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ABSTRACT

Prior to this study, critical realignment theory, which presupposes eras of
substantial and sustained swings in American political party dominance, had only
been evaluated using the classical, frequentist approach to modeling. However,
potential for more information concerning these electoral phenomena exists given
a shift in the design and approach to realigning elections. This study sought to
explore those options through one particular alternative to the classical approach
to statistics—in this particular case, the Bayesian approach to statistics.

Bayesian methods differ from the frequentist approach in three main ways:
the treatment of probability, the treatment of parameters, and the treatment of
prior information. This study sought to understand the effect of these differences
as it applied to critical realignment theory: namely, what contribution is made in
understanding the occurrence of these eras from each statistical approach? Does
the Bayesian approach provide any improvements over the classical approach in
terms of understanding critical realignment theory? This first set of research
questions was asked from a political viewpoint, but a second set of research
questions was also posed from a methodological viewpoint: What methods exist

to formally compare these two statistical approaches, and what is the relative

strength of each method? Using the most efficient method of comparison, is any
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further information gained concerning critical realignment theory, and is any
further information gained concerning each statistical approach?

Using multiple linear regression, results were similar across approaches.
For the presidential data, critical elections were found in 1860 and 1932. This was
replicated in the congressional models, with one additional realigning election
found in 1996. As for additional information gained, Bayesian methods aided in
understanding in some ways, but the classical approach also retained some
benefit. Furthermore, these two statistical approaches were formally compared to
one another, highlighting the comparison between credible intervals and
confidence intervals. While these intervals are traditionally considered
counterparts, this is not a direct comparison. These intervals represent different
concepts, relating to underlying differences in the statistical approach. This,
however, reiterates the strong role of correct interpretation as it pertains to results.

Keywords: critical realignment theory, critical elections, Bayesian methods
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

On May 4, 2016, the New York Daily News’ front page depicted a red,
white, and blue elephant in a casket. The caption read: “Dearly beloved, we are
gathered here today to mourn the GOP” (New York Daily News, 2016). This
political cartoon referenced the previous day, where Republican candidate Donald
Trump had won the Indiana primary. This win all but guaranteed Trump the party
nomination, which led to a strong reaction by some Republican loyalists. Writing
for the Atlantic, Ball commented that not only were conservatives lining up to
hand in their Republican registrations, but with this nomination, the “old party
establishment went into exile, perhaps never to return” (Ball, 2016). This scene
clearly illustrates a shift of some kind in party systems. While future electorates
and researchers will decide the outcome of the 2016 general election, historians
and academics that study critical realignment theory may not be surprised by this
turn of events. Critical realignment theory presupposes these kinds of shifts in
party systems typically once a generation, practically occurring through the
methods described above. The mobilization, conversion, or as illustrated here, the
demobilization of partisan voters occur, initiating the change in party dominance.

Despite critiques of the theory, the timeliness of these events illustrates the
importance of continued study of these types of elections in the field. Empirical

analyses of the theory to date have only taken a classical statistics approach,
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evaluating national election returns, state and county election returns, and
employing a variety of statistical modeling techniques. Prior to this study, the
approach of Bayesian modeling had yet to be applied to this topic. Consequently,
this study sought to fill that gap by applying Bayesian modeling to critical
realignment theory, with the focus of trying to understand the unique contribution
of Bayesian techniques to the question of critical elections.

Background Information

Before addressing this question, information concerning each concept is
first presented. The next section highlights the essential aspects of critical
realignment theory and Bayesian methods. After providing a brief overview of
critical realignment theory, particular attention is paid to mechanisms that cause
these types of elections as well as critiques of the genre. In regard to Bayesian
modeling, a brief introduction to the approach is presented, followed by a
discussion of the main differences between the classical approach to statistics and
the Bayesian approach to statistics. Lastly, a brief overview of the controversy
concerning measures of statistical significance from the classical perspective is
also introduced, illustrating the necessity for Bayesian modeling.

At its core, critical realignment theory presupposes different realignment
eras or party systems within American electoral history. These realignment eras or
party systems are demarcated and differentiated by the occurrence of a critical
election. For many, critical realignment theory understands electoral history to be
cyclical, with each cycle beginning with a critical election. Three main realigning

elections, also referred to as the canon elections, have been hypothesized: 1860,
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1896, and 1932 (Norpoth & Rusk, 2007). Other elections, such as 1964 and 2008,
have been under consideration, but these have not been added to the main body of
literature concerning realigning, or critical, elections. A consensus among
researchers pertaining to the status of these hypothesized critical elections has not
been reached due to results differing based on methods employed, data utilized,
and perspectives taken.

Potential causal mechanisms for this group of elections fall into three
categories: conversion of voters, referred to as the conversion thesis;
demobilization of party supporters and party-affiliated voters, referred to as the
demobilization thesis; and the mobilization of inactive or other new voters,
referred to as the mobilization thesis. Conversion of voters relates to party
identification, where, for a variety of reasons, individuals change their party
attachment from one party to the opposing party. The mobilization thesis relates
to the addition of new voters to the electorate, affecting the electoral makeup, and
the demobilization thesis relates to the alienation of previous party supporters, as
mentioned above (Darmofal & Nardulli, 2010).

Previous information presented illustrates support for the theory; however,
not all researchers see value in critical realignment theory. Criticism of the genre
can be grouped into three main points: first, the empirical validity of the theory;
second, the addition of the genre to the body of political science literature; and
third, the relevancy of the genre to the present day. Regarding empirical validity,
critics of the genre find it difficult to replicate studies completed in the field,

citing data availability and integrity concerns. Concerning the addition of the
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genre to the field of political science, some critics find critical realignment theory
to be limiting and narrow, forcing researchers and students of political science to
unnecessarily see cyclical patterns in American electoral history. Moreover, they
argue that this perspective then limits further exploration into other aspects of
American elections. Lastly, critics argue that according to the traditional
understanding of critical realignment theory, a critical election has not occurred
since 1932, which begs the question of present-day relevance (Mayhew, 2002).
For these reasons, not all researchers fully support the advancement of critical
realignment theory.

Turning away from critical realignment theory, the next section of this
discussion provides a brief introduction to Bayesian modeling. Beginning with its
namesake, Thomas Bayes, an English minister in the early 1700s, understood
rationality as a probabilistic matter: one’s understanding approximates truth as
more evidence is gathered. This understanding was greatly influenced by Isaac
Newton’s work, which suggested that nature, after much observation, follows
regular and predictable patterns (Silver, 2012). Richard Price, a friend and
colleague of Bayes, published this concept of probability posthumously, although
the concept lay dormant until rediscovered by French mathematician Pierre Simon
Laplace (McGrayne, 2012).

With this understanding, Bayes’ theorem is based on conditional
probability: where the probability of one event is predicated on the occurrence of
another event. Within this framework, classical statistics seeks to answer the

question of the probability of a set of outcomes given a specified hypothesis,
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whereas Bayesian modeling instead assumes the truth of the data and seeks to
answer the question of the probability of the hypothesis given these outcomes.
While more information pertaining to this discussion and a formal presentation of
Bayes’ theorem is provided in the literature review, this is the main point of
difference between the classical approach to statistics and the Bayesian approach
to statistics. In the classical approach, probability is understood as a long-run
sampling frequency of a certain event occurring, assuming constant conditions
across samples. In the Bayesian approach, probability is understood more
subjectively as a degree of uncertainty (van de Schoot et al., 2013).

The second main difference between the classical approach to statistics
and the Bayesian approach to statistics concerns the treatment of prior
information. In Bayesian modeling, prior information is included in the analysis,
as the target parameter, or underlying parameter of interest, is assumed to be
random. This is differentiated from the classical approach to statistics, where the
underlying parameter of interest is assumed to be fixed and simply needs to be
uncovered by repeated sampling. Thus, there is no need for the inclusion of prior
information—the method will result in the ‘true’ parameter (Stokes, Chen, &
Gunes, 2014). The mechanics of inclusion of prior information as well as the
impact on results will be addressed in the literature review.

Stemming from the conceptual differences discussed above, a third
difference between the classical approach to statistics and the Bayesian approach
to statistics is the emphasis on p-values. Much controversy exists around p-values,

but traditionally p-values are used as a measure to indicate statistical significance.
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Issues regarding the use of this indicator arise as p-values are largely
misunderstood from a definitional standpoint and are associated with a
significance level, which is arbitrarily chosen and greatly influences researchers
with regard to publication (Kirk, 1996). In Bayesian modeling, p-values lose
significance as an indicator as Bayesian analyses approach the null hypothesis
from a different perspective. Given the assumption that the parameter of interest
is random, Bayesian analyses result in and utilize a posterior distribution. It is the
location and the variance of this distribution that aids the researcher (van de
Schoot et al., 2013).
Statement of the Problem

As discussed previously, one main difference between the Bayesian
approach to statistics and the classical approach to statistics is the treatment of
probability. As was mentioned, probability is treated as a long-term frequency of
a particular event occurring in the classical approach to statistics, but is viewed as
the degree of uncertainty concerning the occurrence of a particular event from the
Bayesian viewpoint. To illustrate this difference, consider a coin toss. The
classical perspective takes a very clinical approach to the coin toss: all conditions
must be the same across every toss. Each coin toss is considered a random
replicate of all other coin tosses. However, maintaining precisely the same
conditions for each coin toss is an extremely difficult task, even in a completely
controlled environment. More importantly, however, this requirement of precisely
the same conditions rarely occurs in social science situations. Elections illustrate

this point, as changes in voters, salient issues, and candidates occur at each
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election. Consequently, the treatment of probability from the classical viewpoint
does not adequately capture the social situation of and social dynamics inherent
within elections.

The inadequacy concerning the treatment and application of probability
from the classical perspective is only compounded by the controversy occurring
over the use and application of p-values as they relate to study results. The lack of
definitional understanding, the use of an arbitrary significance level, and the
dichotomous nature in the application of significance of the p-value severely
limits the practical significance and interpretation of results. This limited
contribution of the p-value in a practical sense compounded with the conceptual
differences in probability between the classical approach and the Bayesian
approach to statistics is what called for a reevaluation of critical realignment
theory from a new perspective.

Purpose of Study

Thus, the purpose of this study was three-fold: first, to evaluate critical
realignment theory from a new perspective; second, to expand the application of
Bayesian modeling to a new field; and third, to formalize an empirical method of
comparison between classical statistics and Bayesian statistics. This resulted in
two sets of research questions. The first set of research questions was concerned
with the qualitative contribution of this study to the field of political science.

These questions are given below:



1. Viewed from a national perspective, what contribution does the classical
approach to statistics make in terms of increasing understanding regarding

the occurrence of critical elections?

2. Viewed from a national perspective, what contribution does the Bayesian
approach to statistics make in terms of increasing understanding regarding

the occurrence of critical elections?

3. With regards to the identification of critical elections, does Bayesian
modeling provide improvements, and, if so, what improvements over the

classical approach?

While answering these research questions entailed empirical analysis, the focus of
these questions was substantive in nature. The reason for addressing these
questions from a qualitative viewpoint was because each approach conceptualizes
probability, parameters, and prior information differently. The real intent of these
questions was to understand how these different conceptualizations affect the
practical result provided at the end of the analysis. In other words, the goal of
these questions was to highlight qualitatively the difference in understanding
gained surrounding critical realignment theory from the two different approaches.
The answers to these particular research questions detail the contribution to the

field of political science.



The second set of research questions was concerned with the quantitative
contribution of this study to the field of research methods and statistics. In
addition to applying Bayesian methods to a new field of study, this study also
sought to formalize an empirical method of comparison between the classical
approach to statistics and the Bayesian approach to statistics. This was done by
first evaluating current methods of comparison for their relative strength, and then
applying the most efficient method of comparison to the topic of critical
realignment theory to see what additional information can be learned about the
theory, but also about the two approaches. The most efficient method of
comparison was defined as the method with the highest relative strength. This set

of research questions is given below:

1. Given different methods of comparison between the classical approach to
statistics and the Bayesian approach to statistics, what are the relative

strengths of each method?

2. Using the most efficient method of comparison, is any further information
gained in applying this method to critical realignment theory, and if so,

what is that contribution?

3. By applying the most efficient method of comparison to the example of
critical realignment theory, is any further information gained regarding the

two approaches, and if so, what is that contribution?



The focus of this set of questions was quantitative in nature and critical
realignment theory is used as an example to illuminate differences in the two
approaches. The goal of these questions was to provide a formal, empirical
method of comparison between the two approaches, and through the process,
highlight the relative strengths and weaknesses of each method. If, through a
comparative lens, the implications for each approach can be realized, researchers
would be better informed as to when to apply each approach appropriately. This
details the contribution to the field of research methods and statistics.

To answer the first set of questions, the occurrence of critical elections at
the traditionally understood time intervals (1860, 1896, and 1932) with the
addition of the 1964 election were first evaluated through multiple regression as
applied from the classical approach. This was then replicated by applying multiple
regression, but from the Bayesian perspective. Given the use of prior information
in Bayesian modeling, sets of regressions both including and excluding prior
information were run to assess the impact of this added knowledge. This process
was applied to both presidential and congressional elections, accounting for the
differences in realignment eras for Congress. Results from these models
addressed the first set of research questions.

To answer the second set of research questions, different methods of
comparison were first evaluated conceptually for their relative strength. Then, the
most efficient method was applied to critical realignment theory to see if any

additional information can be gained regarding the theory. Using critical
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realignment theory as an example, the most efficient method was again applied,
but this time the focus was on information gained regarding the two approaches.
Scope and Limitations of Study

The scope of this study was limited to an evaluation of the traditional
framework of critical realignment theory. This means that this study took a
national, structural approach and was limited to an evaluation of the canon
elections with the addition of the 1964 election. Given the national scope, this
study only utilized national indicators: presidential election returns and share of
U.S. House seats, spanning the period from 1828 to 2008.

Limitations to this study also existed. The most impactful limitation was
the conceptualization and operationalization of critical realignment theory from
such a viewpoint as the structural one depicted here. As will be demonstrated in
the literature review, the viewpoint of the researcher can affect the interpretation
of the results. Tangentially, a second limitation was the conceptualization and
rationale behind specifying the fourth critical election for congressional analysis
at a different timepoint than the presidential analysis. This is based on the
developments within the field and is supported by historical data; however, this
conceptualization can affect study results. Thirdly, the use of national indicators,
as opposed to sub-national indicators, can also bias results. Fourthly, utilizing
U.S. election data, this study was reliant upon the accuracy of data gathered by
published governmental data sources, such as the Office of the Clerk within the
U.S. House of Representatives and the Guide to U.S. elections, published by the

CQ Press.
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Definition of Terms

Within academic circles pertaining to critical realignment theory, different
researchers use different vocabulary to describe different electoral phenomena.
One example of this is the use of the term realignment, compared to realigning
era, critical election, or even epoch. For clarity within this study, those terms are
defined within this section. As demonstrated in Figure 1 below, a critical election
is the specific election, either general or congressional, at which the change in
party dominance is first seen. A realigning era is the political context or
atmosphere in which the critical election occurs; thus it spans time both before
and after the critical election. A realignment, then, is the span of time in which the
change in party dominance is sustained. This encompasses the critical election, as
that is when the change in party dominance is first realized. For the purposes of

this study, realignment, era, and epoch are used interchangeably.
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1864 1868 1872

1852

A: denotes a critical election.
B: denotes a realigning era.
C: denotes a realignment, era, or epoch.

Figure 1. [llustration of terms pertaining to critical realignment theory.

Although this may be self-evident, one other important differentiation
pertains to the vocabulary surrounding the different approaches to statistics
utilized in this study. References to the Bayesian approach to statistics will be
referred to as such; however, the classical approach to statistics is also referred to
as the frequentist approach. Presumably, this is due to the understanding of
probability within this approach.

Organization of Study

As discussed above, Bayesian modeling had yet to be applied to the

question of critical realignment theory. This study sought to fill that gap in

knowledge, and by doing so, better reflect the social situations of and inherent
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dynamics within elections. To reach this goal, two sets of models were run: one
set of models from the classical approach to statistics, and a second set of models
from the Bayesian perspective, across which comparisons were made. The
importance of this study stems from exploration of the application of Bayesian
modeling to the question of critical elections, but also by bringing Bayesian
techniques into a new genre within political science. Limitations to this study
exist, such as the accuracy of data and the operationalization of critical
realignment theory. The next section of this study provides a review of the
literature, including overview of the origins and current work in the arena of
critical realignment theory. It also includes a description of Bayesian modeling
and discusses differing perspectives on indicators of statistical significance in the
classical approach. The literature review is followed by a methods section, which
describes the data utilized in and analysis plan for this study. Results are then
presented, followed by a discussion of the practical significance of such results
and of the study as a whole.
Critical Realignment Theory

Critical realignment theory was first introduced to the arena of political
science in the late 1950s, enjoying the height of its study through the 1970s. Many
researchers today reference V.O. Key as providing the basis of the theory, with
Schattschneider (1960), Burnham (1970), Sundquist (1973), and Kleppner (1987)
as main contributors (Brunell, Grofman, & Merrill 111, 2012; Bullock, Hoffman,
& Gaddie, 2006; Campbell, 2006; Stonecash & Silina, 2005). Beginning with a

theoretical summary, this section of the literature review starts with a discussion
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of the theory from the perspective of these five writers before evaluating practical
and current work being completed in this field. This section of the literature
review closes by discussing those that disagree with the theory and their rationale
for doing so.

The founding theorists conceptualized critical, or realigning, elections
from different perspectives, resulting in similar but yet differentiated definitions.
Starting from a framework of elections more broadly, Key (1955) perceived
critical elections as stemming from a hypothetical typology of elections; thus,
these elections were simply one of many types. He did not necessarily advocate
for the full development of a typology, but his definition represents this
framework. He defined elections as acts of “collective decision,” occurring in a
timeline of previous and subsequent behavior. Realigning elections, then, are also
acts of collective decision, but where the outcome of the election results in an
alteration of party cleavages. Key went further, and stated that the true
differentiating feature of realignments is that the sharp change in party lines
persists for multiple succeeding elections. This second statement of sustaining
new party cleavages within the electorate is seen as necessary, from a definitional
standpoint, for all of the other major contributors (Burnham, 1970; Kleppner,
1987; Schattschneider, 1960; Sundquist, 1973).

Kleppner (1987) continued to advocate for Key’s broad framework of a
typology of elections, but also extended this perspective and began to link this
definition to underlying causes. Following Key, Kleppner perceived critical

realignments as partitioning electoral history into times of relative stability, but
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also stated that critical realignments should be understood as aggregate-level
phenomena that are shaped by any one, or a combination, of several possible
patterns of individual behavior. Burnham moved this perspective one step further,
shifting the focus from a broader framework of elections to a framework of
collective social action. The shift in focus is evident in how Burnham defined
critical realignments: “eras ... marked by short, sharp reorganizations of the mass
coalitional bases of the major parties which occur at periodic intervals on the
national level” (Burnham, 1970, p. 10). He moved from Key and Kleppner’s
national viewpoint to a grassroots, coalitional viewpoint, emphasizing the role of
the individual in his or her party base.

As previously stated, Burnham retained the aggregated aspect present in
Key and Kleppner’s perspectives, but shifted from viewing critical realignments
in the macro context of electoral history to viewing critical realignments as
movements of the social base of the parties. This shift is evident in Sundquist’s
writings, where he also emphasized a grassroots and more humanistic approach to
critical realignments. Sundquist (1973) defined critical realignments as an organic
change in the party system, where the political norm shifts. Typically, this results
in the relocation of the ‘line’ or cleavage between the two party bases, but
Sundquist was careful to note that significant shifts in relative party strength can
also occur even if the line were to remain fixed. Schattschneider (1960) presented
a similar argument, seeing critical elections as changes in political cleavages. He
referred to these changes as sectional alliances, but argued that sectionalism

actually depresses party organization. This is because sectional alliances can cross
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parties and draw new cleavages across the electorate. However, as is evident from
this discussion, Schattschneider, Sundquist, Burnham, and to some degree
Kleppner, focused on the coalitional, individual, and social aspect of critical
realignments, which is differentiated from Key’s macro viewpoint of critical
elections within the electoral history.

As discussed, slight differences exist in the perspectives of the main
contributing writers to the theory of critical realignment. However, these main
contributors tended to describe the characteristics of critical elections in the same
way. Critical elections are characterized by deeply concerned and highly
polarized voters (Key, 1955), where the ideological distance between parties
increases (Burnham, 1970). Voter turnout increases and these elections redivide
the electorate along new sets of cleavages at the national level (Key, 1955;
Schattschneider, 1960), resulting in significant transformations of policy as voting
patterns change (Burnham, 1970; Kleppner, 1987). However, this dynamic is also
contingent on the size of the group or party, as well as the behavior of other
groups or parties (Kleppner, 1987). Furthermore, these changes persist, and are
not simply an interruption from the current political system or norm (Burnham,
1970; Key, 1955; Kleppner, 1987; Schattschneider, 1960; Sundquist, 1973).

Driving Factors behind Realignments. From this introduction, it is
apparent that critical elections are worthy of study. As Darmofal and Nardulli
(2010) state:

The reason for this interest is clear: in contrast to normal voting eras,

during critical realignments citizens reject their habitual voting behaviors
to hold political elites accountable and forge non-incremental change in

17



policy outputs. As a consequence, a central concern regarding critical

realignments is the identification of the particular changes in voting

behavior through which citizens are exerting elite accountability. (p. 256)
One reason for critical realignments is highlighted in this statement—that is, to
hold political elites accountable. However, many other ideas have been formed
about how realigning elections occur. In this next section, the discussion turns to
these ideas: otherwise referred to as the conversion thesis, mobilization thesis, and
demobilization thesis.

Conversion Thesis. At its core, the conversion thesis relates to party
identification. Committed individuals, for a variety of reasons, change their party
attachment from one party to the opposing party (Darmofal & Nardulli, 2010).
Such conversion will result in a critical election if it occurs for a large enough
number of the electorate (Burnham, 1970; Darmofal & Nardulli, 2010; Kleppner,
1987; Sundquist, 1973; Zingher, 2014). This occurs for the following three
reasons: strength of local and state parties, group membership, and the rise of
divisive issues. Firstly, the strength of the local and state parties can incite change
in party identification (Darmofal & Nardulli, 2010). This is due to the level of
activism present within the party at the local level. Secondly, membership in
certain social groups can influence individual partisanship. This creates a
restructuring of party coalitions whenever the voting behavior of these groups
change, and as the ratio of these groups within the electorate change (Zingher,
2014). Thirdly, the rise of divisive issues can also cause changes in party

identification. As these polarizing issues enter the arena of political discourse,
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tensions within the political system can arise, causing party leaders to become
more dogmatic and rigid in party norms, party platforms, and party processes. The
rigidity of the established party leadership causes these concepts of party norms,
platforms, and processes to become more polarizing instead of integrative. This
creates sometimes emotional, but almost always disaffected, voters, which can
lead to individual conversion and a change in party identification (Burnham,
1970). These ideas, related to the change in individual partisanship, are generally
what constitute the conversion thesis.

Mobilization Thesis. While the conversion thesis focuses on a change in
party identification, one could conceptualize the mobilization thesis as individuals
gaining a sense of party attachment. The mobilization thesis revolves around the
idea of inciting previous non-voters to vote (Darmofal & Nardulli, 2010). The
incitement of these previous non-voters is a reflection of the political climate at
the time. The high intensity and frequent political stimuli within the current
political climate affects these new voters differently than more experienced voters
(Andersen, 1979; Beck, 1982; Wanat & Burke, 1982). The voting behavior of this
group of voters changes the fabric of the electorate that ultimately can cause a
critical election (Sundquist, 1973). These voters generally come from three main
populations: the local immigrant population, coming-of-age voters, and inactive
voters (Kleppner, 1987; Zingher, 2014).

Demobilization Thesis. Differentiated from the mobilization thesis, the
demobilization thesis focuses on the alienation of active, partisan voters. This

alienation can occur through a couple of different avenues: firstly, intentionally by
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the party system through new regulations on voter registration, such as the
increased residency requirements in the late 1920s; or secondly, unintentionally
through individual or group disillusionment with the party platform (Kleppner,
1987). Either method results in the same conclusion: previous voters differentially
abstain during an election cycle, which offsets the balance of the parties, shifts
party cleavages, and results in a critical election. Demobilization, or differential
abstention, explains more electoral change prior to the 1950s and 1960s, whereas
conversion appears to be the main contributor of electoral change post the Civil
Rights era (Shively, 1992).

The conversion thesis, mobilization thesis, and demobilization thesis
provide some insight into how critical elections occur. However, changes may not
all occur within the same election cycle. The complexity of the American
electoral system is too great to assume that the effect of grassroots movements or
top-down approaches will be felt immediately within the electorate. Key (1955)
realized this, denoting a difference between critical realignments and secular
realignments, also referred to as the lingering ‘drift’ toward a different party
identification. These two types of realignments are not necessarily distinct; one
can think of a secular realignment as the “aftershock™ of a critical election
(Sundquist, 1973). Furthermore, regions may shift at different points, and
different indicators may be affected to varying degrees (Bullock, Hoffman, &
Gaddie, 2006). However, given that the basis of critical realignments involves the
transformation of the political norm or system, they should be thought of as

national, macro events, and thus analyzed as such (Kleppner, 1987).
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While these might be macro events, very real, sociological aspects
accompany the occurrence of such events. As political cleavages shift or change,
new groups of disaffected voters emerge. These are individuals who are
dissatisfied with the current political climate, and sometimes so upset that they
seek political avenues, such as activism, to have their voice heard (Schofield,
Miller, & Martin, 2003). A lack of trust oftentimes undergirds the level of
dissatisfaction, aimed at the governing party or the leading candidates in an
election cycle (Brooks, 2016). This further cements the political divide, creating a
highly polarized, divisive, and hot climate in which social trust must be rebuilt in
order to overcome gridlock.

Hypothesized Electoral Eras. Given this theoretical basis of critical
realignment theory, the discussion now turns toward previous work completed on
the topic. For most researchers, the main question is still whether a realigning
election has occurred at specific timepoints, although the traditional “canon”
elections are 1860, 1896, and 1932 (Norpoth & Rusk, 2007). The election of 1964
has since been under evaluation as to whether it can be deemed part of the canon,
and some researchers do consider it as such. However, this section will evaluate
each proposed election in turn, paying particular attention to measurement,
method, and results after providing some background information on the political
climate at the time.

Considered the first election of the canon (Norpoth & Rusk, 2007), the
election of 1860 is considered a realignment for two main reasons: firstly, the

electoral returns demonstrated a newly created division among the electorate
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(Schofield, Miller, & Martin, 2003); and secondly, the outbreak of the Civil War
provided evidence of political shifts internally (Hawley & Sagarzazu, 2012).
Regarding the newly created division among the electorate, prior to 1852
Democratic and Whig vote shares were comparable. Neither party dramatically
outperformed the other party with reference to general elections. However, in the
election of 1860, this dynamic changed. The Whig party candidate, Bell, only
won three states, and the two Democratic party candidates took ten states in the
South. Of course, the Republican contender, Abraham Lincoln, won a majority of
the popular vote in 15 northern and western states, winning the presidency.
However, this election illuminated the split between Whig and Democratic party
vote shares, suggesting a realignment of electoral support (Schofield, Miller, &
Martin, 2003). Current work on this topic, however, challenges this historical
account. Using county-level data and analyzing vote transfers through ecological
inference models, evidence for a realignment in 1860 is not found (Hawley &
Sagarzazu, 2012). Taking a national perspective, some evidence is found in House
seats; however, the durability of the realignment is questioned if one accounts for
a potential realignment in 1874, if one excludes the South due to the advent of
Civil War, and if one considers a realignment to be a shift in party dominance
(Norpoth & Rusk, 2007).

The second election of the canon (Norpoth & Rusk, 2007) continued to
favor the Republicans. The economic panic during 1893 under Democratic
control greatly aided the Republican party, allowing Republicans to propagate

prosperity and place blame for unemployment on the Democrats. Such
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propagation was highly effective, reducing the linkages between class affiliation
(i.e., working class) and party affiliation. Consequently, net movement across at
least the New England states was toward Republicans, and only wavered in
degree (Key, 1955). Simultaneously, the Populist movement swept the South and
threatened to overthrow the current political order. Conservatives within both
parties were so concerned and reacted so strongly to this movement that the
legacy and southern ties of the Reconstruction arose again, creating a
noncompetitive, one-party, sectional ‘Solid South.” A similar dynamic happened
in the North among the conservative business community. Concerned with the
nomination of William Jennings Bryan on a Populist platform, the northern
business community sought to work against him (Schattschneider, 1956). In
Schattschneider’s words, “the resulting alignment was one of the most sharply
sectional political divisions in American history” (1956, p. 201). Empirical work
on this election, however, provides mixed results. Burnham (1970) utilized
regression residuals, systematically moving through comparison pairs of elections
within ten-year spans. He compared the average mean difference in residuals over
the ten-year spans, and his analysis resulted in the identification of a realignment
between 1893-95 and 1927-31. However, replicating his analysis, Stonecash and
Silina (2005) disagree with Burnham. They argue that the change was not abrupt,
leading these authors to advocate for more evaluation of gradual change when
considering realigning eras. Campbell (2006) utilized similar data sources as

Burnham, although performed a series of multiple regressions instead of a
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residual analysis. He concluded that the election did result in a change in party
dominance.

After a period of Republican hegemony in politics, the Democrats made
gains in New England states with candidate Alfred E. Smith in the 1928 general
election. This was largely due to the mobilization of the local immigrant
population, namely low-income, urban Catholic voters. In 1932, Roosevelt
retained these gains and sustained the realignment. Key (1955) evaluated the
possibility of a realignment circa 1932 by comparing two cities in New England.
He demonstrates that while this trend could have started in 1920, evidence for the
realignment is most convincing in 1928. In 1920, the difference in Democratic
percentage of presidential vote between these two cities was approximately 5
percentage points. However, by 1924, the difference grew to approximately 26
percentage points, and by 1928, the difference in Democratic percentage of the
presidential vote measured at 42 percentage points. This illustrates that the
campaign of Alfred Smith in the 1928 election created a new cleavage across the
electorate, culminating in a critical election (Key, 1955). Looking qualitatively,
the election of 1932 also signaled a shift in the conceptualization of party systems.
Within the context of the Great Depression, voters used the only political
instrument available to them--the Democratic party--to overthrow or cast out the
Republican party. This action was not taken because the Democratic party was so
well-prepared for the challenge of the Great Depression, but because the
electorate was choosing to hold the Republican party responsible, bringing about

the advent of the responsible party system (Schattschneider, 1960). This change
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was so great that Schattschneider (1960) referred to it as the “revolution of 1932”
(p. 206). More recent work on this election supports the conclusion of a critical
realignment. Variations in method, such as multiple regression, geographically
weighted regressions, ecological inference models, or simply bivariate tests
between pairs of elections, do not change this result. Similarly, utilizing national,
subnational, or county-level data on presidential vote returns or vote transfers also
does not change this conclusion (Brunell, Grofman, & Merrill 111, 2012;
Campbell, 2006; Darmofal, 2008; Hawley & Sagarzazu, 2012; Kantor, Fishback,
& Wallis, 2013).

While the election of 1964 is not a part of the canon of critical
realignments as traditionally understood, some have argued for its demarcation as
such given the regional importance of the election and its effect on southern white
voters (Black & Black, 1992; Carmines, Huckfeldt, & McCurley, 1995; Carmines
& Stimson, 1989). At that time, the Republican party was not the favored party of
most white southerners given the legacy of the Reconstruction. For the same
reason, the Republican party had also attracted many black voters. However this
alignment began to change in the 1960s. The Democratic party was becoming
more liberal on racial issues as the Republican party was becoming more
conservative. The outcome of these dynamics resulted in the Republican
nomination of Barry Goldwater, and effectively instituting change in the positions
of the two parties on race (Buchanan, 2002; Shelley, Zerr, & Proffer, 2007). One
main requirement of a critical election is a change in party loyalties; racial issues

of the time provided that impetus (Carmines & Stimson, 1989).
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As one can see, the Civil Rights movement carried immense impact on
political attitudes, and most researchers agree that a realignment occurred
(Buchanan, 2002; Burnham, 1970; Carmines & Stimson, 1989; Feinstein &
Schickler, 2008; Schofield, Miller, & Martin, 2003). However, explanations
behind the occurrence of the realignment differ among researchers. Some take a
more traditional view, arguing that U.S. politics necessitates two dimensions of
policy. This means that whatever position presidential candidates adopt, there is
always a group of disaffected voters. These voters may be mobilized by third
parties, or absorbed into other dominant parties. Realignments are the result of
these policy compromises, changes, or stances (Schofield, Miller, & Martin,
2003). Others draw a more complex view, stating that political transformations
emerge from the intersection of multiple policy trajectories. For example, the
party system was reshaped in the 1930s as the Democrats embraced New Deal
liberalism, which then intersected with a second trajectory of civil rights as
grassroots activists pushed this issue onto the national scene (Feinstein &
Schickler, 2008). A third explanation revolves around issue evolution. Issue
evolution is a process by which party coalitions can change, as voting defections
among partisans occur and links between citizen and party are broken. These are
issues that arise from the old party system and introduce tension into a newly
forming party system. These issues capture the public’s attention for a longer
period of time, and tend to be salient in the minds of voters (Carmines & Stimson,

1989). As is evident, all of these explanations could explain the election of 1964.
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Up until this point in this discussion, the trends discussed are fairly
consistent across presidential vote returns and congressional distributions of
House seats. However, that dynamic changes around the 1960s. While the
Republicans made inroads in presidential voting in the 1950s and 1960s as
discussed above, this change was not immediately reflected in the distribution of
House seats. Between 1954 and 1980, Democrats maintained the majority by 16
percentage points, on average. However, this gap dwindled to 2 percentage points
by 1984, and by 1994, Republicans regained majority status in the House for the
first time in forty years (Campbell, 2006). Some perceived this delayed
Republican victory as a reflection of a long-term shift in party loyalties within the
electorate (Abramowitz & Saunders, 1998). Regardless, this is further evidence of
how different indicators can yield different results.

Critiques of the Genre. In spite of the discussion above, not all
researchers agree with Key’s seminal proposal of critical elections. David
Mayhew (2002) is a strong critic not only of the empirical work completed, but of
the entire genre. His critique is based on three main points: firstly, the validity of
the theory; secondly, the “illuminative power of the genre” (p. 35); and thirdly,
the lack of relevancy of the theory to the present day. Concerning validity, some
researchers, including Mayhew, have found it difficult to replicate and carry out
previous work done on critical realignments. While some data are available and
replication can be attempted, this is not always feasible (Lichtman, 1976;
Mayhew, 2002). Concerning Mayhew’s second point, he argues that it has always

been obvious that certain elections are more important than others. Consequently,
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he is interested in the additive effect of this genre to arena of political science and
its contribution to the study of elections. Other researchers agree, stating that
periodization of American electoral history is helpful, although they find flaws in
the realignment framework. While not the initial intent of Key (1955), many
researchers see realignment theory as purely dichotomous: either an election is
realigning, or it is not. This dichotomy creates dissonance when attempting to
classify elections (Carmines & Stimson, 1989). Another flaw is the sole focus on
realignments. Realignments are time-bound and geographically and
chronologically constrained. Thus, while rhythms may exist within American
electoral history, realignment theory has not given enough consideration to the
constraints placed on elections (Shafer, 1991; Silbey, 1991). A third flaw is a
gross oversimplification of party change, which has resulted in a constricted view
of American political history and a demotivation among political researchers to
more fully understand a potentially more intricate pattern of stability and change
(Lichtman, 1976).

Mayhew’s third point of relevancy also deserves some discussion. At the
time of writing his critique, a critical election had not been identified in the last 60
years. He argues that for a cyclical theory, this presents a problem. He
hypothesizes that with more advanced survey techniques, parties are able to better
understand their party base and supporters and pinpoint the median voter. This
has reduced the amount of polarization in general elections, and thus realignments
(Mayhew, 2002). However, Sundquist (1973), one of the main contributors,

argues that the failure of a realignment in the 1960s was due to the lack of a
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triggering event. Regardless, the relevancy of critical realignment theory is
questioned as realignments have not occurred as predicted, or at all (Gans, 1985;
Mayhew, 2002; Silbey, 1991).

From a review of the literature, more insight is gained regarding the
background of the 1860, 1896, 1932, and 1964 general elections. Controversy
exists regarding the denotation of these elections as realigning, and current work
in this field brings no resolution. Reasons for realignment are also discussed, as
well as critiques to the genre and differences between presidential and
congressional elections. However, in reviewing methods utilized in evaluating
these elections, Bayesian techniques have yet to be applied. The next section
provides an introduction to Bayesian modeling.

Bayesian Approach to Statistics

The next section provides an introduction to Bayesian modeling. It begins
with some background regarding the origins of the theory, moves through a
formal presentation of Bayes’ theorem, and discusses components of Bayesian
inference and model fit procedures before ending with a comparison to a classical
statistics approach.

Origins of the Bayesian Approach. Thomas Bayes was an English
minister in the late 1700s. He grew up in Hertfordshire, a southeastern county in
England, but gained his education from the University of Edinburgh (Silver,
2012). Despite few publications, Bayes was elected as a Fellow of the Royal
Society on November 4, 1742 (The Royal Society, 2017), and likely served as a

mediator of intellectual debates. Although published posthumously by friend and
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colleague Richard Price in 1763, one of Bayes’ more famous works, “An Essay
toward Solving a Problem in the Doctrine of Chances,” focused on the formation
of probabilistic beliefs as new data are encountered.

Bayes was greatly influenced by and a strong advocate of Isaac Newton’s
work, which suggested that nature follows predictable patterns. Thus, the
argument made by Bayes and Price is not that the world is naturally probabilistic,
but that one’s knowledge is gained through probabilistic means. The example
provided by Bayes and Price concerns a caveman: the caveman emerges from a
cave, and sees the sun for the first time. He is unsure whether this is a typical
occurrence, but as the sun rises each sequential morning, he gains confidence that
this is a permanent fixture of nature. In the Bayesian viewpoint, then, learning is
done through approximation: as more evidence is gathered, it more clearly
reflects truth (Silver, 2012).

Although published by his friend in 1763, Bayes’ thoughts on the topic lay
dormant for about a decade. Working a little after Bayes, Pierre-Simon Laplace, a
French mathematician, independently rediscovered Bayes’ mechanism and
published his work in 1774. However, due to Price and a visit to Paris, Laplace
eventually learned of Bayes’ earlier work and credited him with the idea.
Regardless, Laplace contributed substantially to the promulgation of Bayes’
theorem, as he derived the formal statement of the theory (McGrayne, 2012).

Advancement of the theory persisted; however, concerns about the
subjective nature of the prior probabilities led to debate regarding the entire

approach. These conversations surrounding Bayesian methods continued, and
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Figure B56. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the non-informative congressional model parameter
controlling for general election surge, when testing the difference between the
1932-1994 and 1996-2008 eras.
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Figure B57. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1860-1894 era, when testing the difference between the 1828-1858 and 1860-
1894 eras.
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Figure B58. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1896-1930 era, when testing the difference between the 1828-1858 and 1860-
1894 eras.
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Figure B59. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1932-1994 era, when testing the difference between the 1828-1858 and 1860-
1894 eras.
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Figure B60. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1996-2008 era, when testing the difference between the 1828-1858 and 1860-
1894 eras.
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Figure B61. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter
controlling for general election surge, when testing the difference between the
1828-1858 and 1860-1894 eras.
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Figure B62. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1828-1858 era, when testing the difference between the 1860-1894 and 1896-
1930 eras.

212



Diagnostics for Era3

0.10 -
0.05 -

0.00

Era3

-0.05

-0.10

015+ |
2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000

teration
1.0 - '

0.5

0.0

Autocorrelation
Posterior Density

-0.5 -

-1.0 4 J «
0 10 20 30 40 50 -0.1 0.0 01
Lag Era3

Figure B63. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1896-1930 era, when testing the difference between the 1860-1894 and 1896-
1930 eras.
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Figure B64. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1932-1994 era, when testing the difference between the 1860-1894 and 1896-
1930 eras.
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Figure B65. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1996-2008 era, when testing the difference between the 1860-1894 and 1896-
1930 eras.
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Figure B66. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter
controlling for general election surge, when testing the difference between the
1860-1894 and 1896-1930 eras.
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Figure B67. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1828-1858 era, when testing the difference between the 1896-1930 and 1932-
1994 eras.
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Figure B68. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1860-1894 era, when testing the difference between the 1896-1930 and 1932-
1994 eras.

218



Diagnostics for Erad

0.25

0.20

Erad
o
o

2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 12000
[teration

1.0 [

0.5

0.0

Autocorrelation
Posterior Density

-05

-1.0 - J L
0 10 20 30 40 50 0.05 0.10 015 0.20 0.25
Lag Erad

Figure B69. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1932-1994 era, when testing the difference between the 1896-1930 and 1932-
1994 eras.
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Figure B70. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1996-2008 era, when testing the difference between the 1896-1930 and 1932-
1994 eras.
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Figure B71. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter
controlling for general election surge, when testing the difference between the
1896-1930 and 1932-1994 eras.
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Figure B72. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1828-1858 era, when testing the difference between the 1932-1994 and 1996-
2008 eras.
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Figure B73. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1860-1894 era, when testing the difference between the 1932-1994 and 1996-
2008 eras.
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Figure B74. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1896-1930 era, when testing the difference between the 1932-1994 and 1996-
2008 eras.
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Figure B75. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter of the
1996-2008 era, when testing the difference between the 1932-1994 and 1996-
2008 eras.
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Figure B76. Graphs of autocorrelation, adequate mixing of the chain, and the
posterior distribution for the informative congressional model parameter

controlling for general election surge, when testing the difference between the
1932-1994 and 1996-2008 eras.
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APPENDIX C

Table C1. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the presidential data, comparing
1828-1856 to 1860-1892.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean  Standard Deviation Mean Standard Deviation ~ Equal Tail Interval ~ Highest Posterior Density

1828-1856 - - - - - -

1860-1892 0 0.4000 -0.0563 0.0305 (-0.1158, 0.0037) (-0.1162, 0.0028)
1896-1928 0 0.0333 -0.0891 0.0306 (-0.1496, -0.0288) (-0.1517, -0.0317)
1932-1960 0 0.0625 -0.0127 0.0315 (-0.0740, 0.0503) (-0.0738, 0.0504)
1964-2008 0 0.0833 -0.0436 0.0287 (-0.1004, 0.0130) (-0.1020, 0.0112)
Constant 0 1.00E-06 0.5375 0.022 (0.4943, 0.5816) (0.4938, 0.5805)

DIC: -119.385

Table C2. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the presidential data, comparing
1860-1892 to 1896-1928.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean Standard Mean Standard Equal Tail Highest Posterior
Deviation Deviation Interval Density

1828-1856 0.1111 0.0569 0.0306 (-0.0026, (-0.0030, 0.1160)
0.1170)

1860-1892 - - - - -

1896-1928 0.0333 -0.0325 0.0297 (-0.0911, (-0.0921, 0.0246)
0.0262)

1932-1960 0.0625 0.0439 0.0306 (-0.0158, (-0.0173, 0.1032)
0.1059)

1964-2008 0.0833 0.0130 0.0277 (-0.0423, (-0.0394, 0.0701)
0.0675)

Constant 1.00E-06 0.4809 0.0208 (0.4400, (0.4376, 0.5192)
0.5222)

DIC: -119.384

Table C3. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the presidential data, comparing
1896-1928 to 1932-1960.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean Standard Mean Standard Equal Tail Highest Posterior
Deviation Deviation Interval Density

1828-1856 0.1111 0.0891 0.0306 (0.0296, (0.0293, 0.1483)
0.1492)

1860-1892 0.4000 0.0319 0.0297 (-0.0267, (-0.0277, 0.0890)
0.0906)

1896-1928 - - - - -

1932-1960 0.0625 0.0761 0.0306 (0.0164, (0.0149, 0.1354)
0.1381)
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1964-2008

Constant

DIC: -119.384

0 0.0833

0 1.00E-06

0.0452

0.4487

0.0277 (-0.0101,
0.0997)
0.0208 (0.4078,
0.4900)

(-0.0072, 0.1023)

(0.4054, 0.4870)

Table C4. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the presidential data, comparing
1932-1960 to 1964-2008.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean Standard Mean Standard Equal Tail Highest Posterior
Deviation Deviation Interval Density

1828-1856 0 0.1111 0.0131 0.0314 (-0.0482, (-0.0486, 0.0739)
0.0749)

1860-1892 0 0.4000 -0.0442 0.0306 (-0.1046, (-0.1066, 0.0134)
0.0162)

1896-1928 0 0.0333 -0.0761 0.0306 (-0.1357, - (-0.1379,-0.0171)
0.0148)

1932-1960 - - - - - -

1964-2008 0 0.0833 -0.0309 0.0287 (-0.0880, (-0.0875, 0.0257)
0.0256)

Constant 0 1.00E-06 0.5247 0.0221 (0.4813, (0.4803, 0.5669)
0.5686)

DIC: -119.385

Table C5. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the congressional data, comparing
1828-1858 to 1860-1894.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean Standard Mean Standard Equal Tail Highest Posterior
Deviation Deviation Interval Density

1828-1858 - - - - - -

1858-1894 0 0.0330 -0.1123 0.0343 (-0.1794, - (-0.1802, -0.0464)
0.0449)

1896-1930 0 0.0400 -0.1310 0.0341 (-0.1983, - (-0.1974, -0.0631)
0.0636)

1932-1994 0 0.0400 0.0194 0.0305 (-0.0405, (-0.0342, 0.0773)
0.0792)

1996-2008 0 0.0400 -0.0951 0.0449 (-0.1829, - (-0.1812, -0.0051)
0.0064)

General Election 0 1.00E-06 -0.0010 0.0009 (-0.0027, (-0.0026, 0.0008)

Surge 0.0008)

Constant 0 1.00E-06 0.5800 0.0249 (0.5306, (0.5317, 0.6286)
0.6281)

DIC: -156.938
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Table C6. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the congressional data, comparing
1860-1894 to 1896-1930.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean Standard Mean Standard Equal Tail Highest Posterior
Deviation Deviation Interval Density
1828-1858 0 0.0400 0.1115 0.0343 (0.0445,0.1790) (0.0436, 0.1775)
1858-1894 - - - - - -
1896-1930 0 0.0400 - 0.0330 (-0.0839, (-0.0827, 0.0471)
0.0190 0.0460)
1932-1994 0 0.0400 0.1314 0.0293 (0.0735, 0.1889) (0.0725, 0.1876)
1996-2008 0 0.0169 0.0441 0.0449 (-0.0698, (-0.0703, 0.1032)
0.1041)
General Election 0 1.00E-06 - 0.0009 (-0.0027, (-0.0027, 0.0008)
Surge 0.0009 0.0008)
Constant 0 1.00E-06 0.4681 0.0235 (0.4215, 0.5136) (0.4223, 0.5139)
DIC: -156.938

Table C7. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the congressional data, comparing
1896-1930 to 1932-1994.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean Standard Mean Standard Equal Tail Highest Posterior
Deviation Deviation Interval Density

1828-1858 0 0.0400 0.1301 0.0344 (0.0629, 0.1977) (0.0621, 0.1962)

1858-1894 0 0.0333 0.0181 0.0330 (-0.0468, (-0.0455, 0.0843)
0.0831)

1896-1930 - - - - - -

1932-1994 0 0.0400 0.1500 0.0294 (0.0920, 0.2076) (0.0911, 0.2063)

1996-2008 0 0.0400 0.0354 0.0442 (-0.0513, (-0.0519, 0.1217)
0.1227)

General Election 0 1.00E-06 - 0.0009 (-0.0027, (-0.0026, 0.0009)

Surge 0.0009 0.0008)

Constant 0 1.00E-06 0.4495 0.0235 (0.4028, 0.4951) (0.4052, 0.4970)

DIC: -156.938

Table C8. Results of the sensitivity analysis for the congressional data, comparing
1932-1994 to 1996-2008.

Variable Prior Information Posterior Information
Mean Standard Mean Standard Equal Tail Highest Posterior
Deviation Deviation Interval Density

1828-1858 0 0.0400 - 0.0306 (-0.0794, (-0.0802, 0.0390)
0.0197 0.0404)

1858-1894 0 0.0333 - 0.0290 (-0.1891, - (-0.1903, -0.0761)
0.1316 0.0739)

1896-1930 0 0.0400 - 0.0292 (-0.2068, - (-0.2072, -0.0930)
0.1496 0.0920)

1932-1994 - - - - - -
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1996-2008 0 0.0400
General Election 0 1.00E-06
Surge

Constant 0 1.00E-06
DIC: -156.938

0.1144
0.0009
0.5993

0.0413

0.0009

0.0175

(-0.1954, -
0.0322)
(-0.0027,
0.0008)
(0.5647, 0.6330)

(-0.1964, -0.0342)
(-0.0027, 0.0008)

(0.5658, 0.6337)
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