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Did Congressman James Traficant’s Own Political Party Still Support Him 

Prior to the Verdict? 
 
Executive Summary: 

James Traficant was born 8 May 1941 in Youngstown, Ohio to James and Agnes 
Traficant. He married Patricia Choppa and has two daughters. He was involved in a 
federal racketeering case in 1983 as Mahoning County sheriff. He was able to 
convince a jury that money he took from the mob was part of a sting operation he was 
running to bust organized crime. That victory helped propel him to the House in 
1984. It was at this time that he was first elected to Congress.  

On 5 February 2002, he went on trial for ten different charges, including four 
counts of bribery, one count of accepting illegal gratuities, one count of obstruction of 
justice, one count of conspiracy to defraud the United States, two counts of filing a 
false tax return and one count of racketeering. The trial took place in Cleveland 
Federal Court. This event ignited intense public interest and discussion about his 
degree of guilt as well as the possible verdict. Due to the extensive media coverage, 
Youngstown citizens were bombarded daily with stories of Traficant’s courtroom 
antics, disputes with Judge Leslie Wells, and some startling witness testimony. The 
high profile hometown nature of the Traficant trial peaked our curiosity about YSU 
students’ view of their congressman. This data was collected one week prior to the 
reading of the actual verdict. On 11 April 2002, a jury of 10 women and two men 
convicted Congressman James Traficant of all ten charges. He is currently awaiting 
sentencing. 

 
Introduction: 

We formulated our survey based upon the following question: Does party 
preference affect people’s judgment about James Traficant’s guilt or innocence?  

 
Hypothesis: 

Considering this question and the fact that the Mahoning Valley is primarily 
Democratic, we hypothesized that Democrats would support their Congressman more 
than members of other parties. 

 
Data Collection Techniques: 

The data was collected by creating a survey of seven questions. We were 
focusing on two of the questions. The first was whether or not the participant felt 
Traficant was guilty of the charges and the second was the party preference of the 
participant. 

The questionnaire was distributed to 101 Youngstown State University students. 
Both traditional and non-traditional students were selected to participate. Three of our 
four group members distributed and collected 25 surveys. One person actually did 26. 
Thus, our sample total equaled 101. As a group we established a deadline of 3 April 
2002. This date was chosen because the data needed to be collected and analyzed 
prior to the announcement of the actual verdict. This was also done so the actual 



verdict did not skew the results. It was not a difficult task to convince people to 
complete our survey. Perhaps this is due to the publicity of the trial.  

The data obtained was then examined and entered into SPSS for analysis and 
preparation for a Power-Point presentation. 

 
Summary of Data:  

With this being a collegiate study, 44.55% (45 people) of those surveyed were 
between the ages of 20 and 23. Twenty-three people, or 22.77%, ages 17 to 19 were 
surveyed. There were 13 people (12.87%) in the 24 to 27 category and 19.80% of 
those surveyed, or 20 people, were above the age of 27. 

When it came to the question of guilt, six people (5.94%) did not give an answer. 
Thirty-seven (36.63%) thought the Congressman was guilty and 58 people (57.43%) 
believed he was not guilty.  

Another question was whether Traficant should keep his position in Congress. It 
was interesting to see these results. While only 36.63% of those surveyed thought him 
to be guilty, 84.16% believed he should lose his position as Congressman. Again, six 
people (5.94%) did not give an answer. Only ten people (9.90%) believed he should 
keep his position.  

Youngstown is a predominantly Democratic area. The results of the party 
question showed this with 47.52% (48 people) of those surveyed claiming to be 
Democrats. Only 26.73% (26 people) claimed to be Republicans and 14.85% (27 
people) circled Independent. 8.91% selected the Other category and one person did 
not give a party preference.  

Focusing on the Democrats, which is the party that Traficant was part of, 79.17% 
of those surveyed believed he was guilty. Only 16.67% of the Democrats surveyed 
did not believe he was guilty.  

 
 



Analysis: 
In order to complete the analysis, descriptive statistics were generated. Figure 1 

shows the breakdown of the peoples belief as to whether or not Traficant was guilty 
of the alleged charges. As the bar graph indicates, a larger percent of the people 
sampled believed he was guilty. 80% of people surveyed indicated that they believe 
he was guilty. Only 14% of those surveyed did not believe he was guilty. 6% of the 
people surveyed did not answer this question. Overall, the majority of the people 
surveyed believed in Traficant’s guilt. 
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Figure 1- Percent of people who view Traficant as guilty or not guilty. 
 



 
Now let’s take a look at party preference, as seen in Figure 2. As you can see, 

48% of the people surveyed identified themselves as Democrats, 27% as Republicans, 
15% as Independents, 9% chose Other, and 1% of the people surveyed did not 
identify the party. Overall, the majority of the people surveyed were members of 
Traficant’s own party. This is no surprise, as the Mahoning Valley is known for being 
a strongly Democratic area. 

 

Survey Question 7
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Figure 2- Percent of people who identify their party preference as Democrat, 

Republican, Independent, or Other. 
 



Now that we have examined both party preference and belief of guilt separately 
in Figures 1 and 2, let’s compare these two factors using a clustered bar graph (See 
Figure 3 below). The percentages below do not represent the total number pf people 
who participated in the survey; rather they represent the percentage of each party 
broken down by guilty/not guilty votes. For example, 79% of Democrats voted guilty 
and 19% voted not guilty. Only 1% of the Democrats did not give a guilt preference, 
as seen under the “Missing” column.  

Although a majority of the Democrats felt that Traficant was guilty, they 
represent the lowest percentage of guilty votes when compared to those of the other 
parties. Democrats also had the highest percentage of not guilty votes (19%) 
compared to the other parties. 
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Figure 3- Percent of guilty and not guilty votes for each party. 
 



Conclusion: 
Returning to our initial hypothesis (Democrats would support their Congressman 

more than the other parties), does our analysis support this? Just by looking at Figure 
3, the data contained within seems to support our hypothesis. To further confirm this,  
we ran a test of normality on this data.  Figure 4 indicates that the level of 
significance for this data is .01.  Based upon this information, our data is normally 
distributed.   

 
Tests of Normality

.493 47 .000 .475 47 .010**

.533 24 .000 .314 24 .010**

.514 15 .000 .410 15 .010**

.519 9 .000 .386 9 .010**

Q77
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2.00
3.00
4.00

Q44
Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig.

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk

This is an upper bound of the true significance.**. 

Lilliefors Significance Correctiona. 
 

Figure 4—Test of Normality for party preference and guilt data 
 
 
 
There are several ways this survey could be made better. If it had been given to 

more people, the results may be more accurate. We also believe that if the people had 
received the survey earlier the responses may have been different. There may also 
have been a response bias in the survey due to the political nature of the survey.   

The survey itself could have been improved by putting a short explanation at the 
top of the survey sheet. This would include information explaining what it is for and 
what we were going to be doing with it. This could have also reduced the response 
bias because those taking the survey would know exactly how the information would 
be used. This may have made the survey appear less threatening which could have 
allowed those surveyed to express themselves with greater honesty. Also, if the 
survey had been done early on in the trial and repeated a few weeks later, the 
differences could have been compared. 

 


