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External Pressures on State Legislatures

• Coattail Effect: Tendency for a popular public official from a

given party to attract votes for other candidates of the same
party
• Both gubernatorial and presidential coattails – so when a

president/governor is popular candidates try to bring that
president into their districts to gin up support and fundraising.
The opposite when gov/pres is unpopular – they run, run far
away!
• As legislature professionalism increases, coattail effect

decreases. Institutional boundaries insulate members from
external forces in more professionalized legislatures.

