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Abstract

This paper provides a theoretical model for the coattail effect, where a popular can-
didate for one branch of government attracts votes to candidates from the same political
party for other branches of government. I assume a political agency framework with
moral hazard in order to analyze the coattail effect in simultaneous presidential and con-
gressional elections. I show that coattail voting is the outcome of the optimal reelection
scheme adopted by a representative voter to motivate politicians’ efforts in a retrospective
voting environment. I assume that an office-motivated politician (executive or member
of congress) prefers her counterpart to be affiliated with the same political party. This
correlation of incentives leads the voter to adopt a joint performance evaluation rule,
which is conditioned on the politicians belonging to the same party or to different par-
ties. Two-sided coattail effects then arise. On the one hand, an executive’s success props
up, while failure drags down, her partisan ally in the congressional election, which im-
plies a presidential coattail effect. On the other hand, the executive’s reelection itself is
affected by a congress member’s performance, which results in a reverse coattail effect.
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1. Introduction

The coattail effect is defined as the tendency of a popular candidate for one level of government
to attract votes to candidates from the same political party for other levels of government.
The presidential coattail effect, where a congressional voting decision is affected by an exec-
utive’s performance, has been a topic of frequent study in the empirical literature (see Miller
1955, Press 1958, Kaplowitz 1971, Calvert and Ferejohn 1983, Campbell 1986, Campbell
and Sumners 1990, Flemming 1995, Cohen et al. 2000, Mattei and Glasgow 2005, Gélineau
and Remmer 2006, and Golder 2006, among many others). Other studies have reported ev-
idence of reverse coattail effects, where popular lower-tier candidates prop up their parties’
candidates for higher levels of government (Ames 1994, Samuels 2000a, Samuels 2000b).!

While a number of studies have identified and measured coattail effects, "there remains
a great deal of uncertainty concerning the causal mechanism responsible for these effects."?
Mondak and McCurley (1994) suggested that coattail effects arise mainly owing to "voters’
reliance on a specific cognitive efficiency mechanism" and tested this claim empirically at the
individual-voter level.> There is, however, no formal model of coattail voting, to the best of
my knowledge.

In this paper, coattail effects are explained within a retrospective voting model (i.e., a
political agency model with moral hazard). In my framework, coattail voting arises as an
outcome of the optimal implicit reward scheme that voters use to induce politicians’ efforts.

I consider a representative voter who has to elect an executive and a member of congress
in simultaneous elections. Politicians want to be reelected, and are held accountable for their
performance at the moment of election. The politicians therefore have incentives to satisfy the
voter’s wishes. In addition, I assume that the politicians are loyal to their respective political
parties: an executive prefers her partisan ally to win in the congressional election, and vice

versa.® Hence, the incentives of the executive and the congress member are correlated. The

!These publications provide evidence of reverse coattail effects in Brazil. Broockman (2009), however, found
no evidence of reverse coattail effects in congressional district-level data from the US presidential elections

between 1952 and 2004.
*Hogan (2005), p. 587.
$Mondak and McCurley (1994), p. 151.
4Several authors have made similar assumptions about politicians’ partisan preferences. According to Fox

and Van Weelden (2010), the legislature ("overseer") may seek to damage the reputation of an executive from
another party while seeking to protect the reputation of an executive from his own party. Brollo and Nannicini
(2010) assumed that an executive wants to maximize "the political capital represented by aligned mayors" by
increasing the likelihood that a municipality is run by a mayor aligned with the central government. Fréchette

et al. (2008) assumed that the party leader’s objective is to maximize the reelection chances of the party’s



voter cares about the politicians’ performance, which is observable but not contractible.
The voter evaluates the incumbents’ performance and votes accordingly. More precisely, the
voter employs implicit evaluation rules when deciding whether to reward (reelect) politicians.
Obviously, the voter can influence the politicians’ behavior through the choice of evaluation
rules. In this paper, the space of possible evaluation rules is restricted to linear functions of
performance.

I show that given the correlation between the two politicians’ incentives, the voter is better
off adopting a joint performance evaluation rule (conditioned on the incumbents belonging
to the same party or to different parties) rather than an individual-politician performance
evaluation rule. In particular, the voter evaluates the performance of an executive and a
congress member from the same party as a team. If the executive and congress member
belong to different parties, then the voter compares their performances to create a competitive
environment. This combination of coattail voting rules implies that improved performance
increases a politician’s own reelection probability, while increasing/decreasing the reelection
probability of that politician’s partisan ally/rival for the other office. Politicians therefore
have an extra incentive to perform better, for the sake of their party as well as for themselves.

In equilibrium, the reelection outcomes for incumbents from the same party are therefore
positively correlated: the voter tends to reward/punish one incumbent for the good/poor
performance of the other incumbent. Two-sided coattail effects therefore arise. On the one
hand, the executive’s performance affects the congress member’s reelection, which gives rise
to a presidential coattail effect. On the other hand, the executive’s reelection depends on the
congress member’s performance, which results in a reverse coattail effect.

The equilibrium reelection outcomes for incumbents from different parties are negatively
correlated: the voter is more likely to punish one incumbent the better the performance of the
other incumbent. In particular, an executive’s good performance drags down an incumbent
congress member’s reelection chances and therefore props up the executive’s partisan ally in
the congressional election, which implies a presidential coattail effect. In turn, the congress
member’s success reduces the executive’s reelection chances and thus promotes for presidential
office a candidate partisanly aligned with the congress member. As a result, a reverse coattail
effect arises.

These results rest on the assumption of politicians’ partisan alignment; that is, it is

assumed that executives and congress members prefer their partisan ally to win in the other

incumbent politicians. In turn, Persico et al. (2007) modeled the hierarchy of party members as a "patron—
client relationship," where a lower-tier politician (the "client") supports a higher-tier politician (the "patron")

for promotion.



election. Coattail voting rules then serve as an extra tool to discipline the politicians. If
the assumption of partisan alignment is relaxed, this effect vanishes and the voter no longer
evaluates incumbents jointly. Instead, the voter uses a cutoff rule that each incumbent is
reappointed only when her individual performance exceeds a critical threshold. There is then
no coattail effect.

I turn now to the fundamental question of why political process is modeled as political
agency. In addition to a sound theoretical framework, this approach has received considerable
empirical support (see, for example, Peltzman 1992 and Besley and Case 1995a, 1995b, 2003).
Besley (2006) provided an excellent introduction to political agency models and "emphasizes
the empirical potential of these models in explaining real world policy choices."? In a recent
article in the New York Times, Glaeser pointed out that the "president ... is both our leader
and our employee. We (the voters) chose him, our taxes pay his salary, and we can fire him
in four years."® The political agency approach may therefore be appropriate for modeling
political interactions between politicians and voters. Even so, elected politicians can only
be offered implicit incentive schemes; it is difficult to reward public policies with explicit
contracts.

The retrospective voting model used here goes back to Barro (1973). Ferejohn (1986) ex-
tended the model and studied subgame perfect equilibria rather than Nash equilibria. Persson
et al. (1997) used a retrospective voting approach to study rent extraction. In Austen-Smith
and Banks (1989), voters adopt retrospective voting strategies that are conditioned on the
difference between the incumbent’s performance and her initial policy platform. Banks and
Sundaram (1993, 1996) analyzed retrospective voting settings with both moral hazard and
adverse selection, and with term limits. In turn, Kessing (2010) addressed the question of
federalism in a retrospective voting setup with randomly distorted election choices.

The results presented in this paper are also related to the literature on horizontal and
vertical intergovernmental competition. Most analyses of horizontal competition are based
on the assumption of interjurisdictional mobility of consumers, a la Tiebout (1956). In a
similar vein, the literature on yardstick competition between jurisdictions started with the
seminal work of Salmon (1987), to be followed by Besley and Case (1995a), Bordignon et al.
(2004), Sand-Zantman (2004), Belleflamme and Hindriks (2005), Besley and Smart (2007),

and others. The main assumption of this literature is that under decentralization, voters use

’Besley (2006), p. 3.
SEdward L. Glaeser "Lower (and More Realistic) Presidential Expectations," January 20, 2009. Available

online at http://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2009/01/20/lower-and-more-realistic-presidential-expectations/
(accessed December 1, 2010).



comparative performance evaluation between different local governments to create yardstick
competition.

The vertical-competition literature, on the other hand, assumes that "senior and junior
governments provide similar or comparable services, and that office-holders in the government
which is judged by citizens to be the more efficient supplier will increase their probability
of getting the vote of these citizens"” (Breton 1996, Breton and Fraschini 2003, Breton and
Salmon 2001, Volden 2005, 2007). I follow these authors in assuming that voters compare the
performance of local and regional governments, and are likely to reward the more efficient
politicians with reelection. There is, however, an important difference between my research
and the papers just cited. In the intergovernmental-competition literature, the result of the
comparative performance evaluation is driven by either correlated shocks or interjurisdic-
tional spillover. In my model, the joint performance evaluation arises from the fact that the
politicians’ incentives are correlated: each politician cares not only about her own reelection
prospects but also about the success of other politicians affiliated with the same political
party.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 lays out a model. Section

3 proceeds with the formal analysis. Finally, Section 4 concludes the paper.

2. Model

Consider a representative voter who has to elect an executive £ and a congress member C
in simultaneous elections. The politicians running for the two offices belong to one of two
political parties. I assume that there is exactly one candidate from each party — the incumbent
and an opponent — in each election. The opponents are identical to the incumbents in all
respects except party label. There is no ideological heterogeneity in politicians’ preferences.®
The participation constraints of the politicians are always satisfied.

While in office, each politician i € {E, C'} has to implement a policy determined by her
unobservable effort a;. The set of efforts available to each politician is taken to be a non-
degenerate interval [0,a] C R. I assume that the performance of politician i, p;, is observed

with an independent, unobservable noise &;:

pi = a; + &;,

"Breton and Salmon (2001), p. 139.
#Since there is no ideological component, it is convenient to consider a single representative voter in this

framework.



where ¢; ~ N (07 02).9710*11

The reward of politician ¢ is denoted by II; (a;). Effort is costly, and the standard convex
cost function % is assumed here.!?> The executive and the congress member independently
choose effort levels a; to maximize their utility, which is given by

II; (a;) —

|8,

The function II; (a;) will be defined explicitly in Subsection 2.1.

The voter cares about the politicians’ performances according to a linear utility function

PE + DPC-

I assume that the voter applies retrospective reappointment rules to reelect the incumbents,
i.e., the voter bases the reappointment decision on the politicians’ performances pg and pc.

I denote the state variable by ¢ € {S, D}. Here, ¢ = S corresponds to the case where the
executive E and congress member C' are members of the same party, and ¢ = D corresponds
to the case where E and C are affiliated with different parties.'

This is a sequential political agency game between politicians (the executive and the
congress member) and a representative voter. The timing of events is as follows. First,
the incumbents are drawn randomly, and a state ¢ € {S, D} is realized. Second, the voter

commits to the reappointment rules to be used in the coming elections. Third, the politicians

9An extended version of the model is available upon request, where the two noise terms ex and ec¢ are
correlated and follow a bivariate normal distribution. I want to concentrate, however, on the case where
the voter introduces joint performance evaluation owing to the correlation between politicians’ incentives
rather than the correlation between shocks. The latter topic has been widely studied in the context of team
evaluation in contract theory (for an overview, see Bolton and Dewatripont 2005) and in the literature on

yardstick competition (see the references on yardstick competition in the Introduction).
00ne can assume that policy outcomes are determined by effort and ability (rather than by effort and

noise). The results are qualitatively the same if politicians choose their efforts before knowing their abilities.

Otherwise, one has to solve an asymmetric information model. This extension is left for future research.
'L Alternatively, the voter might not be able to distinguish between the politicians’ performances, and

therefore would observe just their aggregate performance p = ar + ac + €. In that case the politicians
would face a free-riding problem, as each of them contributes a costly effort to an aggregate output. The

analysis of this alternative framework is left for future research.
2 An extended version of the model is available upon request, where the cost of policy implementation for an

executive and a congress member from the same party is different from that for politicians from rival parties

(e.g., because of synergy). The results of this extended model are qualitatively the same.
'3 Another way to interpret the state variable ¢ is in terms of unified and divided government. ¢ = S then

corresponds to the case of unified government, and ¢ = D corresponds to the case of divided government. For
the literature on divided government, see Alesina and Rosenthal (1996), Chari et al. (1997), Degan and Merlo
(2011), Fiorina (1996), Ingberman and Villani (1993), and Jacobson (1990), among many others.



exert efforts ap and ac. Finally, nature chooses noises e and ¢, and the politicians’
performances pp and pc are observed. Both elections take place simultaneously and the
voter applies the selected reappointment rules to reward or punish the incumbents.!*

The politicians’ preferences are described in the following subsection. The paper then

turns to the voter’s problem and defines an equilibrium concept.

2.1. Politicians

The politicians’ preferences are as follows. First, the executive E and congress member
C want to be reelected. Moreover, F wants to improve her party’s representation in the
legislature. If C' and F belong to the same party, then E prefers C' to be reelected. Otherwise,
E wants a new congress member (from her own party) to be elected for the next term.
Likewise, C wants to improve his party’s chances of winning the presidential election. Thus,
C wants F to be reelected if the two are members of the same party, and wants the opponent
to be appointed if E is from the rival party. The value of holding office is normalized to 1.
The values which E and C' associate with their parties’ winning the other election are denoted
by Ag and A¢, respectively. The probability of winning election ¢ € {E,C} is denoted by
Pr; (-). Therefore, politician i has the following reward function II; : [0,@)®> — R, which
depends continuously on both politicians’ efforts:

Pr; (a;,a;) + A Prj (a;, a;) it ¢=25,

IL; (as, a5, 9) =

Pr; (a;,a;) + Ai (1 — Prj (a;,a5)) if ¢=D,
where 7,7 € {E,C} and j # i. The preferences stated above reflect the politicians’ allegiance
to their respective parties; individual politicians care about their party’s overall representation
in the executive and legislative branches of government, and not just their own reelection
prospects.'5:16 Still, it is a reasonable assumption here that a politician values her own office

more than her party’s representation in the other office, i.e., 0 < A; < 1.17 I call \; the degree

4 This model can be extended to several periods. I want to concentrate, however, on voters’ motives for

coattail voting rather than on dynamic political agency. A static model suffices for this task.
15 Alternatively, these preferences could arise because the executive and the congress member have to interact

while in office. Each prefers to work with a member of her own party rather than with a rival.
16The literature has emphasized the role of parties as a coordination device, such that the parties’ leaders

can coordinate the strategies of their members (Morelli 2004). So a way to interpret the preferences of the

incumbents stated here is to say that the parties’ leaders coordinate their members’ actions by assigning As.
'"In other words, politician 7 does not mind reducing her reelection chances by 1% in exchange for increasing

her ally’s election probability by 5-% > 1%.



of politician i’s loyalty to her party (or the strength of her partisan alignment).!®

2.2. Representative Voter

The politicians’ performances pg and pc (but not their composition between effort and noise)
are observed but are not contractible. It is difficult to reward public policies with explicit
contracts. It is more natural to use implicit incentive contracting in this situation.

The voter observes the politicians’ performances pg and pc, and in the elections rewards
incumbents according to their performance; i.e., the voter reappoints incumbents who have
shown "good" results. If an incumbent is thrown out of office, an opponent from the rival
party is elected.

Obviously, the voter can influence the politicians’ behavior through the choice of evalua-
tion rules. Intuitively, since politicians care about each other’s reelection chances, the reward
rules should allow joint performance evaluation. Under joint performance evaluation, the
voter conditions politician i’s reelection on her own performance p; (giving her an incentive
to perform well, since she wants to be reelected) and on the performance p; of politician j
(giving an incentive to politician j, since he cares about i’s reelection chances).

The functional space of the performance evaluation rules is restricted to linear joint eval-
uation rules (S8g,br) and (8c,bc). B and B are the slopes of the executive’s and the
congress member’s performance evaluation rules, respectively, and bg and bo are the corre-
sponding intercepts; By, B¢, bE,bc € R, |Bpfc| < 1. Under rules (8;,b;), i € {E,C}, the
probability of ¢ being reelected to office is

Pri(ai,aj) = P ({pi (a:) + B;pj (a;) > b;i})

with 4,7 € {F,C} and j # i. Figure 1 depicts the possible outcomes for F and C under
rules (Bg,bg) and (B, bc) in the two-dimensional space of the observed performances pg
and pc. Note that it is required that |558-| < 1, so that the line pg + Bppc = bg is steeper

than the line pc + Bope = bc. Otherwise, as one can see from Figure 1, an executive and

18 An extended version of the model is available upon request, where the strength of partisan alignment
Ai might vary between states. If there is some preference for incumbents over unknown candidates, then
A7 > AP, (This case reflects the idea that an executive or a congress member might prefer an incumbent
ally to an unknown ally for the other office.) If politicians prefer newcomers, then AP < AP, (In this case an
executive or a congress member would like a new ally (a newcomer) to be elected for the other office.) The

results of this extended model are qualitatively the same.
Y9Linear evaluation rules allow a closed-form solution in this framework. The analysis of general evaluation

rules is left for future research.



a congress member with poor performance would be reelected, while politicians with better
performance would not.

Note that under linear rules (8g,br) and (8o,bc), E is reelected when eg + Spec >
bgp — ag — Bgac, where cg + Bpec ~ N (0, (1 +B%) 02). In turn, C is reelected when
ec + Bcerg > bc —ac — Boag, where ec + Boep ~ N (0, (1 + ﬁ%) 02). The two reelection
outcomes are independent when S5 = 0 and S, = 0, positively correlated when S5 > 0 and
Bc > 0, and negatively correlated when S5 < 0 and S5 < 0. Throughout the rest of the
paper, F' will be used to denote the normal distribution function, and f for the corresponding

density.

2.3. Equilibrium Concept

I search for a subgame perfect equilibrium by analyzing the game backwards. First, I solve for
the politicians’ efforts a% and ag under rules (S, br) and (8-, bc) in each state ¢. Second,
I examine the voter’s choice of evaluation rules ( %, b%) and (5%, b%) for each state ¢. Two
definitions will now be introduced.

Given linear performance evaluation rules (5, bg) and (8¢, bc), the equilibrium in effort

strategies is a profile of efforts <a%, a%) such that

2
ad) 2

IT; (af,af,é) — ZT > 1, (ai,a?@) - % for each a; € [0,a],
where 1,5 € {E,C}, i # j.
An equilibrium in rule strategies is defined as a tuple (,6’%, b%, B‘g, bg) such that

ap (8% U 55,50 ) ag (8%, b5 85,00) = | max s (B,bi, s be) g, (B be, B be),
|BEBcI<1

where (a% () ,ag ()) is an equilibrium in effort strategies.

2.4. Intuition

Before proceeding with the formal analysis, some intuitive considerations will be discussed.
The incumbents care about each other’s reelection chances, which provides the voter with
an additional tool to discipline them. The voter then uses joint performance evaluation to
increase the politicians’ accountability. Intuitively, the voter rewards an incumbent from one
branch of government not only for her own performance but also for the performance of the

incumbent from the other branch of government. That joint evaluation gives extra incentives



for the latter incumbent to perform better, since he cares about the reelection prospects of
the former incumbent.

Such an evaluation strategy of the voter leads to coattail effects. Intuitively, an executive
wants a congress member from the same party to be elected. The executive will perform bet-
ter if her own performance increases the reelection chances of an allied incumbent congress
member and decreases those of a rival incumbent congress member. The voter uses this
correlation of incentives, and rewards (reelects) the incumbent congress member for the ex-
ecutive’s good performance if the politicians are members of the same party. However, the
voter punishes the incumbent congress member for the executive’s good performance if the
politicians are affiliated with different parties. In this case, an opponent candidate (from the
same party as the executive) is elected in the congressional election. Note that a presidential
coattail effect arises here. The good performance of an incumbent executive leads not only
to her own reelection but also to the election of a congress member from the same party, who
"rides on the executive’s coattails". If an incumbent executive shows poor performance in
office, her reelection chances decrease, and likewise the election chances of a congress member
from the same party. In this case there is a negative presidential coattail effect.

The same intuition (in reverse) shows the emergence of a reverse coattail effect. Since a
congress member wants a partisan ally to be elected for presidential office, he has an extra
incentive to exert higher effort if the reelection chances of an allied executive increase and
those of a rival executive decrease with an increase in his performance. The voter knows this
and is more likely to reelect an incumbent executive affiliated with the same party as the
congress member if the congress member performs well. If the incumbents belong to different
parties, then the voter tends to punish the incumbent executive for good performance by the
congress member, which leads to the election of a challenger (affiliated with the same party
as the congress member) for executive office. The executive thus may either benefit or suffer
from a reverse coattail effect because her reelection is affected by the congress member’s
performance. Good performance by a congress member props up, while poor performance
drags down, a candidate from the same political party for executive office.

Note that these coattail effects arise because of the correlation of politicians’ incentives
such that each politician prefers her partisan ally to win the other election. Relaxing this
assumption results in a prediction of no coattail effects. Indeed, if politicians care just about
their own reelection, the voter will reward them only for their own performance, so no coattail

voting arises.

10



3. Analysis

In this section, the game is analyzed backwards to find a subgame perfect equilibrium. First,

an equilibrium in effort strategies is characterized, and then an equilibrium in rule strategies.

3.1. Equilibrium in Effort Strategies

The voter uses evaluation rules (3;,b;), 4,7 € {E,C}. Under these rules, politician ’s utility

is

a2
II; (ai, aj, ¢) — EZ =
P ({pi (a;) + B;p; (a;) >b})+/\P({pJ aj) +/B Di (a;) > b; }) 7% if ¢=25,
P ({pi (a5) + Bpj (a5) = bi}) + N (L= P ({p; (aj) + Bjpi (i) = b;})) — % if ¢ =D.

Politician i chooses an effort a; before observing a realization of the noise, and takes
the voter’s expectations as given. The proposition below establishes the existence of an
equilibrium in effort strategies. The continuity properties of the politicians’ best response
functions and Brouwer’s Fixed Point Theorem are used to obtain the result. Proofs of this

and other propositions are given in the Appendix.

Proposition 1. Under linear performance evaluation rules (B, bg) and (B¢, bc) with |BgBc| <
1, there exists an equilibrium in effort strategies (a%, adé) if the following second-order con-

ditions are satisfied:

® 2
- e’;{i-i-ﬁlfj (bz - ai - ) - Z/B 8 +B £; ( j

al — B]a?) —1<0 if ¢=35,
—fpe, (bi —af - Z-af) + By e ( j—af - ﬁ]a?) —1<0 if ¢=D,

(3.1)

where i,j € {E,C'}, i # j. This equilibrium is defined implicitly by
Jevepiey (bi = af = B100) + X feyrye, (b — af = Bjal) —af =0 if 6=,
f&'-‘rﬁiaj (bZ - a? - ﬁzaf) Z/ij5]+ﬁ €4 (b - af Bja?) — a? =0 if gf) =D.

Figure 2 depicts the politicians’ best response functions in states S and D for three
scenarios: independent reelection outcomes with S = 0 and S, = 0 (black), positively
correlated reelection outcomes with S5 > 0 and 5o > 0 (red), and negatively correlated
reelection outcomes with S5 < 0 and B < 0 (blue), while by and be are fixed. Note that for
independent reelection outcomes (black), the best responses are flat in both states (since each

politician’s reelection depends only on her own effort). For positively correlated reelection

11



outcomes (red), the best responses shift upwards if the politicians are members of the same
party (¢ = S) and downwards if the politicians are affiliated with different parties (¢ = D).
Intuitively, for positively correlated reelection outcomes, a politician has an extra incentive
to exert effort if ¢ = S (to increase her partisan ally’s reelection chances) and less incentive
if = D (to avoid helping her partisan rival get reelected). Finally, for negatively correlated
reelection outcomes (blue), the best responses shift downwards if the politicians belong to the
same party (¢ = S) and upwards if the politicians are affiliated with rival parties (¢ = D).
In this scenario, a politician does not want to damage her partisan ally’s reelection prospects,
and so exerts a lower effort if ¢ = S. However, if ¢ = D, the politician has an extra incentive
to work harder in order to reduce her partisan rival’s reelection chances.

Note that in the case of positively correlated reelection outcomes there is a free-riding
effect between partisan allies (¢ = S). Intuitively, politician ¢ might prefer to exert a lower
effort (and reduce the cost of that effort) if her partisan ally j is performing well enough to

improve i’s reelection prospects. In fact, ¢ "rides on the other incumbent’s coattails".

3.2. Equilibrium in Rule Strategies

I turn now to the voter’s choice of the evaluation rules (8, bg) and (5, bc). Maximizing a%—k
a(é with respect to 8 g, bg, B¢ and be yields an equilibrium in rule strategies (B%, b%, B(é, bg)

The results are summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 2. There exists an equilibrium in rule strategies (ﬁ%, b%, Bg, bg) given by

()\j7 aj + Aja;f) it ¢ =5,
¢ ) = :
(ﬂl 7bl) (—)\j, ai — )\ja}k) if ¢=0D, .

where i,j € {E,C}, i # j. The politicians’ equilibrium efforts a} in each state are equal to

*7

1 1 A2
G/i = +
Vare \ 14 i

(3.3)

It is important to point out that the second-order conditions (3.1) hold for (6%, b%, ﬁ%, b?;) .
The equilibrium in effort strategies described in Subsection 3.1 is therefore well defined.

The voter is rational, and so realizes that the only alternative to reelecting incumbents
is to vote for opponents from rival parties. The politicians’ performances are additively
separable in effort and noise, and all politicians behave in the same way irrespective of

the noise. If elected, an opponent ¢ will exert an equilibrium effort a}, which maximizes

12



her expected utility. Thus, the voter compares the incumbents’ performances with their

opponents’ expected performances and votes accordingly. That is why, in equilibrium,

b = a; + B?a;.

P =

According to Proposition 2, if politician j is loyal to his political party (i.e., A\; # 0), the
voter adopts a coattail voting rule to reelect politician i. The probability of ¢ being reelected

to office under this rule is equal to
P <{pz (ai) + Ajpj (aj) > af + )\ja;}) if ¢=25,
P ({pl (az) - )\jpj (aj) > CLZ‘ - )\]a;}) if ¢ =D.

Intuitively, the incentives of an executive and a congress member are correlated, because

Pr;(ai,a;,¢) =

they care about the overall representation of their party in both branches of government.
The voter therefore rewards politicians jointly rather than separately.

If the politicians belong to the same political party (¢ = S), then the voter uses a
coattail voting rule under which the reelection of politician i is positively correlated with
the performance of politician j (ﬁ? > 0). As a result, the voter evaluates the performance
of politicians from the same party as a team and tends to reward incumbents from a well
performing party and punish incumbents from a badly performing party. However, if the
politicians belong to different parties (¢ = D), the voter uses a coattail voting rule under
which the reelection of politician ¢ is negatively correlated with the performance of politician
7 (,B;b < 0). As a result, the voter compares the performance of one politician with that
of the other, creating a competitive environment between the parties. In this scenario, the
voter tends to reward the incumbent from the better-performing party, while punishing the
incumbent from the worse-performing party. In sum, owing to the correlation between the
executive’s and congress member’s incentives such that they care about their party’s chances
of holding office, the voter is better off adopting party performance evaluation rather than
individual performance evaluation.

This leads to two-sided coattail effects. On the one hand, an executive’s good perfor-
mance props up, while poor performance drags down, a congress member candidate from the
same party. A presidential coattail effect then arises. On the other hand, the executive’s
own reelection depends on the congress member’s performance, which gives rise to a reverse
coattail effect. Indeed, successful performance by a congress member advances the election
of his partisan ally for executive office, whereas a congress member’s failures hinder it.

Note that the intensity of the coattail effects depends on the strength of the politicians’

partisan alignment. The more loyal the executive is to her political party (the higher Ap
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is), the more correlated the optimal reward scheme for the congress member is with the
executive’s performance (positively if ¢ = S or negatively if ¢ = D). The presidential coattail
effect therefore becomes more intense. Analogously, the greater the partisan alignment of the
congress member (the higher A\¢ is), the more correlated the executive’s reelection is with
the congress member’s performance. So the reverse coattail effect becomes stronger.

If the politicians care equally about their own reelection chances and their party’s election
chances, then the best reward schemes are perfectly correlated: incumbents from the same
party are always reelected or dismissed together. In the case of incumbents from different
parties, reelection of one implies dismissal of the other.

The less loyal the politicians are to their political parties, the less correlated are their
incentives. As a result, the voter adopts less correlated reelection rules in equilibrium, and
the coattail effects lessen. If politician j is not at all loyal to his political party (A; = 0), then
the optimal rule for reappointing politician ¢ is a simple cutoff rule: politician 7 is reappointed
only if her observed performance exceeds a critical threshold given by the equilibrium effort
in this office. That is, the probability of ¢ being reelected to office depends only on i’s
performance:

Pri(ai) = P ({pi(ai) = a7 }).

Intuitively, when politicians care only about their own reelection prospects, the voter is
better off rewarding politicians’ individual performances rather than the party’s performance.
So the coattail effects vanish. Indeed, if an executive cares only about her own reelection
(Ag = 0), then her performance does not affect a congress member’s reelection chances, and
the presidential coattail effect disappears. In turn, the performance of a nonpartisan congress
member (Ac = 0) has no impact on an executive’s reelection. So a reverse coattail effect does
not arise if the incumbent congress member cares only about his own reelection prospects.
How do the equilibrium efforts a} in (3.3) depend on the values of the parameters? First, a
larger variance o2 of the noise decreases the politicians’ efforts. Intuitively, more randomness
in the observed performances pg and po makes the reelection probabilities less sensitive to
effort, reducing the politicians’ incentives. Second, if politician i’s partisan alignment \; is
strengthened, the equilibrium effort of politician 7, a, increases while that of politician j, a;-‘,
decreases. Intuitively, the more politician ¢ cares about her ally’s appointment to office 7,
the more incentive she has to perform better. However, this weakens politician j’s incentive
to exert effort, because his reelection becomes less sensitive to his own effort. Note that
partisan executive and congress member exert the same equilibrium effort as politicians from

different parties. The reason is that the politicians’ preferences are symmetric between the
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states. The voter therefore adopts symmetric strategies, and the politicians exert the same

equilibrium effort regardless of the state.

3.3. Equilibrium Election Probabilities

In this subsection I calculate the equilibrium probabilities of election of partisanly aligned
candidates and of election of candidates affiliated with different parties. The probability
that candidates from the same party are elected in the state ¢ is denoted by Pyg, and the
probability that candidates from different parties are elected in the state ¢ by Psp. I establish

the following result.

Proposition 3. The equilibrium probability of election of partisanly aligned candidates is
given by
1 1
Pys = 5t - (arctan \g + arctan A\¢r), ¢ € {S, D},
7r

where arctan (-) is the arctangent function. The equilibrium probability of election of candi-
dates affiliated with different parties is given by

1 1
Pyp = 5 - (arctan Ap + arctan \¢), ¢ € {S,D}.
T

Note that, independently of the incumbents’ party labels, the election of partisanly aligned
candidates is more likely than that of candidates affiliated with different political parties.
Indeed, the probability of election of candidates from different parties is never greater than
%: Pyp € [0, %] Intuitively, if the politicians belong to the same party (¢ = S), the
voter adopts a coattail voting rule under which the incumbents’ reelection outcomes are
positively correlated: good performance by one incumbent tends to prop up, while poor
performance drags down, her incumbent partisan ally in the other election. As a result,
the incumbents are more likely to be reelected together or dismissed together than they
are to receive opposite rewards. Thus, partisanly aligned candidates are more likely to be
elected in both branches of government. If the incumbents are members of different parties
(¢ = D), then the voter uses a coattail voting rule under which their reelection outcomes are
negatively correlated: good performance by one incumbent increases, while poor performance
decreases, the opponent’s chances of winning in the other election. Thus, it is more likely
that one incumbent will be dismissed while the other is reelected, and, again, partisanly
aligned candidates are more likely to be elected in both branches of government. To confirm
this intuition, the politicians’ reelection outcomes under equilibrium rules B% and B(g in the
two-dimensional space of performances pgp and pc are depicted in Figure 3. The density

function of the joint distribution of pg and pc is symmetric around (aj;, af).
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The probability of election of politicians from the same party, Pyg, increases with Ag and
A¢. This probability takes its maximum value of 1 when A\g = A¢ = 1, and its minimum
value of % when A\g = A¢c = 0. Intuitively, the more aligned politicians are with their parties,
the more correlated (positively if ¢ = S or negatively if ¢ = D) the optimal performance
evaluation rules are. The election of partisanly aligned candidates is more probable in both
states, as explained above, so stronger party alignment just increases the probability of this
outcome. Note, furthermore, that this probability does not vary between states, owing to the
symmetry of the politicians’ preferences (which in turn implies symmetry of the performance

evaluation rules that the voter adopts in equilibrium).

3.4. Discussion

The results above show that coattail voting is in fact a tool that the voter uses to discipline
partisan politicians. The model generates both presidential and reverse coattail effects. Since
an executive wants her party to be represented in the legislature, in order to give her an extra
incentive the voter adopts a coattail voting rule such that the executive’s good performance
promotes the election of her partisan ally in the congressional election. As a result, a pres-
idential coattail effect arises. In turn, the congress member’s partisan preferences lead to a
reverse coattail effect. The voter rewards or punishes the executive for the congress member’s
performance in order to incentivize the latter, who wants to increase his party’s chances of
winning presidential office.

I must stress that, in the model, coattail effects arise only if politicians are aligned with
their political parties (in the sense that they want their party to win in both branches of
government). So it is important to examine the assumption of partisan preferences of politi-
cians at different levels of government. The literature on the allocation of intergovernmental
transfers provides support for this assumption. According to Cox and McCubbins (1986),
incumbents may use intergovernmental transfers to increase their reelection probability by
allocating funds to districts with their supporters. An alignment between the two levels of
government thus increases the amount of transfers because the central government favors its
partisan allies and penalizes its partisan rivals. The recent empirical literature provides evi-
dence in favor of this hypothesis (Arulampalam et al. 2009 (India), Brollo and Nannicini 2010
(Brazil), Larcinese et al. 2006 (United States), Rozevitch and Weiss 1993 (Israel), Solé-Ollé
and Sorribas-Navarro 2008 (Spain), and Veiga and Pinho 2007 (Portugal)). Therefore the
assumption of partisan preferences of politicians is more than reasonable. On the one hand,

lower-tier politicians prefer their partisan ally to take executive office in the hope of receiving

16



more generous transfers. On the other hand, an executive allocates more funds to districts
governed by her partisan allies exactly because she wants lower-tier politicians to be aligned
with the central government. And the executive wants this "either because local politicians
are important opinion leaders and they may turn to be useful allies in the next presidential

campaign, or because they may engage in rent-seeking activities for the President."?"

4. Conclusion

This paper has studied coattail effects in simultaneous presidential and congressional elec-
tions. In a political agency model with moral hazard, coattail voting is an additional tool
that voters use to motivate politicians’ efforts.

The politicians’ incentives are assumed to be correlated, as an executive/congress mem-
ber prefers her counterpart (the congress member/executive) to be affiliated with the same
political party. A representative voter is therefore better off adopting a joint performance
evaluation rule rather than an individual performance evaluation rule when deciding whether
to reward the incumbents. Under a joint rule, I have shown that the reelection outcomes
for politicians from the same party will be positively correlated and the reelection outcomes
for politicians from different parties will be negatively correlated. Two-sided coattail effects
therefore result. On the one hand, a presidential coattail effect arises, as the executive’s
success/failure props up/drags down a candidate from the same party in the congressional
election. On the other hand, the executive’s reelection itself depends on the congress mem-
ber’s performance, which implies a reverse coattail effect.

I have focused on single-task policies. However, in reality, public policies pursue many
goals. So it would be of interest to study coattail voting under the more realistic assumption
of a multiple-task policy, where the problem of effort allocation among tasks can create policy
trade-offs. Omne can also add an adverse selection problem by assuming that a politician’s
performance is determined both by effort and by her privately known ability. These tasks

are left for future research.

20Brollo and Nannicini (2010), p. 6.
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Appendix

A. Proof of Proposition 1

Under linear performance evaluation rules (3;,b;), the probability of ¢ being reelected to office
is

Pri(ai,a;) = P ({ei + Bigj = bi — ai — Ba;}) = 1 = Feiyp.c; (bi — ai — Bya5)
where the noises ¢; and €; (i,j € {E,C}, i # j) are independent normally distributed random

variables, and so, by the convolution formula, &; + 3,65 ~ N (O, (1 + 512) 02). Politician i’s

utility is
2
I; (ai, a4, 9) — - =
(ai, aj, ¢) B
a? .
L= P, (b= ai = Bi05) + A (1= Fopyp e, (b — 05— Bjai) ) = % if 9=,
2

1= Feitpee; (bi — ﬁzaj)_‘_)‘FEﬂ-/J’ i€i ( i~ ﬁ]a‘l) _71 if ¢=D.

The first-order conditions with respect to the actual effort a;, taking (5,,b;) and (ﬁ i bj) as

given, are
fEi—‘—BiE]‘ (b; —a; — ﬁaj)+>\lﬂ fsj—i-,@ i€ ( j 6 az) a;=0 if ¢=25,
f€i+ﬁi6j (b; —a; — ﬁiaj) zﬁjfej—l—ﬁ &5 ( j B az) a;=0 if ¢=0D.

The second-order conditions are
— 5/i+6i5j (bz —a; — ,Biaj) — )\iﬂ?féj+ﬁj5i (bj —a; — /Bjai) —1<0 if ¢ = S,

—fiipie, (bi — ai = Biaj) + XiB3 48,0 (bj —aj — Bja;) =1 <0 if ¢=D.

(A1)

I define the best response functions by R; : [0,a] — [0,a] such that

2
R?(a]) fargaflel%ﬁ]ﬂ (a;,aj,¢) — 5’

The best response functions are then determined implicitly by the first-order conditions
f€i+/61'5j (bl - R¢( ) ﬂ a]) + )‘Zﬁ fEJJrﬁ €5 ( j 5 R ( )) R? (aj) =0 if ¢ = S,
f5i+ﬁi5j (bi - R? (aj) - Bz’aj) i ﬁjfaj—i—ﬁ £ ( i — B] ( )) — RZ) ((Lj) =0 if ¢=0D.

Since II; (a;, aj, ¢) — 9 i continuous, R (a;) is continuous. Therefore, a composite function
R¢ o R¢ [0,a] — [0, a] (defined as (R? o Rf) (ai) = Rf (Rj) (al)>) is a continuous function
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from [0,@] into itself, where [0, @] is a nonempty, compact, convex set. Then, by Brouwer’s
Fixed Point Theorem, R? o Rj’ has a fixed point; that is, there exists af € [0,a] such that
a? = (Rf oRj’) (af). So there exists a profile (a%,a%) such that a% = R% (a%) and

(3

a% = Rz <a%>. This implies that (a%, a%) is such that

@2
7

1I; <af-¢) a? ¢) U pax I (a- a? qb) —ﬁ
i 70 %o 9 as€[0.] 7 AR ) )

where i,j € {F,C}, i # j. Thus, (a%, a%) is an equilibrium in effort strategies if it satisfies
the second-order conditions (A.1), which completes the proof.
B. Proof of Proposition 2

The voter chooses (g, bg) and (5, bc) to maximize
a% + a% =
(1+XBE) feptspec (b — 0 — Bral) + (14 ApBe) fespoes (bo — af— Boay) i 6=5,
(1 - AC'ﬂE) fEE+5EEC (bE - a% - 5Eag> + (1 - )‘EﬂC) fECJrﬁCEE <bC - CLQCS‘ - BCQ%> if ¢=D.
One can show that the values
bE = CL% + ﬁEag,
bC = a% + ﬁca%

maximize a% + ag in the state ¢ = S if 1 + A;3; > 0 and maximize a% + a% in the state
¢p=Dif 1 —-X;5,>0,1,5€{E,C},i+# j. This yields

1 (1+>\05E+1+>\Eﬂc> if ¢=29

2m0 \ /1482 V1+5%
a? + al =
E C
1 1-A¢Bg | 1-2eBc : _
2no (w/l—i-ﬂ%; * \/l—i—ﬁ%) if ¢=D.

Maximizing a% + ag with respect to S and [ yields the slopes of the equilibrium perfor-

mance evaluation rules

Ajo it =8,

By =
-\ if ¢=D,

where i,j € {E,C}, i # j. Note that in the state ¢ = S, the condition 1 + )\j,é’gg > 0is

satisfied, and in the state ¢ = D, the condition 1 — )\jBZD > 0 is satisfied. Therefore the
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intercepts of the equilibrium performance evaluation rules are given by

ar + Na: if ¢ =8,

J
a; —Aja; it ¢ =D,

where a} = af (5%, b%, Bdé, bg) is the politicians’ equilibrium efforts, which do not depend

on the current state ¢. The rest of the proof is straightforward.

C. Proof of Proposition 3

The reelection of an incumbent 7 is determined by a random variable e;+8,6; ~ N (O, (1 + BZQ ) 02),

i,7 € {E,C}, i # j. The density function of a bivariate normal distribution of random vari-

ables eg + Bpec and e¢ + Beeg, denoted by fop i 5,.c0c0t80er (T,Y), 18

! o {_ (= yBp)* + (v — wBc)’ } |
ono2\/ (BpBo —1)° 202 (BpBc — 1)

faE-‘rﬁEac,ec-‘rBC&E (ZL’, y) =

In the state ¢ = S, partisanly aligned candidates are elected either when both incumbents
are reappointed or when neither of them is reappointed (so, opponents from the rival party
are elected). Denote by p; = a’ + ¢; the performance of politician 4 in equilibrium. The

equilibrium election probabilities in the state ¢ = S are given by

Pss = P{pp+Acpi = ap + Acap} NA{pe + Aepy 2 ap + Apajp}) +
P ({p5; + Aepé < aly + Aeas NA{pE + Apply < af + Apal}) =
P({eg+ Acec >0} N{ec + Ageg > 0}) +
P
+

{eg + Acec <0} N{ec + Agegp < 0}) =
0

400 0
/ / fEE+)\cEc,8c+)\E8E (.’L‘, y) d.’L‘dy + / / fEE+)\cEc7Ec+)\E8E (.%', y) dwdy =
0

—00—00

+ 1 (arctan A + arctan A¢),

Psp = 1— Pgg = % — % (arctan A + arctan \¢) .

In the state ¢ = D, candidates from different parties are elected when both incumbents are

reappointed or when neither of them is reappointed. The equilibrium election probabilities
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in the state ¢ = D are given by

Ppp = P({pp—Acpt > aj — Acasy NA{pe — Aepy > af — Apaj}) +
P ({pp — Aot < af — Acag} N {pg — Appp < ag — Apag}) =
P({eg — Acec >0} N{ec — A\peg > 0}) +
P ({eg — Acec < 0}N{ec — Ager < O})
+oo+00 0
[ [ Feomrccccosuen (@) dudy + / [ Ferccccoapes (o.9) dody =
0 0 ~o0—00
2 — L (arctan \g + arctan \¢)
Pps = 1—Ppp= % + % (arctan A + arctan A¢) ,

where arctan (+) is the arctangent function.

References

1]

Alesina, Alberto, and Howard Rosenthal, 1996. "A Theory of Divided Government,"
FEconometrica, 64, 1311-1341.

Ames, Barry, 1994. "The Reverse Coattails Effect: Local Party Organization in the 1989

Brazilian Presidential Election," American Political Science Review, 88, 95-111.

Arulampalam, Wiji, Sugato Dasgupta, Amrita Dhillon, and Dutta Bhaskar, 2009. "Elec-
toral Goals and Center-State Transfers: A Theoretical Model and Empirical Evidence
from India," Journal of Development Economics, 88, 103-119.

Austen-Smith, David, and Jeffrey S. Banks, 1989. "Electoral Accountability and Incum-
bency," in P. C. Ordeshook, ed., Models of Strategic Choice in Politics. Ann Arbor MI:
University of Michigan Press.

Banks, Jeffrey S., and Rangarajan K. Sundaram, 1993. "Adverse Selection and Moral
Hazard in a Repeated Elections Model," in W. Barnett, M. Hinich, and N. Schofield,
eds., Political Economy: Institutions, Information, Competition and Representation.

New York: Cambridge University Press.

Banks, Jeffrey S., and Rangarajan K. Sundaram, 1996. "Electoral Accountability and

Selection Effects," University of Rochester, mimeo.

21



[7]

[10]

[11]

Barro, Robert, 1973. "The Control of Politicians: An Economic Model," Public Choice,
14, 19-42.

Belleflamme, Paul, and Jean Hindriks, 2005. "Yardstick Competition and Political
Agency Problems," Social Choice and Welfare, 24, 155-169.

Besley, Timothy, 2006. Principled Agents? The Political Economy of Good Government.
Oxford University Press.

Besley, Timothy, and Anne Case, 1995a. "Incumbent Behavior: Vote Seeking, Tax Set-

ting and Yardstick Competition," American Economic Review, 85, 25-45.

Besley, Timothy, and Anne Case, 1995b. "Does Political Accountability Affect Economic
Policy Choices? Evidence from Gubernatorial Term Limits," Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomacs, 110, 769-798.

Besley, Timothy, and Anne Case, 2003. "Political Institutions and Policy Choices: Evi-

dence from the United States," Journal of Economic Literature, 41, 7-73.

Besley, Timothy, and Michael Smart, 2007. "Fiscal Restraints and Voter Welfare," Jour-
nal of Public Economics, 91, 755-773.

Bolton, Patrick, and Mathias Dewatripont, 2005. Contract Theory. MIT Press.

Bordignon, Massimo, Floriana Cerniglia, and Federico Revelli, 2004. "Yardstick Com-
petition in Intergovernmental Relationships: Theory and Empirical Predictions," FEco-
nomics Letters, 83, 325-333.

Breton, Albert, 1996. Competitive Governments: an Economic Theory of Politics and

Public Finance. Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press.

Breton, Albert, and Angela Fraschini, 2003. "Vertical Competition in Unitary States:
the Case of Italy," Public Choice, 114, 57-77.

Breton, Albert, and Pierre Salmon, 2001. "External Effects of Domestic Regulations:
Comparing Internal and International Barriers to Trade," International Review of Law
and Economics, 21, 135-155.

Brollo, Fernanda, and Tommaso Nannicini, 2010. "Tying Your Enemy’s Hands in Close
Races: The Politics of Federal Transfers in Brazil," IGIER Working Paper.

22



[20]

[21]

[23]

[24]

[25]

Broockman, David E., 2009. "Do Congressional Candidates Have Reverse Coattails?

Evidence from a Regression Discontinuity Design," Political Analysis, 17, 418-434.

Calvert, Randall L., and John A. Ferejohn, 1983. "Coattail Voting in Recent Presidential

Elections," American Political Science Review, 77, 407-419.

Campbell, James E., 1986. "Predicting Seat Gains from Presidential Coattails," Amer-
ican Journal of Political Science, 30, 165-183.

Campbell, James E., and Joe A. Sumners, 1990. "Presidential Coattails in Senate Elec-

tions," American Political Science Review, 84, 513-524.

Chari, V. V., Larry E. Jones, and Ramon Marimon, 1997. "The Economics of Split-Ticket

Voting in Representative Democracies," American Economic Review, 87, 957-976.

Cohen, Jeffrey E., Jon R. Bond, Richard Fleisher, and John A. Hamman, 2000. "State-
Level Presidential Approval and Senatorial Support," Legislative Studies Quarterly, 25,
577-590.

Cox, Gary W., and Mathew D. McCubbins, 1986. "Electoral Politics as a Redistributive
Game," Journal of Politics, 48, 370-389.

Degan, Arianna, and Antonio Merlo, 2011. "A Structural Model of Turnout and Voting

in Multiple Elections," Journal of the FEuropean Economic Association, forthcoming.

Ferejohn, John, 1986. "Incumbent Performance and Electoral Control," Public Choice,
50, 5-26.

Fiorina, Morris P., 1996. Divided Government. 2d ed. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn &

Bacon.

Flemming, Gregory N., 1995. "Presidential Coattails in Open-Seat Elections," Legislative
Studies Quarterly, 20, 197-211.

Fox, Justin, and Richard Van Weelden, 2010. "Partisanship and the Effectiveness of
Oversight," Journal of Public Economics, 94, 674-687.

Fréchette, Guillaume R., Francois Maniquet, and Massimo Morelli, 2008. "Incumbents’

Interests and Gender Quotas," American Journal of Political Science, 52, 891-909.

23



33]

[34]

[35]

[40]

[41]

Gélineau, Francois, and Karen L. Remmer, 2006. "Political Decentralization and Elec-
toral Accountability: The Argentine Experience, 1983-2001," British Journal of Political
Science, 36, 133-157.

Golder, Matt, 2006. "Presidential Coattails and Legislative Fragmentation," American
Journal of Political Science, 50, 34-48.

Hogan, Robert E., 2005. "Gubernatorial Coattail Effects in State Legislative Elections,"
Political Research Quarterly, 58, 587-597.

Ingberman, Daniel, and John Villani, 1993. "An Institutional Theory of Divided Gov-

ernment and Party Polarization," American Journal of Political Science, 37, 429-471.

Jacobson, Gary C., 1990. The FElectoral Origins of Divided Government: Competition in
U.S. House Elections, 1946—1988. Westview Press, Boulder.

Kaplowitz, Stan, 1971. "Using Aggregate Voting Data to Measure Presidential Coat-Tail
Effects," Public Opinion Quarterly, 35, 415-419.

Kessing, Sebastian G., 2010. "Federalism and Accountability with Distorted Election
Choices," Journal of Urban Economics, 67, 239-247.

Larcinese, Valentino, Leonzio Rizzo, and Cecilia Testa, 2006. "Allocating the U.S. Fed-
eral Budget to the States: The Impact of the President," Journal of Politics, 68, 447-456.

Mattei, Franco, and Joshua Glasgow, 2005. "Presidential Coattails, Incumbency Advan-
tage, and Open Seats: A District-Level Analysis of the 1976-2000 U.S. House Elections,"
Electoral Studies, 24, 619-641.

Miller, Warren E., 1955. "Presidential Coattails: A Study in Political Myth and Method-
ology," Public Opinion Quarterly, 19, 353-368.

Mondak, Jeffery J., and Carl McCurley, 1994. "Cognitive Efficiency and the Congres-
sional Vote: The Psychology of Coattail Voting," Political Research Quarterly, 47, 151-
175.

Morelli, Massimo, 2004. "Party Formation and Policy Outcomes under Different Elec-

toral Systems," Review of Economic Studies, 71, 829-853.

Peltzman, Sam, 1992. "Voters as Fiscal Conservatives," Quarterly Journal of Economics,
107, 327-361.

24



[46]

[47]

[49]

[50]

Persico, Nicola, José Carlos Rodriguez-Pueblita, and Dan Silverman, 2007. "Factions
and Political Competition," NBER, WP 13008.

Persson, Torsten, Gérard Roland, and Guido Tabellini, 1997. "Separation of Powers and

Political Accountability," Quarterly Journal of Economics, 112, 1163-1202.

Press, Charles, 1958. "Voting Statistics and Presidential Coattails," American Political
Science Review, 52, 1041-1050.

Rozevitch, Shimon, and Avi Weiss, 1993. "Beneficiaries from Federal Transfers to Mu-
nicipalities: The Case of Israel," Public Choice, 76, 335-346.

Salmon, Pierre, 1987. "Decentralization as an Incentive Scheme," Ozxford Review of Eco-
nomic Policy, 3, 24-43.

Samuels, David J., 2000a. "The Gubernatorial Coattails Effect: Federalism and Con-
gressional Elections in Brazil," Journal of Politics, 62, 240-253.

Samuels, David J., 2000b. "Concurrent Elections, Discordant Results: Presidentialism,

Federalism, and Governance in Brazil," Comparative Politics, 33, 1-20.

Sand-Zantman, Wilfried, 2004. "Economic Integration and Political Accountability,"
Furopean Economic Review, 48, 1001-1025.

Solé-0llé, Albert, and Pilar Sorribas-Navarro, 2008. "The Effects of Partisan Alignment
on the Allocation of Intergovernmental Transfers. Differences-in-Differences Estimates
for Spain," Journal of Public Economics, 92, 2302—2319.

Tiebout, Charles M., 1956. "A Pure Theory of Local Expenditures," Journal of Political
Economy, 64, 416-424.

Veiga, Linda Gongalves, and Maria Manuel Pinho, 2007. "The Political Economy of
Intergovernmental Grants: Evidence from a Maturing Democracy," Public Choice, 133,
457-477.

Volden, Craig, 2005. "Intergovernmental Political Competition in American Federalism,"
American Journal of Political Science, 49, 327-342.

Volden, Craig, 2007. "Intergovernmental Grants: A Formal Model of Interrelated Na-

tional and Subnational Political Decisions," Publius: The Journal of Federalism, 37,
209-243.

25



Pe

P+ Bp.= b}:

both E and C B
C 15 reelectad are reelecredfff’gc +B.p, :Z}C‘
E 15 not reelected o
fﬂf#ﬁf
.H""'fff
_,-o-"""ff

netther £ nor C
15 reelected

E iz reelected
(' 1z not reelected

Pr

Figure 1: Executive E’s and congressman C's reelection outcomes un-
der linear rules (g, bg) and (8., bc) in the two-dimensional space of

performances pg and pc.
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Figure 2: Best response functions of politicians ¢ and j for independent

reelections (black), positively correlated reelections (red) and negatively
correlated reelections (blue) in states ¢ = S and ¢ = D.
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