:ncﬂmm. Unable to separate the effects of presidential
rom those of vote-seat conversion
: » we must settle for estimating th
- overall relationship betwee i identi (i s
n states’ presidential votes and th i
“ 2 Honzhip/be € partisan com-
—Ppositio Eir's 1
g ﬁr_.-dmﬂ_: mm_.mn legislatures. To test this relationship we have collected
€ relevant institutional variables fi
, or every non-Southern electi
-~ ables f election-
. pair for 1840 (or date of admission if later) through 1940. This gives

. Usan un i i i
balanced, time-series cross-sectional data structure. The dependent

muo m state ~® ative seats H:ﬁ Wﬂ% treat-
QEEW—Q 15 n——@ GOE—OGHNHHH rcentage °m pMm 1
m 1

. interact the Em&&MMMHMMMW“MWHMHMMMM&W _unmwmao.:ﬂw_ el nbe
] . : 1tutional variables hypothesized
..MHM_M“E“ the impact of nrm. coattail. To control for stable state W“unzmu: dif-
. we nmnddsnn an ordinary least squares (OLS) model with state fixed
. ;.mn....m. Also, as is appropriate for time-series cross-sectional data, the model
M .nﬂ.ﬁ“mnna with panel-corrected standard errors (Beck and Ruﬁ. 1995) :
E M—. Muw.._ vnwmna.a m.un coattail nm.,nna of the state’s Democratic vote share
. ious :wmznczc:m_ constraints for the lower and upper chamb
ing presidential-election years when there is a true coattail potential .H_M.M
3 Hﬁmw anzmm performed using OLS with panel-corrected standard errors.
g eftects were also used but not reported. Although not reported
. we .&mo analyzed midterm elections. The pervasive absence of % if1
relationships for all of the coattail coefficients in the midterms e
s that the significant relationships for the on-year elections i e

. represent the
othesized treatment effe i "
e 4 instituti
: cts of the states’ election institutions and are not

fact of the distribution of states on these institutional variables. I

nrﬁs.vma. elections the presidential vote appears to have been a Eal_
.onmw.E.jB: of the legislatures’ partisan makeup. When presidential mn_
ﬂ..‘hnm_m_mné elections were held on the same day under a party mnmwﬁ
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TABLE 3.1

Impact o M_ﬂm-&ﬁ::n 'ote on state legislative seats as a _function o N?h?u-h_ ‘hnhh. Hm uc _m gQ
k. h ! &1 s u? -%‘
i

Lower House seats Upper House seats
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incline voters to inco

rporate this information into their state legislative
choices. Conversely,

the availability of Senate-preference choices on the bal-
lot might have reduced the significance of using the state legislative vote asa

Variable - S vehicle for expressing one’s preference for the upcoming legislative selection
Presidential vote (% Democratic) Aw 17) (0.14) of the :m,xn .Jn:pnoh. ] ) )
The significant interactive relationships for the lower and upper cham-
Ballot Form _ 18.88** 14.82% bers confirm the hypothesized effects of a split election calendar. Separat-
PeasSmanibrr slertiou Unesent) (6:19), uwuwmw ing these elections pared the coattail effect by about a third. As expected,
Non-November election#presidential vote Mmu.m__mv %.wmw* the ballot form also mitigated the coattail effect, The office-bloc reform
* . * y
Office bloc ballot fintercepd) mﬁ“”wwva (5.88) weakened the coattail more (significantly more for the lower chambers
—0.57* —0.71%* elections) than did party-column reform. These results accord closely with
Office bloc ballotspresidential vote (0.19) Nﬁm.”“w.. - those reported elsewhere for coattails in congressional elections (Engstrom
Party column ballot #%”MMH_ (6.66) and Kernell 2005). The presence of a senatorial candidate on the ballot
eniiil ot —-0.27 —0.50%* during the pre-direct-election era appears to have strengthened presidential
i Ll thm..wwv mm%v - coattails, although the relationship does not reach significance for the upper
Senate preference (intercept) ( o” 87) AW MMU chambers. 2
R - seesidential-vote Aw wwwa 0.13) - Thelast four variables in these ¢quations represent the Democratic shares
S . - of the current chamber’s membership under four different reelection set-
Lag of Legislative Seats 0.55%* 0.63** ~ tings. Not only is the lag term a suitable contro] for our analysis but varia-
Lag ok legistavive seats (0.05) ﬁm..wwu  tions in term lengths across chambers and states offer a rich variety of set-
Lag of legislative seats=half up for %..va ﬁw.ﬁ_ku tings for examining the impact of election exposure on the continuity of
Em»mw_m%___%ﬁ seats*one-third up for 0.07) Pparty strengths in the face of presidential coattails. The first term is the stan-
R AT 0.03 dard lag term where all seats are elected at once (either annually or bienni-
Lag of legislative seats+one-fourth up for obey These term lengths applied to 75 percent of lower chamber elections
reelection —34.08%* —=36.13% )
Coaene 7.16) (6.86) nd 26 percent of upper chamber elections. The coefficients for these vari-
o es rank in strength just as we would expect: the smaller the share of mem-
N %. ww 0.77 exposed to election, the stronger the lag term. In the lower house, for
R

- ratic seats in
P c.qaw.._.Wo% ..ﬂn...c_u.”.:_m?no:ﬁnnnm standard errors and state fixed effects. DV = % of Democ
NOTE: wi

state legislature,

i ints in
there is nearly a one-to-one relationship (1.02 and 1.04 percentage pou m

ively). .
1 and upper chambers, respective . o =
%nHMMMM 1 m_mw allows us to test the potential mediating effects of ins

institutions— electoral cal
tions on the president’s coattail. The first three institutions—e .

endar, office-bloc ballot reform, and party-column ballot reform—

—Hw“On:ﬂw~NﬂQ. mn H—uﬂ wHﬂﬁﬁm—ﬁum to ccﬂm—wn—w ﬁﬁ—ﬂ ”HH( nwﬂWﬂﬂw mnnou‘nm coattais
Hv ,
|

i allot might
Senate Preference. The presence of Senate candidates on the b gh

if s0, 1208
ditionally nationalize the issues and strengthen party labels, and if so, m .

example, this impact rises from only 0.55, when every seat is up for grabs, to

.64, when only half of the legislature is up for election.

‘These findings show that partisan composition of state legislatures was

8Ly responsive to the short-run national forces that decided presidential
ections. This is all the more Impressive, since presumably our inability
I€ to separate coattails from the vote-seat function only serves to under.
the underlying coattail effect. Moreover,

€ presence of Senate candidates on the election ballot strengthened the
Ociation between presidential and state legislative voting,.

‘Throughout the era of indirect elections, unified party control of state
islatures was the norm, in part reflecting the impact of presidential
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elections on both chambers’ partisan composition. In those elections in
which the full membership of each chamber stood for reelection, unified
government resulted 93 percent of the time. When the state senates were
not wholly elected in tandem with the lower chamber, the incidence of
unified party control dropped to approximately 80 percent. Finally, in
those few periods when no more than a quarter of either chamber was
elected during the presidential election, a divided legislature was nearly
as likely as unified party control. And in cumulative percentages we find
that unified party control mostly meant Republican control. Here, then,
might be a source of the Republican structural advantage identified in fig-
ure 3.2. Although the national Democratic Party remained surprisingly
competitive outside the South from the Civil War until the end of the
19th century, Democratic competitiveness rarely translated into victory
(Silbey 1977, 1991). Small but pervasive and persistent Republican plurali-
ties across the states sufficed to assure the party’s control of non-Southern

separately. If no candidate received an absolute majority in both houses
the legislature then had to vote at least once a day in joint session until L
candidate received an absolute majority. Despite the law’s stated purpose to
resolve bicameral gridlock and standardize election procedures across the
states, mnmm._oﬂuwm actually increased after passage (Haynes 1932; Hall 1936).
The provision requiring a majority (rather than a simple plurality) in both
chambers, or on joint ballot, meant that determined factions could prevent
nrm party caucus from unifying around a single candidate. As a result elec-
tions sometimes stretched over months and consumed hundreds of ballots

All of the states in this analysis followed the federal model with Hmnmn_..
lower chambers—a mean of 115 members compared to 31 for the upper
nrﬁ:rnn. After federal law mandated joint elections to break deadlocks
_nmn_.mnoa presumably looked down the decision tree as they mnwannﬁ.
uon.:.:unna and voted on Senate candidates. Their individual and nO:oQ?M
.%.n_m_o_..u whether to accommodate or stonewall the other side were deter-
G.E& by the numbers of supporters each candidate could anticipate in the
omt session (along with the uncertain prospects of getting the two cham-
_un.a to assemble such a session). Nonetheless, the federal law presumabl
mgnm the balance of power to the lower chamber. Later we m:noeop.mnw
this chamber’s potentially greater clout in the analysis.

O.m course, when the same party controls both chambers the difficulty of
electing one of their own is dramatically reduced.’ Indeed, 96 and 98 per-
 cent of Democratic- and Republican-controlled legislatures, respectively,
elected a member of their party. And with presidential coattails at work mq“
- both arenas, unified control was the norm throughout this era.
go_mrn_.. feature of indirect Senate elections that may have altered the
: mu_mc_mno:m of state legislators was the opportunity for voters to formall
. Bm_mnmn their opinion for senatorial candidates. As noted in the vwn&osw
E ..una.uon.. some states created binding straw elections or nonbinding prefer-
fnce primaries to select party nominees. State politicians appeared inclined
,._8 defer to popular preferences; the Republican Oregon legislature elected
.._m_a Democratic candidate to the Senate after a majority of the state’s voters
supported him in the 1908 election.

E To test the effect of state legislative composition, along with environ-
mental features that represent expressions of voter sentiment in their states
on a._.n Enn._Ecom of electing a Democratic senator, we estimate a Homm
B ,m._on. with a Democratic m..nﬁwa as the dependent variable. We model

H.__nn__.rooa of a Democratic victory as a function of the partisan com-
tion of the state legislature; this variable is scored as 1 if the Democrats

4 ntrol both chambers, 0 for a divided legislature, and —1 if Republicans

Senate delegations.

Indirect Elections of Senators

Throughout the 19th century, Republicans enjoyed a distinct advantage in -
state legislative seats. This alone foretold the party’s success in indirect elec-
tions. In the preceding we found that state legislative party ratios swung
with the presidential vote but in such a way to overcome the large Re-
publican bias that dominated state legislative elections outside the South
throughout the 19th century. We now consider another potential source of
bias—the high threshold of representation presented by bicameralism.
State legislative election of a senator is akin to a single-member district,
winner-take-all election, but with an important difference: bicameralism.
The election of a senator required the mutual agreement of constitutionally-
independent legislatures. Occasionally, the lower and upper chambers could
not agree on a candidate, even after prolonged negotiations and numerous
votes. During these sometimes lengthy gridlocks, the seat remained vacant.
Between 1891 and 1905, factional and interparty divisions caused 14 states
to fail to elect a senator (Haynes 1938, 92). Delaware’s factional battl
within the majority Republican Party were so fierce the state forfeited Sen=
ate representation for the entire 58th Congress. 8
In 1866 Congress intervened and attempted to resolve bicameral grid-
locks (and ward off gubernatorial appointments) with legislation mandat
ing rules that would allow the election of a senator even where majorities.
in the two chambers could not agree. Initially, each chamber was to vote
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control both chambers. We also include two measures of voter sentiment.
These are the Democratic share of the state’s presidential vote (along with
an intercept for presidential-election years) and a variable scored 1 for an
Oregon-plan victory for the Democratic candidate for the Senate and —1

for a Republican victory.*
Election of a Dem. Senator = 3.61(0.30*%) Partisan Control of Legislature
+ 0.08(0.03%%) Presidential vote — 3.56(1.39%) Presidential election year(Intercept)

+1.85(1.76) Preference vote winner — 0.14(0.24)

(Pseudo R? = 0.58, N = 648) (3.3)

It comes as no surprise, of course, to find in equation 3.3 party control

of the legislature trumping other potential influences on Senate elections.
The presence of a significant presidential-vote term suggests that 19th-
century legislators were as responsive to the current political breezes as
were the swing ratios that allowed many of them to ride into office on the
president’s coattails. (The same rationale does not extend to the preference-
doda.ﬁw._ndn-rqa«nﬁﬂv.m@sﬁmaww,ﬁr?gn.honm.ﬁnﬂﬁ.ﬁcuwnog. itie
reveals the contingent, marginal direct effects of the presidential vote on
the legislature’s choice. Where control is unified, a swing of 20 percentage
points (from 40% to 60%) in the state’s presidential vote altered the chances
of winning the seat by less than 5 percentage points. Where party con-
trol was divided, however, consideration of the presidential election could
prove decisive on the choices of the politicians in the legislature. When the
Democratic presidential candidate won 40 percent of the popular vote, the
Democratic Senate candidates’ prospects were a dismal 39 percent—again,
even though Democrats controlled one of the chambers. At 50 percent, the
candidate’s prospects improved to a 62 percent probability. At 60 percent
presidential vote, the candidate’s prospects of winning the seat soared to
81 percent.

Additional evidence of the importance of institutional rules in decid-
ing Senate elections can be found in the federal mandate of a joint ballot.
Since the most decisive partisan impact of this law occurred during divided
party control of the legislature, we narrowed our analysis to these instances
of divided control. Specifically, we estimate the probability of electing a
Democratic senator, in divided legislatures, as a function of the joint com-
bined number of Democrats in the state legislature. We also interact this
with a dummy variable indicating whether the election was held before the

1866 law went into effect, and as in the previous equation, include the state
presidential vote and an Oregon-plan winner variable. (This latter variable
perfectly predicted the outcome where present and so was dropped from -

the final analysis.)

The Effects of Presidential Elections on Party Control of the Senate 5
, 1

. mqﬁwnn m”“nMMM”:M”M. mam_n combined Democratic share of both chambers is

ik ederal government mandated joint sessions to resolve

i r_oa but not _Vnm.uum. Converting these coefficients into

ey onrm_.c“ n.:vn_ro Unsacnm»n._n share was 60 percent rather than 40

e mmsmq,“m. es set to their means), the probability of selecting a

Soliprepa: or increased _u.w only 11 percentage points before 1866 but
points atter implementation of the joint ballot requirement.

Institutional Mediation under Direct Election

The i
" Enuw.“ga\wﬂmnaﬂnﬁﬁ v..:mr.nm aside the role of state legislatures and with
il HM.QEMHQMH “MM”MHOMHM <onnnmwmn linkages that determined the
i enate elections. With statewide
N M“M MM_ MM“»MMWMMHH.E&? noawmnnx relation between votes NMMMMMM.
: » winner-take-all relationship.
“Nwﬂoannﬁﬁ length of presidential coattails for mm:“.w nnnn”“.w :an MM
Enuamuqnln“ng_mm. Mn_.»ncnn suggests Zwo possible sources of mitigation of anuu
T n post-1912 w_nnﬂoa. First, the Senate gradually evolved
B o ion o.m career-oriented politicians who tenaciously sought to
Ay omsun Sm_..rm face of stiff, contrary political breezes (Hall 1936;
Ay Hru n.\.pnw: ” Wuzon form remained a major potential source om.
» mBnm-mcwvmnm_u_u mww znw et had wﬁgrnnm been replaced by secret voting
e el ots by the time of adoption of the 17th Amendment
s M_.nn& mE.“_ .onnum_o:mzw changed their ballot form from n_gm
A ".o,M ; ch mmn_._:.uﬁma coattail voting, to the office bloc, which
A anocnmmn it ﬂﬁﬁ 1917; Rusk 1970; Fredman 1968).
- 4 we _.Mnmn the impact of presidential voting on Senate vot-
i ysis 15 performed using OLS with fixed effects. Note that the
i NMMMN.SEWW o.m. Em statewide Senate vote is now the dependent
i &m.m.nnmnnau EO_M M_Mmsn::o:m_ mediation, we interact presidential vote
| ot structure. Recall that by 1914 all of the states had
e secret ballot; thus only the o

e ffice-bloc format is included
leaving the party column as the base category. We expect the ommnmﬂupwwoﬂm

. interacti igni

- MMHM: to m_m.Emnu.bm% reduce the impact of coattail voting. Moreover
hn T M a variable indicating the presence of an open seat (scored 0) o...

E ent on the ballot (1 for Democrat, —1 for a Republican)

g

De 1
A ._,.w__wna of mEM.S% Senate Vote = 0.46(0.08**)Presidential Vote
-04(1.15%*) Incumbent Senator — 7.635(6.803) Office Bloc Ballot

= 0.22(0.15)Pres Vote X Office BI
(R? = 0.50, N = 178) Office Bloc Ballot + 26.10(5.79*%)
(3.4)
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These results demonstrate the close connection between presidential and
direct Senate elections. An increase of 1 percentage point in the presidential
vote boosts the Senate vote by 0.46 percent. The incumbency variable is
positive and significant, demonstrating a small vote boost (3%) when an in-
cumbent is running.® Finally, the interaction between presidential vote and
office-bloc ballot is in the expected direction but not significant (p < 0.13).

Conclusion

In designing the Senate the framers sought an institution insulated from
transient public opinion. Staggered, 6-year terms, statewide constituencies,
and above all, indirect election served this common purpose. The analysis
presented here indicates that the framers never wholly succeeded in their
goal. By the 1840s mass mobilization of electorates behind party-nominated
tickets meant that political recruitment for the state house as well as the
White House tracked the party success in presidential elections. This list

of party-aligned offices, indirectly, included the Senate. As a consequence,

unified party control of the national government was the norm.

Indirect election had its effects, but they assumed more the form of par-
tisan bias rather than unresponsiveness. If the Democrats had a lock on the
Southern seats, the Republicans had at least a distinct competitive advantage
in the rest of the country. In part this reflected the Republican party’s “rot-
ten borough” strategy of carving out and admitting staunchly Republican
states. The analysis here finds a Republican bias also embedded in the vote-
seat relationships that determined the composition of state legislatures and
in the joint-agreement requirement that meant that the smaller, predomi-
nantly Republican upper chambers could block Democratic majorities in
the lower chambers. After implementation of direct election in 1914, the
bias disappeared and party control of the Senate more closely tracked presi-
dential elections, a pattern that continues to the present day Senate (Erik-

son 2002; Alford and Hibbing 2002).

Chapter 4

The Dynamics of Senate Voting: Ideological
Shirking and the 17th Amendment

WILLIAM BERNHARD AND BRIAN R. SALA

The 17th Amendment, ratified in 1913, compelled the popular (direct) elec-
tion of senators. Few scholars have argued that it had much independent
effect on the composition of the Senate or the nature of senatorial represen-
tation, however. Riker, for example, opined that

the system of pledging [state] legislators, the direct primary, and finally
the Oregon system, had each formalized the role of the voters a little
more, until finally it seemed likely that the legislatures would select
senators as mechanically as the electoral college selected the President.
Thus these earlier reforms both occasioned the Seventeenth Amend-
ment and anticipated its effects. .

The Seventeenth simply universalized a situation which a majority of
state legislatures had already created. (1955, 467—468; emphasis added)

~ We find, contra Riker, strong evidence that senators’ intraterm legisla-
tive voting patterns did change after 1913. The 17th Amendment subtly, yet
- . fundamentally, changed the representational focus of U.S. senators from the
interests of party elites toward those of the statewide median voter.

- Estimating Senators’ Ideal Points

”NF this chapter we rely on a scale derived from annual, static W-NOMI-
- NATE scores, which we generated using Poole and Rosenthal’s publicly
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