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variables. Although most possible interactions with electoral votes are 
statistically insignificant18 and thus not included in the interactive model 
presented in Table 1, the number of competitive House seats, when inter­
acted with a state's electoral votes, is statistically significant and negative. 
This interaction suggests that as a state becomes more important to a presi­
dent's electoral goals, the importance of helping House candidates' election 
chances decreases. Consistent with the presidential travel literature, this 
finding affmns the importance of electoral votes to the president's decision 
calculus during midterm campaigning, even as the midterm elections litera­
ture holds that presidents campaign at midterm primarily for the benefit of 
congressional candidates and their policy goals in the next Congress. 

Discussion 

We now place these findings in the context of the 2002 midterm elec­
tion and the view that presidents campaign in those states where they are 
popular and, thus, can be most helpful to candidates. In 2002, Bush chose 
not to campaign in several states, including Kansas, which had vulnerable 
seats and where he enjoyed a high approval rating. Presumably a campaign 
appearance would have benefited the vulnerable candidate. Our fmdings 
suggest that he chose not to campaign in those locations, however, because 
Kansas has only 6 electoral votes and was not, therefore, crucial to his 
personal reelection goals. Alternatively, despite few competitive or vulner­
able races, the president chose to speak in Pennsylvania twice, which con­
trolled over 20 electoral votes in the 2004 presidential race and was a clear 
battleground state. 19 

An alternative explanation to ours, nevertheless, is that presidents 
campaign in large states because this is where big-money donors are, not for 
the reelection goals that we identify. Although plausible, this alternative 
hypothesis is difficult to test directly, lacking a clear calculus for what might 
predict the propensity of candidates to raise more money in one state versus 
another.20 As such, we cannot defmitively reject this alternative rival 
hypothesis, but provide some evidence that it is incomplete and possibly 
inaccurate. Arguably, presidents have the most to gain from raising money 
for legislators-and themselves-during a first term midterm election con­
test for two reasons. First, if fundraising sways congressional races or gives 
presidents more leverage over individual legislators (Jacobson et al. 2004) 
presidents would benefit more from fundraisers in their first-term midterm 
campaign, when they are more likely to have more legislative influence than 
in their lame-duck, second term. Second, reelection, another first term goal, 
requires substantial amounts of money. Although presidents have the in­
tangible and perhaps strategic goal of campaigning to improve a historical 
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legacy in the second term, this requires less money than running for re­
election. Thus, we would expect to find that presidents campaign more in 
large states during their first than second terms, if the fundraising hypothesis 
is to be supported. 

Additional analyses do not, however, demonstrate support for the fund­
raising hypothesis. A multiplicative interaction of the number of electoral 
votes and an indicator of second term was statistically insignificant, indicat­
ing that presidents are not less likely to campaign in large states during the 
second midterm election of their administration. We also do not fmd support 
after an examination of the location of designated fundraising events for 
state-wide candidates found in the Public Papers of the Presidents. A com­
parison of 1994 and 1998 reveals that President Clinton attended more fund­
raising events for large state-wide races in 1998 than in 1994, by a margin of 
11 to 8. President Bush attended exactly the same number of fundraisers in 
large states, 3, in 2002 and 2006. We believe this provides evidence against 
the alternative fundraising hypothesis and challenge future research to 
demonstrate otherwise.21 

Conclusion 

We have argued that presidents have multiple goals when they cam­
paign in midterm elections, seeking not only to influence individual races 
and affect the composition of the Congress, but also to increase their own 
chances for reelection. These expectations are drawn from two complimen­
tary, but largely disconnected literatures on presidential decision-making­
one emphasizing the president's desire to help individual candidates and 
influence the make up of Congress and one focusing on the president's 
strategic use of travel to further his own reelection goals. 

Combining the insights from these theoretical stories in a single empir­
ical model produces some support for and some challenges to both. Candi­
date marginality in a midterm election is important, as the presence of vul­
nerable state-wide races in a campaign season significantly increases the 
likelihood that presidents will campaign in a state at midterm. This has long 
been an accepted predictor of presidential stops in the literature on midterm 
campaigns, but has not been investigated in previous studies of presidential 
travel more generally. 

Conversely, the fmdings suggest that approval ratings within a state do 
not influence the likelihood of a presidential campaign stop at midterm. This 
calls into question the long accepted wisdom, among both pundits and schol­
ars, that presidents' midterm campaign decisions are based on their popular 
standing in a state. We show, instead, that the likelihood of visiting a state is 
a function of other factors. Future research should explore the impact, never­
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theless, of individual legislators' requests for campaign appearances by 
presidents, which is obviously related in important ways to approval and is 
something that neither we nor other scholars have yet examined. 

The expectations from work on the "permanent campaign" also re­
ceived mixed support. Electoral votes are a strong and significant predictor 
of the decision to campaign in a state, which indicates that presidents do 
attempt to strategically maximize electoral resources through campaign 
stops. As noted above, this has been a consistent finding in the literature on 
presidential travel but has been absent from research focused more specif­
ically on campaign stops during midterm elections. The persistence of this 
finding in the presence of the control for term in office also suggests that 
presidents see an advantage to their political party's chances to maintain the 
White House, and perhaps their historical legacy, by touting their record in 
large, electorally-important states during the second term. Interestingly, the 
measure of electoral competitiveness in the previous presidential election, 
which typically emerges as a strong predictor of presidential travel in the 
literature on the permanent campaign, fails to reach statistical significance in 
our models. Yet, when candidate marginality is dropped from the model, a 
state's competitiveness becomes statistically significant. This indicates to us 
that although campaigning in midterm elections is a form of presidential 
travel and part of the permanent campaign, presidents have more flexibility 
to target battleground states outside of the congressional campaign season 
when they are not expected to assist congressional candidates at midterm. 

The mixed fmdings regarding consistent predictors from both theo­
retical approaches confirm the importance of combining them in a single 
analysis. Doing so offers evidence that presidents pursue multiple goals 
during the midterm campaign-improving the electoral fortunes of individ­
ual candidates, strengthening their political party within certain states, and 
furthering their own chances for reelection or a positive historical legacy. It 
also suggests, however, that previous conclusions about the importance of 
presidential approval within a state and the impact of a state's electoral 
competitiveness may have been a product of underspecified models of 
presidential travel. Obviously, this analysis is far too preliminary to justify 
any certainty about that assertion, but it does suggest the need for further 
research that incorporates the insights from multiple theoretical approaches. 

Presidential Campaigning during Midterm Elections I 47 

APPENDIX
 
Campaign Stop Count Data
 

Election Number Number Stops in Number of States With 
Year of Stops States OctINov Multiple Stops Competitive Races 

1994 24 14 17 7 18 
1998 39 11 9 7 23 
2002 31 20 30 9 25 
2006 26 19 12 6 28 
Average 30 16 17 7.25 23.5 

NOTES 

IWe do not model Cohen et al.'s (1991) measure of legislative failure for several 
reasons. First, it is an aggregate measure of presidential defeats in a model of presidential 
campaigning for individual senators. So conceptually we are concerned with this 
institutional measure used to assess decisions to campaign on behalf of individual 
legislators. Second, the measure is methodologically problematical. A blunt measure that 
is the same across fifty observations could cause estimation problems. 

2We also ran a count model assessing the impact of popularity, candidate vulner­
ability, electoral votes, and state partisanship on the number of campaign stops within a 
state. The results from this model match closely with our findings in Table I. Because the 
findings from the count model were confirmatory and did not produce any different con­
clusions, we have chosen not to include it in this research note. 

~onetheless, we control for the number of competitive House seats in case House 
races motivate the president's decision to campaign in a state. Hoddie and Routh (2004) 
model competitive House races, as well, despite also having only statewide data. 

4Some have suggested that the number of electoral votes is not a "clean" measure 
of a state's importance to the president because state size closely correlates with competi­
tiveness. To control for potential spuriousness, we created an index of party competition 
in the state legislatures and included that measure in initial estimations. The index is 
calculated as proportion of the largest party minus one minus the proportion of the largest 
party (p-(1-p» and takes on values of 0 (perfect competitiveness) to I perfect single party 
control. The measure was not significantly associated with the likelihood of a campaign 
stop, and the variance inflation factor with electoral votes and other measures were well 
within acceptable bounds. Because the inclusion of the measure did not change the find­
ings in any meaningful way, we exclude it from the final model. 

5We use a close race measure that is based on the absolute value of margin of 
victory in the previous presidential election. We use this dummy variable instead of a 
margin of victory measure in part because previous research use a margin of victory 
variable to approximate presidential popularity in a state (Cohen et al. 1991; Hoddie and 
Routh 2004). Conceptually electoral margin can be multifaceted (popularity, a state's 
likely electoral competitiveness), limiting its construct validity. 

6Coding a state as competitive with a margin of ±IO percent (as Doherty [2007b] 
does) makes no substantive difference in the findings. 

7Information on pollster, sample size, and methodology are available at 
www.unc.edul-beyle/jars.html. 
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8In their original article, Beyle et al. (2002) demonstrate empirically that the state­
level approval ratings aggregated from their data set correlate closely with the 
presidential vote within a state, and thus have high construct validity. Similarly, they 
demonstrate that ratings are consistent within states over time. Furthermore, the validity, 
reliability, and predictive accuracy of the approval ratings in the u.s. Officials Job 
Approval Rating Collection (JAR) have been externally validated in a number of studies 
(Alt et al. 2002; Dometrius 2002; Bath and Ferguson 2002; Anderson and Newmark 
2002). 

9The findings presented below hold when we include the 1990 election in the 
analysis. We have chosen not to include that election in the fmal models, however, 
because of the large number of states for which approval data is unavailable. Across all 
election years, included and excluded states do differ significantly from one another if we 
include 1990. Within that particular year, however, there are meaningful differences 
between in-sample and out-of-sample states. Thus, we chose to drop that year from the 
analysis. 

lOr-ouisiana, Mississippi, and North Dakota are missing from the data in 1994, 
while there is insufficient information to include Alabama, Delaware, Hawaii, Idaho, 
Nevada, and North Dakota in 2002. 1998 is limited to all states except Alaska, Hawaii, 
Idaho, Illinois, Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, North and South Dakota, 
Oregon, and Tennessee. 

llWe initially ran the models presented herein using a measure of the president's 
margin of victory (or defeat) in his initial run for the White House instead of the state 
approval measure. Interestingly, it failed to predict midterm campaigning. This further 
emphasizes the need for a measure of approval with greater construct validity. 

12In other words, the president's activities (i.e., campaigning) may have affected the 
vote percentages secured by each candidate. 

13Data for 1994: Congressional Quarterly Weekly, issues dated October 8, 1994 
and October 21, 1994 (these provided supplemental and not conflicting data). Data for 
1998: The National Journal, issue dated August 8, 1998 (for Senators and Representa­
tives) and September 26, 1998 (for governors' races). Data for 2002: The National 
Journal, issue dated July 27, 2002. Data for 2006: The National Journal: "The Cook 
Election Preview" (July 29, 2006). 

14The Wright et al. (1993) measure of state partisanship would also be an accept­
able substitute. Unfortunately, it has only been updated through 1999 and is, therefore not 
the best measure to be included in a model of the 2002 election. Berry et al. report a 
correlation between the two measures of .8 (.9 in larger states where both measures are 
more reliable) and thus the substitution of the Wright et al. measure should not alter our 
current results. Another possible measure of state party is state-level CBSlNew York 
Times party identification measures. These, of course, are correlated with our measure of 
presidential party incumbents in the House: a higher percentage of Democratic Party 
identifiers in a state will approximate a higher percentage of Democratic representatives 
in that state. Some have suggested using voter registration to assess party membership by 
state. But some states do not require its citizens to register to vote (e.g., North Dakota), 
while other states do not require voters to register with one or another political party. 
Voter registration also introduces problems associated with Independent voters and 
Independent "leaners" (see, among others, Wattenberg 1996). 

l5We also estimated a pooled 10git, random effects model, using the xtlogit com­
mand in Stata. Stata automatically produces a i statistic with 1 degree of freedom 
estimating the probability that an autocorrelation parameter rho is distinguishable from 
zero. For our model the probability that rho was statistically different from zero was .499, 
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which confirms the absence of autocorrelation. What is more, and unsurprisingly, the 
coefficients and standard errors were virtually identical across the logit and pooled logit 
models. Reporting the logit model allows for us to also report probabilities. 

l6During each election year there was a set of states that did not hold a state-wide 
election (l994/2006-KY, LA, NC; 1998-DE, MS, MT, NJ, WV, VA; 2002-IN, ND, UT, 
WA). All models discussed below originally included a dummy variable for these states 
in order to control for the fact that a president was less likely to campaign in a state that 
had no state-wide election. In all models, however, the measure was insignificant, did not 
change the findings in any way, and has been dropped from the final model. 

17The second term variable varies in significance depending on the model's specifi­
cation, even though it is always in the negative direction. 

18These conditional effects, such that presidents are even more likely to campaign 
in large states that were close in the previous election, proves statistically insignificant. 
Another possibility is that presidents are likely to campaign in large state in which they 
are also popular. This interaction is also statistically insignificant. 

190f course, Kansas was not clos,e in 2000, but Pennsylvania was. Taken together, 
this may suggest a conditional impact of close races and electoral votes, but they do not 
work in this fashion. Again, an interaction between close states and electoral votes is 
statistically insignificant. 

20Severai measures that might assess fundraising power include income and income 
per capita. Neither of these variables significantly predicts the president's propensity to 
campaign in a state at midterm. 

2lAside from these counts, there appear to be no other tally of fundraisers in con­
gressional election years. Doherty (2007a, 27) provides a compilation of fundraisers by a 
state's electoral votes, but only for presidential election years. Not surprisingly, he finds 
that presidents attend more fundraisers in large than small states in presidential election 
years, presumably for the obvious electoral benefit of campaigning in large, instead of 
small states. 
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Expanding the Measure ofCongruency:
 
Presidential Anticipation ofPublic Preferences, 1953-2001
 

Brandon Rottinghaus 

Several imponant studies have examined congruency between presidential policy position 
taking and public opinion. Much of this policy-public opinion scholarship, however, explores reflex­
ive responsive pathways between representative and represented, where presidents read public opin­
ion and respond to the opinions of the known public. A less explored aspect of presidential respon­
siveness to public opinion is the idea of presidential anticipation of future public opinion similar to 
Key's (1964) concept of "latent opinion." In this article, we offer a simple measure of anticipatory 
public opinion. Confirming what Key speculated about latent opinion, we find that presidents are 
more likely to successfully anticipate public preferences when the issue is salient and when elections 
are approaching, whereas popularity matters very little. Based upon these findings, presidents tend to 
look outward at the future political environment they face rather than inward (at current popularity) 
in anticipating reactions to new policy agendas. 

Decades of rese.arch have demonstrated that public opinion has a con­
sistent effect on the design of public policy.l Specifically, these scholars find 
connections between public opinion and public policy outputs between half 
to three-quarters of the time (Page and Shapiro 1983; Stimson et al. 1995; 
Monroe 1998; Burstein 1998; Erikson et al. 2002). At the federal level, pub­
lic opinion has been demonstrated to have a positive effect on spending, for 
instance, across a range of issues (Wlezien 1995), health care policy (Jacobs 
1993), defense policy (Hartley and Russett 1992; Wlezien 1996) and welfare 
(Fording 1997). Much of this policy-public opinion scholarship, however, 
explores reflexive responsive pathways between representative and repre­
sented, where presidents read public opinion (through polls and otherwise) 
and respond to the opinions of the public. 

A less explored aspect of presidential responsiveness to public opinion 
is the idea of presidential anticipation of public opinion.2 Anticipation of 
public opinion occurs when politicians anticipate public opinion in the future 
and adopt policy positions (often new policies) without perfect information 
on whether or not the public will approve, or "where politicians try to please 
future voters" (Mansbridge 2003, 517). Anticipation of public opinion arises 
from politicians' desire to get reelected and implies politicians are contin­
ually reflective ofpublic preferences (Arnold 1993). The presumption is that 
voters punish (or may punish) politicians for policy positions taken outside 
the boundary of public opinion and these voters use retrospective frames to 
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