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Abstract
Thls paper investigates the important delerminants ofsupport of the fresh-

men mcmbers in the House of Reprcsentatives lor presidents Caner, Reagan,

Bush and Clinton in their first ycars. Diflelent independent variables: pafiy.

ideology. rnembers' margin of viclory in clection, petcentage of the presi

dents' votc in the congrcssiona.l dislricls afe considered as explanations lbr
Ireshmen membeLs' support for presidential posilions From the rcsults ofre-
gression analysis. the paper concludes tha! party, presidents' vote percent-

agcs, region and margin of victory of the members have dificrent effects on

the freshmen and non-Ireshmcn.

Introduction
Though the literalure is rich in the area olcongressional suppofi for the

president. scant attention is paid to how much the fteshmen suppolt thc presi

dent. Literature on congressional suppon tbr presidential positions lbcuses on

the rolc ol piuty (Cartcr 1986, Tatalovich and Gitelson 1989, Shafler 1980).

Schneider (1979) emphasizes the impofiance of the ideology ofthe rnembe$

ln their sLrpport tbr the president. One oI the important vadables detemining
presidential support is pressure from the constituency (Sullivan, 1987, Fiorina

1974. Bond, Covington, and Fleishei 1985, Johanes and McAdams 1981'

whitby and Gilliam l99l ). One way to assess the constituency pressure ls the

president's clectoral peformance (Edwards 1978, and Schwarz and Fenmore

1977). Sullivan (1987) poinls out lhat whcther a membcr u'i11 be closc to a

presidential position is conditioned by the margin of victory'
With an analysis of House suppo fo. presidents Carter, Reagan' Bush'

and Clinton lbr the years 1911, 1981,1989, and 1993, this paper seeks to

investigate whether the differcnt determinants of congressional suppofi tor
presidential positions have different impacts for the freshmen and
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non-Ireshnien. Congrcssional support for the presidents in rheir first )ears has

been considercd in this papcr because the presidents usually enjoy rnore sup-
polt dunng thcsc ycars. Morcovcr, the impact of presidential viololy on the

nenlbefs. especially thc ficshmcn members is more salient in lhe llrst yeals.

Several authors arguc that tieshmen vote in accordance with their piuly
positions nlore otten than thcir counterparts (Brady et. a1 1987, Blady and

Lynn 1973. Wclnbaum and Judd 1970, Hurley 1989). Ore oI lhe argumenls
claims that frcshmen tend to supporl the party more often thiul othets because

they arc not yet socialized to such cues as commitlees al1d state delegations
(\Vcinbaum and Judd 1970). If the freshmen are more paftisan than thc
non ficshmen, it will be interesling lo investigate \\,hether the tieshmcn rvould
bc more suppoftive of the presiden! if he is tiom the samc party. Freshrnen

menbers compaled to non-frcshmcn arc morc vulnefable to deleats. The fresh-
men iue in the primary stagc oftheir felationship with the conslituents, while
the non ficshmcn have already estilbiished a solid relalionship with drc con

stitucnts, which guarantees their reelection in most cases (Davidson and

Olcszck, 1994). Larvlence Dodcl (1986) argues that there is a diiltrence be

tween the freshmer and ron-fteshmcn in thc way they mike lheir slrategic
decisions. Even though all mcinbcrs oi Congress are driven by Ieelection de-

sires. Dodd (1986) argues that freshnen in lhe House have to focus on rcelec
.io'r.cl-.rfll) more olterrrhan an) nlher i"Lre

Research Design
Data are based on Congressional Quaderly's roll call votes in which the

prcsident took a posilion. Freshmen suppofi scor-es are calculated from the

CQ Alnanac's support scores for presidential positions for the years 1977,

1981, 1989 and 1993- The common criticism against thc roll call votes is that

all issues are weighcd equa11y, including lopsided votes and ottcn scleral votes

on the same issuc. Because many of the issues on which the prcsident takes a

stand are not controve$ial and are decided by nearly unanlmous votes, in
cluding them in a mcasure of supporl for the president can dislort the results

by jntlating thc measure (Edwalds, 1989,21). According to Edwards (1989),

a measure relying on key votes is alffactive becausc thc kcy issues help to
exclude votes on iess important issues. Akey vole includes one or more ofthe
following: a matter of major controversy; a lest ofplesidential political power;
and a decision ofpolentially great impact on the nation and on lives of Ameri-
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ciins fEdwards, 1989.22). But lhe Lrsefulness of the key vorcs ls limited by
the rclatively small number of bills thrt are inclucled in key votcs. Thcrc are

relatively few major issues each )edr. Nloreover. presidents takc positions on
most but not all the voies on lhese issues. In olcler to ensurc validity and
reliability, Eduards ( 1989) suggests multiple measures for assessing congrcs-
sional support for presidendal positions. That is rvhy this paper includcs C.),r-
grctsional QLktrterly's key issues and the roll cali votes- Despite the limita
tions of thc usc of the roll call votes, they are used with relative precision
because they provid(r a gcnuincly reliable and valid measure oI presidential
suppon (Bon.1and Fleisher 1990). On dre olhcr hand, there are substanlially
more presidential positions on roll call votcs fiom u hich support scores are

calculated. From the period 1957 through 19110. rhc numbc. of presidents'
positions on all votes exceeded the number of positions on key voles by a

"marSin of 10 to 1 in Congress, 8 to I in the Holrse. and more than 12 to 1 in
lhe Senate" (Zeidenstein 19133, 534). Freshmcn lncluded those members who
were newlv elected along with a nerv prcsidcnt in 1976, 19E0, 1988 and 1992.

It also included those membets who were elected in the spccial elections of
19'7'7, 1981 . I989 and 1993.

Independent Variables
Based oD the review of the liierature on presidcntial support, indepen-

dent vadables exanined inclucle pafiy identification of the mcmbors. ihe per-
centagc ofthc vote each member received, the presidenl's victory margin, and
region. Mcmbcrs' pelcentage of vote is used because the literature argues that
the marginal membcrs tend to support the administrative positions more than
the other members.' The perccntagc ofvotes recejved by the president in each
congressional district is based on thc data in Barone and Ujifusa's lfteAlnra
nuc of Atneri:an Poli.ic.r, 1978, 1982, 1990. 199.1. Rohdc (1991) suggests
that presidential vote in the districts can bc used as an "imperfect but still
useful indicator of voters' policy prcfcrcnccs."

In order to delennine the diflerences between the frcshmen and
non fieshmen. lhis paper used t statistic. T statistic is an appropriatc method
because it allows the lesealcher to asscss the dif'tcrcnces betwecn the frcsh-
men and non-freshmen in thejr mean support ibr prcsidcntial position.r Statis-
tical significance ofthe mean ditlerence is also assessed based on the t-statistic.

The results in Table I show that there is a significant difference belween
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the naaginal Repubiican frcshmen and non lreshmcn with lespcct to Pfesi

dent Carter's support. Marglniil Republican fleshmcn are morc supponvc ot

I'IeSidcnt cafier compared to the non-frcshnlel1. Bascd on key votes. lherc 1s

u signiflcanl dillcrence bet\leen lhe marginal Rcpublican freshnen and

non-lreshmen. Terry Sullivan ( 1987) explored the iinlact of marqin of victory

on congrcssional support fol the presidcnts But lhc fesulls in Table I show

tha! thc impact ot' victory margin is ditlerent for thc freshmen and non-ftesh

lnen. Statistically, based on key votes, a significant diflercncc exisls between

the Southem licshmen and non-freshmen Southern freshmen probably felt

an obligatiol] to suppo.l the president fiolll the South Democratic andRepub-

licen lieshnen gave slightly nore support lor Presiclenl Carter' But thc dilTer-

encc is not significant. Marginal fieshmen fclt nore prcssur-e to suppolt the

nerv presidcnt becausc of the lack ofelectoral safety.

Table. l. Mean Suppal]l&)Llhc Bres!de!!!s

Ctu1er Reagan Bush Clinlon

lrcsh Niresh Frcsh Nliesh Fresh Nfrcsh licsh Nftesh

Dcmocrat 63.91 62.i5 1218 1215 43 14 16.12+ 1612 1664
(6s.38)(60.6.1) (17.59)(36.86) (5007)(4297) (1493)i.16',10)

RepublicxD 42 50 42.13 69.6 | 66.58* 69 13 69 1 I '10 98 40 63

{3:1.65) (28.91) (76.38) (7s 33) (74 66) {18.85) (119t) 11610)

MarDcno 64.30 64.11 'r866 3766* 4560 16.99 1513 1142
(61.67) (60.02) (12 20) (26.90)i' (s8.26) (55 4s) (70 6s) (77 20)

Mar.Rerr 45.00 17.15+ 11 12 $a1* 61J.00 7127
(37.10) (25.35)+ 1',7.sO 663',7* 6800 11 27

40.4r 35.00
,10.11 35.00*

Sourhem ,19.70 48.48 68 04 59.11* 59 93 55 81 6l'18 62 04

(49.35) (36.10): 05 n) (.642'7 )+ 72 13 (6841) (5089)(s]10)

Enl.ies afe mern supfort based on roll call lotcs. mean support based on Key votcs are rn

pareniheses. + denotes signiicance rt 05 levet

Table I shows a statistically significant difference betrvcen the Republi-

can freshmen and non-freshmen. The Republican freshmen had a higher levei
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of support for Rcagan compared 1o lhe corrcsponding support by the

non-Ileshmen. It mcans that the lreshmen werc mor(] paftisan under Reagan

conpared to thc non tieshrnen. Reagan's victory in 1980 with a lalge nunber
of Republicans in thc House had iDfllLenced thc partisanship in the freshmen.

Marginal licshmen lro1l1 bolh parties providcd a higher level oI support

than the non ficshmen. The clilference is slgniflcant- lt a.lds to lhe lindings oI
Sulljvan ( 1987) by showing tha! lhe marginals, if they are freshnien. lend !o
support the adminislratiolr's posltlons more than the non-nllrginals. Thc dit:
ference bellveen the Southem fleshmen and non-fieshmen ls also significant.
Soudreln fieshmen lelt thc same comnilmeDt as Reagan with regard to the

role oI govemment and to bfing about changes. An analysis ol the key votes

also sho\\'s lhc similar results.
Table i shows lhat on roll call votcs, a significant dilference exists be-

tween the dernocratic freshmcn and non freshmen in tems of thcir support

fol Bush. In terms of kcy votes, there is no significant diflerence between the

freshmen irnd non fieshnen. Bush's cenhist position probably influenced many

Democratic freshmen compar'ed to l1on-tieshmen to vote more for Bush. But
whcn the vote on key issues camc, thcre rvas no significant djfferencc bc
t$een the freshmen and non tieshmen. M.uginal Republican fieshmen pro

vided lowcr support 1br Bush compared to the non fieshmen. The marginai
Rcpublican lieshmen probably did not ficl comfortable wilh Bush s moder-
atc positlons.

In dre case of President Clinton based on key votes, statistlcally signifi
cant diflerence exists bctween marginal Republican freshmcn and non liesh
men. Marginal Rcpublican lieshrnen had a large numbor ofDemocrats in lheir
districts. As a r-esult. they were pressued to vote for President Clil]toll. The
rcsults in Table I can be justified from thc point of constituency pressurc on

thc marginal Republican freshmen.

Regression Analysis
This stualy took into considcration rcgression analysis of House mem

bers'palty, regior. membcrs'victory percentage and presidontial voting per

ccntage in members' district on Prcsidentsi support ill order to deternline

rvhether freshrnen and non-fieshmen usc dlf]lfent cues in terms oi voting for
presidcntial positions.r Regression analysis is used to assess the indepcndent

effect ot' each of the variables taken together. In Tablc 2, p.lrly appears as thc
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strcDgest variable altecting Ilouse members suppo for the presidcnts tsul

puly is a more importiLnl lactor atl_ecling frcshmen support for lhe prcsidents

coDpficd to the non tieshnlen. Based on ke,v voles- in Bush s case. the fresh-

rnen wcre less partlsan lhan thc non-freshrnen in their sulport Tablc 2 also

shows that freshotcn were nlorc partisan uodcr Rergan than under Bush- C)ne

oI the explanations $hy party cmefged as an impo ant variable for Reagan's

support was the Rcpublican tlde in the 1980 election wlth an unrisually stlong

coatlails from him. From thc analysis ofkcy votes. partisanslip had less inllu_
(n.c r1 B ,h'.r.pp.'rllh,rn in R(rl,rn.

Fleisher and Bond ( 1992) found that support fbr Bush among the Repub

iiclns was considerab]y lower than expccted. They also found that Bush did

bcttcr arnong the Denocrats, and llbcral Democrais were slightly morc sup

portive than predicled. Bush's centrist posilion was not very popular with the

conse ative Republicans. According lo Flcisher and Bond (1992), as a rn -

nority president. Bush faced a difllcLllt task dealing wlth Congrcss.

Table 2. The Effects of Different Independent Variables on House Suoport
for Presidents

Carier
Fresh N1icsh

Realan Bush Clinton
F.esh \tiesh Frcsh Niiesh Fresh Nfresh

.2E+ .t l* 30" .26+ .t] .26 28+ -21"
(.27F (.11)+ (.2E)* .25+ (.18) (.16) (.25)* (.20F

Rcsjon {Sourh) .10+ .l:l .28* 25 .l{t+ .25+ .01 ".02
(.32r ( .39) ( 28)* (.27) (.2s)* (.211+ ( 02) (- 04)

Pdrl)

lvtarginal

R Square
(Roll Call)

R Squxr. (Key Volet

.16 .02 ll .05
(.09) (.03) (.os) (.05)

.53 .52 .15 .64

52 .52 .5-5

.5u* .56* .65* .6,1*
(.29) (.49)* ( 7l)+ (.68F

.01 .06 .12 .05
( 01) (.02) (.02) (.01)

.69 .',74 .79 .16

.a),1* .55*
( 59)+ .53

.68* .61-
( 75)+ ( 53)+

.60 .51 .12. 68

Beta bxscd on key lotesEnries arc Standardizc.i Regression Coefticient (Bcra).

are in prrcnlheses, * dcnotes signilicance at 05 lc!.I
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Gcorgc Edwards (199J) claims that Bush st.uled lis presidency with onc
ofthc worst stratcgic posltrons of any newly elecled president in history- Bush
camc to ot'ficc taclng thc largest opposition maj ority in Congress for any newly
elected prcsidcnt in Anicrican history-Democratic advantages oI ten seats in
thc Scnatc and 85 scals ln the llouse (Edqafds 1993, 185).

Bush was thc flrst candidate since John F. Kennedy to win the white
House \!hile his party lost scats in thc IIouse. His inability to cal1y over others
may be paftly due to his message "Stay thc Coursc" (CQAlzanar: 1988, l4C).
After 1989, there were 258 Democrars and 176 Republicans in the House and
I seat was vacal1t. There were so few Republicans jn the House thai there was
little possibility thar Bush coLrld bui1.1 a working majority with a conscrvative
coalition. tTence. the siiurllion forced Bush either to reach an agreement with
the opposition party and thereby reduce support ffom his own partisans or to
take a strategy thatincreased thc chanccs of def-eat on the Flouse floor (Fleisher
and Bond 1992).

Presidents' vote percentages had a significant impact on fieshmcn sup-
po|t tbr presidential positioDs witll the exception ofBush in roll call votes- In
Bush's case. non ftcshmen wcre more influenced by Bush's victory mugins.
The inpact of the president s victory margin on fieshmen support is greatest
in lhe case of Reagiln. The heshmen played an important roilr in cnacting
Reagan's agcnda. In 1980. Reagan was elected to the White House with 74
iieshmen members who played a major role in enacting Reagan's legislative
progriims. The Republicans gained 33 seats in the House after lhe 1980 elec
tion (Fleisher and Bond 1983). Cartcr's and Ciinton's victory margins werc ii
more potenl force for freshmen compared to non ficshmcn suppoat for them.
Carter came to the White House during the aftemath olWatergatc and VicF
nam with the election of several new menbers ofCongress. Democraiic new
members shared the same commitnent as Ca er to bring about a change in
the governmcnt. Similarly. Clinton came to the White House with a Congress
in $'hich onc foudh ofthe membeis of the House wer-e fleshnlen. Ahigh level
ofpartisanship also characterized the new Congress. Democlats and Republi
cans in both chambcrs voted with the majority of their'parties Dore often than
in any year in thc prcvious four decades (CQ Weekly Reports, Dec 18, 1993.
3432). Ncw Democratic members elected to lhe Congress shar-ed the samc
commitment as Clinton to bring aboul changes. Moreover, twelve ycars ol
Republican plesidency had unified the Democrats in support for Clinton. Hav-
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ing gaincd control ovcr both the Whire House aod the Congress. ne\! l]ielrl

bers fell the pressure of breaking thc gridlock that characterized the last years

of the Bush presidency (C1ark and Young 1994) The lreshnlcn Denocrats.

especially. felt lhat their success or tailules rverc rjed lo lhosc of Presidcni

Clinlon. Moreover. "Clinton showed a rviliingress and considerable ability to

rvork Congress, argulng, cajoling, trading al]d dolng alnost an.vthing wiihin
reason to get his !!ay" (CQ tVeek\ Reports,Dec 18, 1993.3417)

Rcgion (South) hacl a positive imprict on both Reagan and Bush's sup

port. Soulhen ficshmen's levcl of support for presidents Rea-gan and Bush

were higher than the non-fleshmen. Reagan carried on an extensive legisla_

tive progrilm with a coalition ol the Republicans auld conseNative Soulhem

Democrats. who provided a norking najority in the House- As a mattel of
fact, Republicans and Southem Democrats providcd the crucial support for

Reagan. According to SalamaD and Lund (1988). the Reagan administration

continued articulaiion oI the broad principlcs ol conseNatism in its govern-

nent- Reagan was successful in mobilizing suppo ffom his nalive coalition

of Rcpublicans and SoLlthern Democrats (Wayne 1982).

Region (South) had a negative impact on Cartcr and Clinton's sttpport-

But the strcngth of negative elfect of Southem tleshmen suppoft for Cafter

and Clinton was lo&er coDparcd to lhe non tleshmen.

Marginai frcshmen niembers plovidcd greater suppofi for the presldents

with the exception of Presidcnt BLlsh. So, the rcsults cleally show a greater

impact ofthe margin ofvictory on the freshnen than on lhe non freshmen ln

B[sh's case, ma-rgina] ticshmen gavc a lowel level of suppon than the non

fieshmen. His lower approval rating probably intluenced rhe marginal t)esh-

lllen to move away fron the president's position However. the effect of nar-
ginal mcmbers on presidential support is not siatistically significant. As sLlch.

the paper cannol drarv a conclusive generalization
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t onelusion
This slLrd.v sou!:hl to in\estigate ho$'tlitlerent variables for congres-

sional suppofi aflecl lhc freshnen and non fieshnlen in lheir sltpfofl for thc

presidcnts. Ftom the resuhs oI lcg|ession analysis. it is cleu lhat tieshnlen

lollow the party llne norc than lhe non lieshmen in thcir support ibr the presa

dents. Presklents vole pcrcentagcs also havc an inipact on how thc tieshmen

aud non lieshmen support the pfcsidenls. From lhe rcsults' lhe freshmeD are

nrore influenccd by thc pfesicients' vole pclcenlagc ln their congressional dis

tricts. This paper agrccs wilh thc Literaturc, which clairns the influence of con

stituency pressure (measured in tenns ot a presldent's vicloly margin). on

rnenbers' support fbf the presidenls But it adds to the litcrature by sho*inll
Ihet lhe intlLrencc ol constitucncy prcssure is nore pronounced in thc case oI
lieshmcn thai non lieshmcn. The paper-also invesligatcs the effect of meln-

bers' elecloral margin. Resulls of the ]nean support show lhat the freshmcn

marginals gave morc suPport tbr the prcsidents compaled to the collespond

ing support fron the non-f(eshmen The paper agrees wlth the findings oI
Sullivan who clalms lha! marginal cmbers tcnd to supPoft the president's

position more Ihan olhels .lo. But thc results jn this papcr show lhat the effect

of membeL's victory margin is more influential il) thc case of the fieshmcn

The elfect ol fegion (Soulh) is more evident in thc case of freshmen support

tbr lhe presiclenls.

In ordel to asse ss lhe difTcrences between the freshmcn and lon tieshnen'

this stud-v undertook both roll call votes and key votcs Houevcr, empirical

rcsults do show so]ne dillcrences but they arc nol significant. It signifies thc

validity of both neasurcs in congrcssional support.

Fllturc research shoukl focus on thc difference betwccn lhe frcshmen

ancl non lleshmen bccause of the increascd size of the freshmen in Congless

in recent yeals. Aflcf the 1994 clection, there are I3 freshmen Democrats al]d

7,1 lreshmen Republicans in the HoLlse oi Reprcsentaiivcs (CQ Weekly Re-

tortr. Nov 12. 199,1. p. 3232). Considering the Rcpublican agenda. it will be

interesting to sec whether therc will bc a signiticant diflc.ence bctween the

tieshmcn and ron lieshlllen, cspeoially to observe whethcf the new tiesllnlen

will bc mofe partlsi.tn in theit support for Presidcnt Clinlon thar those of the

l03rcl Congless. Thc diflerencc between the fieshmen and non-freshmen will
gain an addllional i1npo[ance if congressional lerm linit is enacted ]nto law

in most of the states.
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Notes
L Following Mayhew (1974), marginals \r'crc codcd ils thosc membcrs oi
lhe HoLrse whose margin of victory was lcss than or cqual to 55 perccnt and

non- liugillals were those me bcrs whosc margln ol victorJ was more then

55 percenl.
2. In order to detennine the mean support, thc samplc was dividcd as

followsi Democlatic freshmcn and non ficshmen; Republican freshmen and

non-frcshmen: marginal Dcmocratic tieshmen and non freshrnen: margindl
Republican ficshmcn and non tieshmen; and Soulhern lreshnen and non-
tieshmcn.
J. In ordcr to dcal with the problems ofregression a[alysis $,ith the nominal
data, dumrny vaiables were creitted; for example. piuty was codcd I fbr
Democrat- 0 for Republican in the cases of Cartcr and Cllnton. Republican
was coded I and Democrat $as codcd 0 for Reagan and Bush. Region
South was codcd I and non South was coded 0. Following Mayhew ( 197,+),

members wlth a victory margin of less than or equiil to 55 wele coded as 1

and incmbers with a victory maIgin greater than 55 were codcd as 0.

Because of the high correlation between party end idcology that may lead to
the problen oI multi-collinearity problcm, this study preclucled ideology
from analysis.
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