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CHAPTERL1
INTRODUCTION

The Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 20G8nmonly referred to as the bailout
plan, was one of the most controversial laws pags2608. Proposed by Treasure Secretary
Henry Paulson, the bailout plan was intended td d&h the national economic crisis which
became prominent in the second half of 2008. Thgrnal proposal failed by a vote of 205-228
in its first attempt to pass the House of Reprexams on September $92008. The Senate
then stepped in and debated, amended and evenpaabgd a revised version of the bailout plan,
giving the House a second chance to vote on theutaiVithin a week, on Octobef*3the
Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 pastedecond House vote, 263-171, and was
officially enacted into law upon President Bushinature.

The bailout plan raised considerable controversgragithe public as well as among
legislators. Supporters of the bailout plan argimed the bailout was necessary to deal with the
economic crisis by rescuing the beleaguered firrdmearket. The economic crisis in which the
bailout proposal occurred was considered to bevtirst of its kind since the Great Depression.
Ignited by real estate bubble burst, mortgage-bdiskeurities and bonds suffered loss of value,
which shrank assets of mortgage lenders, espethae of investment banks. When investment
banks and the financial industry took the hitpitead to other areas of the economy: for example,
businesses started to experience difficulty gettags. The chain reaction eventually
jeopardized the health of the national economyrtter to revive the national economy, the
belief was that having the banks back on their &k restoring confidence in financial market

was a necessary and crucial step. To take thisriamtostep, the bailout plan was designed to



purchase troubled bank assets, and the amoung¢ial spas set to be up to $700 million. This
plan for restoring the national economy, howevexs wot supported by the majority of the
public. Some commentators argued that using theatgers’ money to take care of the mess left
by Wall Street was “just wrong”.Early as April 2008, Gallup polls showed that thajority of
the public were against Wall Street bailotiBuring the time of the bailout, some legislators
reported receiving thousands of phone calls andlgmaay opposing the bailotitn spite of

the public opposition, the president, both partieaters, and some other prominent political
actors, including both parties’ candidates in thé&presidential election, Barack Obama and
John McCain, actively advocated on behalf of tlemph attempt to save the economy.

With all its controversies the bailout proposaliggled through Congress. As mentioned
earlier, it failed in the House, then was rescugthle Senate, and eventually was passed by the
House. Legislative actions on the bailout proppsaVide a unique opportunity to study the
congressional process. For students of legislgilgics, a general question that naturally comes
to mind is: how did legislators decide which sidestipport when the bailout proposal came
before Congress? In this instance, there is a seewen more interesting question: why did
some legislators switch their votes on the baifdah? Most of the time in congressional floor
votes, legislators’ negotiations and calculatioresaf-the-record.

The two votes on the bailout plan, however, revialad recorded changes in revealed
preferences among the legislators. Knowing thatesmpresentatives switched and some did not,
it is interesting to study what factors motivatbdde legislators to switch their votes. Moreover,
voting on the bailout was not the end of the sttagislative votes have electoral consequences.

Soon after the legislators voted on the highly cmrrsial bill, they faced the 2008 House

! http://corner.nationalreview.com/post/2q=ZGE5MmBIRIODA3YTRiNzFIN2FmMNDU5SN210ZDc3YTE=
2 http://www.gallup.com/poll/106114/six-oppose-walteet-bailouts.aspx
3http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/25/business/25volniml?_r:2&oref:slogin&ref:washington&pagewantednmoref:slogin



elections. So the third question is: did legislgttmailout votes affect their electoral fortune?
Moreover, were incumbents punished in the eledfitrey supported the bailout? The bailout
votes and the 2008 House elections provide a gppdrtunity to examine the electoral
consequence of legislators’ voting behavior.

As mentioned above, this paper examines threendsgqaestions. For the first one
concerning legislators’ roll call behavior, thestiiture has offered explanations indicating
several key variables such as partisanship, idgpnstituency, and interest groups, to be
exogenous and endogenous factors that potentidliyence the legislators’ floor vote decisions.
| expect that in the case of the bailout plan,ddume rationale applies; partisanship, ideology,
electoral consideration and interest group acéisitire the baseline explanatory variables for the
legislators’ roll call voting behavior on the baitgproposal.

As for the second question, assuming that legisaice rational political actors, when they
voted the first time, they were likely to have taketo consideration the consequences of their
votes, and made decisions that were in their Inéstast. Then the puzzle is, since the bill passed
in its second House vote, what made some legislatmange their mind in such a short period of
time? | argue that some legislators changed tlode the second time under party leadership
pressure. Among the public, the voice against Hielt was probably louder than that
supporting the plan. The administrative branch laotth parties’ leaders, however, publicly
endorsed the bailout plan in numerous occasioner8¢he House first voted on the bailout
proposal, President Bush expressed his confidématette bill would pasSThe fact that the
bailout proposal failed the first time struck thegident and both party leaders as a surprise.

After this failure, evidence suggested that theas an extensive intragovernmental lobbying

* http://www.upi.com/Top_News/2008/09/23/Bush-cogfit-Congress-will-pass-bailout/UPI-20171222179202/



effort to get the bill passedll argue that the party leadership pressure isnoitant reason
why some House representatives change their vote.

Empirically studying party influence requires extansideration, because it is less than ideal
to model the party influence variable with directasures such as the number of phone calls
from the party leader to individual legislators €Tdirect measure is intuitively straight forward,
however, it is neither an adequate proxy for tivellef party pressure, nor are the data practical
to obtain. To discern party influence, an altenatneasurement is to look at how party pressure
affects different legislators. | argue that saégjislators are more vulnerable to party pressure
and less safe ones are less so, therefore, byndjin&gislators’ electoral margin with the level of
party pressure they received, | measure the paggspre variable indirectly. The rationale is
that party leaders want to maintain or expand timaber of seats in their control and pressure
the rank-and-file members to vote along the panty.IWhen party members are pressured to
support an unpopular bill such as the bailout péafer legislators are more likely to yield to
party pressure, because they are in a better @osdiabsorb the potential vote loss (Jacobson
1993). Less safe members, on the other hand, tautily afford any loss of electoral support,
and therefore less likely to yield to party pressamd support an unpopular bill. In the empirical
model, | incorporate the electoral margin variaddean indication of the level of party pressure
received by legislators, and | hypothesize that essult of party leadership influence, legislators
who won the previous election with a bigger elegtonargin were more likely to vote for the
bailout; as their electoral margin reduced, leg¢isabecome are less vulnerable towards party

pressure and therefore less likely to vote foritaidout.

® http://www.usnews.com/articles/news/2008/09/30&1awzz-mccain-obama-bush-urge-congress-to-passsibail
consumer-spending-dips.html



As for the third question concerning the electomlsequences of the legislators’ bailout
vote, | hypothesize that supporting the bailouhpteduces the legislators’ electoral margin in
the 2008 House elections. Previous literature bhggested that legislators’ voting record on
important bills are likely to have an impact on theumbents’ electoral fortune in the following
elections (e.g. Bovitz and Carson 2006). The bajan was a highly salient and controversial
bill, and the votes on the bailout may affect le&gmrs’ electoral fortune through different ways.
On the one hand, the challengers may have pickeédeoimcumbents’ support for the bailout
plan and emphasized this unpopular choice in #estion campaigns. On the other hand,
because of the high importance of the bailout thk, electorate may have themselves paid
attention to the legislators’ vote choice and deditb punish or reward the vote choice. Few
bailout supporters would vote for the bailout & tost of their reelection, the election results
also suggested that none of incumbents who ra@(b8 House elections was defeated.
However, the bailout supporters may have expectedar electoral margin and they may have
actually suffered one. Therefore, | hypothesizé fblamost of the bailout supporters they did
not lose their reelection as a result of theirdagilvote; but the bailout vote may have reduced
their reelection margin.

In this paper, | first discuss the research questindividually and then conclude with the
general implications of the findings. For each aeske question, | briefly review the literature,
and then analyze the theories in the context oEthergency Economic Stabilization Act of
2008. Next, | present my hypotheses, formulatecamdluct empirical tests of the hypotheses.
Building on the findings, | conclude on how the lHeunembers made their decisions on roll call

votes and the implications for representation imgess.



CHAPTER 2
MODELING THE FIRST HOUSE VOTE ON THE EMERGENCY EC@WIC
STABILIZATION ACT OF 2008

How do legislators decide which side to supportnvagroposal comes before Congress?
Legislative scholars have devoted considerableteficstudy the factors that influence House
members’ voting behavior. A range of variables hsas representatives’ partisan affiliation and
their ideological orientation, are generally redagd to be associated with legislators’ roll call
voting pattern. In addition to the baseline exptanavariables, there are a number of case
specific variables, such as constituency’s prefegeand interest groups lobbying activities that
influence legislators’ decisions on a particuldf call vote. | argue that the legislators’ rollica
support for the proposal of the bailout plan camégicted as a function of these two sets of
independent variables. The first set of variabdethe general predictors, which includes House
members’ partisan affiliation and their ideologioalentation. The second set of independent
variables is the content specific variables; itudes the party leadership variable, the

constituency characteristics and the interest guau@ble.

General predictors

Ideology

In the literature explaining congressional rolll cicisions, House members’ ideological
orientation is generally considered to be an inftia factor affecting their voting pattern. In

more recent work, House members’ ideological oagon is usually measured by scores



derived from existing roll call voting records suehithe NOMINATE score (Poole and
Rosenthal 1997) or its updated version.

In some situations, legislators’ ideological oraian may overlap with their partisan
affiliation when it comes to affecting their rokit decisions. In the case of the bailout proposal,
it is more likely for a liberal/Democratic legisteitto support the bailout proposal than a
conservative/Republican legislator. What is speaitmut the bailout plan is that the pattern of
House members’ roll call votes seems to resemigléideological ends against the middle
(EATM)” situation. In his study on House roll caibtes on the normal trade relation status for
China, Nokken (2003) suggests that House membensidalways vote along the conservative-
liberal scale. When deciding whether to maintagnibrmal trade relation status for China, the
modest liberals and conservatives were in linaifgpert the administration while ideological
extremes voted against the bill. Building on thase study, Nokken goes on to discuss if EATM
situations are only infrequent instances if thay ba considered as a separate voting dimension
like the second dimension of the DW-NOMINATE scorése empirical findings conclude that
there is no evidence suggesting that EATM situatiammstitute a unique voting dimension in
House roll call decisions.

Although EATM situations may not be in themselveseparate voting dimension, they are
not rare instances either. Jacobson’s (1993) relsear the congressional vote on President
Georgia H.W. Bush’s deficit cutting proposal in 098so revealed the ideological EATM
pattern. Hussey (2009) found that during the pebietiveen the 80-108" Congresses, at least
5% of House votes in each Congress resembled tAé&/F#attern. Hussey (2009) suggested that
EATM votes fall into several categories. Firsauld be a result of strategic voting. The

extremists at one end of the ideological spectruay try to get the bill passed and the extremists



at the other end may try to get it (eventually)ekll(Wilkerson 1999). In other cases, EATM
reveal sincere policy preferences. “Liberals amdservatives have different reasons for
supporting the same legislation, but ultimatelyythete together” (Hussey 2009: 10).

| believe that the bailout is a case of “ideoladiends against the middle,” and it reflects
House members’ policy preferences rather thanegfi@voting. On the one hand, the House
conservatives did not embrace the bailout proposeduse the very nature of the bailout plan
indicates extensive governmental interference tweeconomy. On the other hand, the House
liberals were less than enthusiastic towards thpgsal, because the direct beneficiaries from
the troubled financial assets purchased are tl@dial and banking giants on Wall Street, not
the average American homeowners on Main Sfreltwever, the ideologically modest
representatives are less restrained by such idealqgedispositions. Therefore, more
conservative and liberal legislators are likelpppose the bailout while the more moderate
legislators are likely to support the proposalotder to test this hypothesis, in addition to the
DW-Nominate scores of the 11 @ongress, | also include in the model its squéeets.

Figure 1 shows the ideological voting pattern amaimentional liberal-conservative scale.
When representatives vote ideologically, a “cutling” for support/oppose is usually
somewhere vertical on the scale. This figure, h@recould not capture how the
representatives are divided if their votes aré'BRETM” pattern. By “folding” Figure 1 in the

middle, figure 2 shows the voting pattern on a natge— extreme scale.

® http://money.cnn.com/2008/09/29/news/economy/biffiftadex.htm?cnn=yes
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Figure 2: The Bailout Vote
| developed Figure 2 as an illustration of how rigresentatives voted on the bailout
proposal based on their ideological orientatiowal as their ideological extremism. This figure
is drawn based on the descriptive statistics obtiut vote, that is, more Democrats than
Republicans supporting the bailout plan, also nmoeerate representatives than extreme ones
supporting the bailout (See Table 1). The darkey grea represents the supporters for the first

bailout vote, the lighter grey area representstiiéchers in the second vote, and the total grey



area represents the supporters for the secondubadte. The grey area is larger than the white
area; it shows that by the second vote, there are nepresentatives supporting the bailout than
opposing it. The “cutting line” is not vertical bsiightly tilted. If the line is strictly verticalt
suggests that there were equal number of Demoaapiporters and Republican supporters for
the bailout proposal. By tilting the cutting lirtee shadowed area is larger on the Democrat half,
thus indicate the fact that there are more Demiacsapporters for the bailout.

Partisan Affiliation

Political parties have been identified as onéhefdtrongest predictors of legislators’ roll call
voting behavior (e.g. Hurley and Wilson 1989, KingdL989). Legislators do not necessarily
alwaysfollow the party line in terms of roll call voteedisions, they do, however, vote
cohesively with their fellow party membarsst of the timé@ayhew 1974; Stewart 2001). An
important reason why legislators vote along thantyline is that legislators’ partisan
affiliations indicate their personal policy prefeces and the characters of their constituencies
(e.g. Kingdon 1977). Most legislators belongeditbez the Republican or the Democratic Party.
Same party members tend to have similar ideolagiesconstituency opinions among
themselves, and have different ideologies and tarsty opinions compared to the other
Party’'s members. Because of these similaritiesd#iifefences, Democratic legislators usually
voted together in a way that is ideologically diéfet than their Republican colleagues.

Based on Poole and Rosenthal’s DW-NOMINATE scates conservatives and liberals in
the110" Congress were neatly split between Republicandemdocrats. All the Republican
House members had positive DW-NOMINATE scores walléhe Democrat House members
had negative scorédzrom the voting records of the Emergency Econd®tibilization Act of

2008, the House Democrats were more likely to stighe proposal than the House

7 ftp://voteview.com/junkord/HL01110D21_PRES_BSSE.DAT
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Republicans. Table 1 summarizes the two bailouts/bly representatives’ partisan affiliations;

it also includes the median DW-Nominate scoresfiothe groups.

Table 1: Summary Statistics of Bailout Votes

First vote Second vote Switchers (froay to yea)

House Democrats yea 014 172 32
Median DW score 397 -41 -.462
nay 95 63
Median DW score 444 - 427
House Republicans yea 65 91 26
Median DW score 824 .495 51
nay 134 108
Median DW score 557 571

Content Specific Variables

Party Leadership

Although partisan affiliations explain legislatokgiting behavior, the fact that Democrats are
likely to vote with Democrats and Republicans #ely to vote with Republicans does not
necessarily indicate the influence of politicaltps on legislator’s voting behavior. As
discussed above, even if the political parties aexert influence over their members, due to
similar constituency and personal preferences, gartg members are still likely to vote in a
similar fashion. “Unless party leaders work to &l a level of cohesion that exceeds what
would occur if preferences were simply left to their course, it is hard to argue that this is a
case of partgtrength” (Stewart 2001: 259). There are two points worttingohere. First, party

leadership pressure is not always “on.” When lestdprpreference is in conflict with some of
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the party members’ policy preference, then it isglale that party pressure is turned “on”.
Second, even if party pressure is “on”, it is netessarily always successful (Cox and
McCubbins 2005). To disentangle party leaderghilpénce from a variety of factors in a
congressional vote, it is necessary to find evidesfqoarty leadership influence.

When a winning coalition requires some of the pargmbers to vote against their policy
preferences, party leaders need to put in reattedfal employ different strategies in order to
win the “arm twisting” battle. Arnold (1990) suggeseveral strategies for coalition leaders. For
one thing, party leaders can draft the proposalway that is as gratifying to as many members
as possible. For another, party leaders can pliglmdvocate their positions in a bill to exert
pressure to its party members. Additionally, péegders may use its procedural and
organizational power to “punish” disloyal membersaward” members who followed the party
line (Kingdon 1989: 111). More than one of the namd strategies was observed in the bailout
case. In addition to the public advocates on beifalie bailout plan, as mentioned earlier,
another example of party leadership effort wasatthdition of the “sweeteners” to the amended
version of the original proposal. The “sweetenavste intended to attract more supporters when
the bill came to the House the second time.

While it is theoretically plausible that party lemd employ different strategies to influence
the legislators’ voting decisions, to empiricaltudy the influence of party pressure, the most
direct measures such as the number of phone cattsgarty leaders to a legislator are less than
ideal. Not only is it unlikely for the legislatots reveal this sort of information, it is also haod
relate the contacts between party leaders and nremiia a specific roll call voting decision.

As Stewart (2001: 261) puts it, “the best reseatcdtegy probably isotto ask members of the

House whether party pressure was exerted on atigydar vote or if party loyalty was
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demanded in exchange for a good committee assignfoeexample. Instead, we should look
for theeffectsof party pressure, should they exist.”

Ansolabehere, Snyder and Stewart (2001a) attengiseern party influence by comparing
the legislators’ policy preferences, revealed biniom surveys, with the legislators’ roll call
voting behavior. They argue that the differencesvben legislators’ policy preference and their
roll call votes are a result of party pressure. &hele shows that in most cases, party pressure i
not “on.” But when it is “on,” party pressure tertdshave a significant influence over the final
results of congressional votes. To be more spe@éity pressure tends to be most influential on
broad economic questions such as tax policies adddi approval. For ideological issues such
as abortion and gun control, little evidence sutgmt party leaders try to alter legislators’
voting decisions.

The “selective effect” of party pressure on issorakes intuitive sense. Strictly ideological
issues like gun control are generally considerea mstter of principle, which the legislators’
opponents and constituencies find easier to pitkBnoad economic issues, on the other hand,
are certainly still influenced by the representgivideological orientation, but such matters can
also be argued as government operation issues \wiatied to “the nature of times”, thus leave
some leeway for the legislators’ discrepancy. &fae, it is not surprising to see that the party
pressure is more likely to influence the rank-aifelfhembers on economic issues and less so on
ideological issues.

Research by Snyder and Groseclose (2000a) attéongitscern party influence from another
angle. If the party leaders expect an obvious wiloss on a roll call vote, they are unlikely to
put in any effort to affect the legislators’ votibghavior. Only in a close vote when the party

leader has a decent chance to fight in the legisl@iattle do they have the incentives to put in
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the effort to assemble a winning coalition. Usihg lopsided votes to measure the “true”
preference of the representatives and compareithitiae legislators’ voting behaviors in close
votes, Snyder and Groseclose (2000a) argues thdifterence is a result of party pressure, and
finds that political parties tend to have a strarftyence over the final results of congressional
votes. This study was soon criticized by McCartyole, and Rosenthal (2001). McCarty, Poole,
and Rosenthal (2001) argue that using the spaitaiy model to discern the differences
between the lopsided votes and close votes fadsstinguish party pressure from mere
mismeasurement of preferences, and estimatesabkepdints of moderates significantly less
accurately than the ideal points of extremistss tiixaggerating the effect of party influence.
Snyder and Groseclose (2001) respond that thefgatyre of lopsided votes indicates that in
lopsided cases the moderates are likely to votie thig extremists and reveal their true
preferences, therefore the use of lopsided votemtloecessarily bias the estimation of the
moderates’ ideal point. Instead of overestimatiagypinfluence in their previous study, Snyder
and Groseclose (2001) argue that their study bedtiercts the effect of party pressure in
congressional votes, while it is the McCarty, Ppaled Rosenthal (2001) study that
underestimates party influence.

The debate on the Snyder and Groseclose (2000l amnostly concerns statistical issues. If
we temporarily put aside the statistics and foaus@w to discern party influence, one thing the
article had suggested is to find indirect measafgmrty pressure. As mentioned by Stewart
(2001), directly measuring party leadership inflceers less than ideal. Snyder and Groseclose
(2000a) attempts to discern party effect by assgrvi situations (close votes and lopsided
votes) where party pressure is respectively “ord ‘aff.” Based on this assumption, the article

compares the legislative votes in these two sitnatand studies the party influence indirectly.
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Following the same logic, to study party influermzethe bailout vote, | also assume different
situations in which different representatives ardar different levels of party pressure. Party
pressure is likely to be more influential to théesdlouse members and less so to the marginal
representatives. Before further elaborating thistpdbwould like to analyze the features of the
bailout vote to show why the two House votes onbdigout proposal serve as a good example to
study party leadership influence.

Several aspects of the bailout proposal indicaeghrty leadership may play a role in the
voting results. First, the Emergency Economic Jitadtion Act of 2008 is an economic policy,
which, as argued by Ansolabehere, Snyder and Stéi1a), is likely to be influenced by the
party leadership. Additionally, the bailout proplasgorobably the most important economic
policy of the year, which adds to the possibilifyparty leadership influence. Second, the
bailout’s voting records suggested that House mesnlvere closely split between supporters
and opponents. This creates a possible conditiarhioh party leadership influence may work,
as suggested in Snyder and Groseclose (2000ayl, Diuservations suggest that House members
were indeed under the pressure of party leafi&rem the media’s coverage, it seems obvious
that both party leaders, the speaker of the Hows®\WPelosi and the minority leader John A.
Boehner supported the bailout proposal. Althoughesparty members were against the bailout,
both party leaders took effort to urge the leg@iato support the proposal throughout the whole
process’

To study the party influence on the bailout votegitally, | argue that there are two aspects
to look into. First, as mentioned before, partysgtee is stronger on safer members and weaker

on marginal members. Previous literature concerfrimgyginality theory” suggest that “unsafe”

8 http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/30/business/30as 563
® http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2008/sep/3@itreunch.wallstreet
http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,859846453,00.html
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House members obtain a higher level of party dedtyy While some argue that “marginal”
legislators are more likely be disloyal (e.g. Pathe 1961), others suggest that if controlling for
constituency characteristics, electoral marginadityot a significant factor in influencing
legislators’ voting decisions (e.g. Deckard 1976).

I do not think electoral marginality should be colesed as a measurement of the legislators’
partyloyalty level. Instead, | consider it to be an indicatbthe legislatorsivulnerability level
towards party leadership pressure. The rationakafe or not, legislators are always inclined to
vote along their personal and constituency poli®fgyence. Without exogenous pressure, even
safe legislators are unlikely to vote against dtunesticy preference and follow the party line
“automatically.” When the party leadership askkrand-file members to take a position against
their constituency’s policy preference, Kingdon§2®finds that the House members tend to put
constituency preference before party loyalty. Timding is intuitively straight-forward: as
single-minded reelection seekers (Mayhew 1974)slagrs are unlikely to jeopardize their
reelection prospects by voting against their ctunesticies’ policy preferences. Consequently,
party loyalty becomes a secondary consideratiofer $dbouse members, however, are in a
position to absorb some of the potential negatigeteral impact (Jacobson 1993), and party
leaders are well aware of such fact. After all,hadout vote is only one floor vote among
hundreds of others in a congressional sessioneldrer, if party leaders need to “pick and
choose” whose arms to twist, it is more likely floe leadership to pick the safe members instead
of the less safe ones. In the case of the bailotg, ¥there was a “conflict” between party
leadership position and constituency opinion, whkeeeparty leaders supported the proposal and
the public overwhelmingly opposed it. A situatidkelthis requires the party leaders to be extra

careful and strategic when pressuring their pagynivers.
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To summarize, this understanding of party pressueadogenous in two respects. On the
one hand, incumbents with different electoral masgire likely to react to party pressure
differently. Safer members are more likely to yigparty pressure and afford an unpopular
vote, because they are in a better position torbbsmme vote loss in elections. Marginal
members are less likely to yield to party pressum@ support an unpopular vote, because they
can hardly afford any electoral loss. On the otteerd, party leadership is likely to pressure
safer members and marginal members differentlytyP@aders probably know that House
members have different levels of vulnerability oty pressure. To pressure their rank-and-file
members effectively, it is a reasonable strategypéoty leaders to put more pressure on
vulnerable representatives, which are the safes;arel less pressure on resistant
representatives, which are the marginal ones.

Consequently, in the empirical model | interpret torrelation between electoral margin and
the bailout vote to be the effect of party pressuréhe model | include the electoral margin of
the representatives from the 2006 election, medsasehe percentage of vote received by the
representatives. | expect a positive relation betwtbe electoral margin and the support for the
bailout.

Another way to discern party influence is to lodkree personal influence of party leadership
members. The party leadership system is composiediofduals who are concerned with the
party affairs. These individuals have personaligfice, which is possibly part of the party
leadership’s influence in an important vote. Tacdre the party effect, Cox and McCubbins
(2007) suggest that when the party leader andaltg whip chose the same position in a vote,
the vote is considered to be under the influengeadly pressure. “Instead of focusing on ‘party

votes,’ roll calls in which a majority of Republiteoppose a majority of Democrats, we look at
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party leadership votes, defined as roll calls incllthe Republican and Democratic leaderships
oppose one another” (Cox and McCubbins 2007: 136 strongest advocates of party position
are likely to be party leaders, party whips, andypamembers who hold important committee
assignments.

In the bailout votes, virtually all important membe®f the party leadership systems,
including both party leaders, whips and confereraugus chairs, supported the bill. While party
leaders can choose to influence any other membiedfongress, they have stronger influence
over some legislators and weaker influences owepthers. To discern party leaders’ personal
influence, | include in the model a dummy varialgethe representatives who are from the
same state as their party leaders. For exampl€atifbornian Democratic representatives are
assigned a dummy variable “1,” because Nancy Pak#ie Democratic Party leader is from
California. For representatives who are from theeatate, they are likely to be in similar
political environment and possibly inform and irghce each other in congressional votes. This
proximity of party leaders’ personal influence isrfib means accurate. However, it is fairly
difficult, if at all possible, to find a way to acately measure the party leaders’ personal
network and its influence. Some argue that pagsure may influence representatives through
certain committee assignments (e.g. Leighton anqez@002Kanthak 2004)The bailout
proposal, however, did not come from any commitieel, there is no evidence that associates
the proposal with a specific committee. Therefarstead of using any committee assignments
as the representatives' network proxy, | considetier a representative is from the same state
as her party leader or whips. If so, the represisetanay be under more party leadership

influence when voting for the bailout.
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In anticipation of the statistical analysis, | egpthe influence of party pressure to be
stronger in the second bailout vote. There is reé&sdelieve that both times party leaders tried
to pass the bailout. However, the bailout was detkthe first time and was passed the second
time. In a sense, the party leaders failed in th#art the first time. Therefore, if there is a
difference in the level of party influence whilengparing the two bailout votes, | expect the
influence to be stronger in the second vote.

Organized Interests

Interest groups are active participants in theslagive process. Due to the importance of the
bailout proposal to the financial industry, thesdittle doubt that the financial interests took a
firm position supporting the bailout. In spite bktbailout’s great importance, the financial
interests had very limited time to react and lodbgctly on behalf of the proposal, because the
time between the proposing the bailout and votinghe plan was very short. The time
constraint might limit but certainly did not elinaite the influence of financial interests on the
passing of the bailout proposal.

In their attempt to influence policies, an impottarethod interest groups employ is to make
monetary contributions in congressional electidie direct intention of campaign
contributions is to help the preferred candidate the election. With the more “friendly”
legislator in office, interest groups are therefalde to influence policies in a more favorable
direction. In order to legitimately contribute torgressional elections, interest groups need to
do so through Political Action Committees (PACgEe\Wous research studying the connection
between PAC contributions and their influence ongressional decisions has yielded mixed
results. Some suggest that PAC contributions ameleted with congressional votes; although

the scale of such influence is not necessarilytaniisely significant (e.g. Ansolabehere, de
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Figueiredo and Snyder, 2003). Most other reseancls there is no apparent correlation between
PAC contribution and individual legislative vota&/itko 2006).

Two industries most influenced by the bailout pdae the financial industry and the
construction industry. The purchase of troubledkassets directly benefits the financial
industry. Additionally, the troubled bank assets enostly associated with real estate; therefore
the bailout plan may also boost the real estaté&ehand help the construction industry.
Collecting data from Opensecrets.org, | measure PfiGence by the monetary contribution at
the unit of $10,000, PACs made to individual legfists in the 2006 election circle, and | include
both the financial industry PAC contributions ahd tonstruction industry PAC contributions.

The statistical analysis may or may not show thatRAC variables are related to the bailout
vote. If there is no significant result, it does necessarily mean that PAC contributions do not
matter in congressional votes; it may mean thafittaancial industry and the construction
industry's PAC contributions are not statistica#iated to this specific bailout vote. If theraais
significant relation between PAC contributions a&nel bailout vote, | expect the effect to be
marginal. As suggested in the literature, the i@tgtbetween PAC money and congressional
votes are inherently endogenous. A significardtieh between PAC contribution and the
bailout vote does not necessarily mean that PACaybuys the votes. For one thing, legislators
receiving large financial PAC contributions may eapto be friendly with the financial industry,
but the friendliness may not beesultof the PAC influence; rather, the legislators aienidly
to financial industry to begin with, and that igwadly thereasonwhy these legislators received
large contributions from the financial industry.

For another, PAC contribution may be an indicatbthe representatives’ relation with the

financial industry. The financial industry, likehatr interest groups, would not unrealistically
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expect that they could get a satisfying voting ftesoly time. When it comes to salient votes,
however, such as the bailout vote, the financidligtry may press hard on the representatives
and especially on the ones they invested heavilly RAC contributions while asking for
favorable votes. Additionally PAC contributions mag used by a third party, such as the party
leadership, to pressure their rank-and-file memidasty leadership may use PAC contribution
as a cue and decide who are friendly with the firnndustry and therefore mostly likely to
support a vote that benefits the financial indusifyer finding out the friendly representatives,
party leadership may pressure these representativies hope that they would be most likely to
yield to party pressure and support the bailoué¢ vist conclusion, the relation between PAC
contribution and legislative vote is hard to intetpif one simply interprets the relationship as
money buys votes, one would miss most of the sidihyether a PAC contribution is an
indication of the legislators’ friendliness levelgtart with, or an indication of the overall irgst
group pressure, or the means used by the thirgt apressure friendly legislators, is hard to
disentangle.

Economic Conditions

In the study of an important economic bill, iscessary to consider the economic
environment in which the bill took place. For indival representatives, the well-being of the
local economy is an important factor influencingitidecisions on the bailout bill. Statistics
revealed that while the national economy had bedunaed into a recession, the local economy
had also been badly impacted especially for staitssizeable financial industy. There are
two aspects concerning local economy conditionswiaarant attention. First, the size of the
financial industry in a congressional district nmmeyassociated with the representatives’ bailout

vote. When the monetary stake is high in the firreompanies and banks, it is more likely for

10 http://www.bea.gov/newsreleases/regional/gdp_Agsiie newsrelease.htm
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the representative to consider the weight of tharfcial industry in the local economy; also it is
more likely for the representative to be responsivihie financial industry’s lobbying effort.
Therefore, | hypothesize that the size of locafficial industry is positively related to the
support to the bailout bill. Empirically, the bestailable statistics to measure the size of local
financial industry is the assets value of a stdi@sncial institutions, provided by the Census
Buread™,

The second aspect of the economic condition isnipact of the financial industry on the
local economy. The census bureau has publishadtgemimeasuring the contribution of the
financial industry to the state GDP in 2007-2008lot surprisingly, in most of the states, the
financial industry made a negative contributiotte real change in local GDP. In Delaware,
where the financial industry suffered more than instetes, the number is -1.95%. Different than
the mere size of the financial industry, these nemsilneasure the impact of the financial
industry on local economy. The local financial istty may be small in size, but it may have a
substantial impact on an equally small state ecgndexpect this variable to be negatively
associated with the probability of a representagiveporting the bailout. When the impact is
positive, meaning that local financial industrhedping local economy, the representatives from
that state may be less eager to pass economy-rpstag such as the bailout plan. When the
impact is negative, meaning that local financidlustry is probably dragging down the state’s
economy, the representatives may be more likebpfpport the bailout.

Other Explanatory Variables

There are three other explanatory variables tlebginterest to the bailout votes. The first

one is the seniority of House members, the secapdorepresentatives’ retirement decisions,

1 http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/tables/D88Xls
12 http://www.census.gov/compendia/statab/cats/bankinance_insurance.html
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and the third one is the opponents’ spending ir20G8 House elections. Seniority may be
related to congressional votes because the sgnadrén individual House member may be a
signal of her electoral strength and her relatignslith party leadership. Generally speaking,
more senior House members have more experienceheithconstituencies and usually enjoy
the largest incumbency advantage (Jacobson 2088jiSHouse members may also have a
tighter relationship with party leaders becaustheir long time of service in congressional
politics. For each representative, the seniorityalde is measured as the number of total terms
served in Congress provided by the Clerk of thedgauebsit®, and | expect seniority to be
positively related to the support of the bailoutes

The retirement variables and the challenger spgnéaniables are closely related to the
electoral connection of congressional votes. Heyridoore and Hibbing (1994) found that
representatives seeking reelection behave diffgreatmpared to those who decided to retire.
Bianco, Spence and Wilkerson (1996) found that sttpg an unpopular and salient bill may
contribute to representatives’ decision to retitieer voted for a highly unpopular bill, the
representatives might be concerned about the wegalgctoral impact of the unpopular votes,
and instead of waiting to be defeated in the réelles, some incumbents may make the strategic
decision of retirement. This understanding is tetokf In the case of the bailout votes, the bill
was proposed very close to the 2008 House electamtsmost of the retirement decisions had
been made by the incumbents. Representativesmgtint decisions may not be the result of
supporting the bailout plan in this case, howetrezy could be a reason why the retiring
representatives can vote in favor of the bailowhout worrying about future negative electoral

impact. Therefore, | expected that retiring repnéstives are more likely to support the bailout.

13 http://clerk.house.gov/member_info/110_seniorit§.p
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Opensecrets.org provides the data source for repi@sves’ retirement decisions in the 10
Congress?

For representatives who decided to stay in the gah@alenger spending seems to be related
to their decisions supporting unpopular bills. Jsmmn (1993) found that the more their
challengers spent, the less likely the incumbegislators voted in favor of the 1991 Budget Act,
which was also an unpopular bill. Challenger spegdias been shown to be negatively related
to the representatives’ electoral fortune; subghahallenger spending is a sign of a weak
incumbent. When a representative is facing a resbulrchallenger, she may feel electorally
threatened, and consequently become less likedypport an unpopular bills, which may further
reduces her electoral fortune. In the bailout \aotalysis, | also expect a negative relation
between challenger spending and support of thedttailfter all, elections come first. A
representative needs to be secure enough to sugppartpopular vote. Collected from
Opensecrets.org, the challenger spending variabsteeasured at the unit of $10,000.

Control Variable

To isolate the effects of the main explanatoryaldes, | include in the model the state
unemployment rate as control variable. The baijwaposal came out in a time when the whole
nation was experiencing a financial crisis and higmployment rate, and the level of the crisis
varied across different states. The unemploymeatmeay be related to the representatives’
bailout vote because it affects the constituen@#gudes towards economic policies. The
source of the variable is the Bureau of Labor stias™, and the date of the employment rate was

August 2008, measured as percentage of unemploybe total workforce population.

14 hitp:/wvww.opensecrets.org/bigpicture/casualties rycle=2008
15 http://www.bls.gov/news.release/archives/laus_@908.pdf
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Empirical Results

The dependent variable in the analysis, the fiafibht vote is coded 1 if a representative
voted yea, and O if voted nay. There are twelvepathdent variables in the model. The
descriptive statistics are reported in table & Worth noting that as for the DW-Nominate
scores of the representatives, most of them ranoge ¢-1, 1). However, one exception that goes

beyond this range was the DW-Nominate score 1.83&ba Paul, Republican representative

from Texas.
Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for the Bailout ¥stVodel

Variable MeanStandard deviation  Min Max
bailout vote (first) 471 499 0 1
bailout vote (second) .605 489 0 1
DW-Nominate .026 .509 922 1.364
DW square .259 195 .0064 .861
electoral margin 66.1 12.1 32.69 100
leadership 409 492 0 1
financial/GDP -.228 216 -1.95 .24
financial assets 246.5 173.3 4.4 605.2
finance PAC 9.41 d.1 0 81.4
construction PAC 2.33 2.05 0 11.9
seniority 5.90 4.33 1 27
retirement .055 228 0 1
challenger spending  48.2 104.3 0 720.5
unemployment 6.20 1.22 3.5 8.9

Due to the dichotomous nature of the dependenabiai | employ a logistic regression
model that incorporates the nine independent viesaln terms of the goodness-of-fit, the
model predicts 65.87% of the votes correctly withr@portional reduction in error (PRE) rate of

33.3%. Figure 3 shows the model's ROC (receiveraipey characteristic) curve. The area
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under the ROC curve is between 0.7 and 0.8. Wiesktktatistics suggest is that the model does

a reasonably good job in predicting the bailoutvot

Sensitivity
0.50 0.75 1.00
1 1 1

0.25
1

0.00

T T T T T
0.00 0.25 050 0.75 1.00
1 - Specificity

Area under ROC curve = 0.7277

Figure 3: ROC Curve for First Bailout Vote

The results are displayed in Table 3. Other tharPAC variables which are measured at the
unit of $10,000, the other variables are measurdte#r original units. In addition to the
coefficients, | also present the odds ratio ofitliiependent variables. It is hard to interpret
directly the coefficients in a logistic model, basa the level of influence varies as the value of
the independent variables change. By computingdas ratio for the independent variables,
one can have a more straight forward interpretatidhe independent variables and their impact.

The results for the specific coefficients in thiedel are consistent with expectations. The
ideology variables are both significant and poigtim the predicted direction. With CLARIFY, |
am able to discern the effect of the ideologicalaldes at different values. Table 4 shows the
how the predicted probability varies when DW-Nonténscore varies. The change of DW-

Nominate score will lead to the change of the DW¥\aate score’s squared term. In the
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analysis, when | calculated the change of the DWWhMate score, | made sure that the squared
term of the DW-Nominate was assigned the equivalkanhge. The DW-Nominate Score of Ron

Table 3: Dependent Variable: First Congressiondk\am the Bailout Proposal

Independent Variable fliorent Odds ratio
DW-Nominate -.848** A28**
(.318) 136)
DW square -2.72** .065**
(.829) 0%4)
electoral margin .008 1.00
(.012) 011)
leadership .086 1.09
(.285) 311)
financial/GDP -.358 .698
(.757) 549)
financial assets .0002 1.000
(.0008) am
finance PAC 057** 1.06**
(.016) 0X7)
construction PAC -.073 .928
(.079) 013)
seniority .081* 1.08*
(.031) 034)
retirement .828 2.29
(.563) .28)
challenger spending -.002- 997
(.001) 0q1)
unemployment .008 1.01
(.117) 119)
constant -1.01
(1.06)

number of observations: 353
LR chi square: 62.76
Probability > chi square: 0.0000
Pseudo R square: 0.1282

Log likelihood: -213.28989

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. frifgiant at 0.05 level.
** = Significant at 0.01 level.
e=pvalue<0.1

Paul is 1.436; it is the maximum value of DW-Nonteacore and also an outliner. To correct

for the outliner, | use the second largest DW-Naterscore, .999 as the max value. When

27



calculating for changes in predicted probabilitiesso control for party leadership influence

and retirement. The leadership and retirement blasaare coded dichotomously. R=1 means the
legislator retired after the 1¥@ongress, R=0 means not retired; L=1 means otieeqdarty
leaders is from the same state as the legislatdy,nheans otherwise. The median value for
retirement and party leadership is 0, and | presefable 4 the four different scenarios of party
influence and retirement, and how DW-Nominate seme the squared term of DW-Nominate
score influenced the predicted probabilities ofpgrpng the bailout.

Table 4: First Differences (DW-Nominate score)

Value points of DW-Nominate score Change in predicted probabilities

R=1,L=1 R=0,L=1 R=EQ@ R=0,L=0

Min ~ One s.d. above min .298** .316** .298** BE*
(-.922 ~-.413) (.139) (.123) @3 (.119)
One s. d. below mean ~ Mean .031 .045 .033  .047
(-.482 ~ .026) (.049) (.066) 510 (.068)
Mean ~ One s.d. above mean -.241* -.287** - 247 -.288**
(.026 ~ .535) (.062) (.054) g10 (.055)
One s.d. below max ~ Max - 451 ** -.325** - 442 - 312
(.490 ~ .999) (.105) (.061) as (.054)
One s.d below Ron Paul~ Ron Paul 17#2 -.107** -.205** -.099**
(.854 ~ 1.365) (.098) (.038) =9 (.033)

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesesSignificant at 0.05 level.
** = Significant at 0.01 level.
e=pvalue<0.1

Table 4 suggests that ideology and ideologicakexism have a substantial impact on the
bailout vote. One standard deviation’s change in-RUvhinate score, which is .509, is likely to
change the probability of voting for the bailoutdmpund .30. The impact of ideological score
tends to be larger for extreme legislators and lemfdr moderate legislators. This relationship is
not clear for moderate Democrats; one standardatiemis change in the DW-Nominate score is

neither statistically nor substantially significafihe lack of statistical significance may be
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related to the fact that most moderate Democratpated the bailout, and the lack of variance
in the voting results leads to the lack of statatsignificance. If combining the first difference
results with the scatterplot of the predicted phbilitgt against the DW-Nominate score, the
pattern is even clearer.

In the case of leadership influence and retiremést|eadership influence variable does not
seem to make a difference in the predicted proib@sil The decision to retire, however, seems
to decrease the probability for conservative Repabs (One s.d. below max ~ Max) to support
the bailout by about .13. This finding is interagtiIn the previous discussion, | expect the
decision to retire to be positively related to pinebabilities of supporting the bailout, because
retiring representatives should have less condaontahe possible negative electoral
consequence of the bailout vote. However, the eagpianalysis of conservative Republicans
says otherwise. An interpretation of the negatetatron between retirement and supporting the
bailout is that retiring representatives may hal@oaer tie with the party leadership. Therefore,
when the Republican Party leadership pressurgzhity members to support the bailout, the
retiring representatives might be less vulnerabkeuich party pressure, because any future
reward or punishment from the party leadershif igtte importance for the retiring members.
Without feeling strong party pressure, the condergaRepublican representatives were then in a
position to vote their true preference, which wasppose the bailout.

Figure 4 plots the predicted probability for votifog the bailout against the representatives’
ideology orientation. The space between the twstehs of dots indicates how the Democrats
and the Republicans are neatly split as liberadscamservatives. The fact that Democratic
cluster is located on the upper half of the figsuggests that the Democrats are more likely to

support the bailout proposal, and vice versa ferRepublicans. This finding may tap into both
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the ideological issue and the majority party’s oespbility. While it is possible that liberals are
more likely to support the bailout than consenegiwvt is also a possibility that the Democratic
representatives were more likely to support théobabill to fulfill their duty as the majority
party.

Additionally, an important feature shown by thigufe is that the variance of voting for the
bailout is larger for the Republicans than the Derats. The Republican cluster is more
scattered than the Democratic one, where the pildlpadf a Republican to vote for the bailout
virtually ranges from 0 to 1. Additionally, the a¢ibnship of ideological extremism and the
bailout vote seems to be stronger for the Repuldicihe Republicans reveal a more obvious
pattern of increased extremism and decreased ptipalb supporting the bailout, whereas for
the Democrats, especially for liberal Democrats,abksociation is less obvious. Generally
speaking, the scatterplot of predicted probabdityoting for the bailout against the ideological

scale seems to suggest a non-monotonic relationship
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Figure 4: Predicted Probability against Ideology
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Neither of the party pressure variables turns ol significant in this model. | am
unwilling to conclude at this stage that party ptee did not matter. First, it is possible thatreve
though the party leadership pressure was “ondilédl to achieve its purpose to get the bailout
proposal passed this time, therefore the variabkssuring party pressure fail to achieve
statistical significance. Second, the proxy faders’ personal influence is whether a
representative is from the same state with onepphrty leaders. The insignificance of this
party leadership variable could also be a resuth@imeasurement error.

Among the three interest group variables, the amoifinancial industry PAC contribution
turned out to be positively related to the repres@res’ bailout vote. The marginal effect of the
financial PAC variable is close to 0, which meamat the PAC contribution variable is not as
influential as other variables such as ideology.ofmother explanatory variables, seniority
turns out to be statistically significant. Agaihetmarginal effect is fairly small. None the less,
the positive sign of the coefficient and the maageffect finding confirms the theoretical

Table 5: First differences (financial PAC and seityd

Value points Change in predictedbabilities
financial PAC
Min ~ Mean 124**
(0~9.41) (.033)
Mean ~ One St. d above mean .155**
(9.41 ~ 20.7) (.041)
seniority
One St. d below mean ~ Mean .081**
(1.6 ~5.9) (.030)
Mean ~ One St. d above mean .086**
(5.9 ~10.2) (.033)

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesesSignificant at 0.05 level.
** = Significant at 0.01 level.
e=pvalue <0.1
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prediction that senior House members are moreylileeVote for the bailout. Using CLARIFY, |
present in Table 5 the first difference of one dtad deviation change around the mean for the
financial PAC and the seniority variables.

Results in Table 5 suggests that one standardta®vighange in financial PAC variable,
which is $113,031, increases the predicted proipabil supporting the bailout by about 14
percent. While a PAC contribution is related to Itladout vote, its influence is limited, because
it takes a large PAC contribution to have an immacthe probability of supporting the bailout
vote. The seniority variable is also positivelyated to the bailout vote. One standard deviation
change in seniority, which is 4.3 terms, incredbegrobability of supporting the bailout by 8

percent.
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Figure 5: Predicted Probability against Seniority

Figure 5 and Figure 6 are scatterplots of the ptediprobability of supporting the bailout
against the PAC finance variable and the senigatjable. The plots confirm the positive

relations both variables have with the predicteabpbility of supporting the bailout. It is
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interesting from the scatterplot that the effedtéhe seniority and the PAC finance variables
both seem to be stronger in larger values. Whendhess are small, the positive relation

between seniority and PAC finance variables seebe tweaker.
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CHAPTER 3
MODELING THE SECOND HOUSE VOTE ON THE EMERGENCY ECWIC
STABILIZATION ACT OF 2008
Before assessing the factors influencing legistatail call behavior on the Emergency
Economic Stabilization Act of 2008, it is necessiaryote that the content of the bill was not
exactly the same for the first and for the secondd# roll call votes. In addition to the original
content, new provisions were added to the secorgioreof the proposal and the length of the
proposal was increased from 109 pages to 451 p8gese argued that the new provisions
served as “sweeteners” that add to the attractasenkthe original proposdl.For example, the
amended bill proposes the establishment of ovarsigmmittees for the execution of the bailout
plan. Additionally, the new provisions set curbstfte executive pay of the companies that
benefit from the bailout plan. However, some of legv provisions are not really related to the
bailout proposal and can only be considered asrgketa policies. A widely mocked such
provision is “Sec. 503. Exemption from excise taxdertain wooden arrows designed for use by
children.” For these unrelated tax provisions, sam@menters suggested that not only would
they fail to attract more votes; they probably vebalso repel some Democratic supporters and
jeopardize the fate of the bailout plan. Howeverlew provisions might influence the bailout
vote, the essence of the bill remained the sameblted assets purchase up to $700 billion.
Representative Joe Barton from Texas said: “... g is sending back to the House is a

fraternal twin to the one | voted against on Mondayneet the new bill, same as the old bitl.”

%8 http://money.cnn.com/2008/10/01/news/economy/semascuebill2/index.htm
7 http:/vww.nytimes.com/2008/10/02/business/02haitetml
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Generally speaking, both times when the legislatoted on the bailout plan, they were trying to
deal with the same problem. While some argueditheds the “sweeteners” that make some
representatives change their mind, | am reluctastiggest that the sweeteners have a
substantial impact on the second bailout vote,taadeasons are as follows. First, as mentioned
earlier, not all the sweeteners have a positiveaoshgdn fact, some suggested that instead of
sweetening the deal, the new provisions actuaftyet the bailout plan sour for some
representatives® Second, even if the sweeteners were taken pdyitthey were mostly

general tax policies that did not provide speca&libenefits to any state or district. It is hard to
believe that some lightweight sweeteners would ghdhe bailout opponents’ mind in a short
period of time. While one may suppose that substianeénefit may offset the negatives of the
bailout and change bailout opponents’ mind, thees@ners” were unlikely to be the main
reason. Therefore, in studying the second bailoté M believe the main reasons for the vote

switch are party pressure and electoral considersti

The Model
To examine the factors that influence the secondsewote, | consider the variables in two
categoriesThe first category includes factors that have alygaome into play in the first House
vote, such as ideology, PAC contributions, etc.sEhgaseline variables are generally considered
to be relevant to House members’ voting decisidhg. second category is specific to the second
House vote; the variables capture the change®ttatred in between the two House votes. One
of the changes, for example, was that the Senaée vom the amended bill before the House

voted on the bill the second time. Events like #me likely to influence how the representatives

18 http:/vww.cnn.com/2008/POLITICS/10/01/congresidoa/index.html
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voted on the bailout proposal the second time,taadecond category includes variables that
measure such changes.

As for the variables in the first category, thelgsia of the first bailout vote has showed that
some of these variables, such as ideology, PAQibotibn and seniority, affected how the
legislators voted on the bailout proposal. Theselkes are likely to be relevant to the
representatives’ second bailout vote as well. kan®le, be it the first vote or the second vote,
observations suggested that extreme legislators l&ss likely to support the proposal than the
moderate legislators. In order to discern thesellesvariables’ influence specific to the second
vote, | employ a two-stage analysis model whichudes the baseline variables and additionally,
the predicted probabilities from the first bailmatte analysis. By doing so, the two-stage
analysis is in a position to control for the baselariables’ influence to the first house vote and
reveal these variables’ effect specific to the sedmailout vote.

The main hypothesis for the baseline variablebénsecond bailout vote is that the party
leadership variables should affect how House mesnbated on the amended bailout plan. In the
analysis of the first bailout vote, | hypothesikattthe leaderships of both parties intended to
pressure their rank-and-file members to vote ifaf the bailout proposal. The voting record
suggested, however, that the bailout failed to gass$louse; in other words, the party leaders
failed to achieve what they wanted. This resuttasfirmed by the statistical analysis; both party
leadership variables, the electoral margin variéblgch indirectly measures party pressure),
and the leaders’ personal influence variable (wihlicectly measures party pressure), turned out
to be statistically insignificant. However, thisns longer the case in the second bailout vote. As
discussed in the previous sections, both partyelesadorked hard to persuade their party

members to support the bailout. Judging by thengatésult, the party leaders succeed in their
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effort. If party leadership pressure indeed conteld to the success of the bailout bill, | expect
the same party leadership variables to be sigmifiaad positive in the analysis of the second
bailout vote.

Additionally, | expect to see that the economicdition variables, which include the
financial assets variable and the financial industtate GDP variable, will have impact on the
second bailout vote. While local economic condgiane always relevant to the bailout bill,
there is reason to believe that the economy wasngan even larger role to the second bill.
The stock market reacted quickly to the first haildefeat; on September®2008, the market
witnessed the worst single-day drop for two decatesDow Jones industrial average fell
nearly 778 points and $1.2 trillion had vanishemfthe United States stock mark&Such a
drastic reaction may well affect how the represterea view the necessity of the bailout
proposal.

The best way to measure this specific event isrt@pwn the actual influence of the stock
market crash to individual congressional distrielswever, even at the state level, there is no
available data that could somehow measure thenaiaf the stock market before and after the
bailout failure. A different thought is that whemational financial crisis affects the states, the
level of impact is likely to vary based on the sgth and health of the state’s financial industry.
How the local financial industry related to thedbeconomy is likely to aggravate or alleviate
the stock market’s impact on that state. For exapgbtate with its financial industry still
positively contributing to local GDP, such as Wissm, is in a better position to be more impact
resistant. For Wisconsin representatives and vateeg may also be more impact resistant. In a
state where the economy is suffering from its foiahindustry, such as Maryland, the impact of

the stock market crash is likely to be more se@@igkpossibly increase the probability for

19 http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/30/business/30mtsrkém|
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Maryland representatives to support the bailouedsence, the stock market crash is an
influential economic incident and it is likely toowk through local economic conditions.

In the analysis of the first bailout vote, the llbeaonomic condition variables do not appear
to be statistically significant. With the same aales, | hypothesize that they have a stronger
impact on the second bailout vote. Seemingly thieyttee same variables for the two analyses;
however, these variables reflected changes thatr@ztin-between the two votes, and this is the
reason why | believe that the variables may turnt@be significant in the second analysis.

The second set of variables is related exclusitethe second House vote. Before the
representatives voted for the bailout proposakdeond time, they already knew two things
about the bailout votes. They knew how their fell@mpresentatives voted and how the Senate
voted on the proposal. These two votes may beecttatthe second bailout vote because the
legislators were likely to influence each otheCiapital Hill. The switchers were probably
influenced by the bailout supporters, either fréwa House or from the Senate. In order to
measure the internal lobbying effort, | use théestd origin as the proximity and calculate a
party-specific, state-level bailout support indegr example, for California Democrats, the
bailout support index from the House is 0.56, whgcthe ratio of the Demaocratic bailout
supporters to the total number of Democratic reprgives in California. The bailout support
index from the Senate is simpler; itis 0, 1, ofBe concept is, if in the Congress there were
more party members from the same state who sugpthréebailout, for the representatives it
may mean more lobbying on behalf of the bailouppsal, a political atmosphere of supporting
the bailout, or a possible explanation for doindghawthe others were doing.” Consequently, |
expect the bailout support indexes to be positivelgted to the probability of supporting the

bailout.
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Empirical Results

Table 6 presents the statistical analysis of ticerse bailout vote. Like the first bailout
analysis, | include the odds ratio as well as tlaegmal effect. While controlling for the effect of
the first vote variables, there is no statisticdlhe lack of statistical significance does not
necessarily suggest that the independent variabkde analysis did not matter in the second
bailout vote. What the results suggest is thaissizally speaking, one can not discern any
influence of the independent variables. One possdrson is that the inclusion of the predicted
probability from the first bailout vote analysispgained much variance. In order to discern
factors that influence the second bailout voterisider the switchers as a group of legislators
that differentiate themselves from the rest ofléggslators. With the switchers coded 1 as the
dependent variable, | run a logistic regressiodiscern what factors increase the probability for
switching, and the results are presented in Table 7

Due to the change of the dependent variable, otteeahdependent variables, the fellow
representatives’ influence variable, also needhtmge. This variable was originally coded as
percentage of representatives from the same padytee same state who supported the bailout
the first time. For example, the value of the f@ll@epresentatives’ influence variable is .56 for
all California Democrats, as 56% of California Daerads supported the bailout the first time. In
the switcher analysis, | only keep the valueslierriay voters from the first bailout vote, and
assign all the yea voters from the first bailoutevie value 0. If | keep the original variable,
when the value of the variable gets larger, as rparty fellows from the same states that are
already supporters of the bailout plan, the polsilaf switching is reduced statistically.

Imagine an extreme case, say 90 percent of Denocegtresentatives from California were
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Table 6: Dependent Variable: Second Congressiootd ¥n the Bailout Proposal

Independent Variable fliorent Odds ratio
DW-Nominate -.617 249
(.841) (.237)
DW square -1.29 257
(2.312) (.644)
electoral margin .020 1.03
(.014) (.017)
leadership -.067 1.17
(.295) (.419)
financial/GDP -.8927 372
(.8776) (.385)
financial assets -.0002 1.000
(.0008) (.001)
finance PAC .025 371
(.050) (.386)
construction PAC .031 1.007
(.103) (.120)
seniority -.010 749
(.078) (.085)
retirement 419 1.74
(.916) (2.74)
challenger spending -.0002 .999
(.0026) (.003)
unemployment -.033 1.023
(.121) (.149)
predicted probabilities 2.13 3.17
(4.27) (14.9)
fellow representatives -.279 .003
(.837) (.634)
senate vote 231 877
(.275) (188)
constant -1.68
(1.67)

number of observations: 330
LR chi square: 66.64
Probability > chi square: 0.0000
Pseudo R square: 0.1500

Log likelihood: -188.7733

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. *fgnificant at 0.01 level.
* = Significant at 0.05 level.
e =p-value < 0.1.
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already supporters of the bailout vote, then &l@alifornia representatives have value .9 in the
significant result. fellow representative influenagiable. With such a high value, only 10
percent of California representatives can actualya switcher, because in the bailout case
legislators only switched from nay to yea. Therefdhe way the variable is originally coded

will lead to a negative relation between this vialeaand switching, for statistical but not
substantial reasons. In order to correct for tlobdlem, | include values for the fellow
representative influence variable only for the naters.

Two variables are significant in the switcher asalyFirst, the seniority variable is
negatively related to switching, which means thétchers tend to be junior representatives.
From the analysis of the first bailout vote, seityas positively related to the bailout vote. Ilew
combine the two findings, the results suggestwhale junior members were less likely to
support the bailout the first time, they were lik&d be the switchers the second time. This
finding may suggest that junior representativesasee vulnerable to the party pressure. As
mentioned before, the variable itself did not cleahgtween the two votes. The seniority level of
the representatives was the same across the twe.\Hddwever, the effect of the variable
changed; this change is likely to be the impacarhe other factors that was reflected by the
seniority variable, such as party pressure. Howekerresults are more suggestive than
conclusive. While the changing impact of the satyarariable may be interpreted as reflecting
the impact of party pressure, it is also possifdg dther influential factors on the switching were
reflected by the seniority variable.

The other statistically significant variable is flelow representatives’ influence variable.
With CLARIFY, I find that one standard deviationagtge around the mean of this variable leads

to an increase in the predicted probability of shiitg; the level of the increase, however, is
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Table 7: Dependent Variable: Switchers on the Sgé&ailout Vote

Independent Variable fliorent Odds ratio
DW-Nominate -.270 762
(.482) (.368)
DW square -.067 1.07
(1.16) (1.25)
electoral margin .025 1.03
(.015) (.015)
leadership -.297 743
(.416) (.309)
financial/GDP -.1.23 .290
(.930) (.269)
financial assets -.001 .999
(.001) (.001)
finance PAC -.016 .983
(.023) (.023)
construction PAC 152 1.16
(.106) (.124)
seniority -.133* 875
(.056) (.049)
retirement .094 1.09
(.814) (.895)
challenger spending .001 1.00
(.001) (.001)
unemployment -.067 .935
(.164) (.153)
fellow representatives 2.98** 19.7**
(.638) (12.6)
Senate vote -.037 .963
(.251) (.242)
constant -3.31
(1.46)

number of observations: 330
LR chi square: 35.80
Probability > chi square: 0.0000
Pseudo R square: 0.1402

Log likelihood: -109.79835

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. *fgnificant at 0.01 level.
* = Significant at 0.05 level.
e =p-value < 0.1
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fairly small. The finding is consistent with expatobn: When there are more party fellows from
the same state who supported the bailout thetiiing, it is more likely for the nay voters to
switch to the yea voters.

Table 8: First differences: (Fellow Representativefuence)

Value points Change in predictedbabilities
Min ~ Mean 040**
(0~.173) (.009)
Mean ~ One St. d above mean .094**
(.173 ~ .419) (.025)

Note: Standard errors are in parenthesesSignificant at 0.05 level.
** = Significant at 0.01 level.
e=pvalue <0.1

A Comparison of Different Voters

In addition to the two stage analysis, another tagtudy the vote switching is to consider
the nay-nay voters, the switchers and the yea-gesxrs/as three different voting groups. By
studying the voters together in the same anallyais\ in a position to analyze characteristics of
different voters. For example, based on the stddlyeofirst bailout vote, moderate
representatives were likely to be yea-yea votettseme representatives were likely to be nay-
nay voters, while the in-betweens were likely tahe switchers. Additionally, since seniority
turns out to be positively related to supporting liailout plan, it is possible that junior House
members were likely to be nay-nay voters, senianddanembers yea-yea voters, and the in-
betweens nay-yea voters. To test these ideasséprén Table 9 the multinomial model that
compares the different characteristics of the ray\oters, coded O; the nay-yea voters, coded 1,
and the yea-yea voters, coded 2. The probit arsatgseals how the three types of voters differ

from each other.
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Table 9: Multinomial probit regression (base catggoswitchers)

Independent Variable

Category 0 nay-voters

Category 2 yea-yea voters

DW-Nominate .554 -.319
(.349) (.348)
DW square 811 1.29
(.835) (.853)
electoral margin -.036** -B2
(.012) (.011)
leadership -.127 -.003
(.296) (.295)
financial/GDP .923 330
(.762) (.726)
financial assets -.0003 0002
(.0008) (.0008)
finance PAC -.013 .021
(--069) (.014)
construction PAC -.069 513
(.0821) (.084)
seniority .0790 .106**
(.243) (.038)
retire .733 .733
(.680) (680)
unemployment -.108 00
(.123) (.121)
challenger spending -.0007 .0023
(.0012) (.0013)
constant 2.43* 3.66*
(1.11) (1.40)

number of observations: 375
LR chi square: 84.15
Probability > chi square: 0.0000
Pseudo R square: 0.1145

Log likelihood: -325.46816

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. * =ifRignt at 0.05 level.
** = Significant at 0.01 level.
e =p-value < 0.1.

From the comparison of the characteristics of tined groups, the most interesting
observation is the features of the switchers: thag to be safe and/or junior. Some of the

variables are not it statistically significant, ahthese does not mean that these variables did no
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matter to the bailout votes. Rather, the multindmprabit analysis is intended to find out

different characteristics of the three groups déwa If a variable did not contribute to the
differences of the groups, then it may not achitegistical significance. However, these
variables may matter in the actual bailout votase @nderstanding of the significant variables is
to consider the switchers as defectors from thg/piae in the first bailout vote, and then when
pressured by the party leadership they switchedipport the party line in the second bailout
vote. Following this understanding, the resultsgasg that safe and/or junior representatives
tend to defect, but also are more vulnerable updgy pressure and eventually come back to
vote along the party line. With the analysis ofyooihe case, it is impractical to make a general
conclusion about all congressional votes. Witha¢hse of the bailout votes, however, it is safe
to suggest that the multinomial analysis resulfgpsu the previous party pressure hypotheses. If
after the first bailout vote, the party leaderscheepick and choose among the nay voters to
make some of them switch, it is a better strategyitk someone who is less experienced and/or
someone from a safer district.

The electoral margin variable is significant andatese for both comparisons. If comparing
the nay-nay voters with the switchers, the elettoiargin coefficient is negative. It means that
the switchers tend to have a larger electoral matgin the nay-nay voters, and as discussed
above, it is likely to be a result of party pressiBafer members are more likely to be the
switchers not necessarily because they are moeat toyhe party leadership; they did not vote
along the party line the first time. Safer membkmyever, are more vulnerable under party
pressure, so when the party leadership pressweank-and-file members to switch for the
second bailout vote, it is the safer members weaare likely to be pressured and switch their

votes.
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If comparing yea-yea voters with the switchersctelal margin coefficient is also negative.
It means that the switchers tend to have a larigetaral margin than the yea-yea voters. In other
words, switchers are the safest group among aetgroups of voters. One interpretation for
why safer members were less likely to support bt the first time was that playing it safe is
probably why some safe members are safe to begfmn E¥ven though the safe representatives
may be in a position to support an unpopular vatéabsorb some electoral loss, they still did
not want to support the bailout the first time hesmathat they probably did not want to risky
electoral loss. But in the second vote, playirgaie did not work as well, because the party
leadership did not exactly allow playing it safelgmessured the nay voters to switch.

Interpreting the seniority variable is less stréigiward. In the previous switcher model, the
results of the seniority variable suggest thatquilouse members were more likely to switch. In
this multinomial analysis, the interpretation ifelient. The results are statistically significant
under category 2, which means that the bailoutchwsits were more junior than the yea-yea
voters. It is possible that the junior members tendave a looser tie with the party leadership,
thus when voting the first time, they voted alohegit constituency’s preference and against the
party leadership position on the bailout. Wherningfor the bailout the second time, however,
they were pressured by party leadership and thersieitched their vote from nay to yea. To
summarize the multinomial probit analysis resuts, different characteristics of the three
groups of voters support the party pressure hysahelowever, without additional evidence
from the second vote analysis, whether party pressuthe reason why some legislators

switched their vote is still inclusive.
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CHAPTER 4
MODELING THE ELECTORAL CONSEQUENCE

Does roll call behavior in the House affect repnéatves’ electoral fortunes in the reelection?
The answer is affirmative, especially when theibitontroversial and salient (Bovitz and
Carson 2006). Although one may argue that oneressgnal vote is hardly influential to
representatives’ electoral fortune, if the votaighly controversial, the challengers in the
election are likely to pick on the incumbents’ saggo the unpopular vote and discourage the
incumbents’ supporters in retrospective voting. iliddally, for a salient issue, if media
coverage is sufficient, even without strong chajlemthe voters may also be aware of their
legislators’ unpopular position and punish therthim elections. A salient and controversial bill
such as the Emergency Economic Stabilization AQOCSI8 is very likely to affect the
representative’s reelection prospects, and | exgpeeigative relation between one’s support to
the bailout plan and her electoral margin in the&Blouse elections.

From a different perspective, however, the bailmie may not be as influential as it could
be, because it occurred in a time that is veryectoghe 2008 House election. If an incumbent
supports an unpopular bill earlier in the term, ¢hallenger may be able to emphasize this vote
repeatedly to the constituencies and maximize égative impact of the unpopular vote. In
extreme cases, quality challenger may decide tdegause of the unpopular votes by the
incumbents. By the time the bailout votes came loamyever, both the incumbent and the
challengers were fairly clear about the electiariye. Even if the challenger wants to use the

bailout vote to attach the incumbent, there wag lierited time, thus limited influence, for
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doing so. Additionally, not all votes affect repeagatives’ electoral margin. The bailout plan is
after all one vote. According to the findings of\ga and Carson (2006), around 16% to 19% of
“key” congressional votes between thé’@hd 108 Congress are statistically significant in
terms of influencing representatives’ electoral gmarThe percentage suggests that there are
about 80% of salient congressional votes that ddvawe a significant result.

Following the Bovitz and Carson (2006) model, L tee electoral consequence of the House
floor vote on the bailout plan with ordinary leaguare regression analysis. Among the
independent variables, several control variablesranluded in addition to the voting record on
the Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 200Be Btandard control variables are the
incumbent’s vote share percentage from the prewateion, district partisanship measured as
the number of voters supporting Bush in the 20@$idential election at the congressional
district level, incumbent spending and challengemnsling measured at the unit of $10,000, and
challenger quality dummy variable which coded “@f & challenger with any previous public
office experience. Specific to the bailout votadd two more control variables, seniority and
unemployment rate. The descriptive statistics aesgnted in table 10.

Table 10: Descriptive Statistics for the Elect@@ahnsequence Model

Variable MeanStandard deviation  Min Max
electoral margin 2006 66.1 12.1 32.69 100
incumbent spending  140.3 117.6 17.4 1286.7
challenger spending  48.2 104.3 0 720.5
challenger quality 131 .337 0 1
district partisanship 50.1 14.33 9 78
bailout yea-yea voters .471 499 0 1
bailout switchers 133 .340 0 1
seniority 5.90 4.33 1 27
unemployment 6.20 1.22 3.5 8.9
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My hypothesis that the bailout vote does not nesély affect the winning/losing prospects
for the incumbents, but it does affect the incunt®¥exlectoral margin. The rationale is, the
representatives are rational political actorss highly unlikely for them to choose a side on a
bill if they suspect that it would cost them thelestion. It is likely, however, for a

Table 11: Dependent Variable: Incumbents’ electoraigin in the 2008 House election

Independent Variable Coefficient
electoral margin 2006 A40%*
(.050)
Incumbent spending -.013
(.007)
challenger spending -.037**
(.007)
challenger quality -1.55
(1.53)
district partisanship -.207**
(.039)
bailout yea-yea voters 1.66
(1.16)
bailout switchers .685
(1.58)
seniority .052
(.122)
unemployment -1.83*
(.422)
constant 63.5
(5.50)

number of observations: 370
F(8,381):44.1

Probability > F: 0.0000

R square: 0.5244

Adjusted R-squared : 0.5125
Root MSE : 9.617

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. *fgnificant at 0.01 level.
* = Significant at 0.05 level.
e =p-value < 0.1
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representative to vote on the unpopular side ol amborder to gain political capital, if she is
convinced that she would still maintain a winninggpect in the reelection even while may need
to sacrificing some votes.

Table 11 presents the OLS regression analysispalydncumbents seeking reelection were
taken into consideration. The dependent variabteemanalysis is bounded between 0 and 100.
The OLS regression method may potentially be probtec because OLS analysis assumes that
the dependent variable is not bounded. To tegpobential problem, after | ran the electoral
consequence analysis with OLS regression, | alkoleged the predicted values of the
dependent variable based on the regression reShksredicted values of Y range from 34.01
to 92.12, which are within the meaningful rangee Tirean of the predicted values is 68.6 with a
standard deviation of 10.06. Therefore, | belidhag ising OLS regression is a plausible method
for the analysis of the electoral consequenceebtilout vote.

The results suggest that the R-square value fosttiestical model is 0.51, which means that
the model has a reasonably good fit. Among thegaddent variables, it is not surprising that
electoral margin from the previous election is pesly related to the electoral margin in the
current election. The incumbent expenditure vaeabinegatively associated with the electoral
margin, which at first glance seems odd. Jacob$88Q) explains that an incumbent would
spend a lot of money because she has to, not et@eisnoney would win her the election.
Large incumbent expenditure is usually a sign disadvantageous electoral environment, such
as a strong challenger. Therefore, the associafitarge incumbent spending and smaller
electoral margin shows that the incumbent is ireakyposition to begin with, not that campaign

spending would hurt the incumbent. The unemploymatetis negatively related to the electoral

50



margin, which confirms the general recognition tiha&t constituencies tend to punish the
incumbent for a bad economy and a high unemploymateat

The bailout vote variables turn out to be insigrfit. This finding suggests that for this
specific bailout vote, it may not have a strong attpon the electoral outcome of the 2008 House
elections. As discussed before, the lack of stegissignificance may be a result of the timing of
the bailout vote. Being too close to the next éecimay reduce the possible influence of the
bailout vote. While supporting the bailout may haegative consequences for the incumbents,
it needs to be picked out by challengers to ma@téthout strong challengers to reveal and
advertise the negative vote, the voters themseaikeesinlikely to pay attention to the incumbents’
individual congressional votes. If the bailout \®teok place earlier, before challengers made
their decisions to run for Congress it could bepportunity for quality challengers to emerge.
However, the bailout votes occurred close to tH@82buse election, and even if a bailout
supporter is facing a quality challenger, the @rader may not have a time frame long enough to

make an impact out of the bailout vote.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

Several factors, including ideological extremisenisrity and interest groups, have
substantial effects on the first bailout vote.émts of ideology and the bailout vote, the
traditional liberal-conservative division is anlidntial factor; liberal representatives are more
likely to support the bailout than their conservatcolleagues. In addition to the liberal-
conservative scale, the bailout vote also reveateBTAM pattern, where extreme liberals and
conservatives voted together against the modefatese the ETAM pattern may occur for
different reasons, in the case of the bailout vibke ETAM pattern seems to suggest sincere
votes rather than strategic “killer” votes; extreliberals and extreme conservatives voted
against the bailout plan for different reasons,thay ended up choosing the same. Although the
ETAM pattern in legislative votes is getting moteeation from political scientists, this is still
an understudied area. The bailout vote revealET#M pattern, but the bailout vote as one case
cannot be generalized as the norm of congressimtes; there is still a lack of systematic
analysis of the ETAM votes. On what issues are ETpgdtern likely to occur? Are ETAM
votes mostly sincere votes or strategic choicesRdriuture research of congressional votes, it
would be meaningful to study the ETAM voting pattsystematically.

Seniority and PAC contribution are also relatetetpslators’ decisions on the bailout vote.
In the theoretical analysis, | hypothesized thai@eHouse members may have closer ties with
the party leadership due to their long-time seriticEongress, and therefore are more likely to

support their party’s position in important voté#hile seniority may not be an influential factor
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in all congressional votes, in the case of theobiiplan, it turns out to be both statistically and
substantially influential. The PAC variable measurgerest group influence on congressional
votes. Past research of PAC contributions on casgreal votes has yielded mixed results. The
PAC contribution from the financial industry seetosffect representatives’ vote choice in the
bailout vote. Even with the statistically signifitacorrelation, however, one needs to be cautious
in concluding that interest group money buys fable@aotes. PAC contribution may seem to be
influential to congressional votes, but the relasioip could be endogenous. PAC contribution
may be an indication of a “friendly” representatveo was “friendly” to begin with. While | am
inclined to infer that interest group influencetbe outcome of the bailout vote, | am less
inclined to conclude that the influence comes fintarest group money can be directly
translated into congressional votes.

In the two-stage analysis, the second stage adrihéysis on the second bailout vote failed to
yield significant results. What partly makes up ttoe two-stage analysis is the multinomial
probit analysis. With the multinomial analysis,utphe representatives in three groups, the nay-
nay group, the switcher group and the yea-yea gygomparing the characteristics of the
three groups, | find that the switchers tend tortoee secure electorally and more junior. These
results support the hypothesis about party infleesrt bailout votes. Electorally safer members
are more vulnerable under party pressure, becalise asked to support an unpopular bill, the
safer members are in a position to absorb someegbdtential electoral loss, a quality their
marginal colleagues do not enjoy. Therefore, thiersaembers are likely to be affected more by
party pressure, and the party leaders may alsmpte pressure on the safer members.

In previous literature, congressional scholars rdexeloped different indirect measures to

discern the influence of party pressure in congoess votes. To use electoral margin as a
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measurement for the vulnerability level of partggsure is an innovation in this paper. While the
results from the multinomial analysis suggest thatelectoral margin measurement may be a
plausible measurement of party pressure, it isbasdahe study of one congressional vote.
Without analysis on a larger scale, | can not kay individual representatives’ electoral margin
is an indication of the level of party pressureytheceived. However, the electoral margin
measurement has the potential to be used to medsulevel of party influence. If considering
marginality literature, the link between marginakind party pressure may also be part of the
story that can potentially explain the mixed resolt marginality and party loyalty votes. To
conclude, | believe that in future research, finsmising to further study the relation between
electoral margin and party pressure in congreskimias.

In the third part of the analysis, | looked at éhectoral consequence of the bailout votes.
This step completes the analysis of the bailowtsd@tom its beginning to its aftermath.

Although the statistical analysis does not yiegghdficant results, it does not necessarily suggest
a lack of electoral connection in congressionaésotndeed, the bailout vote is one vote out of
hundreds of congressional votes each year, amatireed in a time that may have been too close
to the House elections to be substantially inflis@n¥While congressional votes do have electoral
consequences, it is also unsurprising to find ¢im&t specific vote may or may not turn out to be
significantly related to the electoral margin ie tHouse elections.

Generally speaking, the first bailout vote, theosetbailout vote, and the events that
occurred in-between the two votes were closely eotad with one other. When the first bailout
failed in Congress, the stock market reacted, #ngypeadership reacted, and the Senate reacted.
The crash of the stock market indicated peoplesagpointment in the bailout failure, and the

market’s lack of confidence in the current econofitye party leadership, and very likely the
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White House, immediately started to figure out wiysescue the bailout plan. Their strategies
included adding amendments to the original baifwaposal, publicly urging the Congress to
pass it, etc. The Senate went through the actoakpure of rescuing the bailout. Senator John
McCain in particular stopped his presidential caimp#o in attempt to rescue the economy. The
second vote, although can not be said as onlyawtioa, is certainly more or less related to the
previous reactions, to the crash, to the amendmientse “arm-twisting.” After the two bailout
votes, House incumbents faced reelections, asdoibssible that people faction the bailout votes
in the reelections. To study the factors influegaiepresentatives’ first bailout vote, the second
bailout vote, and how the bailout votes affectitoeise elections, one can derive in-depth
knowledge of an important congressional vote. Givenimportance of the bailout votes, the
research on bailout is not limited in its meanifigangressional study. The bailout vote is also
part of a larger economic policy that intends taldeworld-scale recession. Moreover, the
research on the bailout is not limited on one paléir congressional vote. It also combines
different theories of congressional votes toge#mat tests those theories. With the study of the
bailout vote, | believe the results have the paaétd be generalized and applied to other

congressional votes.
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