@IQSS The Institute for Quantitative Social Science 23 HARVARD UNIVERSITY

How American Politics Ensures Electoral

Accountability in Congress'

Gary King?

Institute for Quantitative Social Science
Harvard University

UCLA, 3/12/2024

Joint with Danny Ebanks & Jonathan N. Katz
GaryKing.org

1/20.



The Plan

The Plan

Model Validation: Out-of-sample tests
Prob(Incumbent Defeat): High Mean, No Trend
Intermediate Variables: Massive Change

How No Change Leads to Massive Change
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® But Wait! Why then do the indicators change so much?
® E.g., Incumbency Advantage € [2,10] percentage points?
® Prior research: central tendency; Ours: full distribution
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® Description: Anything-goes? Must be generatively accurate
® Explanation: Why did it happen? Who did it?
® “Causes of Effects” rather than “Effects of Causes”
® Qur purpose: The big picture for Prob(defeat) & lots more
® Estimating the DGP
® Build: a generative model
® Validate: with extensive out-of-sample forecasts
® Compute: descriptive summaries of all quantities
® Interpret: to understand the big picture
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