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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Strategic Presidents and Fund-Raising in Congressional Elections

by

Aakash Murlidhar Dharmadhikari
Doctor of Philosophy in Political Science
University of California, San Diego, 2010

Professor Gary C. Jacobson, Chair

This dissertation analyzes the role of the president as an agent of the party.
It examines both the strategy of presidents as they raise funds for HduUSerate
candidates as well as the consequences of this strategy on a candtitkiads
raised and share of the vote. Central to this analysis is assessing under what
conditions the president helps the party maximize seats in Congress and when
president allocates fund-raising events to pursue other objectives. Thatmser
focuses on the president’s activities in the 2000 congressional election as well a
the 2002 and 2006 midterm elections. Doing so allows variation in national
partisan tides, the time the president has left in office and other factoatt¢nahe
president’s incentives. Data for this dissertation comes from observations from

journalists as well as data files from the Federal Election Commission.
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The following analysis uses maximum likelihood models, extends
traditional models of vote share to include the president’s activities and atempt
treatment-effects models. These findings suggest that presidentslycoginave
as faithful agents of the party, but changes in national partisan tidespzarder
limit their strategy. Moreover, fund-raising events can have a subsiargett on
the total funds congressional candidates can raise, while the effect oévieese at

the polls confirms traditional findings of how money affects the vote.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Political scientists have long been interested in how presidents influence
congressional elections. In the past, scholars have focused on the passive roles
presidents play, such as by the length of their coattails (Ferejohn andtCaB4y
or as a focal point in midterm elections for voters dissatisfied with the
administration (Kernell 1977) or to counterbalance the ideology of the president by
strengthening the congressional opposition (Alesina and Rosenthal 1989).
However, modern presidents have much at stake in congressional elections and
have become active participants in campaigning and raising money foettoeir f
co-partisans. More recently, studies have focused on the strategy behind the
president’s active participation in campaigning and raising money and what
difference these activities make for candidates. The president camdsd agget
from the party’s perspective since the president has an unparalleled abdieto r
resources and focus attention onto candidates. Most importantly, presidgents ca
solve the party’s fundamental coordination problem: distributing money and
resources to the candidates who need them the most. Given the decentralized,
candidate-centered electoral systems, presidents are in position to hiekp par
distribute resources efficiently and maximize the number of seats tiyenpastin

an election.



Studying the president’s fund-raising activities is importantéoesl
reasons. For instance, understanding the president’s fund-raising sheliggyyo
understand the relationship between the president and the party in Congress. As
leader of the party, a principal-agent relationship exists between theeseional
party and the president. Should the president act as a faithful agent of the party, th
president can efficiently provide strategic information that donors and other
political elites may lack. As such, fund-raising activities help to coaeliefforts
among the party and private donors to funnel resources to the candidates that need it
the most. The cash the president generates can be used in a variety of ways.
Money raised for the party’s congressional campaign committees cealloeated
efficiently in the form of cash or campaign services. An event for an individual
candidate can raise money efficiently and can help build a campaignrudtast,
mobilize voters and be used as leverage to solicit further donations. Thus, the
president can be a great asset to a party working to maximize seaig 88 kthe
president acts a faithful agent.

However, institutional differences between the presidency and the party
organization create opportunities for the president to raise money for casdidat
pattern that is sub-optimal for the party. For example, presidents coulduratde f
raising events for key members of Congress to help further his legislatige gma
back members for past support or to raise his visibility prior to a presilenti
election. Understanding the degree to which presidents have incentives to deviate
from the collective benefit of the party helps to understand the limitations of this

relationship and the effectiveness of the president as a fund-raiser.



Previous Research

Thus far, studies of presidential fund-raising events have not gone so far as
to make a generalized statement about the optimal strategy of modedemsesi
Indeed, taken together, the verdict of what the president does and what difference it
makes is mixed. Some studies find evidence that the president uses a mixed
strategy of maximizing seats and focusing on other priorities (Jacobson,|l&aahel
Lazarus 2004; Herrnson and Morris 2004, 2006), although they differ as to which
other priorities the presidents acts upon. Others find that presidents caselinte
about maximizing seats but their effort yields no statistical effect orshate
(Keele, Fogarty and Stimson 2002). Furthermore, studies such as Hoddie and
Routh (2004) focus only on presidential campaign stops while Herrnson and Morris
(2004) conflate campaign stops and fund-raising events. Conflating the two is
problematic because campaigning and fund-raising involve different seéstegi
Campaign stops occur in front of donors and are used expressly for mobilization.
Fund-raising events, on the other hand, occur in front of donors. Unlike campaign
stops, these events can be effective long before the election (and argugbly ea
fund-raising events are more effective than later ones). The money aithese
events can be used for a variety of purposes and can take place at any location,
which can lessen the drag of an unpopular president on a candidate. Finally, most
of these studies focus on single election years. This narrow focus mdiisuilt
to generalize how changes in the president’s incentives and national political

climate affect his optimal strategy and the difference it makes on tecés and



vote-share of congressional candidates. Furthermore, fund-raising &ie Sen
candidates has been completely ignored thus far. Bringing in the Seagtarasf
the story enables a better understanding of how institutional differencesudisdn
parity affect the president’s strategy.

This dissertation attempts to fill this void by using data on the president’s
fund-raising activities for House and Senate candidates over three recent
congressional elections: the 2000 congressional election and the 2002 and 2006
midterms. The two empirical questions addressed are first, to what isxeait
president a faithful agent of the party, and second, what effect do theseleffats
on congressional candidates. Like previous studies, the analysis presented here
shows that presidents have incentives to maximize the number of seats their party
controls in Congress. By adding multiple years into the analysis, this disserta
shows how changes in the president’s time in office and other factors change how
much he prioritizes maximizing seats. Moreover, examining multiple yso's
shows how national partisan tides affect the capacity of the president to perform as
an effective agent.

The second half of this dissertation adds the president to existing models of
fund-raising and vote share to examine the marginal value of these effitkids. L
Jacobson, Kernell and Lazarus (2004) and Herrnson and Morris (2006), the results
here show that presidents boost the bottom-line of targeted candidates and helps
some candidates win elections they otherwise would have lost. However, neither
solves the problem of statistical bias that occurs because presidents dstriiottei

fund-raising events randomly. Following Keele, Fogarty and Simson (20G2), thi



analysis uses a two-stage treatment effects model first used kmale¢1979); but
unlike Keele et. al., this dissertation argues that presidential effort hagegos
effects especially for House and Senate challengers.

The rest of this chapter lays the theoretical groundwork for this dissartati
The first section explains the collective action problem that the party in €mngr
faces. The second section then places the relationship between the party and the
president in context of principal-agent theory. Understanding what kind of agent
the president is likely to be allows for the derivation of testable propositions about
the president’s optimal strategy. The third section discusses the empirical
implications of the president’s actions on the financial health and the vote-share of
the candidates targeted through fund-raising events. The final sectiorsdstus

importance of understanding the president’s role as a party fund-raiser.

The Party’s Collective Action Problem

The primary goal of the national party organizations is to maximize the
number of seats the party holds in Congress. To this end, both parties have
developed House and Senate campaign committees to fund, provide resources and
promote candidates to voters and donors. If these efforts are allocatedfficie
parties would not waste valuable resources on safe incumbents or non-viable
candidates, but rather focus on vulnerable incumbents and competitive non-
incumbents. However the power of these committees is limited because the goals
of the party organization and of individual candidates are at odds. Specifically,

candidates care deeply about who wins elections because only the winners reap the



rewards of office, but the party organization wishes to win a majority wit litt
regard to the ideology or programmatic goals of the candidates (Jacobson 1982).
Furthermore, the congressional campaign committees are comprised of intaimbe
worried about their own reelection or are compelled to help colleagues who wish to
hedge their bets when it comes to their own electoral safety. The resultis a
compartmentalized system of campaign committees which leads to anemeffic
allocation of resources, mainly an overinvestment in safe incumbents aptdrse
of promising challengers and candidates for open-seats (Jacobson 1993).

The conflict between a party and its members also causes information to
inefficiently disseminate about the financial health of candidates to adtenti
donors. Individual donors, interest groups and political action committees (PACSs)
have different incentives of their own; some care a great deal about a casdidate’
ideology while others care more about a party winning a majority in Congress
(Jacobson 1980). Nevertheless, a decentralized, candidate-centered electoral
system can send signals to donors to over-invest in safer candidates at tise expe
of candidates where the extra cash could mean the difference between &irthing
losing.

From the perspective of the party, a more centralized system that rs bette
able to send the right signals would benefit their collective interests. Omgiglote
fix has been a rise in members of Congress acting as a focal point for potential
donors. Prominent and popular senators, representatives and governors routinely
campaign on behalf of other candidates and use their own PACs to funnel money to

needy colleagues (Wilcox and Genset 1991; Bedlington and Malbin 2003).



However, even this solution is subject to the ambition of members who use these
events as vehicles for their own advancement in the party hierarchy by gaining

leverage over other membeérs.

The President as an Agent of the Party

For the party that controls the presidency, the president has the potential to
solve the party’s collective action problem in a significant way. First,qeets
can raise more money and garner more attention from voters and the media than
any other political actor. A fund-raising event headlined by the president could be a
financial boon for cash-strapped candidates and help earn more votes than they
otherwise would have received. Second, presidents have a strong motivation to
maximize the number of seats the party holds. Presidents with majorities in
Congress are more likely to pass their legislative agenda, lesstbkee their veto
power and less likely to see congressional investigations into the executive branch
(Edwards 1980; Bond and Fleischer 1990; Mayhew 1991). Third, presidents are
privy to strategic information about neediest candidates. As Herrnson and Morris
(2004) point out, an evenly divided Congress and a declining number of
competitive races increases the marginal value of each race. Thishgives
president a compelling motivation to raise funds for congressional candiddtes a

allows the president to efficiently identify and target competitivestaes a focal

! For example, Senator Bill Frist was the chairhaf NRSC in 2002 before he became Senate
majority leader. Representative Rahm Emanuel was ofithe DCCC in 2006. After the
Democrats won a majority, he became chair of thex@watic caucus. Senators Hillary Clinton and
Barack Obama were major draws for Democratic catdglin 2006 in advance of their presidential
bids two years later.



point of the party, the president can efficiently convey this strategic infiommtat
those who could help the party. To be sure, some donors may have the same
strategic information as the president. Yet a personal presidential endarseme
carries weight, carries a sense of urgency, and can mobilize donors long after the
event takes place. However, the president has scarce time and resourceass well
interests other than maximizing the number seats the party holds; as ahesails t
an implicit principal-agent relationship exists between the party and thielgmée

To determine the extent that the president behaves as a party agent, tibuseful
examine what kind of agent the president is likely to be.

The relationship between the party and the president is similar to other
principal-agent models in important respeciBirst, as an agent, the president takes
action that yields payoffs for the principal; specifically, the presideuld lessen
the overinvestment in safe incumbents, bring in money for candidates that they
otherwise would not have raised, and help candidates win seats they otherwise
would have lost. Second, the party and the president have asymmetric preferences
despite the president’s incentives to maximize seats. For example,iorstitut
incentives change the alignment of interests between the president and party. Since
the fate of the president does not rely on the majority status of the party, the
president is free to pursue other objectives when raising funds for congressional
candidates. The president’s role as chief legislator creates the nesal foegident
to bargain with members of Congress to achieve legislative goals (Sundquist 1980;

Neustadt 1990). Also, political context may change the incentives of thdepesi

2 See Miller (2005) for a review of the evolutionmincipal-agent models in political science.



as well. A president early in a term with a large legislative agengidenmore
interested in achieving a legislative majority, a president facelgagon may

target candidates in presidential battleground states in an effort to mobikzs, vot

or a president late in a term may be more interested in paying others back for pas
political support. Thus, asymmetric preferences create a moral hazdrd for t
president: because the party allows the president to raise money for candiagate
president has incentives to trade fund-raising events for political support or
otherwise detract from the party’s overall performance in elections.

Furthermore, principal-agent models also assume that the agent aerguffic
capacity to carry out the will of the principal. In the bureaucratic settigy, h
capacity agents are more prone to moral hazard problems, yet low cagacity
have less incentive to abide by the rules of the principal (Huber and McCarty 2004).
In this context, “capacity” is defined by personal competence and bureaucratic
organization. Certainly, presidents are always competent in raisimgsiangs of
money. However, “capacity” broadly defined as the ability to carry out the will of
the principal changes over time. For example, presidential popularity and national
partisan tides can have a profound impact on the president’s fund-raisingystrate
Specifically, national partisan tides affect the strategic decisiorenoidates to
enter races as well as the expectations among donors as to which candedates ar
viable (Jacobson and Kernell 1983). A positive political climate increases the
number of competitive challengers and increases the number of potential @rgets f
a president wanting to take seats away from the opposing party. Conversely, a

negative partisan climate increases the number of vulnerable incumbents and



10

decreases the choice of targets available to the president. The president’s
competence does not change. But, the president’s capacity to help the party does
change with changes in national partisan tides as they expand or reduce the numbe
of potential fund-raising targets.

Principal-agent models also assume that as an expert, the agent has more
information than the principal. Thus, the challenge for the principal is to monitor
the agent’s actions. Certainly, the president is an expert in fund-raisiag. Hi
unparalleled ability to raise cash compels the party to accept the presdent
agent despite the risk of agency loss. However, traditional concerns about hidden
action are not a concern in this context. After all, the president does not raise funds
in secret, and the party can easily monitor his campaign activities.

Moreover, unlike other principal-agent relationships, the party in Congress
has limited ability to solve the president’s moral hazard problem. Among the
solutions to an agent’s moral hazard problem include outcome-based incentives,
and through procedural rules as seen in the cases of congressional oversight over
executive agencies (Weingast and Moran 1983; McCubbins and Schwartz 1984;
McCubbins, Noll and Weingast 1987). However, the relationship between the party
in Congress and the chief executive is not like the one between Congress and an
executive agency. First, the relationship between the party and the president
implicit since the president is tloke factohead the party. No contract has been put
in place with rules that stack the deck in favor of the party’s preferred outcome.
Rather, agreements to raise funds are made between the president and individual

candidates with little input from the party. This arrangement is consisténthi
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candidate-centered, decentralized nature of the party organization. Because
individual members make these agreements, it is implausible that the party
organization can impose sanctions or outcome based incentives on the president. It
Is in a candidate’s self-interests not to give up a presidential fund-raigemg for

another candidate and presidents can easily exploit this in choosing his targets.
Imposing outcome based incentives would require the party to solve yet another
collective action problem. As a result, only the alignment of interests and the
capacity of the president determine the extent that the president is @al fzoht of

the party. The alignment of interests and presidential capacity are in turn
determined by institutional incentives and political context rather than through

controls the party can reasonably impose upon the president.

Propositions

The lack of formal controls on the president’s actions means that the more
the president’s institutional interests are congruent with party’s pedfeutcome,
the more the president acts as a faithful agent of the party. This dynamic has
empirical implications on the president’s strategy. The following aet a
propositions indicating when the president is less likely to succumb to his moral
hazard problem and exploit the candidate-centered election system for his own gain
and when he is more likely to promote the party’s collective fortunes.

First, the president will act more like a faithful agent early in the
administration than later in the administratio®residents would benefit most from

congressional majorities early in an administration when his legislajemda is
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the most extensive. Thus, the president has a stronger incentive to maxinsize seat
early in a term. Certainly there are incentives to trade events for suppmheip

his reelection early in an administration. Presidents early in an adntiorstraay

raise money for safe candidates; however, any trades would bear mostleiit if
president’s controlled a majority in Congress. As a result, even when newer
presidents raise money to exchange favors, they would be less likely to do so at the
expense of maximizing seats.

Moreover, presidents care about their own reelection, and it is possible that
raising money for candidates in key states would stimulate voter mobiliza#ibn t
would in turn increase potential voters for the president. However, evidence of this
strategy would show up more in years where the incumbent president is up for
reelection, not during midterm elections. While the president may still wish to
cultivate support for candidates and donors before the reelection year, the
possibility of taking or expanding congressional majorities would be a stronger
motivation. On the other hand, a president late in a term has a smaller legislati
agenda and more opportunities to use fund-raising events to pay back for past
political support. Finally, a lame-duck presidency would not benefit from increased
majorities. While a president in this situation would to some degree behave like a
faithful party agent, political payback and the lack of an agenda would be more
likely to cause the president to deviate from a seat-maximizing strategy

Second, the smaller a party’s majority, the more likely the president acts as
a faithful party agentlf the president’s party can realistically take enough seats

from the opposition to gain control of the House or Senate, the president then has a
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strong motivation to maximize the number the seats the party ultimately controls
Conversely, if the president’s party holds a majority that is in jeopardy, then the
president has a strong motivation to raise funds for the most competitive races
instead of for safe incumbents. If the partisan make-up of the House and Senate is
different, then the president would favor a seat maximizing strategy for one
chamber over the other. For example, a president may be more faithful of an agent
for Senate candidates if the marginal Senate seat was more important i
determining a majority than in the House. Conversely, the less likely majority
status is to change, the greater incentive the president would have to use fund-
raising events for his own benefit. Especially if a president’s majoragssred, he
may focus his activities on candidates in the other chamber where his effoid
do the most good.

Third, the president’s choice of targets is more diverse in a positive political
climate than in a negative climatélnlike the first two propositions which gauge
the relative strength of the president’s institutional incentives, the thiadures
the president’s ability to craft an effective strategy. During a goodgabldimate,
the president is popular, stronger challengers choose to run for Congress and fewe
incumbents are vulnerable. In such an environment, the president has many options
among competitive challengers to ultimately take seats from the oppgstiyn
However, the president can also trade events among safe incumbents vintblyelat
low cost towards the party’s preferred outcome since non-incumbents ady alrea
competitive. Thus, the president can employ a mixed strategy of maximegatsyy s

and trading events. Such a mix is consistent with findings on the behavior of high



14

capacity agents (see Huber and Nolan 2004). In a poor political climate, by
contrast, the president is unpopular, strong challengers choose not to run, the
opposition party raises more money, and there are more vulnerable incumbents. In
this environment, the president has fewer options. Ultimately, a poor national
political climate restricts the president to targeting vulnerablenmbents and not
challengers.

This pattern is “efficient” in the sense that the president is distributing
events to maximize seats. However, because there few competitive atrallehg
president cannot target candidates to expand seats, only to protect the ones the party
has. This pattern illustrates a limitation to presidential influence. Nathely
president cannot make a non-competitive candidate competitive. Rather, presidents
can only help challengers who already demonstrate competitiveness. Skhoéars
shown that as agents of the people, presidents sometimes take more risk if they
perceive their policies will fail in an effort to salvage a victory, a bemdyowns
and Rocke (1994) call “gambling for resurrection.” The president could gamble by
raising money for weak challengers; however, donors are also strategs; aod
will not gamble their money on certain losers. Thus, the president’s caacity t

help the party is limited in a negative political climate.

The Consequence of Presidential Fund-Raising Efforts
Ultimately, presidential fund-raising events have a direct effedtietotal
receipts of candidates and an indirect effect on the vote. It is likely tinat so

candidates benefit differently than others. First, the president’s deasiamiso
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and when to target and for what reason produce different results. Furthermore,
extending existing theories of campaign money and the vote imply that the
president’s efforts lead to different effects for incumbents than foleciggrs.

These theories lead to testable propositions the impact and limits of presidential
fund-raising.

First, the sooner a candidate receives a fund-raising event, the more total
receipts that candidate will receivdf presidents act as a focal point for donors and
convey strategic information about their targets, then fund-raising tahgetl see
an increase in donations after a fund-raising event. Therefore, the sooner a
candidate receives an event, the more time the candidate has to use that signal to
solicit more donations. While this effect likely diminishes over time, the malrgi
effect of an event should be an increase of funds at a higher level than what was
earned at the actual event. Yet, the timing of fund-raising events is not random.
Logically, incumbents would receive events before non-incumbents. Incumbents
have more time to assess their potential vulnerability and have an incenaigeto r
money early to ward of strong challengers (Jacobson 1980; Epstein and Zemsky
1995). On the other hand, non-incumbents have to first get nominated and second
demonstrate viability before attracting a presidential fund-raisiegte\Also,
changes in national partisan tides likely alter the magnitude of the president’
signaling effect. While the president can raise the same amount of monegtat eve
in good times as well as in bad, it would be easier to convince strategic donors that
a further investment will likely yield a positive result during a positive gt

environment.
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Second, fund-raising events have a greater marginal impact on the finances
of challengers than incumbentdlon-incumbents and incumbents face different
dilemmas in a campaign. For instance, non-incumbents must overcome problems in
name recognition, a less established base of donors, and a less developed campaign
infrastructure. Incumbents, on the other hand, are experienced fund-raisers and
generally spend money when they are vulnerable. As a result, money gained from
fund-raising events for challengers is likely money they would not havelraise
otherwise. By contrast, incumbents would use events as an efficient way of
cultivating donations. The net result is a positive effect on their overall fadanci
health, but since events are a substitute for other fund-raising activities, the
marginal impact would likely be smaller than for non-incumbents. The fidst a
second propositions present a contradiction. On one hand, incumbents should have
more time to use events to raise more money, but for non-incumbents early money
Is important for laying groundwork for a successful challenge and to dtitact
donations (Biersack, Herrnson, and Wilcox 1993; Krasno, Green, and Cowden
1994). In the end, this tension limits the overall impact of the president’siastivit

Third, the president’s activities benefit non-incumbents at the polls more so
than incumbentsUltimately, a presidential fund-raising event is like another
campaign resource. Many scholars have observed that spending has a positive
marginal impact on the vote share of non-incumbents, but a little to negative impa
on incumbents (Jacobson 1980, 1990; Abramowitz 1991, Kenny and McBurnett
1992). After all, non-incumbents spend to overcome disadvantages in name

recognition and other factors whereas incumbents spend when they are in trouble.
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The issue with analyzing the impact of presidential fund-raising evenke mote

is that presidents do not distribute fund-raising events randomly. For instance, if
presidents act as faithful party agents, presidents raise money for namgruts

who are expected to do well at the polls and incumbents who are expected to do
poorly. Following Keele, Fogarty and Stimson (2002) this study uses two-stage
regression models to compensate for the non-random selection of events. By
applying the Heckman two-stage procedure to existing models of money and vote-
share, non-incumbents still benefit more from the added cash at the margins than
incumbents.

Finally, presidents who act as a faithful agent of the party have a greater
influence on their targets than presidents who do Méhen a president targets a
competitive race, he sends a signal to donors that this race is a worthy investment
Even though strategic donors likely have a general idea as which races are
competitive, a presidential endorsement rallies and mobilizes donors. Yet
candidates that presidents target for political exchanges would logicaafdoe
incumbents who would use their events as substitutes for other fund-raising efforts
The signal the president sends about these candidates is very different and unlikely
to produce a lasting signaling effect. As a result, candidates targeted for th
president’s own interests are likely to see a smaller marginal secie@verall
funding and a smaller marginal impact on vote share, all else equal. Thus, when
presidents deviate from a seat-maximizing strategy, their eticetiess effective.

However, one can argue that when presidents raise funds in exchange for support or
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for payback, they do not seek to maximize funds or votes; rather, the value of these

events are in the exchange itself.

Conclusion

Recent studies of the president’s direct activities in congressional elections
have produced mixed results. Most of these studies have focused on single
elections, making general statements about presidential influence difficult
Jacobson, Kernell, and Lazarus (2004) show that President Clinton used a mixed
strategy of maximizing seats and settling personal debts when raising fapne
House candidates in 2000. Clinton’s status as a lame duck drove much of this
strategy. Keele, Fogarty and Stimson (2002) argue that President Busédtarget
competitive races in 2002, but curiously he had no effect on the result of these
races. Herrnson and Morris (2004) find an effect of Bush’s efforts, combining
fund-raising and campaigning. This dissertation uses the principal-agent
framework to examine the 2000, 2002 and 2006 elections. Changes in incentives
and political context determine to what extent the president is a faithful agbet of t
party. Adding an analysis of the Senate, which so far has been ignored, bloésters t
argument that institutional and political context changes how president’s approach
raising money for candidates, even in the same election year. Finally, this
dissertation tests the extent that presidents influence election outcomaghthr
fund-raising through statistical techniques that have not been used on prevalent

models of money and vote-share.
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The data for this project begins with candidate summaries filed with the
Federal Election Commission (FEC) for House and Senate candidates. Combined
to this is the president’s fund-raising itinerary from the 2000, 2002 and 2006
elections. This information not only includes who the president raised money for,
but also when, where and how much each event collected. To be sure, a case in
which the president is facing reelection is missing. Thus, it would difficulbtb fi
the influence of the president’s reelection incentives on his choice of targets.
Nevertheless, the examining these three elections allow for the presigent'e in
office, partisan parity in Congress and national partisan tides to vary.

The study of presidential fund-raising efforts for members of Congress
important for our understanding of presidential-Congressional relations. When the
president acts as an agent of the party, then it informs us about the circumstances in
which the president and the party can work for each other’s benefit despite their
institutional differences. When the president uses fund-raising evenishiange
political favors, then fund-raising events become another tool to persuade nrsiembe
of Congress to act in the president’s best interests. Knowing when the president
acts in this way informs us about the president’s objectives and how well he can
achieve them. Whichever the motivation, the increasing importance of money in
campaigns increases the president’s influence over which candidates receiv

resources and ultimately influences who serves in Congress.



Chapter 2: Allocation of Presidential Fund-raising Events in House Ections

This chapter examines President Bush’s fund-raising pattern for Republican
House candidates in the 2002 and 2006 mid-term elections. Comparing his efforts
between this election, and to President Clinton’s efforts in 2000, enables a broader
view of presidential influence as incentives and capacity vary. The aigroh
interests between Bush and the party in the House changed between 2002 and 2006
in several ways that affected a change in strategy. First, his tinme ddfice
obviously differed, and with it so did the extent of his legislative agenda and his
incentives to exchange political favors. Given this, one might expect that Bush’s
efforts were more efficient for the party in 2002 than in 2006. However, national
partisan tides in 2002 created expectations that the Republican House majority was
relatively safe, whereas political tides in 2006 put the House majority inrggopa
These forces in addition to the chances of gaining a majority in the Senate in 2002
could lead to more efficient distribution of fund-raising events in 2006 than in 2002
from the perspective of House Republicans. Ultimately, the importance ohginni
or maintaining a majority drove Bush'’s strategy in both elections. In 2002, the
prospect of winning the Senate compelled Bush to raise money for relaéwely f
individual House incumbents and very few challengers, despite the opportunity to
expand the House majority. Rather, Bush aided House members indirectly by

raising money for the National Republican Campaign Committee. Despite the

20
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limited number of candidates, the pattern of fund-raising events among those that
Bush targeted is consistent with a faithful agent of the party. In 2006, the possibility
of losing the House compelled Bush to raise money for vulnerable House
incumbents while national partisan tides reduced the available number of
competitive challengers.

The empirical analysis in this chapter proceeds as follows: first,taster
analyzes the likelihood that a candidate receives a Bush fund-raisingre2600i
followed by 2006. In each case, variables representing institutional incentives and
partisan tides help explain the likelihood of an event. Finally, Bush’s efforts are
compared to President Clinton’s fund-raising itinerary in 2000. The evidence
supports the argument that Bush focused more on the Senate in an effort to build the
party and in part explains why Clinton raised money for many more individuals

despite Bush’s equal (and sometimes better) ability to raise camgzesg.

President Bush’s Choice of Targets: 2002

President Bush’s goals to build the Republican Party motivated him to focus
relative little personal effort for individual House candidates. As Milkis and
Rhodes (2007) argue, Bush’s overall strategy was to govern through legislati
majorities rather than through consensus with Democrats. As a result, retaking the
Senate was a higher priority than maximizing seats in the House. Whileiaeposit
political climate presented the opportunity to stack the House with as many
Republicans as possible, the party already held a majority. Becausetofiors|

rules, a marginal gain of a single Senate seat is more important to tharghthe
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president’s agenda than a single gain in the House, even after a majorgynas be
achieved. As a result, Bush did not have the same incentives to maximize House
seats as did the Republicans in the House. Arguably, Bush behaved as an agent of
the party in that party building benefits the party as a whole. However, House
Republicans and Senate Republicans can be considered separate entitiedswith goa
of their own because parties are decentralized across institutions.alhftee
Republicans in the House and Senate have separate institutions dedicated to
promoting candidates in their respective chamber, and a House member does not
benefit from presidential effort on behalf of a Senate candidate. Thereereif

the president pursues “party building” goals, Bush’s limited effort on theilfbeha
inefficient with respect to the party in the House. Nevertheless, the question
remains whether or not Bush'’s distribution of fund-raising events among those
candidates he actually targeted is consistent with a seat-maxirsizitegy or
consistent with a president pursuing electoral goals or political favors.

The following results show that despite Bush'’s limited personal effort, he
targeted vulnerable incumbents and non-incumbents with the best chances of taking
seats away from Democrats. Specifically, Bush targeted more casdolatgpen-
seats than challengers since all else equal, open-seat races aremp@ttive
than races against entrenched incumbents. Moreover, Bush raised money
extensively for the National Republican Campaign Committee (NRCC), whigh wa
an effective strategy especially given the positive political cémats Jacobson
(1993) argues, since incumbents tend to be risk-adverse, the party tends to over-

invest in safe incumbents at the expense of vulnerable incumbents and promising
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challengers. However, during a positive political climate, incumbentsivomuless
worried about their own reelection chances. Given this, the money Bush helped
raise for the NRCC would be redistributed more efficiently to needy caedidat

than it otherwise would have been. Delegating the distribution of cash back to the
NRCC freed the president to be able to focus his personal attention on Senate

candidates.

Research Design and Methods
The Dependent Variable

The dependent variable in this section is whether or not President Bush held
a fund-raising event on behalf of a congressional candidate in 2002. Mark Knoller
of CBS News collected data on the president’s fund-raising itineratiiédz000,
2002 and 2006 elections. For each event, Knoller recorded the date, location,
recipients and the estimated amount of money each event raised. Table 1 displays
the beneficiaries of these events. Like President Clinton before him, PteRick
raised money for Republican candidates seeking various offieesise and
Senate candidates got a fair amount of attention as did gubernatorial carahdates
state and national party organizations.

Despite frequent campaign stops, President Bush conducted a limited
number of fund-raising events for House candidates compared to President Clinton.
According to Knoller’s data, Bush appeared at events for 10 of the 196 House

Republican incumbents and for 5 of the 43 Republican candidates in open seat

! See Jacobson, Kernell and Lazarus (2004) for glaelist of Clinton’s beneficiaries in 2000.
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races. By contrast, President Clinton attended fund-raisers for 42 Democrati
incumbents (Jacobson, Kernell, Lazarus, 2004). Given that 2002 was a strong year
for Republicans, the number of vulnerable incumbents should have been relatively
low to begin with while the party would field a greater number of quality
challengers. A strategy to expand the Republican House majority would teerefo
mean targeting these challengers. However Bush attended only one event for a
House challenger, John Kline of Minnesota. While the number of events does not
suggest strategic behavior, Bush’s fund-raising prowess can be seen fartssoef
behalf of the NRCC and the National Republican Senatorial Committee (NRSC).

In all, President Bush raised $60 million combined for the two committees
including $30 million in one night at a Washington D.C. gala. This figure eclipses
President Clinton’s $27 million effort for the two Democratic campaign coi®esi

over the course of the entire 2000 campaign. Considering the Republican Party in
the House wished to expand upon an existing majority, raising money for the
campaign committees which could in turn spend indirectly for House candidates on
and would free valuable time for the President to raise money for critical@rea

party building, specifically the Senate and gubernatorial candidates.

[Table 1 about here]

Instead of expanding the majority in the House, Bush'’s party building goals

motivated him to raise money for individual senators and governorships and state

parties, whose elections are independent of the Republican Party in Congress.
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Without a national institution such as the congressional campaign committees to
rely upon, various state parties received a total of 22 presidential funtyraisi
events as well as 20 individual gubernatorial candidates. Indeed Bush’sytinerar
included five visits for Bill Simon, the Republican challenger from Califoruva

for New York incumbent governor George Pataki and four fund-raising events for
his brother, Governor Jeb Bush of Florida. If Bush strategically used fundgraisi
events aid his own reelection, he could have easily incorporated this goal with
aiding other Republican governors with multiple visits for candidates from
presidential battleground states including lowa, Wisconsin, Pennsylvanighamd O
Therefore, even if Bush used events as a simultaneously pursue multiple goals, he
may have done so through raising money for candidates other than those for the

House.

Independent Variables

If the president targeted candidates to maximize seats, then those eandidat
who are in competitive races are more likely to receive presidential fisidgra
events. Candidate spending is a key indicator of competitiveness. Conclusions in
the literature, however, differ on whether money affects the vote equally fo
incumbents and challengers. Incumbents raise money based on their expectations
about how competitive a race is likely to be, whereas challengers must spend to
overcome disadvantages in name recognition, the franking privilege, and other
resources that an incumbent enjoys. Therefore, high spending by an incumbent

reflects vulnerability while high spending by a challenger reflectslitia
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(Jacobson 1978, 1980, 1990; Abramowitz 1991, Kenny and McBurnett 1992). Still
others have argued that effect of incumbent spending on the vote is
underdetermined and have found that incumbent spending positively affects the
vote (Green and Krasno 1988, 1990). This study assumes that a rational party, and
by extension, a president acting as a faithful agent of the party, follows the
conventional wisdom. After all, maximizing representation in Congress requires
raising money for incumbents who require funds to combat challengers, and
convincing donors that a particular challenger is viable investment. Humasl
that incumbents take the spending of their opponents as cues about their
vulnerability. Hence, equations predicting fund-raising events for incumosats
opponent spending. By contrast, a challenger’s own ability to raise and spend sets
expectations about that candidate’s chances of victory, thus a predictor of
presidential fund-raising for challengers is their own level of spendimg. If
president raises funds in a manner to maximize his party’s representation in
Congress, opponent spending and candidate spending should have a very positive
affect on the probability of receiving a fund raising event for incumbents and
challengers respectively. To create this variable each candiddatd’sgending
was compiled using candidate reports filed with Federal Election Coromissi
(FEC) and then adjusted for inflation using 2000 as the base year.

The vote margin in the previous election in a district is another indicator of
competitiveness. This variable measures expectations at a different paimg in ti
compared to candidate spending. The margin in a previous election captures

characteristics of the district (such as ideological diversity) aackexistics of the
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incumbent and set initial expectations about the competitiveness of the next
election. Changes in spending on the other hand continually update expectations
about competitiveness during the election season and capture other factors such as
characteristics of the opponent. The models in this section measure the slo$enes
the district as the Democratic share of the two-party vote in the previotisrelec
control for district partisanship and other characteristics. All else equahaiee
marginal the vote in the previous election, the more likely the president would
choose that candidate for a fund-raising event.

Similarly, the president’s share of the two-party vote in the distritten t
previous presidential election can also affect the president’s targeatepy. On
one hand, the president’s share of the two-party vote correlates with the camdidate
share of the two-party vote. Both are sensitive to the partisan composition of the
district and national partisan forces. Thus, districts where the president dogs poorl
are likely places where his party’s congressional candidates do poorly and vice
versa. Forincumbents, this means that even if a president acts as a faithful pa
agent, presidents are likely to raise funds in districts in which their vote was
marginal, because it correlates with areas in which their party underpsrin
general. For challengers, presidents are likely to raise funds in phagedo
comparatively well, because those are the areas in which their partyyigdiki®
well against an incumbent of the opposition party. Of course, the performance of a
president in a particular district and that of a congressional candidate afrike s
party are not perfectly correlated. Recent studies have used the safety of

incumbents or ideological ambiguity between incumbents and presidential
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candidates to explain ticket-splitting and the overall pattern of congressional
candidates outperforming presidential candidates of the same party2(@xm
Karp and Garland, 2007). The data collected here seem to support this finding
since the average share of the two-party vote is higher for congressionabamtam
than for the president across districts.

On the other hand, a president’s decision to raise money in a district based
on his past performance rather than the candidate could also reflect motivaions t
go beyond maximizing congressional representation. For example, President Bush
in 2002 had incentives to boost his own electoral prospects by appearing in places
that would befit him in his reelection campaign. It is likely that presidents ca
pursue these goals simultaneously. However, measuring this motive by only
examining the propensity to raise money in districts based on presidential
performance does not distinguish between a strategy based on electorstisimtere
one based on maximizing the number of seats since areas the president does well
could be correlated with places a congressional candidate does well. Tdarefor
multivariate regression models an interaction term is included combining the
district vote for the congressional candidate with the district vote of thelenesi
For a candidate who is running in a marginal district, this term measuraddae
benefit of running in a district that is marginal on the presidential leveebs w
Should this interaction term be significant and positive, it suggest that thegortesi
pursues electoral and party goals at the same time by systemasogditing
districts that mobilize voters and donors needed in a presidential contest adnile al

raising money for competitive House races. If this term were not signifor if
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the affects were negligible, it would suggest that the president does not

systematically target races in this way.

Results and Discussion

A closer look at the Bush’s fund-raising itinerary among House incumbents
suggests that maintaining a House majority was a primary motivation défressi
acting as an agent of the party would concentrate their efforts on incumbeémgs fac
quality opposition in marginal districts. Combining incumbents and challengers, 8
of the 11 candidates Bush targeted came from districts where a Demogesiedar
between 40% and 60% of the vote in the previous elettidmong incumbents,
Bush targeted 15% of candidates in marginal districts versus 2% of those who came
from safe districts (see Table 2). Bush also raised money for a greatentipropf
incumbents facing quality challengers that have previous electoralenxge In
another sign that maintaining the majority motivated President Bush, he raised
money for incumbents in districts in which he ran comparatively pao2900. A
total of 8 of his 10 targets came from districts in which Bush ran below his median
two-party share in 2000. This accounts for nearly a quarter of all such Republican
incumbents. Naturally, Republican House incumbents would be vulnerable in
districts with ideologically heterogeneous electorate, which would afdaiex
Bush’s underperformance in these districts. His propensity to visit thesetslistric
may also excite Republican base voters in districts that could help him in his

reelection campaign; however, to the extent that reelection concernsaeitlieis

% This excludes Republican challengers running im seats created by the 2000 census.
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choice of targets, it seems he did not do so at the expense of maintaining the House
majority. Nevertheless, this allocation effort suggests both the willisgareban

ability to raise money for vulnerable incumbents. Positive partisan tides and a
healthy approval rating undoubtedly helped the president along the way. Ad a resul
of raising money and frequent campaign stops in these kinds of districts, Bush
managed to mobilize partisan voters and thwart Democratic efforts to pick off

vulnerable Republican incumberits.

[Table 2 about here]

To get a better assessment about the relationship between incumbent
vulnerability and presidential effort, Table 3 presents maximum-likelihoodIsiode
estimating the chances that an incumbent receives a fund-raising evéimjaltion
1.1, Democratic spending is positive and highly significant suggesting that Bush is
more likely to raise funds to help incumbents stave off strong challengers. The
coefficient for Bush’s 2000 vote margin is also significant and negative, suggestin
that Bush tended to raise funds for incumbents in areas he underperformed. One
explanation could be that Bush used his popularity to mobilize donors that would be
useful to him during his reelection. An alternative explanation is that thesetslistr

have a greater proportion of Democratic voters, thus Republican incumbents in

% Upon the Republicans gaining seats in the HoudeSamate, House minority leader Dick Gephardt
(D-MO) attributed the win to President Bush'’s papity and the public’s concern with national
security issues. He defended Democratic Partyegtyaof not nationalizing the election for fearttha
the party would lose even more seats (Dan Balzpt@edt Defends Election Strategyf,hie
Washington PosB8 November, 2002).
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these districts may have a tougher time winning all else equal. Howswer, t
Republican margin from 2000 is only marginally significant while showing the
proper sign. Incumbents that received less of the vote two years daoliéd be
more likely to be in need of assistance. The effects of Democratic sperading m
be affecting the significance of this variable. Moreover, the coefficieriteon t
interaction term has the incorrect sign. This term is intended to examine tke adde
benefit for incumbents in districts marginal at both the congressional and
presidential level. However, the results indicate that if either margin isrhigle i
Republican’s favor, the more likely Bush is to hold an event. While the overall
effect is negative once added to the effects of the Republican vote margin, the
interaction term does not reveal any strategy on Bush’s part to teggstthat

could help him in a presidential election.

[Table 3 about here]

Without the interaction term, the effect of the Republican district vote
disappears (see Equation 1.2). In this specification, Democratic spending and
Bush’s margin are highly significant, while quality challenger is maity
significant. Also, the Republican vote in the previous election is highly significant.
Thus, incumbents with poor early reelection prospects as well as those who are
vulnerable later in the election are more likely to receive a presidam@raising

event. Similarly, in Equation 1.3, the Republican district vote replaces spending; in
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this specification, candidates from tough districts are more likely toveeaa
event.

Converting these coefficients into predicted probabilities allows for a more
precise estimate of the marginal effects of spending and vote margin. Given
President Bush'’s other priorities such and his ability to raise money for thENRC
the probability of a House incumbent receiving a direct fundraiser is réydtve
Indeed with all variables held at their median values, and the interaction term he
to the product of the means of its two components, the predicted probability of a
Bush event is less than Z%#However, shifting the values of these variables
individually from their median to a value reflecting competitiveness shouldaser
the likelihood of an event, all else equal. Table 4 displays the changes in the

predicted probability of an event based on the equations found in Table 3.

[Table 4 about here]

As expected, the probability of Bush holding an event significantly increases
with the vulnerability of an incumbent. According to the coefficients in Equation
1.1, increases in Democratic opponent spending increase the likelihood that Bush
holds a fund-raising event. However, the relationship between opponent spending

and fund-raising events is not linear. Holding all other variables to their median

* From Equation 1.1.

® First differences computed using CLARIFY, Michaariz, Jason Wittenberg, and Gary King.
2003. CLARIFY: Software for Interpreting and Pretsen Statistical Results. Version 2.1. Stanford
University, University of Wisconsin, and Harvardi\dersity. January 5. Available at
http://gking.harvard.edu/
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values, a shift in Democratic spending from its median value to thpétgentile
results in a negligible increase in the likelihood of an event. A shift to the 95
percentile of spending increases the predicted probability of an event by 8%.
However, a shift to the §9percentile of spending shifts the probability of an even
30%, all else equal. These results indicate that only the most vulnerable incumbents
were likely to receive events. Even when opponent spending is high, incumbents
are more likely not to receive help from the president, which reflects thtedimi
personal effort Bush made for House Republicans. Early indicators of
vulnerability, on the other hand, have a greater impact on the likelihood of an event.
While only marginally significant, shifting the Republican district vote fitan
median value (which is 65% among incumbents) to 50% increases the predicted
probability of a Bush event by 89%. Lowering Bush’s margins to 50% (from a
median value of 57%) significantly increases the estimated likelihood of an event
by 85%. These results suggest that Bush targeted incumbents that faced high
spending challengers and came from districts with a greater number of da@moc
voters. Given the national political climate in 2002, it is likely that Democrats
could only challenge Republican incumbents in ideologically diverse districts

Bush conducted few events for non-incumbents; however, his choice of
targets suggests an opportunistic strategy to take as many seats frocr&lems
possible. Among his targets, he favored open seat candidates in position to expand
the number of Republicans in the House. Open seat races tend to attract higher
guality candidates than races against incumbents, especially when pattsaarei

favorable (Bond, Fleischer and Talbert 2007). Open seat candidates are also more
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likely to win, all else equal. Thus, is it not surprising that among non-incumbents,
Bush favored open seat candidates 5 to 1. Moreover, Bush’s pattern shows he
targeted candidates to win newly created open seats and open seats vacated by
Democrats rather than candidates running to replace retiring Republicans.
Apportionment after the 2000 census shifted 12 congressional districts from the
Midwest and mid-Atlantic to the south and west. Among these 12 newly carved
seats, Republicans won 9. Despite theory suggesting that open seats should be
more competitive, races in these newly created districts resulted in agaver
margin of victory of 20.8% of the two-party vote. Likely, this is in some part due to
state legislatures gerrymandering these districts to favor onequdhy other. As
a result, Bush raised money for only two of these contests, but they were the two
tightest races among new distriétSimilarly, two of Bush’s other targets for open
seats successfully took seats formally held by Democrats, althoughptieisenets a
fraction of seats Democrats vacated before the election. Undoubtedly, challenger
and open-seat candidates benefited from President Bush through campaign visits
and money raised through the NRCC, while the president focused his attention on
building the party elsewhere. Nevertheless, the convergence of a positivalpolit
climate and reapportionment created more opportunities to solidify control of the
House.

In sum, Bush’s distribution of fund-raising events, limited as it was, reflects
a motivation to retain a majority in the House. Incumbents with the highest

spending opponents and those from ideologically diverse districts were mdye like

® Rick Renzi (AZ) and Bob Beauprez (CO) won with%.&nd 0.7% margins respectively.
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to receive a fund-raising event, all else equal. Moreover, Bush did not
systematically target incumbent districts based on electoral godsexchange

political favors. However, Bush'’s effort reflects merely a goal tmmea majority

rather than a strong motivation to maximize seats. Once the Republicartymajori
was safe, Bush would have little incentive to maximize seats in the House at the
expense of helping Republican candidates win in other offices. The low number of
challengers he targeted despite strong challenges illustratesakianizing seats in

the House was not his highest priority. While Bush raised money for so few non-
incumbents that statistical analysis does not yield significant reaudigsser look at

his targets reveals that he targeted candidates in the best position to taleagats
from Democrats. In the end, good partisan tides allowed Bush to raise cash for the
NRCC and focus his attention elsewhere. In 2006, however, a turn in the national

political climate forced Bush to focus more on House candidates.

President Bush’s Choice of Targets: 2006

President Bush’s second midterm election took place under different
circumstances than the 2002 midterm. The growing unpopularity of the war, the
federal government’s handling of natural disasters and other issues had eroded
Bush’s popularity as well as the public standing of the Republican controlled
Congress. Electoral losses in late 2005, some in traditionally Republican areas,
foretold a rough midterm election cycle and put control of the House and Senate at
stake. With the political climate in their favor, the Democratic Parsgdaenough

money to wage competitive races in areas that seemed safe for the GOP at t
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beginning of the election cycle. As in previous years, the Democratic
Congressional Campaign Committee (DCCC) trailed its counterpart, tG&€NR
total funds raised; however, the gap was smaller in 2006. According to the FEC,
Democrats raised 45% more by the end of the spring than they did by the same
point in 2004 while the Republicans raised 13% less during the same period.
Combining the totals of the House, Senate and national committees, the Democrats
closed the overall gap against Republicans from raising only 69% of Republican
totals in 2004 to 85% of Republicans totals in 2006. With more Republican seats to
defend, the Democrats could concentrate their efforts on the most competitive
races’ As November approached, Republicans still out-raised Democrats, thanks to
the Republican National Committee supplementing House and Senate candidates.
Nevertheless, assessments showed that Democrats were seriouslyngon2est
Republican districts, which amounted to nearly a third of their total in the House.
Republican incumbents faced a dilemma in that Bush remained a prolific
fund-raiser, yet became a political liability. While his popularity sdggesh
remained popular with the Republican base and its donors. At the same time,
appearing with the president left candidates vulnerable to Democratiksattia
being too close to the president. As a result, 33 of Bush’s 74 fund-raising events
occurred at private residences away from press coverMganwhile, candidates

attempted to publicly distance themselves from the White House to blunt

"“Democrats Closing Fundraising Gap with Republidncrease in Grass-Roots Support Buoys
Party as GOP Efforts Falter,” Jim VandeH#die Washington Pqgst1 June, 2006

8 Bob Benenson, “Election 2006: The Battering Ranuh the Bulwark,"CQ Weekly Online30
October, 2006: 2866-2869

® Source Mark KnollerCBS News
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Democratic chargers of being too close to President Busior its part, the White
House stated they would generally allow candidates to distance themsandbd
president if they thought it gave them the best chance of winning, so long as they
did not explicitly state that that was their intentidnRetaining control of Congress
was more important than the premium Bush paid to loyalty.

Nevertheless, there is little reason that low popularity would create
incentives for the president to act on other interests and less as an agent of the party
Indeed, given the circumstances Bush had a large incentive to act as an #gent of
party and maintain his congressional majorities rather than acting on togflic
interests and risk losing them. First, the president’s electoral interestno
longer a concern. Second any legislative agenda he still wished to passiespoli
he wished to continue required that his party maintain control of Congress.
Moreover, just as Clinton was motivated in part to secure his legacy, retaining
control of Congress would go a long way to validate his policies that were
increasingly under attack. Finally, negative partisan tides resulbie yvulnerable
incumbents and fewer promising challengers. Incumbents expecting greater
competition would exacerbate the inefficiency the party experiencas whe
coordinating money and resources to incumbents and challengers. This increases

the need for the president to be more faithful as a party agent. With more

19 For example, Virginia representative, Thelma Draképped a fund-raising event in which
President Bush raised a half-million dollars. Drakated she needed to be in Washington for a vote
on a $150 million military spending bill that wouwdfect her district. The bill passed with a vofe
395-0. The White House spun the event positis&jing she was doing the work of her district.

Jim Rutenberg, “With the President as the Guest, Hbstess Sends RegrefElie New York Times,

20 May, 2006.

1 «GOP Candidates Claim Degrees of Separation Frasiffent,” Michael AbramowitZ[he
Washington Posk August, 2006
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competitive races and with control of both branches at stake, President Bush would
have less leeway to barter a direct fund-raising support in exchange fargboliti

support or otherwise detract from the party’s overall performance.

Research Design and Methods
The Dependent Variable

As before, the dependent variable is whether or not President Bush held a
fund-raising event for a particular candidate. Table 5 displays the distnimithis
fund-raising efforts in 2006. As expected, Bush targeted more House incumbents in
his second midterm due to the poor political climate. However, his effectiveness
measured as dollars per candidate did not diminish with respect to incumbents
compared to 2002. Bush maintained strong support from the Republican base and
with sympathetic donors. His effectiveness for non-incumbents dropped, however,
as these donors had fewer good investments from which to choose. Furthermore,
Bush'’s efforts for other areas of the party also diminished between his two
midterms. In all he raised money for only half the number of gubernatorial
candidates and only a handful of local and state party organizations compared to
2002. Despite his popularity with donors, Bush’s low standing and the expectations
of a poor election affected the overall amount Bush could raise for the party. For
example, Bush’s ability to indirectly aid congressional campaigns bggaisoney
for party committees clearly decreased in 2006 compared to 2002. According to
Knoller, in 2002, Bush raised nearly $120 million for the RNC, NRCC and NRSC

compared to just $75 million four years later.
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[Table 5 about here]

Independent Variables

This analysis uses the same list of independent variables as the analysis of
the 2002 election. However, spending levels set very different expectations among
Republicans in 2006. The mean spending level for Democrats challenging
Republican incumbents increased approximately 23% between the 2002 and 2006
elections. This lead to a 49% increase in the mean spending of Republican
incumbents, which is a difference that is statistically significams a result, other
indicators, such as Bush’s share of the presidential vote, should not have as much
predictive power as they did in 2002. A low margin for Bush indicates districts in
which there were more Democratic voters, which were places in 2002 that
Democrats could challenge Republican incumbents. In 2006, however, Democrats
were competitive in places in which Bush did relatively well in 2004. Thus,
Democratic spending could be the only significant predictor of a Bush funderaisi
event for incumbents, and candidate spending could be the only significant

independent variable for Republican challengers.

Results and Discussion

2 Mean Democratic challenger spending for 2002 @¥@b2re $436,513 and $535,986 respectively.
The mean level of Republican spending in 2002 v&@9®23, standard error = 43062. The mean
Republican incumbent spending in 2006 was $1,83) Standard error 65558.53.
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Examining the distribution of fund-raising events, the total number of
incumbents Bush visited is less than the total number of marginal races. As in
2002, raising money for the congressional campaign committees could be a more
efficient use of his time. Among the incumbents he visited, Bush’s distribution of
fund-raising targets reflects a greater incentive to act as a pantycagepared to
2002. First, Bush targeted a greater proportion of incumbents in districts in which a
Democratic opponent garnered more than 40% of the vote in the previous election
(see Table 6). Second, while Bush helped a fifth of incumbents running in districts
where he did relatively poorly in his 2004 reelection, Bush also helped a greater
percentage of incumbents from districts that were not marginal in 2004. Clearly
incumbents were vulnerable even in places where there were a larger propbrti
Republican voters. Finally, Bush also raised money for a greater pgeeafta
House incumbents in their first term rather than incumbents with more exgerienc
While still a small number, it is statistically significant compkie 2002,
suggesting a more concerted effort to help incumbents who are less experienced

with their constituents and less familiar with donors.

[Table 6 about here]

The results of regression models also show that the vulnerability of
incumbents determined Bush’s strategy more than any other factor. Table 7
presents two models measuring the likelihood that the president holds a fund-raising

event for an individual candidate. In Equation 1.4, only Democratic spending is
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significant. Unlike 2002 where a mix of initial expectations and current
expectations determined Bush’s strategy, in 2006 when controlling for Democrati
spending, incumbents from marginal districts were just as likely to reaeieecat

as candidates from safe districts. This pattern reflects the Demabitity to field
competitive challengers in previously safe areas and finance them at aiteenpe
level. Equation 1.5 excludes spending from the model. When this is done,
variables controlling for initial expectations such as the Republican disitetand

the president’s share of the vote in the previous election are significant once again.

[Table 7 about here]

Converting the coefficients in Table 7 into predicted probabilities shows that
President Bush'’s efforts were responsive to changes in spending. Holdheg all t
variables in Equation 1.4 to their median values the estimated probability of
receiving a Bush event is less than 2%. This probability is similar to the one found
for 2002 incumbents using Equation 1.1. However, shifting levels of Democratic
spending have larger influence on the predicted probability of a Bush event than
four years earlier. As before, increasing opponent spending increasesliheddke
of a fund-raiser an increasing rate (see Table 8). Shifting opponent spending from
its median value to a modest™7percentile only increases the predicted probability
1.8%. However, more competitive rates of opponent spending, such a&'the 95
percentile increases the predicted probability 18.2% (recall that thesbgine

resulted in an 8% increase in 2002). Shifting opponent spending to'the 99
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percentile increases the predicted probability of an event by 42.1% compared to a
30% increase for the same shift in 2002. Shifts in the lagging initial indicators of
competitiveness also result in a higher estimated probability of a Bust) even
according to Equationl1.5. However, the magnitude of these increases is smaller

than corresponding shifts in 2002.

[Table 8 about here]

Not only does the analysis of 2006 incumbents show that his incentives as
party leader strongly motivated Bush, but also supports theories of the affects of
partisan tides. President Bush'’s decreasing popularity and that of the Republica
controlled Congress clearly changed expectations for Democratieroiels.

Higher expectations led to more donations, which lead to more competitive races
and even higher expectations. As a result, the increases in Democratic spending
lead to more negative expectations for Republican incumbents and a greater effect
on Bush'’s targeting strategy relative to other indicators of competitiveiressher
words, updated expectations influenced the president’s strategy more thén initia
expectations in 2006. Whether changes in partisan tides changed balance between
the president’s incentives to act as a party agent and incentives to aid his own
legislative or electoral goals is less clear when looking only at Haosenbents.

While spending is, as expected, more predictive in 2006, the overall pattern among
House incumbents is similar to that of 2002. In both years, Bush did not conduct

many fundraisers for safer incumbents, especially compared to Presitéon @i
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2000. In context of 2006, Bush would not spend limited time collecting favors

from safe incumbents when his House majority was at stake.

President Bush’s Targeting Strategy among Non-Incumbents: 2006

President Bush’s interests may have been aligned with the party in the
House, but the negative partisan tides constrained the president into a defensive
strategy with respect to challengers and open-seat candidates. In 2002nPreside
Bush only held one personal fund-raiser for a House challenger and five open seat
candidates. In 2006, by contrast, Bush raised money for ten non-incumbents,
favoring open seat races over challengers of Democratic incumbents, &és/tifn
3. These seven contests represents a fourth of all open seat races that year.
However, every one of these seven candidates for open seats ran to replace a
Republican who either retired or decided to run for another office. Whereas in 2002
Bush targeted open-seats candidates to take seats away from Democrats, in 2006, he
could only target candidates to keep seats in the Republican column. According to
Table 9, furthermore, Bush’s targets tended from areas in which he did
comparatively well in his 2004 reelection. Unlike incumbents where Bush tended
to go places where he did poorly, Bush’s tendency to go to districts in which he did
well correspond to places where a Republican House challenger would likely do
well. Indeed, five of the seven open-seat candidates and two of the three
challengers targeted represented districts where Bush performedthatt his

median share of the vote. Finally, eight of the ten candidates Bush targeted
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previously held elective office. In the context of 2006, this distribution can be
explained by low standing Republicans had among the electorate. Poor partisan
tides suggests that Republicans would field fewer quality candidates inestrong
Democratic areas—that is in districts in which the Democrat receikighear

proportion of the two-party vote and areas in which Bush underperformed. As an
effect party agent acting as a focal point for donors, Bush would naturally not raise

money for lesser quality candidates with a low chance of winning.

[Table 9 about here]

As a result, viability is the determining factor for whether or not the
president headlines a fund-raising event. Incumbents may be targetadtfor p
support or to collect political favors, even if the incumbent is not particularly
vulnerable. However, no political favor can be collected from a House challenger
unless the House challenger wins. Therefore, to compel the president to act as a
focal point for other donors, the challenger must demonstrate viability first.
Presidential intervention does not make a challenger viable, but only makes a
challenger more competitive. Table 10 displays the results of modelstesjitha
likelihood of a Bush fund-raiser for a non-incumbent using similar variables used
for the analysis of incumbents. Equation 1.6, measures candidate spending as total
spending less the amount raised at presidential fund-raising events. Given this
measure, candidate spending is the strongest predictor of a Bush fung-eaesnt.

Since non-incumbents must overcome disadvantages such as name recognition and
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an established financial and electoral base, the more challengers aneatpen-s
candidates spend, the better they do at the polls. Like opponent spending for
incumbents, candidate spending for non-incumbents is a current indicator of
expectations. And in a poor Republican year such as 2006, current expectations are
a better predictor of success than initial expectations. Only when spending is
excluded do measures of initial expectations, such as the previous Republican vote
margin matter statistically (as in Equations 1.7 and 1.8). In each of thesg case
higher Republican vote margins correspond to districts with larger numbers of
Republican voters, thus a Republican challenger would fair better all else equal.
Finally, according to Equation 1.8, higher quality candidates are more likely t
receive a Bush event. Non-incumbents with previous electoral experient®a
likely to overcome disadvantages in name recognition and fund-raising, thus are
more likely to attract a presidential fund-raiser.

Other measures of initial expectations are not significant predictors of a
Bush fund-raising event, however. Despite the majority of Bush’s targets being
candidates for open seats, these candidates are not statistically mgr®likel
receive a fund-raising event once expectations are controlled for. Although an open
seat contest initially indicates a competitive election, these candaatkesonly do
well if they could spend or if they were in districts with more Republican voters
Moreover, Bush’'s 2004 margin is never statically significant, unlike for ibewms
where Bush’s previous margin predicted vulnerability when spending was not
controlled for. This reflects the strength of Democratic incumbents in argas

large Republican voting blocs in 2006. Although Bush targeted the most
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competitive races as a faithful agent of the party, the poor political climate
restricted his capacity to target enough non-incumbents to take seats@way fr
Democrats. Even if Bush's strategy was to maintain rather than to expand the
Republican majority, in the end he could only target candidates that could

competitively spend against Democratic incumbents.

[Table 10 about here]

Converting the coefficients in Table 10 into predicted probabilities
illustrates how spending affected the chances of a Bush fund-raising eaéte. T
11 displays the changes in the estimated probability of a Bush event on non-
incumbents upon shifting spending and Republican district vote while holding
others constant. According to Equation 1.6, the estimated probability of a Bush
event while holding all variables to median values is less than 1%. Increasing the
level of spending from the median of non-incumbent spending to thpetBentile
of spending barely affects the chances of a Bush event at all. However, the
predicted probability of an event jumps to about 27% if a candidate spends at the
95" percentile of spending. A hypothetical candidate that spends at'the 99
percentile has an 87.4% chance of receiving an event, all else equal. While this
equation is different than those estimating the likelihood of an event for
incumbents, the chances that Bush raises funds for a non-incumbent is more
sensitive to spending. When spending is not controlled for, measures of initial

expectations such as the Republican margin in the previous election and candidate
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guality are significant; however, its affect on the chances of a Bush egantuah
modest. According to Equation 1.7, shifting the Republican vote margin from its
median value (36% among non-incumbents) to 50% only increases the estimated
probability of an event by 7%. Likewise, a candidate with electoral exyperie

only 4% more likely to receive an event than one does not, according to Equation

1.8.

[Table 11 about here]

The degree that spending levels drive the president’s targeting stradegy is
product of the poor political climate and the strategic nature of donors. With
respect to challengers, presidents will only raise money for competdndidates
because donors will only invest in candidates with a chance of winning. Some
donors care about ideology and will donate to candidates based on their positions.
Others, however, will not invest in sure losers. Thus the president will not hold a
fund-raising event for a candidate that he cannot credibly claim to be ctwvepeti
The poor political climate of 2006 made this problem worse. In 2006, measures of
initial expectations were statistically insignificant. With fewerldgqu&epublican
challengers and initial expectations so dim, strategic donors and the president could

only target candidates once they spent at a competitive level.

Comparing Bush’s Fund-raising Strategy to Clinton in 2000
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Bush’s fund-raising strategy is consistent with a faithful agent of thg par
among the candidates he targeted. However, in each midterm election, the
relatively low number of actual targets reflects priorities beyond makigseats
in the House. President Clinton, on the other hand, pursued a mixed strategy of
pursuing personal goals while improving the chances of competitive Democrats
(Jacobson, Kernell and Lazarus 2004). Comparing the two presidents reveals the
extent that these differences in priorities matter. Table 12 presentsoaesnof
the likelihood of a presidential fund-raising event that combines candidates of t
president’s party in 2000, 2002 and 2006. These results indicate that President
Clinton was much more likely to raise funds of individual incumbents than
President Bush. This pattern results from Clinton’s mixed strategy aasvell
Bush’s focus on the Senate and fund-raising efforts on behalf of the congressiona
and national committees. These results also follow the same pattern déptiai
fund-raising with respect to challengers, namely, presidents osl/maney for

challengers with a good chance of winning.

[Table 12 about here]

The raw numbers suggest that Clinton raised money more extensively than
Bush in 2002 or 2006. According to Mark Knoller’s records, Clinton held events
for 38 Democratic incumbents in 2000 while Bush targeted 10 Republican
incumbents in 2002 and 17 in 2006. To see if this difference matters statistically,

Equation 1.9 measures the likelihood that a president raises money for an



49

incumbent while controlling for spending and district characteristics. Axt®qe
vulnerable incumbents with high levels of spending or from districts that were
marginal in the previous election were more likely to receive a presidfemih

raising event. However, year dummies for 2002 and 2006 are significant and
negative suggesting that incumbents in 2000 were more likely to receive and event
from Clinton than Republicans were from Bush in 2002 or 2006 even when
competitiveness is controlled for. While Equation 1.9 does not suggest anything
about Clinton’s priorities, Jacobson et. al. argue that Clinton raised money in part to
pay back others for past support, which his lame-duck status allowed him to do.
Being at the beginning of his term, President Bush could have raised money to build
upon his House majority; however, his interests were aligned with the whole party,
not just Republicans in the House. With the opportunity to retake the Senate, his
individual effort would be better spent on behalf of Senate candidates. As a result
Republican House candidates were less likely to receive a fund-raising event
Instead, Bush used events to strengthen the Republican campaign committees and
candidates for other offices. In 2006, Bush raised money exclusively for vunerabl
incumbents. Unlike Clinton, poor popularity and the poor prospects for the party
restricted Bush to target incumbents based on competitiveness.

Examining presidential effort on behalf on non-incumbents across three
elections confirm that presidents only help candidates who are competitive.
Equation 1.10 measures the likelihood of a non-incumbent receiving an event.
Once candidate spending and quality are controlled for, Clinton is not more likely

to visit a Democratic challenger than Bush was a Republican challengergeSha
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in partisan tides affect the characteristics of the president’'ssarget instance,
Bush focused more on open seat candidates who were replacing retiring
Republicans in 2006 rather than candidates who could take seats away from
Democrats. By contrast, Jacobson, Kernell and Lazarus show that President
Clinton’s efforts for Democratic challengers in 2000 raising money fopetitive
challengers that were viable due to initial expectations as well. Nelesghin
neither of these elections did the president raise money for a challertgiid that

already have high expectations for success.

Conclusion

Like Clinton in 2000, Bush’s performance as an agent of House Republicans
is mixed. On one hand, in both 2002 and 2006, Bush’s strategy among candidates
he targeted was consistent with seat-maximization. However, Busth nagsey
for a very limited number of candidates in both his midterm elections, especially
compared to Clinton in 2000. In 2002, Bush'’s incentives with the House
Republicans were not completely aligned. While the House Republicans wished to
maximize seats, Bush was more interested in promoting the fortunes of thagparty
a whole. While a president’s reelection concerns or legislative agendicemsie
a deviation from seat maximizing, Bush was interested in party building. Extending
the Republican Party, after all, would help him legislatively and electorallya
result, Bush focused much of his personal attention to retaking the Senate while
maintaining his House majority. From the perspective of the party in the House,

Bush’s strategy seems inefficient, especially given the good Repuipéean
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However, Bush raising a substantial amount for the NRCC and a good Republican
year naturally improving the flow of resources to needy candidates Ihsts t
inefficiency. In 2006, Bush and the House Republicans shared an interest in
maximizing seats. However, Bush’s diminished capacity forced him to target
candidates to hold onto Republican seats rather than to take seats from Democrats.
In the end, Bush could only raise money to counter high levels of Democratic

spending, and as later chapters will show, limited his effectivenesdlas we
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Appendix A
Table 2.1: Beneficiaries of Bush’s Fund-Raising Eants (2002)
Number of Number of

Recipient Candidates Events $ Total $/candidate
RNC 2 56,900,000
NRCC/NRSC 3 60,000,000
House Incumbents 10 9 4,720,000 472,000
House Challengers 1 1 500,000 500,000
House Open Seat 5 5 1,620,000 324,000
Senate Incumbents 8 9 5,950,000 743,750
Senate Challengers 8 13 1,1290,000 1,411,250
Senate Open Seat 3 4 4,350,000 1,450,000
Candidates for Governor 20 27 30,715,000 700,000
Jeb Bush 1 4 3,250,000 3,250,000
State and Local Parties 22 11,460,000
Other Organizations 2 3,400,000
Total 56 101 (74 separate) 194,155,000
Source:Mark Knoller, CBS News
Table 2.2: Bush’s Fund-raising for House Incumbers: 2002

Percent Helped Number p-value of
Variable by Bush of Cases Difference
Marginal (2000 District Democratic 15.22 7 of 46
Vote between 40%-60%)
Non-marginal 2.00 3 of 150 .000
Bush 2000 Vote Above Median 1.23 2 of 163
Bush 2000 Vote Below Median 24.24 8 of 33 .000
High-quality challenger 19.05 4 of 21
Low-quality challenger 3.43 6 of 175 .002
First Term Republican 6.45 2 0of 31

Senior Republican 4.24 50f 118 .604
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Table 2.3: Likelihood of a Bush fund-raising evenfor Republican House Incumbents: 2002

Independent Variable Equation 1.1 Equation 1.2 Equation 1.3
Democratic Spending (100,000's) 170 167
(.0528) (.0501)
Republican District Vote (2000) -.968** .012 -.895 *x*
(.496) (.068) (.417)
Republican District-Level Presidential -1.38  xxx -219 -1.23
Vote (2000) (.622) (.090) (.505)
Quality Opponent -.360 115 * -.862
(1.35) (1.18) (1.26)
Freshman Republican 409 .692 -.225
(1.35) (1.27) (1.20)
Previous District Vote * Previous 017w 016  ***
Presidential Vote (.008) (.007)
Constant 69.06 *** 6.05 65.55 ***
(33.77) (5.81) (28.13)
N 163 166 163
Log Likelihood -16.44 -18.25 -24.01
Pseudo R 528 478 314

¥ p<.10, *** p<.05

Table 2.4: Effects of the Significant Predictors bthe Likelihood of Receiving a Bush Fund-
Raising Event: House Incumbents, 2002

Variable Shift in Variable (from, to) Change in thbability of
receiving an event.

From Equation 1.1

Democratic Spending (50" Percentile, 78 Percentile) 0.6% higher
(50" Percentile, 98 Percentile) 8.3% higher
(50" Percentile, 99 Percentile) 30.3% higher
2000 Republican District Vote (median, 50%) 89% highet
2000 Bush Presidential Vote (median, 50%) 85% higher
2000 Republican District Vote * (64*58, 50*50) 1.4% lower

Bush Presidential Vote

TSignificant at a 90% confidence interval.
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Number of Number of
Recipient Candidates Events $ Total $/candidate
RNC 15 34,100,000
NRCC/NRSC 4 39,525,000
House Incumbents 17 15 8,130,000 478,235
House Challengers 3 3 1,375,000 458,333
House Open Seat 7 7 3,275,000 467,857
Senate Incumbents 5 10 6,250,000 1,250,000
Senate Challengers 2 3 2,550,000 1,275,000
Senate Open Seat 1 2 2,600,000 2,600,000
Candidates for Governor 10 10 10,610,000 1,061,000
State and Local Parties 4 6,850,000
Other Organizations 4 12,300,000
Total 45 77 127,565,000
Source: Mark Knoller, CBS News
Table 2.6: Bush’s Fund-raising for House Incumbers: 2006
Percent Helped Number p-value of
Variable by Bush of Cases Difference
Marginal (2004 District Democratic 30.00 12 of 40
Vote above 40%)
Non-marginal 3.03 5 of 165 .000
Bush 2004 Vote Above Median 5.00 8 of 160
Bush 2004 Vote Below Median 20.00 9 of 45 .001
High-quality challenger 22.22 8 of 36
Low-quality challenger 5.33 9 of 169 .001
First Term Republican 17.86 5 of 28
Senior Republican 6.86 12 of 175 .051
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Table 2.7: Likelihood of a Bush fund-raising evenfor House Incumbents: 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.4 Equation 1.5
Democratic Spending (100,000's) .138**
(.0378)
Republican District Vote (2004) -.149xx* -.168 ***
(.069) (.061)
Republican District-Level Presidential -.039 =141 wxx
Vote (2004) (.067) (.055)
Quality Opponent .085 725
(.748) (.647)
Freshman Republican 1.06 1.02
(.971) (.859)
Constant 6.54 15.41 *»*
(5.56) (4.76)
N 170 170
Log Likelihood -27.81 -35.87
Pseudo R 476 478

Table 2.8: Effects of the Significant Predictors bthe Likelihood of Receiving a Bush Fund-
Raising Event: Republican House Incumbents, 2006

Variable Shift in Variable (from, to) Change in thbability of
receiving an event.

From Equation 1.4

Democratic Spending (50" Percentile, 78 Percentile) 1.8% higher
(50" Percentile, 98 Percentile) 18.2% higher
(50" Percentile, 98 Percentile) 60.3% higher

From Equation 1.5
2004 Republican District Vote (58.85%, 50%) 17.6% higher
From Equation 1.5
2004 Bush Presidential Vote (64.7%, 50%) 21.5% higher
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Table 2.9: Bush’s Fund-raising for House Challengs and Open Seat Candidates: 2006

Percent Helped Number p-value of
Variable by Bush of Cases Difference
Marginal (2004 Democratic District 5.83 7 of 120
Vote > 40%)
Non-marginal 18.75 3 0of 16 .063
Bush 2004 Vote Above Median 20.59 7 of 34
Bush 2004 Vote Below Median 2.94 3 of 102 .001
Open-Seat Candidate 24.14 7 of 29
Challenging Democratic Incumbent 2.80 3 of 107 00.0
High-quality Republican candidate 20.51 8 of 39
Low-quality Republican candidate 2.06 2 of 97 .000

Table 2.10: The likelihood of a Bush fund-raisingevent for Non-Incumbents (House): 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.6 Equation 1.7 Equation 1.8
Candidate Spending (100,000's) 255+
(.091)
Republican District Vote (2004) 17 095  *x* 099  ***
(.067) (.049) (.077)
Republican District-Level Presidential -.113 -.062 -.097
Vote (2004) (.09) (.069) (.077)
Quality Candidate 1.88 ***
(.985)
Open Seat -771 1.06 .765
(1.29) (.962) (1.03)
Constant -5.27 -4.41 -3.69 **
(2.96) (1.93) (2.02)
N 122 123 123
Log Likelihood -14.37 -24.15 -22.12
Pseudo R 552 245 313

*** n<.05 ** p<.10
tincludes total spending minus money from presidefund-raising events
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Table 2.11: Effects of the Significant Predictor®f the Likelihood of Receiving a Bush Fund-
Raising Event: House Challengers and Open-Seat Cdidates, 2006

Change in probability of

Variable Shift in Variable (from, to) receiving a fund-raising
event.

From Equation 1.6

Candidate Spending (50" Percentile, 78 Percentile) 1.4% higher
(50" Percentile, 98 Percentile) 26.7% higher
(50" Percentile, 99 Percentile) 87.4% higher

From Equation 1.7

2004 Republican District Vote (median, 50%) 7% higher

From Equation 1.8

Quality Candidate (0,2) 6% higher

Table 2.12: The likelihood of a Presidential FundRaising Event, Clinton in
2000 vs. Bush in 2002 and 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.9 Equation 1.10
(Incumbents) ( Non-Incumbents)
Opponent Spending (100,000's) 1.37*
(.020)
Candidate Spending (100,000’s) 1.19*
(.032)
Congressional District Vote between 1.45 *** 1.51 ***
40%-60% (Previous Election) (.53) (.062)
District-Level Presidential Vote .033 .012
(Previous Election) (.026) (.029)
Quality Opponent/Candidate -.014 1.38 ***
(.412) (.615)
Freshman Candidate 434
(.437)
Year 2002 -1.66 *** -.654
(.474) (.775)
Year 2006 -1.65 *** .534
(.455) (.680)
Open Seat -.332
(.714)
Constant -5.38 -6.27 ***
(1.94) (1.37)
N 500 384
Log Likelihood -122.47 -50.89

Pseudo R .302 .396



Chapter 3: Allocation of Presidential Fund-Raising Events in SenatelEctions

Changes in capacity and incentives also affect the extent that a préeside
faithful agent of Senate candidates. Previous studies have ignored the president’s
activities on behalf of Senate incumbents and challengers. This omission may be
justified since similarities exist between raising funds for SesradeHouse
candidates. The president’s strategy could reflect motivations to reftgamor
control of the chamber or reflect personal goals to pay back others for past.suppor
However, given the president’s time constraints and institutional differences
between the House and Senate, there are reasons to believe that the president’s
incentives are aligned differently between different types of candidates.of@he
president’s main reason to act as a faithful party agent for House casdidate
imparting information to donors crucial for an efficient allocation of ressyise
not as much of an issue when it comes to Senate candidates. There are fewer
Senate races than House races in a given year. Furthermore, Sellatgensa
tend to be higher quality candidates than House challengers and are better able t
advertise and raise money on their own. Thus, information as to the vulnerability of
incumbents and viability of challengers is more accessible to donors. Asta resul
there is less incentive for the president to act as an agent for the exregsese
of imparting information. The expectation may be that presidents act lesslike

agent of the party, and are more likely to use fund-raisers as tools to further the
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president’s agenda or for electoral concerns at the expense of the pantslks ove
performance. After all, presidents need to win whole states as well aigizame
donors in a state-wide setting may be more beneficial than in a smallet distric
setting.

However, there are reasons that the president’s incentives would be more
aligned with the party’s interests with respect to the Senate. Firgattgan
balance of power in the Senate was extremely close between the 2000 and 2006
elections. Indeed, partisan control of the Senate changed hands three times during
the Bush presidency. Given parity, the marginal value of each seat increases as
each race becomes more important to win for the sake of the party as welhas for t
fate of the president’s legislative agenda. Second, since Senate chialtendeo
have more experience than House candidates, Senate campaigns tend &r be clos
fought. Closer races and the added expense of state-wide campaigns increase the
president’s incentives to raise funds for Senate candidates. The entpigstibn
this chapter addresses is to what extent the president distributes fundeHaing
consistent with a faithful agent of the party, given the president’s incentides a
national partisan tides.

These results show that partisan parity drives presidents to behave as
faithful agents. Clinton and Bush in his two midterms raised funds for vulnerable
incumbents and promising challengers. Nevertheless, Clinton’s lame-diusk sta
and Bush’s incentives to retake the Senate in 2002 create differences in thei
strategies. For example, Bush visited candidates multiple times arl gattie

election than Clinton. At the same time, relatively positive national parttses ti
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allowed both Clinton and Bush (in 2002) to pursue other objectives. While Clinton
used fund-raising events to pay back others for past support, Bush used them to
strengthen his relationship with important senators. The negative partisaoftide
2006, on the other hand, severely constrained Bush'’s ability to behave as an
effective party agent. Not only did the political climate prevent Bush from
expanding Republican seats, but Bush could not raise money for Republican
challengers even when they were competitive. As with House candidajasyae
partisan tides limit the president’s ability to efficiently targetdidates for the

benefit of the party.

The President’s Incentives and Capacity

Both Clinton in 2000 and Bush in 2002 had strong incentives to retake the
Senate for their party since both lost partisan control of the chamber edudyrin t
terms. President Clinton lost the Senate during his first midterm election avea w
of anti-administration sentiment, and winning back the Senate would have been one
way to secure his legacy. In 2000, Republicans started with a 54-46 edge with
many of the first term Republicans that swept into office in 1994 up for reelection.
With a number of potentially vulnerable first term Republicans, President Clinton
had the opportunity to make up for the losses after his first midteDespite the
partisan reasons for campaigning for Senate candidates, Clinton raisey for a

number of safe incumbents according to Mark Knoller’s records. For Clinton,

! Democrats hoped to be competitive against a langeber of first-term Republicans. They noted a
similar circumstance occurred in 1986 when Repabkowvho rode Reagan’s coattails in 1980 came
up for reelection. Democrats managed to take HalSenate that year (Helen Dewar,
“Revolutionaries’ of '94 Give GOP an EdgeThe Washington Pgs29 October 2000).
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effort on behalf of Senate incumbents could also be used to pay back for past
support, just as it motivated some of his efforts on behalf of House incumbents
(Jacobson, Kernell, Lazarus 2004). Even so, compared to his effort for House
candidates, Clinton did not hold events for as many Senate candidates, even raising
money for Senate incumbents who were not even running in that efec@ibmton

had other goals in mind besides maximizing his party’s representation iartageS

With his tenure in office winding down, President Clinton would also be motivated

to pay incumbents back for past support. Moreover, with Hillary Clinton running

for an open seat, raising money on her behalf would constrain his time to raise
money for other candidates.

In 2002, President Bush also had a motivation to retake the Senate after
having lost majority control in 2001, thanks to Senator Jeffords switch from the
Republican Party to an independénA single seat deficit and Bush’s overall
strategy of building the Republican Party suggests that Bush would focus his effort
on Senate candidates rather than House candidates. As a result, his distribution of
fund-raising events would be more efficient from the party’s perspective. $tve
Knoller’s records show that Bush raised money for several safe incumbents. Given
the good Republican year and Bush’s goal to maximize seats, very few incumbents

should have received events if he acted purely as a party agent, all else equal. Bush

2 Many of the candidates not running in 2000 thant6h raised money for were in close races in
2002.

3 According toThe New York Time8ush declared to congressional Republicans @@§02 that
his two top political priorities were to expand tRepublican House majority and to retake the
Senate. This marked a partisan shift in rhetanit @vay from his bipartisan stances at the end of
2001 (Elisabeth Bumiller, “Bush Looks to Help G.QOiPElection Year, The New York Time&0D
February, 2002).
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could have targeted safe incumbents for several reasons. First, he could use fund-
raisers to energize donors in advance of his reelection campaign, as Herrnson and
Morris (2007) suggest he did for House candidates. Second, if Bush’s primary goal
was to create a Republican Senate majority to advance his agenda, raisayg m

for influential incumbents who would soon chair Senate committees would be a
way of cultivating support. Bush would pursue the first goal by raising money f
safe incumbents in presidential battleground states and the second goahigy raisi
money for senior senators who sat on committees important to his agenda. For
these reasons, his choice of targets for incumbents could include safe incuasbents
well as the most vulnerable incumbents and promising challengers.

Using the presidency to build the party in Congress had adverse
consequences in Bush’s second midterm. When Bush’s popularity waned so did
the fortunes of his co-partisans in the Senate. In 2006, negative partisan tdé¢ agai
Republicans allowed Democrats to field stronger candidates. While the Rapublic
national and House campaign committees raised more than their Democratic
counterparts, the DSCC raised more money than the NRSC during the election
cycle. The RNC, having raised more money than the DNC, had to supplement the
shortfall* The extra cash allowed the Democrats to competitively challenge
Republicans in states in which Republicans traditionally do well. As an agent of
the party, Bush certainly had an alignment of incentives with Senate cardatate

the same reasons as with House candidates. Not only would he help his Senate co-

“ Bob Benenson, “Election 2006: The Battering Ranth the Bulwark,"CQ Weekly Online30
October, 2006: 2866-2869
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partisans out of his obligations as leader of the party, any legislative olgemtive

the maintenance of policies already in place required that his majonanrentact.

On top of this, maintaining his majority would be also a matter of pride as
Democrats billed this midterm as a referendum on the Bush presidency. However,
a negative Republican climate would reduce the number of viable challengers,
limiting Bush'’s options to defend his majority to vulnerable incumbents. Second,
fewer safe incumbents would request a fund-raising event from an unpopular
president, else risk needlessly damaging their candidacies. This wouldisimge

of fund-raising events for the purposes of collecting political favors from safe

candidates.

Research Design and Methods
The Dependent Variable

As with the study of the House, this chapter measures the likelihood that a
Senate candidate receives a fund-raising event to assess the presitteassar
party agent. Table 1 summarizes Mark Knoller’s records on the president's fund
raising activities, displaying how many candidates received zero, one or two or
more events. Between the 2000, 2002 and 2006 elections, presidents targeted a
total of 39 of 99 candidates, and 18 of those were incumbents. Knoller's records
further reveal that Clinton raised $1.8 million for 4 Senate incumbents, $3 million

for 5 Senate challengers and an additional $8.4 million through the Democratic
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Senatorial Campaign Committee (DSCCHowever, President Clinton raised

$10.4 million for Hillary Clinton over 42 events. Not surprisingly, these efforts
eclipse those on behalf of any other House or Senate candidate. Comparing Bush’s
2002 itinerary to Clinton’s 2000 itinerary shows how much more Bush prioritized
raising money for Senate candidates. According to Knoller's data, Bush dttende
26 fund-raising events for 19 Republican candidates. Specifically, Bush attended
events for 8 of the 15 Republican incumbent Senate candidates. His effort on
behalf of challengers was equally strong as he raised money for 8 of the 14
Republicans running against Democratic incumbents. He held 13 separate events
for these challengers including multiple fund-raisers for several sfates
candidate$. Finally, the president also raised money for 4 of the 5 Republican
Senate candidates running in open seats that year.

Not surprisingly, in 2006 the number of direct events for Senate candidates
fell across the board. The number of Senate incumbents receiving direct fund-
raising events dropped from 8 of 15 in 2002 to 5 of 14 in 2006. The number
targeted Senate challengers fell from 8 out of 13 to 1 out of 14. And the proportion
of targeted candidates of open-seat elections fell from 4 out of 5 to 2 out of 4. As
expected, the shift in the number of challengers reflects the reduced number of

viable Senate challengers. However, while the raw totals went down, his impact

® See Table 1 in Jacobson, Kernell and Lazarus (2004 summary of these figures.

® Bush headlined more than one fund-raiser for tleeessful challengers, Jim Talent (MO), Norm
Coleman (MN) and Elizabeth Dole (NC). It shouldrimed that neither Talent nor Coleman faced
an entrenched Democratic incumbent on Election Diealent’s opponent, Jean Carnahan, was
appointed to the Senate after the posthumous efectiGovernor Mel Carnahan in 2000.
Furthermore, Norm Colman faced Walter Mondale wias wlaced on the ballot following the death
of incumbent Paul Wellstone.

" The only open seat candidate Bush did not targ2002 was Lamar Alexander of Tennessee, who
was already well known in the state as a formeeguar and presidential candidate.
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measured as dollars per candidate did not. Tables 1 and 5 from the previous chapter
show the distribution of cash that Bush raised for all Republicans including Senate
candidates. These tables show that his efforts among incumbents increased fr
$743,000 per candidate in 2002 to $1.25 million per candidate. Despite Bush'’s
negative standing with the general public, he was still popular among the

Republican base and many donors among the base. Bush managed to energize
these base donors, helping blunt Democratic efforts and ease the NRSC'’s fund-

raising shortfall.

[Table 1 about here]

Independent Variables

Candidate spending, opponent spending and most of the control variables
used in the following models are used in the analysis of Bush'’s fund-raisinig effor
among House candidates. Please refer to that chapter’'s methods sectioi for a f
description. However, there are a few differences. First, initialotepens about
a Senate candidate’s competitiveness are measured using race ratmpise
Cook Political Report.Throughout the election cycl&€he Cook Political Report
categorizes the competitiveness of each race on a seven-point scalg fiamgin
either safe for the Democratic or Republican candidate, likely for one quattig
other, leans toward a party or is a toss-up and could go either way. Races are coded
as 1 if their race rating falls in either a “lean” or the “toss-up” categnd O

otherwise. Unlike spending, the race ratings are a measure of compeigiatiae
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particular point in the cycle, similar to how the previous Democratic vote in House
district measures initial expectations about how close a race is likely ta bas
case, race ratings are taken from May or June of the election year. Rayeas
of spring are snapshot of competitiveness before candidates raise and spend much
of their funds and before many fund-raising events take place. As suchtirzg® ra
may be a better measure of competitive races that are close due to paiibsah
tides and state characteristics that are independent of a the fund-raikireg abia
candidate’s opponent.

Other control variables include a measure of state population to control for
the possibility that presidents fund-raise more in larger states whetielates may
have to wage more expensive campaigns. State population may be positively
correlated with a candidate’s total receipts and total spending. Afteroaé, m
people in a state means there are more donors and it may be more expensive to
reach voters. However, the effect of state population on the receipts of incumbents
versus non-incumbents is less clear. On one hand, there is a higher correlation
between population and receipts among incumbents than non-incufhbents.
Challengers spend when they are viable, which has more to do with candidate
guality, political and demographic factors than the size of a state’s population. At
the same time, all incumbents tend to be able to raise money, and senators in states
with larger people tend to be able to raise more. On the other hand, larger states

tend to be more ideologically diverse, which means that challengers mayée mor

8 Specifically, the correlation between total recgignd state population equals .46 for incumbents
and .20 for non-incumbents.
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viable and have a larger donor base than challengers in smaller statesaitzam
1988). If this were the case, then adding state population controls for increases in
spending due to state size.

At a glance, whether competitiveness is measured by spending or by race
ratings, close races attract presidential intervention. As Table 2 shosidepts
helped incumbents about 60% of the time when their opponents spent above the
median level of non-incumbent spending per capita. Similarly, presidents helped
about 60% of non-incumbents who spent more than the median level of non-
incumbent spending. However, if the president acted purely as an agent of the
party, then the president would not raise money for incumbents running against low
spending challengers or for non-incumbents not already spending at a campetiti
level. Indeed, Table 2 also shows that presidents occasionally raise money for
incumbents not running against high spending challengers, which suggest that
presidents sometimes act to help certain individuals rather than helping the part
overall performance. Presidents confine deviations from a purely seatdaiagim
strategy to incumbents. The three instances in which the president held a fund-
raising event for low spending non-incumbents could be explained by other factors.
Two of the three candidates came from less populated states or smakber Istate
these instances, a non-incumbent could spend less than the median level of all non-

incumbent spending and remain competitive. The third event for a low spending

° Population data comes from the U.S. Census BurBach candidate is coded with his or her
state’s estimated population for that particulacgbn year.
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challenger occurred as a result of a Louisiana run-off elettiqiikewise,

competitive elections as measured by expectations in late springtedst at

presidential fund-raising events. As expected, virtually all incumbents ehgage
competitive races received at least one event as did 61% of non-incumbents in close

racest

[Table 2 about here]

Table 2 also shows that eleven safe incumbents received events, including
six in 2002 when very few Republican incumbents were in trouble. An alternative
explanation of the distribution of events is that presidents are more likely to visit
states that were close in the previous presidential election. Presidemtall af
have a competing electoral incentive to maintain relationships with donors that he
may need in a future election. If presidents did favor candidates in presidential
battleground states, then this fund-raising pattern would be detrimental to the
overall performance of the party. At a glance, presidents do not seem to
systematically target Senate candidates from presidentiagddratiind states. Table

3 shows that presidents held fund-raising events for about 48% of candidates in

191 ow spending non-incumbents receiving visits werian Schweitzer (MT) in 2000 and John
Sununu (NH) and Suzanne Terrell, whose event oediafter her general election result forced a
runoff against incumbent Mary Landrieu (LA).

™ The one incumbent not receiving an event was llin€haffee (RI) who was not on good terms
with President Bush in 2006.
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presidential battleground states, and about 37% of those candidates who Were not.
The difference between figures is not statistically significant. Taibednly

president Bush in 2002 faced reelection and would have the strongest electoral
incentive to deviate from a purely seat-maximizing strategy. Howe\dwed not

seem that President Bush systematically targeted candidates deptiesi

battleground states even in 2002. Table 3 shows the percent of candidates in
battleground states that Bush aided. Bush held events for about 57% of candidates
in presidential battleground states and 58% of those who were not. That year, only
two incumbents came from states that would be battleground states in 2004.
Indeed, both incumbents received event even though neither was in a competitive
election. However, both these incumbents were Republican moderates; the
president may have wanted to cultivate a relationship with moderates siraseat w
moderate who cost him his Senate majority in the first place. However, even if
Bush had a motivation to raise money to satisfy his own reelection interests, there

are not enough observations in a particular year to show a statisticainsigii

[Table 3 about here]

Results and Discussion

Incumbents

12 presidential battleground states come from Sh@@§®2 In midterm elections, battleground states
correspond to those states the president’s parsidered to be battlegrounds in the previous
presidential election.
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Across these three elections, presidents raised money for vulnerable
incumbents. Considering that the partisan balance of power was at stake in each
election, it is not surprising that the distribution of events would reflect a seat-
maximizing strategy to a large degree. Table 4 displays the resultseofdbite
regressions estimating the likelihood that the president targets an induwitbesin
event. Equation 1.1 uses opponent spending to measure the competitiveness of a
race and it is the only variable whose coefficient is statisticahifstant at the
95% level. This result suggests that fund-raising events are in part a regponse t
well-funded challengers rather than simply an exchange of political favors.
Although it is only marginally significant, the coefficient on the year 200&Gbbai
IS negative, suggesting that Republican incumbents in that year were Igswlike
receive a Bush event than those in 2002, all else equal. This result is curious
considering the negative partisan tides of 2006 should have created higher spending
Democratic challengers and more vulnerable incumbents who require presidenti
intervention to rally donors. Moreover, the president’s fund-raising itinerary does
not reveal a shift in strategy away from helping incumbents. In 2002, 8 of 15
incumbents received events versus 6 of 13 in 2006. Despite this, these results
suggest that even when controlling for Democratic spending, incumbents in 2002

were marginally more likely to receive an event than incumbents in 2006.

[Table 4 about here]
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The marginal effects of the year dummy variables disappear when race
ratings are used to measure competitiveness instead of spending. Equation 1.2 uses
ratings fromThe Cook Political Repods of late spring of the election year and
represent the strategic information available to candidates, the presidesit as
donors several months prior to the election. Incumbents in races rated as “lean” or
“toss-up” are more likely to receive a presidential fund-raising everdlsallequal.

Unlike Equation 1.1, the year 2006 dummy variable does not achieve even marginal
significance when using race ratings instead of spending. Indeed, 4 oubof the
incumbents Bush visited in 2006 were in marginal races versus 2 out of 8
incumbents Bush visited in 2002. Because more safe incumbents in 2002 received
events, incumbents in that year should be more likely to receive and event once
early vulnerability is controlled for. However, there may not be enough
observations to show a statistical difference. Combining both measures of
competitiveness into the same model washes away any effect of eiiabtesaFor
instance, Equation 1.3 includes both opponent spending and race ratings to measure
the likelihood of a fund-raising event. In this case, neither spending nor rags ratin
are statistically significant. This result occurs because how vulnerable a

incumbent is initially expected to be determines an opponent’s total level of
spending. Therefore, total opponent spending variable is a function of the lean or
toss-up dummy variable.

Converting the coefficients in Equations 1.1 and 1.2 into predicted
probabilities allows for an estimation of how much spending or race ratings change

the likelihood of a presidential fund-raising event. Table 5 displays tg/eel
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changes in the predicted probability of an event upon shifting single independent
variables while holding others constant. Based on Equation 1.1, the predicted
probability that an incumbent receives a fund-raising event if that incumbent took
on the median value of each independent variable is*36%olding all other
variables constant, shifting opponent spending from the median value to a
competitive level, such as the"™®percentile of spending, increases the predicted
probability of a presidential fund-raising event by 37%. Only shifting spgndi
produces changes in the predicted probability of an event that is signifithat at
95% level. Just as Equation 1.1 suggests, holding spending at the median value,
incumbents in 2006 are 36% less likely to receive an event than those in 2002.
However, this estimation is only marginally significant. Furthermore, siftom
2002 to 2000 produces no significant change in the likelihood of an event, all else
equal. Equation 1.2 produces almost identical predictions when substituting race
ratings for spending. Holding all variables at their median values, the pcedicte
probability that a candidate receives a presidential fund-raising eved¥d.

Shifting from a safe race rating to a lean or toss-up while holding all othestaat

shifts the predicted probability of an event from by 38%.

[Table 5 about here]

13 This hypothetical incumbent would reside in aestft3.1 million, where the president earned
46% of the vote, whose opponent spent about $1libmand is a Republican running in 2002.
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From the coefficients alone, these models suggest that presidenthieall t
years targeted Senate candidates consistent with being a party agentelmsum
with high spending challengers or in races that were rated as competitivmnearly
the election are more likely to be the beneficiary of a presidential fusidga
event. However, this does not mean that the president could not have pursued a
mixed strategy, especially in 2000 and 2002 when the president had the capacity to
target incumbents who were not vulnerable. The negative coefficient forahe ye
2006 dummy variable and first-difference analysis suggests that even when
spending is controlled for, incumbents in 2000 and 2002 were more likely to
receive a presidential fund-raising event. Although this difference isgrofisant
at the 95% level and analysis of presidential battleground states yields no evidenc
of systematic bias towards states important in a presidential elea@®iigble 3),
these results do not exclude the possibility that legislative or payback wesenti
motivate the president. The question remains whether or not Clinton in 2000 or
Bush in 2002 targeted incumbents based on factors other than their vulnerability.

Indeed, competitiveness does not fully explain Clinton’s distribution of
fund-raising events among incumbents in 2000. First, relatively few Dentocrat
incumbents were vulnerable that year. Clinton raised money for two of the five
incumbents whose Republican opponents spent more than the average level of
Republican challenger spending that year. Additionally, he also raised nooney f
the leadership PACs of senators that distributed money to other needy candidates.
Moreover, the president also raised money for the only incumbent engaged in a

“lean or toss-up” race, Chuck Robb of Virginia. In the end, no incumbent other
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than Robb received less than 57% of the vote. Yet Clinton raised money for a total
of ten incumbents, six of whom were not even running that year. While some of
these six were involved in close reelection campaigns in 2002, the overall pattern
indicates that payback also influenced his strategy. Among those receiving fund-
raising events included Ted Kennedy, Patrick Leahy, and Chris Dodd. All of
Clinton’s targets that were safe were influential, senior members Skthate as
opposed to first term incumbents. Thus, like his strategy for House incumbents,
Clinton’s strategy for the Senate involved a mixed strategy

Likewise, President Bush’s choice of targets in 2002 included influential
senior senators, suggesting that cultivating relationships for future support
motivated the president. For Bush, these relationships were especiallyaimport
because if he succeeded in helping Republicans retake the Senate, then these
senators would control the agenda in Senate committees critical to biatlegi
goals. As Milkis and Rhodes (2007) argue, Bush used the presidency as an
instrument of building the Republican Party, thereby binding the success of the
party and of his presidency together. As such, building connections between
himself and Senate leaders would be crucial for his agenda. Knoller’s relsowds s
that Bush targeted six Senate incumbents who were not in “lean” or “toss-up.” race
Each of these six incumbents were ranking members (and soon to be chairs) of
Senate important Senate committees. Bush’s list of safe Senate incumbents
included Ted Stevens, chair of the Senate Committee on Appropriations, Pete
Domenici, chair of the Senate Budget Committee, Susan Collins, chair of the

Committee on Government Affairs (later the Committee of Homeland Seandty
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Government Affairs), Gordon Smith of the committee on aging (important because
social security reform was a top domestic goal), and James Inhofe, ctiagr of
Committee on the Environment and Public Works. While Bush raised funds for
vulnerable Republican incumbents, including both candidates engaged in “lean” or
“toss-up” races, Bush'’s strategy also involved laying the groundwork for future
legislative success should his party retake the Senate.

In 2006, President Bush did not deviate from a purely seat-maximizing
strategy. Consistent with the effects of spending and initial expectatiomd ifo
Equations 1.1 and 1.2, Bush raised money for five of the seven Republican
incumbents whose opponents spent more than average and five of the six
incumbents whose races were rated as “lean” or “toss-up” that sprinqavéitage
level of Democratic challenger spending increased from $1.1 million in 2002 to
$3.3 million in 2006, helped in part due to the NRSC fund-raising shortfall. As a
result, the poor political climate forced Bush to raise money to combat well-
financed challengers. Bush raised money for only one safe incumbent, Onim Hat
who chaired the Senate Judiciary Committee and headed a leadership PAC;
however, beyond this, raising money in exchange for political support would have
been an inefficient use of his time. Conversely, Bush did not raise funds for only
one vulnerable senator, Lincoln Chafee of Rhode Island, who is the only vulnerable
senator who did not receive a fund-raising event across these three electiorss. On it
face, Chafee’s exclusion is consistent with the White House’s statetoeaisls
House candidates in that the president would be willing to campaign and raise

money for candidates who must distance themselves from the president so long as
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the candidates are not critical of Bush. Chafee, after all, was a viticabtthe
president’s war policy and publicly did not vote for the president in 2004, opting
instead to vote for Bush’s fath¥r.Still, given Chafee’s stances, it is doubtful a
presidential fund-raising event would have helped the senator politically. Thus,
Chafee’s exclusion can be interpreted as a part of a seat maximiateg\str

In sum, partisan parity in the Senate motivated each president to raise
money for virtually every vulnerable senator. Institutional factors, suemadeft
in office, affected the alignment of interests between the president and thapart
the Senate. These incentives motivated the president to deviate from a atrely se
maximizing strategy to the extent that national partisan tides alloweaiisistent
with theories of high capacity agents, Clinton in 2000 and Bush in 2002 used fund-
raising events to either payback others or build relationships for future support.
When his capacity to act was low, however, Bush mostly raised money for
vulnerable incumbents. However, even when presidents raise funds for safe
incumbents, it does not detract from helping vulnerable incumbents, unlike in
presidential efforts for House candidates. The relatively small numberesf aad

partisan parity likely contribute to this pattern.

Challengers and Open Seat Candidates
As with House races, presidents do not have as much of an incentive to
deviate from a purely seat-maximizing strategy when it comes tagdisnds for

Senate challengers and candidates for open-seats. While incumbents iway rece

14 Jonathan Saltzman, “Whitehouse Wins Chafee’s'SEae Boston Glohe8 November, 2006
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an event for past political support, such an exchange is less likely unless the
candidate supported the president in a previous office. Moreover, a fund-raiser
used in exchange for future support would be fruitless if the candidate loses, and
even if the candidate wins, he or she would be less influential in Senate cosimittee
than a senior incumbent. Therefore, presidents raise money for Senategehslle
almost exclusively when they are already competitive. However, s wit
challengers for House seats, the president’s capacity to act as anfdagerngaoty

is sensitive to national partisan tides. A positive climate expands the number of
competitive challengers to target, while a poor climate limits those optisres. A
result, even if the president is leader of the party and retains popularity with donors
even in the worst of political environments, the president cannot make a candidate
viable. Rather the president can only give a financial boost to an alreaayiadtr
candidate.

Regression results using either spending or race ratings show thatadcreas
competitiveness positively affects the likelihood that a non-incumbent recaive
event. Table 6 displays these results. Equation 1.4 uses total spending to measure
competitiveness while controlling for state partisanship, population and national
partisan tides. As expected, the coefficient for candidate spending is positive and
highly significant. This result indicates that increased spending leveds rais
expectations about a challenger’s chances of victory. Thus, the higher a eandidat
spends, the more likely a president wishing to maximize seats would target that
candidate with a fund-raising event. Using candidate spending, as opposed to

opponent spending, to measure competitiveness introduces some confounding
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factors. Namely, candidates receiving presidential fund-raising eventd w

naturally spend more in total. Race ratings from May or June avoid this problem
since these measure expectations before strategic decisions aboutdungdara

made and before a lot of money is spent. Equation 1.5 substitutes race ratings for
spending and the regression results in a highly significant and positive coefficient.
A competitive rating as of late spring/early summer is especrafhpitant to
challengers and candidates for open seats. The earlier a candidate can demonstr
viability, the more that candidate can use a presidential fund-raisingtevaise
additional funds later in the cycle. Finally, Equation 1.6 adds both spending and the
race ratings in the same regression. As before, for non-incumbents, candidate
spending is in part a function of whether or not that candidate is expected to
competitive. As a result of this relationship, candidate spending is only mrginal
significant while the race rating dummy variable remains highly sigmfic The

rating variable may remain significant because early expectatienegy

important for non-incumbents to demonstrate viability.

[Table 6 about here]

Unlike models of fund-raising events for incumbents, the effects of negative
partisan tides are strongly significant using either measure of titingreess. All
else equal, challengers and open seat candidates in 2006 were less |dedwvi r
a fund-raising event from Bush than candidates in 2002 even though the median

level of Republican non-incumbent spending actually increased slightly between
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2002 and 2006 from $4.4 million to $4.8 millibhAccording to the president’s
itinerary, the number of candidates Bush targeted fell from 11 to 3 between 2002
and 2006. One explanation is that strong Republican candidates strategically chose
not to run in 2006, giving President Bush few options in choosing fund-raising
targets. Nevertheless, 2006 featured 8 races with Republican challengens-or ope
seat candidates rated as “lean” or “toss-up” by the late summer tiags.ré&Seven

of these races remained close in ratings issued later in the fall. Araaltern
explanation could be that Bush became a liability to non-incumbents. However,
fund-raising events do not have to take place in front of voters and the president
remained popular among donors. A third explanation is that, from Bush’s
prospective, the possible loss of the Senate forced a defensive distribution of fund-
raising effort where targeting candidates most likely to keep seatpibRcan

hands is the most efficient use of time. As a result, most of Bush'’s effortsave
incumbents and open seat races because those candidates are more likely to win
than challengers, all else equal. Indeed, of the three non-incumbent candidates
Bush visited in 2006, two were candidates for open-seats.

Moreover, Equation 1.4 reveals no difference between the likelihood that
Democratic challengers receive a Clinton fund-raising event in 2000 and the
likelihood that Republican challengers receive an event from Bush in 2002 when
controlling for spending. However, Equation 1.5, the year 2000 dummy variable is

negative and marginally significant when controlling for early signs of

5 The average level of spending for non-incumbemtuRécans decreased however from
approximately $5 million in 2002 to $4.6 million 2006.
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competitiveness. To be sure, both presidents raised money consistent with a seat-

maximizing strategy. However, the suggestion that Republicans werdikabtye

to receive events based on early strategic information also suggest®sdemtr

Bush had a greater incentive to help his party retake the Senate. Indeed, Mark

Knoller’'s records on the president’s fund-raising itinerary shows thaterngs

Bush raised money for a greater proportion of his Republican non-incumbents in

2002 than Clinton did for his Democrats in 2000. Meanwhile, President Clinton’s

priority among Senate challengers was electing Hillary Clinton. d@istpersonal

effort on behalf of his wife was so disproportionate to other non-incumbents, that it

could have hurt their chances of receiving a Clinton fund-raising event.

Nevertheless, statistically the difference between Clinton’s effattBush’s effort

in 2002 is not as strong as the difference between Bush'’s two midterms.
Converting these coefficients into predicted probabilities shows the extent

that competition and national partisan tides drive the distribution of presidential

fund-raising events among non-incumbents. Table 7 displays the changes in the

likelihood of a fund raising event upon shifting values of single independent

variables, holding all others to their median values. According to Equation 1.4, the

mean predicted probability of a non-incumbent receiving an event holding all

independent variables at their means is approximately4 78shift in spending

from its median value to the 9%ercentile of spending increases the estimated

probability of an event by 43%. For challengers, increases in spending and

16 A hypothetical candidate taking on the median eslof each explanatory variable in Equation 1.4
would be a Republican in 2002 that spent about B#llion.



81

increases in election expectations are mutually reinforcing. Those casdiolzit
demonstrate viability are more likely to attract presidential attentidrhave even
more resources focused upon them.

Shifts in the year dummy variables suggest that Clinton in 2000 and Bush in
2002 distributed events more efficiently than Bush in 2006. As expected, the
predicted probability of a Democrat in 2000 receiving an event from Clinton is not
statistically different than a Republican challenger in 2002 when contradiing f
spending. However, a shift to the year 2006 drops the predicted probability of an
event by statistically significant 40%. Thus, Clinton in 2000 and Bush in 2002
distributed events consistent with a faithful party agent to the extent that hig
spending challengers were more likely to receive fund-raising events.irBush
2006, on the other hand, was less likely to conduct an event when spending is held
at the median level of spending. However, challengers typically are not dovepet
when spending only at the median level. Given the negative partisan tides of 2006,
it may be that only challengers that exceeded a certain level of spendidg coul
expect an event. Indeed, Bush did not hold a single fund-raising event for a
challenger who spent less than the median level of spending in 2006; whereas five
low spending challengers received events in the other two elections (se@)lable
Using race ratings may reveal more about the chances that the pressdmnt ra
money for competitive challengers, especially those challengers thahsigate

viability early.

[Table 7 about here]
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Based on coefficients in Equation 1.5, President Bush in 2002 was more
likely to raise funds for non-incumbents who appeared competitive early in the
election than in 2006 or Clinton in 2000. The mean estimated probability of a
presidential fund-raising event is 87% after holding all variable to their media
value. This scenario corresponds to a Republican non-incumbent in 2002 engaged
in a competitive race as rated bDlge Cook Political RepartA shift to a non-
competitive race reduces the predicted probability by 70%, all else efual
figure is consistent with the president’s pattern of not raising money fibegers
who are not competitive early in an election. However, Bush’s 2002 fund-raising
strategy is particularly sensitive to early cues that a challenggmwmm. Holding a
race in the “lean” or “toss-up” category, a shift to the year 2000 lowers the
probability of Clinton event by 32%. This difference is only marginally sigmitic
and only suggests something different about Bush and Clinton’s strategy. If Bush
prioritized retaking the Senate in 2002, then Bush would have paid particular
attention to those challengers and open-seat candidates who were comelitive e
Early money, after all, helps these candidates remain competitive and elifimat
take seats from Democrats.

Comparing Clinton and Bush’s fund-raising itinerary supports the
suggestion that the two presidents had a different early strategy. From the
beginning of spring through June (when the race ratings used in the model were

most current), Bush held events for six Republican non-incumbents out of the
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eleven he would eventually targétMany of these candidates he would visit again
later in the cycle. During the corresponding period in 2000, Clinton raised money
for Hillary Clinton four times and once for two other candidates out of the eight
non-incumbents he would ultimately targ®An unusually positive political

climate may have given Bush more competitive challengers to choose from.
Nevertheless, Bush’s early targeting strategy was consistent wiffdris to

maximize seats. Clinton’s early strategy was motivated by supportingfais

whose race was rated as “lean” or “toss-up” in that stage of the campaign.
Ultimately, Clinton raised funds where his presence could do the most good. For
example, Clinton did not raise funds in several other “lean” or “toss-up” races
including for Mark Dayton of Minnesota and Jon Corzine of New Jersey.

However, Dayton and Corzine were self-financed and did not necessarily need the
financial assistance of a presidential fund-raising event. Clinton also dvoide
raising money for Ben Nelson of Nebraska despite his strong candidacy possibly
because Nelson was already well known in the state. Rather, Clinton raised funds
in states where his presence could help candidates the most, which include races i

states such as Missouri, Montana, Delaware, Michigan and Ffrida.

" These candidates are Graham, Cornyn, Ganske, T@haenbliss and Talent.

'8 These candidates are Stabenow and Schweitzer

9 payback may have also been a motivation for Giistefforts for Bill Nelson of Florida. Not
only was Florida important in the presidential ¢t and a seat vacated by a Republican, but
Nelson’s opponent, Bill McCollum, was a House maratpring Clinton’s impeachment trial.
Whether Clinton targeted the Florida Senate raex&at payback or not, McCollom framed the
campaign in that way, stating that defeating hins @éinton’s objective second only to electing
Hilary Clinton. McCollum may have been trying tapitalize on anti-Clinton sentiment. However
by June of 2000, he had received nothing from a B&Qp specifically to help House managers
(Adam C. Smith, “McCollum: Clinton is driven to ‘tat me’,” St. Petersburg Timed October,
2000).
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By contrast, Bush was less likely to conduct fund-raising events for non-
incumbents in 2006. Holding races as competitive, a shift to the year 2006 reduces
the predicted probability of an event by 54%. Thus, even candidates displaying
early signs of competitiveness were less likely to receive an event @htpa
similar candidates in 2002. Since at least seven races with Republicangdralle
remained competitive into the fall accordinglioe Cook Political ReparBush’s
pattern is the result of more than just a lack of promising challengers. \degat
partisan tides affected his strategy in other ways. First, the clinzgtdave
perturbed strategic donors from rallying around candidates early in therlect
Indeed, the NRSC fell short of fund-raising goals and were out-raised bysth€.D
Second, faced with losing control of the Senate, a seat-maximizing presideat woul
focus on races where his efforts were more likely to result in a winningdededi
Thus, Bush’s personal efforts focused on incumbents. Moreover, any fund-raising
Bush conducted for non-incumbents occurred late in the cycle. Other than Michael
Steele of Maryland, who Bush targeted 160 days before the election, Bush raised
money two times a piece for two other candidates—Mike Bouchard of Michigan
and Bob Corker of Tennessee. All four of these events occurred within 69 days of
the election. Thus, Bush targeted non-incumbents after they remained viable and
could spend competitively late in the election cycle. Unlike 2002 where Bush
targeted non-incumbents early and frequently, negative partisan tides c@ustrai
President Bush'’s ability to perform as a faithful agent of the party. Even though

competitive Republican challengers existed, the incentives of the presiderit as we
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as donors prevented many of them from receiving an event and ultimately hurt their

chances for success.

Frequency of Fund Raising Events

The president’s fund-raising itinerary also shows a propensity to visiteéSenat
targets multiple times over the course of an election cycle. Table 1 alks brea
down Mark Knoller’s fund-raising data by the frequency of presidential events.
According to these records 16 of the 39 Senate targets received more thantone visi
11 of those being challengers or candidates for open seats. By contrastywery f
House candidates received more than one visit from the president. Of those that
did, many of these multiple events were actually a part of a single fusidgr &iip
that the president took on behalf of a certain candidate. Many of these events were
held at most within a few days of one another. Rarely did a president return weeks
or months later to raise funds for a candidate a second time. On the other hand,
Senate candidates receiving multiple visits from the president may geathem
various times in the election season, depending on the circumstances. For example,
President Clinton visited Senate challenger Debbie Stabenow three times in 2000,
ranging from 47 to 163 days before the election; President Bush visited incumbent
Senator Mike DeWine three times in 2006 between 43 and 257 days before the
election.

The same institutional differences that led the president’s interests to be
more in line with the party’s collective goal contribute to this pattern #s ®mce

each seat is important to building a majority, it is important for a president to make
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sure the most competitive candidates are well financed, particularly geaten

Not surprisingly, the majority of targets who received multiple visits were non
incumbents. After all, challengers and open seat candidates may not have the same
ability to raise large sums of money on their own as their incumbent co-partisa

The only instance in which the president targeted more incumbents multiple times
than non-incumbents was 2006, when there were fewer competitive Republican
challengers and the NSRC had difficulty raising money for incumbents. The

second difference is constituency size. Senate candidates from popul@ibastate

a larger pool of donors they may need to mobilize. A president may travel more
than once to a populous state to generate as much cash as possible.

For this analysis, the dependent variable changes from a dichotomous
indicator of a presidential fund-raising event to one indicating if a candidate
received zero, one or two or more events. Previous research has treated aesident
intervention as a count variable. Herrnson and Morris (2005, 2006) for example,
use this approach when counting both presidential fund-raising events and
campaign stops. They argue that since the variance of presidential intersesti
greater than the mean, some form of a negative binomial regression is appropriate
However, when analyzing the patterns of only fund-raising events, using a count
variable may not be necessary. Of the 16 Senate targets receiving amooae¢h
event, only four received more than two. Two candidates received three events, one
received four, and the candidate with the most was Hillary Clinton for whom
President Clinton held forty-two fund raising events. Categorizing capdiddb

one of three outcomes rather than using a pure count variable gets around the choice
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of including Senator Clinton and biasing the results or to cut her out as an outlier.
Table 8 presents the results of predicting the frequency of presidential fsimg-ra

events using an ordered logit regression.

[Table 8 about here]

As expected, presidents commit their scarce resources to multiple fund-
raising events if the targeted candidate is engaged in a competitiverelecti
Furthermore, negative shifts in national partisan tides adversely diéect t
president’s ability to raise funds for competitive challengers. Both equations i
Table 8 measure competitiveness using Senate race ratings issued iaylate M
early June of the election year. Equation 1.7 predicts the number of fund-raising
events for incumbents, and the coefficient for competitiveness is highlyicagnif
and positive. This result suggests that presidents are more likely to visit an
incumbent if the incumbent is vulnerable, all else equal. However, nationahpartis
tides do not seem to affect the propensity of presidents to visit multiple times.
Relative to 2002, incumbents in 2000 and 2006 are just as likely to receive more
than one fund-raising event. According to Knoller’s records, only one incumbent
received multiple events in 2000 and in 2002 (see Table 1), while 3 out of 6
targeted incumbents received multiple events in 2006. This pattern makes sense
considering that there were more vulnerable incumbents in 2006, however, this
difference is not statistically significant. The positive affectawbfable partisan

tides and the negative consequences of a poor political climate are more obvious in
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the analysis of non-incumbents. Equation 1.8 estimates the likelihood that a non-
incumbent receives multiple fund-raising events. The negative coeffi@arthe

year 2000 and 2006 dummy variables suggest that non-incumbent candidates in
2002 were more likely to receive multiple visits from Bush all else equal. While
Bush in 2002 was no more likely to conduct a single event for a candidate than
Clinton, raising money multiple times is a strategy consistent with Bushi'sagoa
take as many seats from Democrats as possible.

State population is also highly significant for both incumbents and non-
incumbents; however, it is doubtful that incumbents in large states systelyatical
receive more fund-raising events from the president. At first, the positive
coefficient for state population in Equation 1.7 suggests that presidents are
compelled to visit states that have a larger pool of donors. However, the sign and
significance of this coefficient is driven by the four events Presidento@li
conducted for Dianne Feinstein of California. Senator Feinstein was not in a
competitive election in 2000, suggesting that Clinton used these events for purposes
other than seat-maximization. However, Mark Knoller's records show each of
Clinton’s visits also raised funds for Feinstein’s PAC, the “California \Wctor
Fund,” which in turn contributed to Democrats at the state f@w@linton’s efforts
helped California Democrats even if it was at the expense of Senate incsimbent
Without Feinstein in the sample, the coefficient for the state population vasable
insignificant, suggesting that states with larger pools of donors are notikebye |

to receive more than one fund-raising event from the president. After all,

% gpensecrets.org
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incumbents should not have a problem reaching to all donors in their state on their
own?

State population has a positive effect on the number of fund-raising events
for non-incumbents, however. The most populous state in which the president
raised money for a challenger was Texas, where in 2002 President Bush raised
money twice for Jon Cornyn. Unlike omitting California from the sample of
incumbents, the effect of state population remains statistically signifeven
when omitting Texas. It may be the case that larger states are mose dikias
the significance of state population may be due to the closeness of the race that
more diverse state can bring. Additionally, challengers and open seat candidates
need to spend to advertise themselves and combat the advantages of name
recognition and campaign infrastructure that incumbents already enjtargén
states where non-incumbents would have to make more appeals to donors,
presidents have a greater incentive to aide these candidates.

Table 9 displays the results of first-difference analysis on the likelihood of
the president holding zero, one or two or more fund-raising events, similar to
Tables 5 and 7. Holding all other explanatory variables at their median values, the
predicted probability of an incumbent receiving zero events is 52%, 38% for one
event and 10% for three events. Shifting from a non-competitive race to one that is
rated as “lean” or “toss-up” reduces the predicted probability of receieirng z

events by 34%. This result is consistent with the 38% predicted probability of

2 president Clinton held multiple events for onlearther incumbent, Tom Harkin of lowa. While
Harkin did not run in 2000, his seat was listethia “lean” or “toss-up” category in 2002.



90

receiving an event that Equation 1.2 estimates using a traditional logitsiegres
(see Table 5). All else equal, shifting to a competitive election, the prdicte
probability of a candidate receiving two or more fund-raising events sesds/
29%.

These results show that presidents distribute additional events in an effort to
maximize the collective benefit of the party. Safe incumbents who receive one
fund-raising event typically do not receive another. After all, buildingiogiships
or payback is the ultimate goal of fund-raising events for safe incumbents, not
necessarily raising as much cash as possible. Except for Clinton’s é&bfort
Feinstein, in which the cash went to her leadership PAC, all other incumbents who
received more than one fund-raising event were involved in highly competitive
races. In 2002, President Bush raised money twice for Tim Hutchinson of Arkansas
who was the only vulnerable Republican incumbent that year. In 2006, President
Bush raised money more than once for three vulnerable incumbents. Each of these
three candidates required special attention due to other circumstandestttfadir
candidacy. For example, Bush raised money three times for Mike DeWine of Ohio,
where the state Republican Party had fallen into disrepute. Bush held two events
for Jim Talent of Missouri who was arguably most sensitive to Bush'’s coattails
Talent won his seat in a special election in 2002 and benefited from a positive
Republican climate. Also, Bush conducted multiple events for George Allen of
Virginia where Democrats were growing in number and becoming incregasing|
energized late in the campaign. These three races in which Bush interveaed wer

among the most competitive late in the election. Moreover, Allen, Talent and
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DeWine each received their final event within 60 days election day, suggisting
President Bush was concerned with infusing cash into these races up to the last
stages of the campaighAlthough President Bush conducted more multiple fund-
raising events for incumbents in 2006 than in 2002, the 2006 dummy variable fails
to reach statistical significance. Since only incumbents who are vulnezablee
multiple events, the 2006 dummy variable is insignificant once competitiveness is

controlled for.

[Table 9 about here]

First-difference analysis on non-incumbents shows that President Bush used
multiple events as a tactic to help Republican challengers in 2002. Holding all
explanatory variables in Equation 1.8 to their median values corresponds to a
candidate in 2002 in a competitive race. In this scenario, the predicted probability
that the president holds zero fund-raising events is 13%, 25% for one event and
61% for two or more events. All else equal, shifting from a competitive to a non-
competitive race reduces the predicted probability of at least one fsugravent
by 72% and the probability of receiving two or more events by 57%. This figure is
consistent with the estimated probability of an event found in Equation 1.5 (see

Table 5). Thus, in 2002 when a Republican challenger ran competitively against an

22 Also consider that George Allen’s Virginia seaswet included among the “lean” or “toss-up”
races in June of that year. Those ratings are tasegtate the main independent variable. His seat
is included among those categories in the Octadtergs, however, indicating that his race
unexpectedly became competitive. Both of GeorgehBuevents on Allen’s behalf occurred late in
the cycle; his first took place in late August 2086d his second only 19 days before the election.
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incumbent, Equation 1.8 predicts Bush would hold more than one fund-raising
event more than half the time. Indeed, Bush’s fund-raising itinerary shats t

Bush held more than one event for 6 of 11 non-incumbents that year. Bush’s
incentives to retake the Senate through supporting challengers motivated him to
devote much of his scarce time to raising money on their behalf, and with national
partisan tides in his favor, the president had many options to pursue this goal. In
2006, on the other hand, a poor political climate limited the extent that Bush could
help his party by raising money for non-incumbents. A shift to the year 2006
reduces the predicted probability of Bush holding more than one event by 49%, all
else equal. Bush still raised money multiple times for two candidacies, Mike
Bouchard and Bob Corker, but these were the most competitive of all Republican
challenges.

Comparatively, Clinton in 2000 was less likely to hold multiple events.
Holding all variables to their median values, a shift from the year 2002 to 2000
drops the predicted probability of holding multiple fund-raising events by 41%
while increasing the likelihood of zero events by 35%. Considering the median
challenger or open-seat candidate was in a “lean” or “toss-up” racegrClietfort
on behalf of Democratic non-incumbents seems less extensive. Hillary Clinton’s
candidacy took the bulk of the president’s personal fund-raising events. His lame
duck status decreased his incentives to divert more resources towards other
Democratic challengers even as Hillary Clinton’s race becameriddess

competitive. Additional effort may have been extremely beneficial to Senate
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Democrats considering that the election resulted in the party being adiebr
short of majority control.

President Bush, by contrast, targeted the most competitive Senate candidates
more than once in an effort to win the Senate for Republicans. Certainly, Bush in
2002 had a legislative agenda and other incentives that Clinton did not have in
2000. However, Bush’s personal efforts on behalf of the most competitive
challengers in the 2002 are consistent with Bush’s larger strategy to use the
presidency to build the Republican Party. Personal fund-raising events would also
give Bush the opportunity to trade political favors for future support in a way that
simply raising money for the party’s congressional campaign committaad not
(which, of course, he did as well). Among those candidates targeted multiple times
were winners of close elections such as Norm Coleman in Minnesota, Jimifalent
Missouri and Saxby Chambliss in Georgia, each of which took seats formally held

by Democrat$?

Conclusion

Across these three elections, the president’s interests have been aligned wit
the party in the Senate because the majority status of the party has te&e at
each time. First, to the extent that there were vulnerable incumbents and
competitive challengers in 2000, President Clinton distributed fund-raisimgseve

where they could do the most good. He focused on competitive challengers, but

% n 2002, Bush also raised money multiple timesSenate candidate John Thune of South Dakota,
who lost his challenger against Tim Johnson. Jommgs a beneficiary of an early Clinton fund-
raising event in 2000. Some credit Thune’s streimgywing in 2002 as aiding his successful Senate
candidacy against Tom Daschle two years later.
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avoided those that arguably did not need his financial assistance, therelyy freein
him to pursue other objectives. When Republicans had the opportunity to retake the
Senate in 2002, Bush raised money extensively for incumbents and non-incumbents
to take as many seats as possible. At the same time, his personal effbds for t
party in the House were limited, although efforts for the national campaign
committee compensated for this. Arguably, once a majority is achieved, an
additional seat in the Senate is more useful to the president than an additional sea
in the House. The help of additional senators would have only reinforced Bush’s
incentives to stack the Senate with Republicans, especially since he pursued his
agenda through strong partisan majorities. In 2006, Bush focused mainly on
incumbents to hold onto Republican seats. His tendency to visit candidates
multiple times reflects this change as well, as in 2002 he raised money multiple
times almost exclusively for challengers and mainly for incumbents in 2006.

The time left the president (potentially) had in office also created inesnti
that shaped the fund-raising strategy in each election, but in different ways.
Comparing Clinton’s effort to Bush’s in 2002, for example, shows that Clinton’s
efforts were faithful to the party but less extensive than Bush. While BusH raise
money for almost every competitive candidate, Clinton took time to raise money for
senators not running in 2000 as well as for his wife many times after heraace w
no longer competitive. Bush still pursued other objectives by raising money for
powerful senators that would aid him as he passed his agenda. However, these
activities did not detract from his efforts to maximize seats in the Sene¢eBush

would get the most benefit from these exchanges if Republicans controlled the
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Senate. Finally, partisan tides shaped the President’s ability to tangidates.
Relatively positive partisan tides allowed Clinton and Bush in 2002 to pursue
objectives on top of seat-maximization. In 2006, by contrast, limited Bush to
raising money defensively for only vulnerable incumbents and very fewenbalis
with little effort to pursue other objectives. Of course, partisan tideg #fiec
president’s strategy by also affecting the likelihood that a party gaioses a
majority. But partisan tides, as well as time left in office, affectitheng and
balance of fund-raising events between incumbents and non-incumbents.
Ultimately, these differences have an impact on how well the presidentrpedsr

an agent of the party.



Appendix B

Table 3.1: Frequency of Presidential Fund-Raising

Events

Incumbents Number of Events

Year 0 1 2+ Total
2000 7 3 1 11
2002 7 7 1 15
2006 8 3 3 14
Total 22 13 5 40

Non-Incumbents

Year 0 1 2+ Total
2000 15 4 3 22
2002 7 5 6 18
2006 16 1 2 19
Total 38 10 11 59

All Candidates of the President's Party

Year 0 1 2+ Total
2000 22 7 4 33
2002 14 12 7 33
2006 24 4 5 33
Total 60 23 16 99

Table 3.2: Presidential Fund-Raising for Senate Galidates, 2000, 2002 & 2006
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Percent Helped Number p-value of
Variable by the President of Cases Difference
Spending Above Median (All 62.00 31 of 50
Candidates)
Spending Below Median (All 16.33 8 of 49 .000
Candidates)
Opponent Spending Above Median 61.90 13 of 21
(Incumbents)
Opponent Spending Below Median 26.32 5 of 13 .024
(Incumbents)
Candidate Spending Per Capita Above 62.07 18 of 29
Median (Non-Incumbents)
Candidate Spending Per Capita Below 10.00 30f30 .028
Median (Non-Incumbents)
Lean or Toss-up (All Candidates) 66.67 26 of 39
Non-Competitive (All Candidates) 21.67 13 of 60 .000
Lean or Toss-up (Incumbents) 87.50 7 of 8
Non-Competitive (Incumbents) 34.38 11 of 32 .007
Lean or Toss-up (Non-Incumbents) 61.29 19 of 31
Non-Competitive (Non-Incumbents) 7.14 2 of 28 000



Table 3.3: Presidential Fund-Raising for Senate Galidates in Battleground States
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Percent Helped Number p-value of
Variable by the President of Cases Difference
Candidate in Presidential Battleground 47.83 11 of 23
State
Candidate not in Presidential 36.84 28 of 76 .345
Battleground State
Candidate in Presidential Battleground 57.14 4 of 7
State (2002)
Candidate not in Presidential 57.69 15 of 26 .979

Battleground State (2002)
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Table 3.4: The likelihood of a Presidential fund-aising event for Senate Incumbents: 2000,
2002, 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.1 Equation 1.2 Equation 1.3
President’'s Share of Presidential Vote, .046 .043 .033
Previous Election (.052) (.053) (.055)
State Population (100,000s) .00387 -.00780 .00591
(.00656) (.00628) (.00681)
Year 2000 -1.65 -1.74 -1.48
(1.26) (1.29) (1.34)

Year 2006 -1.77 ** -1.65 -2.01 **
(1.04) (1.03) (1.14)
Opponent Spending (100,000's) .0306* .0192
(.420) (.0156)
Lean or Toss-up 2.91%** 2.10
(1.28) (1.44)
Constant -2.32 -2.09 -1.87
(2.20) (2.25) (2.31)
N 40 40 40
Log Likelihood -21.80 -21.37 -20.57
Pseudo R .208 224 253

Table 3.5: Predicted Probability of Receiving a Residential Fund-Raising Event, Senate
Incumbents

Variable Shift in variable (from, to) Change in padbility of
receiving an event...

From Equation 1.1

Presidential Vote (50" Percentile, 50.0%) 3% higher

State Population (3bPercentile, 98 Percentile) 10% higher
Year 2000 (0,2) 34% lower
Year 2006 (0,2) 36% lower **
Opponent Spending (B@ercentile, 98 Percentile) 37% higher ***
From Equation 1.2

Lean or Toss-Up (0,1) 38% higher ***

** p>.05 ** p>.10
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Table 3.6: The likelihood of a Presidential fund-aising event for Senate Non-Incumbents:

2000, 2002, 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.4 Equation 1.5 Equation 1.6
President’'s Share of Presidential Vote, -.014 .021 .022
Previous Election (.049) (.054) (.056)
State Population (100,000s) .00355 .0120 ** .0116
(.00638) (.00642) (.00810)

Year 2000 -1.13 -2.00 ** -1.88 **
(.852) (1.08) (1.12)

Year 2006 -2.98 *** -3.04 -3.60 **
(1.06) (1.13) (1.23)

Candidate Spending (100,000's) .0338* 0223 **
(.0104) (.0117)

Lean or Toss-up 3.98*** 3.28 ***
(1.14) (1.21)
Constant -.505 -3.45 -4.07
(2.50) (2.98) (3.19)
N 58 58 58
Log Likelihood -24.27 -21.07 -19.04
Pseudo R 361 444 498

Table 3.7: Predicted Probability of Receiving a Residential Fund-Raising Event, Senate

Non-Incumbents

Variable Shift in variable (from, to)

Change in pability of

receiving an event...

From Equation 1.4

47% lower
23% lower

40% lower ***

43% higher ***

Presidential Vote (50" Percentile, 50.0%)
Year 2000 (0,2)

Year 2006 (0,1)

Candidate Spending (B®ercentile, 98 Percentile)
From Equation 1.5

Year 2000 (0,2)

Year 2006 (0,2)

Lean or Toss-Up (1,0)

32% lower **

54% lower ***
70% lower ***

o p>.05 ** p>.10



Table 3.8: Predicting the Number of Fund-Raising Eents: Senate
Incumbents 2000, 2002 and 2006. Ordered Logit Ressll
Independent Variable Equation 1.7 Equation 1.8
(Incumbents) (Non-
Incumbents)
President’'s Share of Presidential Vote, .042 .009
Previous Election (.047) (.050)
State Population (100,000s) .0118* 0142
(.00580) (.00561)
Year 2000 -1.52 -2.03  ***
(1.10) (.909)
Year 2006 -.930 -2.73 ***
(.844) (.991)
Lean or Toss-up 1.85%** 4.07 ***
(.857) (1.08)
N 40 59
Log Likelihood -32.13 -34.22
Pseudo R 158 354

100

Table 3.9: Changes in Predicted Number of Presidéial Fund-Raising Events: 2000, 2002,

2006

Change in predicted probability of
Variable Shift in variable (from, to) receiving

0 events 1 2+

Incumbents
From Equation 1.7
State Population (50" Percentile, 98 Percentile) ~ -31%*** 4% 27%**
Lean or Toss-Up (0,2) -34%0*** 5% 290+
Non-Incumbents
From Equation 1.8
Year 2000 (0,1) 35%p*** 6% -41%***
Year 2006 (0,1) 50%*** -1% -49Yp*rx
State Population (30Percentile, 98 Percentile)  -10%***  -199%p***  290p**+
Lean or Toss-Up (1,0) 72%*** -15% -57%***

**p> 05 ** p>.10



Chapter 4: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising for House Candidates

To be an effective agent of the party, the president must serve two purposes.
First, he must raise funds for the most vulnerable incumbents and the most
promising non-incumbents to further the collective good of the party. Second, the
president’s intervention must have tangible benefits for candidates thatéielp t
performance at the polls. This chapter addresses the second condition, analyzing
the benefits House Republican candidates received from direct presidemdial f
raising events in the 2002 and 2006 midterms.

One obvious benefit is the one-time influx of money into campaign coffers.
A few hundred thousand dollars in one night is a boon to most candidates to say
nothing of the added media buzz that surrounds a presidential visit. However, a
second benefit an event provides is a signal to donors that certain candidate is
worthy of their investment. Even if donors have the same information as the
president as to which races are the most competitive, a presidentiakcsigieal
mobilize donors and focus their investments in a way they would not have without a
president’s intervention. If a signal is effective, then a candidate’s ¢atzipts
should increase by more than one time boost in cash while also serving the
collective interests of the party. Moreover, a candidate can invest théheasan
event generates into further fund-raising opportunities. Either way, canditztes

receive an event should have raised more cash than those who did not and do so at a

101
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level that is greater than the amount actually raised at the event. In the s}, a f
raising event may lead to additional votes for the targeted candidate ooretkti
Additional money should help struggling incumbents counter spending by
challengers and help challengers remain competitive against incumbents.
Therefore, a candidate receiving an event might perform better at theapdlthe
party may be able to win seats that they otherwise would have lost.

Previous scholars have empirically addressed both the president’s affect o
total fund-raising and the vote. In analysis of single elections, Jacobson, Kernell
and Lazarus, (2004) find that President Clinton’s efforts resulted in a sagmific
increase in total funds and vote share for non-incumbents, but marginally so for
incumbents. Indeed, presidential fund-raising events may have different
consequences for incumbents and non-incumbents. An incumbent with an
established donor base may use a fund-raising event as a substitute for other fund-
raising activities. This pattern may especially hold for safe incumiwattseceive
events. Non-incumbents, however, gain votes by spending as it helps overcome
advantages that incumbents have in name recognition, advertising and established
relationships with donors. Thus, an event may more than substitute for other fund-
raising activities, but supplement them. As a result, presidential intenvenéip
appear more beneficial for the finances of non-incumbents than for incumbents.

Herrnson and Morris (2006) examined Bush fund-raisers as well as Bush
campaign rallies in 2002 and concluded that the president helped Republican
candidates win seats they otherwise would have lost. However, national partisan

tides affect the capacity of presidents to be effective agents whetirigrg
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candidates for the collective good of the party; in the same manner, so might
national political forces affect the capacity of the president to lsigramnors and

in turn help the party win seats. Analyzing both of President Bush’s midterm
efforts, and comparing them to President Clinton in 2000, this chapter analyzes the
influence of presidential fund-raising on a candidate’s financial headtiel@ctoral
prospects as his capacity as an agent varies.

The following analysis shows that President Bush’s strategic behavior
resulted in a more efficient allocation of resources for the party. The most
vulnerable incumbents and the non-incumbents with the best chance of victory
raised more money than they otherwise would have when President Bush held a
fund-raising event on their behalf. However, any effect of these added essourc
vote share is difficult to find. The relationship between fund-raising events and the
vote is indirect and national partisan tides and other factors have moreargnif
consequences on a candidate’s share of the vote. Moreover, the endogenous
selection of which candidates receive events casts some doubt on some estimations
of the president’s effect. This chapter proceeds as follows: thecfutsdrs
discusses the problem of selectivity and introduces a treatment effectishaset:
on Heckman (1979). The second section analyzes the effect of fund-raising on the
finances of candidates and third analyzes the relationship between fund-raisi
activities and the vote. Finally, each section compares estimations produced by

both OLS models that use interaction terms and by treatment effects models.

The Problem of Selectivity
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Scholars analyzing the effects of money on the vote have debated the extent
that the simultaneous relationship between money and votes bias standard ordinary-
least-squares regressions (Green and Krasno 1988; Jacobson 1990; Gerber 1998).
Adding presidential fund-raising events to the equation as an independent variable,
however, adds a second problem—namely that the treatment variable of interest is
not randomly assigned. Presidents choose fund-raising targets strategnedtier
they act as faithful agents of the party or purely in their self interést
endogenous treatment variable may cause bias in ordinary least-squares
coefficients. For example, presidents raising funds for vulnerable incumbents or
promising non-incumbents are targeting the very candidates that are niggblike
attract donations even without presidential intervention, all else equal. OLS would
overestimate the marginal effect of the presidential fund-raising efegnts
incumbents as well as non-incumbents if selection bias exists. Estiofdbe
president’s effect on the vote would be biased in different directions for incumbents
versus non-incumbents since vulnerable incumbents do worse at the polls than safe
incumbents. Likewise, competitive non-incumbents do better at the polls than non-
incumbents who are not competitive. Therefore, OLS likely overestimates the
effect of the president’s activities on the vote of non-incumbents and
underestimates their effect on the vote of incumbents.

Sample selection bias occurs because the treatment variable is correlated
with error term in the regression model. In this case, the competitivenessef a ra
drives both the president’s targeting strategy and the allocation of resources and

vote share. If perfect information were available, an OLS model could be
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constructed that considers all possible control variables that confound the
relationship between fund-raising events and the dependent variable. These, all el
equal, the coefficient on presidential fund-raising events regressed omames
receipts would be without bias. Absent of an experimental research design or
perfect information, an endogenous treatment variable, such as strategically
targeted fund-raising events, might capture the affects of unknown variables
associated with the error term. As a result, single stage OLS regiessiite some
degree of bias. Attempts to correct for the non-random assignment of treatment
variables have been undertaken in studies of presidential effort in congressional
elections. Specifically, Keele, Fogarty and Stimson (2004) apply two methods t
find the effect of Bush'’s activities (both fund-raising and campaigning) o202
House election. One method was using propensity scores and stratification
matching; however, a small number of observations limited the use of this
procedure to only House races. The second method employed a treatment effects
model based on Heckman (1979). Either way, these scholars find Bush’s campaign
efforts did not influence the outcome of the 2002 midterm elections. This is a
curious result considering Bush'’s vigorous efforts to build the Republican Party in
Congress. Herrnson and Morris (2006) respond by using a probit model to find
positive presidential effects, but find no evidence of selection bias. However, both
studies use a problematic specification in their analysis. For examplelamet
account for the possibility that presidential efforts may bias resultsfor

incumbents and incumbents in different directions or what effect Republican or

Democratic spending may have on these different types of candidates. Using
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specifications more consistent with established models of spending and vote share,
this chapter attempts treatment effects models to correct for ealéas where it
should occur and compares them traditional OLS mddels.

The treatment effects model corrects for endogenous treatment \&aiable
two stages. The first stage estimates the chances an observatiorsréeeive
treatment using a probit estimator. The second stage estimates ibaskipt
between the endogenous treatment variable and the dependent variable of interes
given the estimates from the first stage selection equation. Considedardtan
OLS model:

Y=constant 431X + ,t + e
In this form, the main dependent variable Y is a linear function of control variables
x and the treatment t. Since the treatment is endogenously chosen, the fisst step i
to estimate the chances that an observation receives a treatment in & separat
treatment effects model such as:

t=constant %1z + u

In this form, the treatment variable t is a function of a second set of independent
variables z. The treatment effects model will allow the error termsd(e)eof the
selection equation and the underlying regression model to correlate. Inlgénera
the estimated correlation between the two errors terms (rho) isicadiirs
significant and positive, then OLS tends to bias coefficients away from Ketwm

is significant and negative, the bias will tend to be towards zero. If tineatst

! various areas of political science have usedrtreat effects models, specifically when analyzing
the effects of programs. For example, the poligcanomy literature commonly uses these models
in studies of the effects of international monetanyd programs. See Greene (2003) and Madala
(1983) for examples.
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value of rho is statistically indistinguishable from zero—that is, tlsen®i|
correlation in the error terms of the two equations, then there is no sampl@selecti
bias in the standard OLS estimates.

Since competitiveness is the mechanism behind the treatment variable and
both dependent variable of interest, the selection model needs to use two sets of
independent variables that capture competitiveness. One set of control variables
will explain the frequency of presidential fund-raising events and the othillse
be used as control variables in the underlying regression model. To resolve this, the
treatment selection equation uses race ratings TieenCook Political Repods a
measure of competitiveness while the underlying regression model usdsgpe
along with demographic and partisan indicators of competitiveness to expddin tot
receipts and vote shaté&ranted, if the treatment effects model finds no evidence
of selection bias, it does not mean that presidents do not behave strategically. The
more the president behaves as a faithful agent of the party, the greatentescha
of selection bias since those are the instances where the presidesttterget
neediest incumbents and most promising non-incumbents. Moreover, the previous
chapters show evidence that Presidents Clinton and Bush deviated from a seat-

maximizing strategy in ways that may be difficult to capture in a s@teequation.

2“Methods of Addressing Selection Bias in Obsenvadi Studies,” Susan L. Ettner, Ph.D.
http://www.sgim.org/userfiles/file/AMHandouts/AMOAlorkshops/WE10P1.pdf

3 Strictly speaking, the same control variables @¢@gpear in the in the selection equation and the
underlying equation. However, then the dependaritlile of interest (vote share or receipts) would
no longer be modeled as a linear function of thvesibles, and coefficients could not be read as
marginal effects as they can be in simple OLS soms. This does not apply to the treatment
variable, since the treatment variable is a depgndeiable in the selection equation.
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Nevertheless, any model of the effects of presidential effort must accouhe f

strategic nature of the president’s choice of targets.

Bush’s Effect on the Total Receipts of House Candidates

The financial impact of President Bush’s efforts should be unaffected by his
limited number of fund-raising targets. Although his events for the NRCC boosted
the bottom line of many Republican candidates, donors are not more or less likely
to contribute to candidates that the president targeted simply because the president
tended not to raise funds directly for House candidates. Rather, if the prasident’
effect is to shift resources to the candidates who need them the most, then the
marginal financial benefit of a fund-raising event should depend in part on a
candidate’s chance of victory. The following analysis explores thresrefiif
factors that impact a candidate’s electoral prospects. First, a preditlemnd-
raising event might have different financial and electoral consequgices
incumbents versus non-incumbents. As a group, presidential fund-raising events
may help non-incumbents generate cash they would not have otherwise raised to a
greater extent because donors are less familiar with these candidatesl,S
although a president can raise funds in good times as well as bad, natiorah partis
tides may affect the president’s ability to rally donors due to changes in
expectations about incumbents, non-incumbents and their respective chances of
victory. Third, if presidential fund-raising events shift resources taicert
candidates based on a candidate’s expected success, then those candidates engaged

in competitive races should benefit disproportionately from fund-raising events.
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Not only do vulnerable incumbents or competitive non-incumbents naturally attract
more donations, all else equal, but a seat-maximizing president should deliver more
resources incumbents in swing districts or to non-incumbents that are expected to

do well.

Research Design and Methods
The Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is the total receipts of House Republican candidates
in the 2002 and 2006 elections. A candidate’s total receipts are compiled through
reports filed with the FEC and are adjusted for inflation. All dollar figures a
expressed in year 2000 dollars. Table 1 displays descriptive statistics of thi
variable based on incumbency and year. As this table shows, on average
Republican incumbents out-raised Republican non-incumbents by a significant
margin. A negative shift in partisan tides between 2002 and 2006 forced
Republican incumbents to increase fund-raising efforts to keep up with strong
Democratic challengers. The descriptive statistics of non-incumbentdigidg
totals reveal that the data are highly dispersed for this group. Half of all Reyubl
non-incumbents during this period did not raise more than $56,000. The mean
fund-raising total of around $400,000 is the result of the few competitive non-
incumbents that are able to raise large sums of money to compete with incaimbe
For perspective, the average take at a presidential fund-raising evalhtian-

incumbents is about $425,000. Although these events went to the most competitive
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non-incumbents, this total is easily more than what most non-incumbents raise

during the course of the election.

[Table 1 about here]

Independent Variables

Please refer to the previous chapters for descriptions of control variables fo
district partisanship, candidate quality, spending and presidential funaigraisi
events. This chapter also uses House race ratingslinencook Political Report
as of late May of the election year to measure initial expectatidiese ratings
categorize each race on a centered seven point scale ranging from #uohse rat
safe Democratic to safe Republican. Races in which either party had ehgoxe
of winning are rated as “toss-up” in the middle of the scale. Expectations of
competitiveness affect the total level of fund-raising for incumbents and non-
incumbents in different ways. Consider Figure 1, which displays the average level
of fund-raising for incumbents and non-incumbents for each category in the late
May edition of theCook Political Report.As expected, incumbents in races rated
as a “toss-up” have higher fund-raising totals than those in any other category
During the 2002 and 2006 midterms, no Republican incumbent ran in a race that

leaned towards the Democratic Party. Incumbents in that much trouble may opt to

* Race ratings for 2002 House races were publishdday 28, 2002. Ratings for 2006 races were
published on May 19, 2006
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retire rather than face defeafTotal fund-raising for non-incumbents also increase

as competitiveness increases. Unlike incumbents, however, average fumgl-raisi
does not peak for candidates in the “toss-up” category. Rather, non-incumbents in
races that already lean Republican receive more on average than those in the toss
up category even though in “toss-up” races either candidate has a chance of
winning. Since donors are attracted to non-incumbents with the best chance of
winning, non-incumbents are likely to receive more income in districts in which
Republicans have an advantage, either because of district partisanship og becaus
the race is for an open seat. It is possible that non-incumbents in “safe Republica
races receive less than those that are in more competitive races, howear;

incumbents during this time period ran in races that fit this category.

[Figure 1 about here]

Not surprisingly, the races in which President Bush intervened with fund-
raising events tended to be rated in the most competitive categories. Table 2
displays the distribution of events across categories of competitiveness. For
incumbents, the majority of Bush’s interventions came on behalf of toss-up races
and those in races that leaned Republican. For non-incumbents, Bush intervened on
a handful of races that leaned Democratic, a few toss-up races but many-for non

incumbents in Republican-leaning races, since these were the non-incumbients wi

® For example, Republicans Tom Delay and Mark Fodtiyed from districts that were rated as
“lean Democratic” by the 2006 October race ratings.



112

better expectations about their chances as of the early summer. As Figdre 1 a
Table 2 suggest, Bush visited candidates whose fund-raising totals highest on
average among incumbents and non-incumbents. As a result, some of the following
OLS models us&he Cook Political Reporace ratings as control variables.
Moreover, the presidential fund-raising event dummy variable is interadied w

race rating variables. As a result the coefficients of theseati@n terms will

estimate the added benefit of a fund-raising event while controlling forraisittg
associated with a level of competitiveness. Previous chapters have dichotomized
race ratings, coding an observation as 1 if the race was rated as a ‘tessrap”

and 0 otherwise. However, to maximize variation among the levels of competition
and maintain enough observations of presidential fund-raising events per category
this chapter splits the race ratings in to three categories. For incumbes#s, the
categories are “toss-ups,” “leans Republican” and “likely/safe Regaubli For
non-incumbents, these categories are “Leans/likely Republican,” “Tossamg/Le

Democratic,” and “likely/safe Democratic.”

[Table 2 about here]

Incumbents vs. Non-incumbents

The president’s fund-raising efforts may have different consequences for
incumbents and non-incumbents. The average take at a single event is about the
same for incumbents and non-incumbents, $490,000 and $420,000 respectively.

Moreover, both incumbent and non-incumbent targets raised about 20% of their
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fund-totals at fund-raising events. In each case, a fund-raising enestsgnals

to donors that a particular candidate is worthy investment, thus an event may bring
returns for a candidate after the event takes place. This implies thatltbeae
candidate receives an event, the more opportunities the candidate has to solicit more
donations based on a presidential fund-raising event. While a signaling e#gct lik
diminishes over time, candidates targeted early may have an advantage, all e
equal. In practice, incumbents tend to receive fund-raising events before non-
incumbents. Table 3 displays each of Bush’s fund-raising targets in 2002, their
incumbency status, their total receipts and the number of days before tranelecti
their fund-raising event took place. Table 4 does the same for Bush'’s targets in
2006. Both tables show that almost all events for challengers and candidates for
open seats take place within three months of the election. Incumbents tend to
receive events sooner because expectations about chances of victory form around
incumbents before they form around non-incumbents. Incumbents who are
vulnerable based on past performance have two years to prepare for a close
reelection. Also, non-incumbents have to first be nominated and then demonstrate

that they are a viable candidate before attracting a presidentialdismgrevent.

[Table 3 about here]

[Table 4 about here]
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Effects of presidential intervention on total fund-raising based on timing
would be difficult to find empirically. While candidates targeted early mavee
time to take advantage of a signaling effect, early fund-raising teesigend
signals to potential non-incumbents and in certain situations can ward off strong
opposition in the following election (Epstein and Zemsky 1995). If a strong early
fund-raising effort helped their election expectations, then they may not énd wit
higher fund-raising totals than candidates who were in competitive rages &t
election. At the same time, candidates who receive events later in the cyale do s
because they are trouble, so long the president behaves as a faithful agent of the
party. Donors would have already invested large sums of money into these races,
thus candidates who remain competitive late may have a high fund-raising total
even if they received a fund-raising event close to election day. Thus, it is not
obvious that candidates who receive events early end with higher levels ptgecei
than those who receive events later. Moreover, differences in incumbents and non-
incumbent total fund-raising likely have more to do with competition and national
partisan tides than timing of a fund-raising event.

Examining Bush’s effect by year, however, does reveal differences in the
marginal benefit of a presidential event. Table 5 displays OLS models tasima
the marginal effect of Bush’s activities for incumbents and non-incumbents in 2002.
These results show that Bush’s efforts had a substantial impact on the fionces
incumbents. According to Equation 1.1, the effect of a Bush event is a healthy $1.3
million after controlling for district partisanship and opponent quality. This figure

is considerably more than the $500,000 raised per event for incumbents that year.
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Some of this fund-raising was a normal response to Democratic challengers,
however. Once opponent spending is controlled for, as in Equation 1.2, the
estimated effect of an event is an additional $788,000. By comparison, the
marginal value of President Clinton’s fund-raising effort for Democrati

incumbents in 2000 was not significant when controlling for spending (Jacobson,
Kernell and Lazarus 2004). These results suggest that targeted incumbents used
events for more than a substitute for normal fund-raising operations. Rather,
presidential attention could have produced a signaling effect that attracted mor
donors to these candidates. Given that most targeted incumbents received their
events three months or more prior to the election, these incumbents certainly had

the opportunity to solicit donations based on their Bush endorsement.

[Table 5 about here]

The effect of a Bush event on the finances of non-incumbents and
candidates for open seats is more modest as Table 5 shows. Equation 1.3 controls
for district partisanship, candidate quality and whether or not the candidate is
running for an open seat. In this case, the marginal value of a presidential fund-
raising event is approximately $608,000. Like incumbents, this figure is more than
the average $370,000 total at events for non-incumbents that year. However, once

competitiveness is controlled for, the marginal effect of presidentialerteon
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disappear§. Equation 1.4 controls for the competitiveness of a race isiagCook
Political Report’srace ratings from the late spring. For the “Lean or Toss-up”
variable, observations are coded as 1 if the race falls into the two most campetiti
categories and 0 otherwise. Controlling for thig, value of an event falls to
$350,000 and is not statistically significant. In other words, President Bush did not
bring significantly more resources to the non-incumbents he targeted eahtpar
those that were already engaged in competitive races. On average, a c@mpetit
non-incumbent candidate received $1.2 million in total receipts. Competitive non-
incumbents that Bush targeted received on average $1.6 million in total receipts.
The difference of $400,000 is essentially the amount of money raised at the actual
event. Election expectations were relatively high for Republican non-incumbents
thus donors may have been more willing to invest in non-incumbents even without
a presidential endorsement.

Additionally, Bush’s focus on House non-incumbents was limited since his
incentives were not completely aligned with those of the party in the House. As
Bush concentrated on winning back the Senate a well financed NRCC (which Bush
helped create) could efficiently distribute resources. Therefore, tdrcgteidates
did not receive an added benefit beyond an efficient, one-time infusion of cash.
Still, this represents a quarter of the total fund-raising among non-ireusithat

Bush targeted. However, Bush'’s focus on retaking the Senate does not completely

® Ratings are used to control for competitivenested of spending. Challenger spending is not
used since challengers essentially spend whatghey In that case, a coefficient estimating a
dollar for dollar relationship is not particulamyeaningful. Incumbent spending is not used because
of the assumptions of the model. It is assumetliticambents react to changes in challenger
spending in deciding their own spending levelsal@mgers, however, spend based on expectations
rather than incumbent spending.
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explain why incumbents enjoyed a greater marginal benefit from a fisidgra
event than non-incumbents. After all, if Bush truly ignored House candidates, then
incumbents should not have benefited from fund-raising events either. Timing may
be a part of the story as most of the president’s events for non-incumbents occurred
in the final two months of the campaign. Because non-incumbents must be
promising before attracting an event, a presidential fund-raising eyént is
necessity, a lagging indicator of competitiveness. Competitive non-incumbents,
therefore, would not use events to attract more donors since donors would already
be inclined to invest in them.

Examining the effect of the president on incumbents and non-incumbents in
2006 uncovers the opposite pattern. Bush’s efforts had a greater impact on the
finances of non-incumbents and candidates for open seats than the finances of
incumbents. Table 6 displays OLS estimates of the effects of presidential fund
raising events on Republican candidates in 2006. According to Equation 1.5, all
else equal, incumbents receiving an event take in $1.3 million more than those that
do not. Since Democratic challengers were more competitive in general in 2006,
vulnerable incumbents had to raise more than they did in 2002 to remain
competitive. Once spending is controlled for, as in Equation 1.6, the marginal
effect of a fund-raising event is $449,000. While significant, this figure is
essentially the same as the $478,000 raised per event that year for incumbents.
Considering that the value of a Bush event may be biased upward, these results
suggest that Bush'’s efforts were in response to strong Democratic challenge

Since the estimated marginal value of a fund-raising event equals the amount the
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event took in, there is no evidence of a signaling effect for these incumbents. The
negative shift in partisan tides provides some explanation of why incumbents in
2002 benefited from presidential intervention more than in 2006. Higher
expectations for Democrats allowed the opposition to challenge a greater mimber
Republican incumbents. Byongressional Quarterlgstimates early in the year,

77 Republican seats—nearly a quarter of their caucus, were in competiése rac

As a whole, Republican incumbents raised more money to respond to the increased
pressure from DemocrafsAs a result, the difference in total fund-raising between
targeted and non-targeted incumbents is smaller in 2006 than in 2002. Moreover,
with more incumbents demanding cash, strategic donors would be more likely to
spread their wealth and make the president less efficient in focusingoesoar

certain candidates.

[Table 6 about here]

However, the estimated effects for non-incumbents reported on Table 6
suggest that non-incumbents benefited substantially from Bush'’s efforts.
According to Equation 1.7, candidates receiving a Bush fund-raising event deceive
$1.3 million more than those who did not. In this equation, a presidential fund-
raising event is the strongest indicator of competitiveness. Not surpyjdimgl

coefficient is much higher than the average $465,000 total per event according to

" Median levels of fund-raising for Democratic ckalfjers increased from $64,000 in 2002 to
$145,000 in 2006. Median levels of fund-raisingReepublican incumbents increased during the
same period from $764,000 to $1 million.
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Mark Knoller’s records. Equation 1.8 adds competitiveness to the equation in the
form of race ratings in the same manner as Equation 1.4 did for 2002 non-
incumbents. Controlling for whether or not the race falls into a “lean” or “toss-up
category” does not wash away the effects of a fund-raising event. Rhather
marginal effect of an event remains high at $712,000, all else equal. Like 2002,
these candidates received their events late in the cycle and representedli¢ise li
candidates to win. As a result, the estimated values of presidential interveation a
likely biased upward in both Equations 1.4 and 1.8. Nevertheless, the estimates in
2006 are statistically significant and larger than those for 2002. The negatftive shi
in political climate also helps explain this pattern. With fewer quality non-
incumbents in 2006, Bush could focus resources on those that are most likely to
win. Moreover, unlike 2002, in 2006 the NRCC was not as efficient. More
nervous incumbents would have drawn party resources away from promising non-
incumbents, compounding the party’s natural inefficient allocation of resources. As
a faithful agent of the party, President Bush’s intervention focused attention onto

the most likely non-incumbents to win late in the election.

Levels of Competitiveness

While theoretically non-incumbents ought to benefit more than incumbents
from presidential fund-raising events all else equal, in practice choicasé
funds depend on a candidate’s level of competitiveness. Incumbency status and
national partisan tides are indirect measures of uncertainty about a caisdidat

prospects. However, race ratings such as those issudtelyook Political
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Report,directly account for initial expectations and other strategic information
about a candidate’s chances for success. Strategic presidents would ackionl thi

of information, and if they are able to focus resources efficiently, presidential
targets should receive more money than other candidates facing the same level of
competition. This section tests whether or not the financial effects of président
fund-raising change as initial expectations about a candidate’seshaheictory
change. Table 7 presents OLS models of total fund-raising for Republican
incumbents controlling for competitiveness and models that interact levels of
competitiveness with a presidential fund-raising event dummy variable. The
interaction terms intend to estimate the added benefit of a fund-raisiniggaven

changes in competitiveness.

[Table 7 about here]

The results reported on Table 7 model the effects of events and
competitiveness on incumbents. These suggest that Bush’s fund-raisitsyletfor
to higher levels of receipts even when controlling for levels of competitiveness
however, these effects do not increase as incumbents become more vulnerable.
Equation 1.9 includes dummy variables basedloem Cook Political Repodlong
with a presidential fund-raising event dummy. Previous equations have
dichotomized the Cook seven-point scale into “lean or toss-up” and “safe”
categories. To further differentiate levels of competition, this analygiges the

Cook scale into three categories: “toss-up, “lean” and “safe.” Equations 1.9 and
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1.10 combine both 2002 and 2006 into the same regression to maximize the number
of observations that fall into each category. The familiar control variabl&Esmper

as expected in Equation 1.9. Increased district partisanship costs incumbents
money since these districts are less competitive. Incumbents in 2006 raised more
money than those in 2002, all else equal, as a response to quality Democratic
competition. Incumbents engaged in “toss-up” or “lean” races increasé¢otiadi
fund-raising by an estimated $786,000 and $815,000 respectively compared to
incumbents in safe races. Controlling for competitiveness in this manner, the
marginal effect of a fund-raising event is estimated at about $800,000, which is
similar to the $788,000 figure estimated in Equation 1.2.

However, the effect of a presidential fund-raising event does not change as
perceptions of incumbent vulnerability change. Equation 1.10 interacts the Bush
fund-raising event dummy variable with dummy variables indicating ‘tpSs-
races and a dummy that indicates “lean” races. The Bush fund-raising event
dummy remains significant and at a value similar to that in Equation 1.9. All else
equal, Republican incumbents in safely Republican districts raise about $771,000
more than safe Republicans that do not receive an event. However, targeted
incumbents in “lean” races or “toss-up” races do not raised significantky toia
funds than safe Republicans who also received an event.

The estimates in Equations 1.9 and 1.10 demonstrate that the positive effects
that presidential fund-raising events have on incumbents does not depend on
expected competitiveness. More money goes to competitive races regardless of

what the president does. On one hand, events for safe incumbents are more about a
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political exchange than raising enough money for reelection. Strategicsdonor
likely know this and may not contribute as much if incumbents are already likely to
win, even with a presidential endorsement. Any difference however, does not show
up statistically. Even controlling a level of funding normally associatddav
particular level of competitiveness, targeted incumbents generate about $800,000
more than incumbents who did not receive an event, which is larger than the
average $500,000 take at these events. This suggests that the money raised at
events is not simply a substitute for money that would have been raised by other
means. Since the president is more likely to raise money for vulnerable
incumbents, his activities benefit the party by shifting total fund-raisiogteto

the incumbents that need it most even if the effectiveness of his efforts do not vary
with expected competitiveness.

The effects of the president’s activities may vary with expectaéiomsig
non-incumbents as well. Strategic donors are less certain about the vadlmibty-
incumbents while non-ideological donors would not invest money unless the
candidate had a good chance of winning. Donors may take cues from the president
as to which candidates are worthy investments. Analyzing the marginaltloénefi
events for non-incumbents with interactions terms requires some modifications.
First, non-incumbents engage in a broader range of races on the seven point scale
As Figure 1 shows, no incumbent ran in a race that leaned Democratic whereas
non-incumbents run in races that lean for either party. Republican non-incumbents
in races that lean Democratic face different expectations than thosesrthiat

lean Republican and should not be grouped into the same category. As a result,
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“lean Republican” and “likely Republican” races are grouped togetheml gkoup

these races are those in which a Republican non-incumbent is expected to win.
The second group consists of “toss-ups” and Democratic-leaning races, while the
constant accounts for non-incumbents in safe Democratic districts. In svogd) t

this division corresponds to high, medium and low expectations about performance
at the polls.

Along with a dummy variable controlling open seat races, models for non-
incumbents are also corrected for self-financed candidates. Splitting
competitiveness into three dummy variables and interacting them with the
presidential fund-raising variable creates six categories in which eagtvatien is
assigned. This number of categories combined with the dispersion of fund-raising
totals found on Table 1 increases the influence of outliers, especially those non-
incumbents that had fund-raising totals well beyond two standard deviations from
the mean of total receipts. In practice, many of the best financed and cwapetit
non-incumbents are self-financed. Notable examples include Florida candidate
Vern Buchanan who spent nearly $5 million of his own money for his House
candidacy. Despite close to $7 million in total receipts, President Bush held a fund-
raising event for Buchanan 14 days before the 2006 election. Figure 2 presents the
average share of a candidate’s total fund-raising that came fronoeé&ibations
and loans to one’s own campaign by level of competitiveness. As this figure
illustrates, about 30% of fund-raising totals for Republican candidates chafiengi

the safest Democrats come from the candidate’s own pocket.
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As competitiveness increases, the share of total fund-raising from self-
financing decreases since strategic donors are more likely to contribute as
competitiveness increases. Nevertheless, self-financing account®@mrl®% of
total fund-raising for even the most competitive Republican non-incumbents. Since
these candidates raise the most money, a 10% share translates into hundreds of
thousands of dollars. Also note that self financing plays a little role in the fund-
raising total of incumbents, so models of total fund-raising for incumbents did not
need to correct for it. In models of non-incumbent fund-raising, one solution would
be to leave out outliers such as Vern Buchanan. However, eliminating these
outliers would take away from the already limited number of fund-raising events
spread across six categories. Rather, the following equations subtraadioan

contributions a candidate made to his or her own campaign from total réceipts.

[Figure 2 about here]

Adjusting for self-financing reveals President Bush increased resdarces
non-incumbents with the best chance of victory. Table 8 displays the results of
OLS estimates on the effect of presidential fund-raising events on tatgdteec
while accounting for different levels of competitiveness. The control vagabl
Equation 1.11 perform as expected. Districts with larger pools of Republicans,

previous electoral experience, and races with no sitting incumbent positively

8 Another solution was to create a new dependeidhiarby subtracting candidate contributions
and loans from total receipts. Using this as aeddpnt variable does not significantly change the
results in Equations 1.15 and 1.16.
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influence the total amount non-incumbents raise. President Bush did not raise
money for any Republican non-incumbent running in a race that was expected to be
safe for the Democratic Party. Rather, the president raised money for more
competitive candidates. As a result, Equations 1.11 and 1.12 use candidates in
“toss-up or leans Democratic” categories as the reference case. Atedxpe

Equation 1.11 estimates that the least competitive non-incumbents raise $587,000
less than those in more competitive races. Contrary to expectations, non-
incumbents with the highest expected vote-share do not raise significangdly mor
money. However, the open-seat dummy variable accounts for much of this
discrepancy. Between the 2002 and 2006 midterms, 20 out of the 22 Republican
non-incumbents in Republican leaning races were candidates for open-seats,
compared to 17 of the 36 non-incumbents in the toss-up or lean Democratic
category. Controlling for the effect of open-seat elections, high expegati

remain valuable for non-incumbents and their fund-raising efforts. A presidenti
fund-raising event has a marginal value of $861,000, which is considerably higher
than the average $425,000 per event Bush managed to raise for all non-incumbents.
This figure suggests a significant signaling effect. Since donorsaeelikely to

invest in non-incumbents with the best chance of winning, this signaling effgct ma

vary with changes in expectations.

[Table 8 about here]
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Unlike incumbents, Equation 1.12 estimates that Bush’s efforts had
significant and positive effects on the finances of non-incumbents, espémially
those in races tilting to the Republican Party. The control variables ini&@guat
1.12 perform the same way as before. Relative to non-incumbents in toss-up races
or those that lean Democratic, non-competitive Republican candidates raise
$625,000 less. The most promising non-incumbents do not raise statistically more
when the effects of open-seats are controlled for. Candidates in tossup or lean
Democratic races raise an estimated $657,000 more when Bush holds an event on
their behalf. This estimate is larger than the average $425,000 Bush oaised-f
incumbents over his two midterm elections suggesting Bush’s appearance led to
further donations. However, non-incumbents with the best chances of winning
benefited from a Bush event even more. Among Bush’s fund-raising targets,
candidates with higher expectations raised an additional $413,000. These results
suggest that Bush’s effectiveness as a focal point for private donors vidlnies w
expected competitiveness. Donors naturally seek non-incumbents who are most
likely to win. However, the added benefit for highly promising non-incumbents is
the result of the president’s ability to mobilize donors on behalf of candidates to
contribute at levels they may not have otherwise have done.

Moreover, these results also suggest that the president’s strategic behavior
has the intended consequences. For incumbents, presidents tend to target the most
vulnerable candidates even though their effectiveness does not vary with
expectations. For non-incumbents, not only does the president target the most

promising candidates, but his ability to rally donors allows these candidatéseto ra
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additional funds. Among challengers and candidates for open-seats, the president’s
strategy and its consequences not “aggressive” in the sense that he does not
disproportionately aid non-incumbents in direct competition with safe Denmcrati
incumbents. Doing so may increase the competitiveness of these races and make
Republicans more competitive overall; however, the president’s strategy @ not t
make the party more competitive on the whole. Rather, the president’s intention is
to maximize seats by directing resources to non-incumbents with the best ghance
winning. Shifting enough money to help certain non-incumbents get over the top
would be a surer way of maximizing seats than attempting to unseat safer

Democrats.

Treatment Effects Models of Total Receipts

Treatment effects models for both total fund-raising and the vote (which
appears in a later section) produce curious findings. Occasionally, treafifieetd
models find no evidence of selection bias in standard OLS models when
theoretically bias should exist since the treatment is not randomly appliexlis Thi
not necessarily a problem since the limited number of fund-raising eventsgor ot
factors may contribute to the lack of bias in OLS models. More curious than that,
however, is that when treatment effects models do find bias, they consistently
produce results that are counterintuitive. Specifically, treatment effemtels
produced “unbiased” coefficients that are consistently larger than those found in
OLS models even though the non-random selection of the treatment group should

cause OLS to overestimate the president’s true effect. Consider the rigllowi
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treatment effects models for the president’s impact on total fund-raiSimeg first

set of results suggests that targeted incumbents raise significantly mueg than
incumbents that were not targeted. Table 9 presents a treatment effecteimodel
the president’s influence on House Republican incumbents in both 2002 and 2006.
Equation 1.13 is the selection equation which predicts if a candidate receives a
presidential fund-raising event using probit. This model of fund-raising eveists use
a different specification than the logit models found in previous chapters because it
is desirable to use different variables in the selection equation and in the umgderlyin
equation. Nevertheless, variables in the selection equation perform as expected.
Races rated as “lean” or “toss-up” are more likely to receive funohgagsents as

are districts where the Democratic candidate did well in the previous aledtie
selection model correctly predicts whether or not an incumbent receives an event
94% of the time. The second stage of the treatment effects model uses these

predictions to estimate the effect of Bush’s activities on total fundigais

[Table 9 about here]

Equation 1.14 is the underlying model of total receipts using a “corrected”
presidential fund-raising events dummy variable. The treatment effedisl m
allows the errors in Equations 1.13 and 1.14 to correlate and produce unbiased
estimations. According to Equation 1.14, the marginal value of a Bush fund-raising
event is over $1 million after controlling for spending and the effects of poor

Republican year in 2006. This coefficient is higher than previous estimates and is
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about twice the average take at fund-raising events. By comparison, Equation 1.15
is the corresponding single-stage OLS estimate. Here, the finarfetilafa
presidential fund-raising event is a more modest $600,000. The treatment effects
model suggests that President Bush had a substantially greater finapeieti am
incumbents than other OLS models have indicated. Moreover, this suggests his
ability to divert resources to the candidates who need them the most had been
previously underestimated. Yet, there are reasons to cast doubt on these results
First, the treatment effects model finds evidence of selection bias aastattiy a
statistically significant value for rho (the correlation between treg®r This

statistic suggests that the coefficients in the OLS model are biased.vétpthe
treatment effects model finds bias inegativedirection; a negative value for rho
generally indicates that OLS estimates a smaller effect wherutheftect is

greater in magnitude. Since increased competition drives both the president’s
targeting strategy and the flow of cash, the errors between the selectatioeq

and the underlying equation should be positive and OLS should overestimate the
value of a Bush fund-raising event.

The treatment effects model indicates that OLS underestimates thet ofipa
President Bush’s events on non-incumbents as well. Table 10 displays the results
of a treatment effects model estimating the effect of Bush’s funuhgaastivities
on House non-incumbents as well as a corresponding OLS model. Equation 1.16 is
the first stage selection equation. Similar to the selection equation for incsmbent
this equation accurately predicts whether or not a Republican non-incumbent

received a Bush event 95% of the time. All else equal, the second stage of the
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treatment effects model (Equation 1.17) estimates that targeted non-inceimbent
receive nearly $1.5 million more than non-incumbents that do not. If this estimate
is accurate, then Bush'’s direct intervention produced a significant sige#iaog.

The result of this signaling is a boost in total fund-raising that is nearky tinnes

the value of the event itself. However, like incumbents, a significant and negative
rho statistic suggests that the true effect of Bush'’s intervention is larger
magnitude than what OLS would estimate without correcting for the endogenously
chosen treatment variable. Indeed, the standard OLS model (Equation 1.18)
estimates the effect of Bush’s intervention to be $1.1 million. This valugldlgli

less but more consistent with estimates from Equations 1.3 and 1.7, which do not
directly control for competitiveness. A larger coefficient for Bush fraising

events in the treatment effects model is curious since presidentsianget
incumbents who would receive more money regardless of presidential intervention.

The OLS estimate should be biased upward if selection bias exists at all.

[Table 10 about here]

It is possible that the treatment effects models are accurate and that
presidents divert even more resources to House candidates than previously
estimated. However, this finding cannot be easily reconciled with the convéntiona
wisdom that increases in competitiveness positively increase both thieddctbf
attracting donations and a presidential fund-raising event. However¢sets

do indicate that the president’s strategic behavior has positive consequenkes for t
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party. Models that interact presidential fund-raising events with levels of
competitiveness especially show that additional resources flow to candidhetes
need them the most when the president intervenes. The next step in this analysis t

find what affect these additional resources may have at the polls.

Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising on the House Vote

Ultimately, the president raises money for congressional candidates to
influence the outcome of an election. The literature on the how presidential fund-
raising efforts affect election outcomes is as limited as thetliteran the
president’s role as agent of the party. The research that has been attempted
measures presidential success in two ways: by changes in a candidaiett #ha
vote and by predicting the probability that candidate wins given presidential
intervention.

Measuring success by measuring changes in vote share places thapreside
in context of an existing literature on how money affects the vote in congrdssiona
elections. Studies have consistently shown a positive association between non-
incumbent expenditures and vote share and a negative relationship between
incumbent spending and vote share; while scholars have attempted to use different
statistical tools, such as instrumental variables, to discover a posititrerrgha
between money and the vote for incumbents, finding appropriate instruments has
proved problematic (Jacobson 1978, 1980, 1990; Green and Krasno 1988). In this
setting, the president adds to the financial solvency of certain candidates. As

extension of existing literature, predictions of the president’s affect on non-
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incumbents and incumbents are straightforward. Incumbents that receive fund-
raising events will likely receive fewer votes than other incumbemntsisal equal,
because the president targets vulnerable incumbents. Likewise, non-incumbents
that receive events likely perform better than other incumbents because the
president targets the most promising non-incumbents. Indeed, Jacobson, Kernell
and Lazarus (2004) show that Clinton’s efforts for House Democrats in 2000 helped
non-incumbents gain votes to a greater degree than incumbents.

Other studies have measured the success of the president’s activities based
on the number of wins and losses the party accumulates on election day. This
measure makes sense considering that the president’s ultimate gdalis t
candidates win whether he is after maximizing representation or aidirgeiioral
or legislative goals. Keele, Forgerty and Stimson (2004) analyze Presiddris B
distribution of voter rallies to determine the effect of the president’s wisithe
electoral chances of Republican House candidates in 2002. While acknowledging
the strategic nature of Bush’s choices, surprisingly, Keklal.find no statistically
significant electoral boost for Bush’s choice of targets. This resséigéie
guestion as to why a strategic politician would engage in an activity without a
discernable benefit. Herrnson and Morris (2006) reexamine this election by
broadening the set of cases to both rallies and fund-raising events and findeevidenc
that the president’s activities can increase the predicted probability taaididate
wins.

This chapter will examine the affect of fund-raising events on vote share for

several reasons. Analyzing the effects of fund-raising activities dimectapts
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dovetails into analysis of vote share and gives a better assessment enpiadsid
agency under different political conditions. Placing the president in the broader
context of party institutions and their incentives likens presidential fundsdse
any other resource available to congressional candidates. The differeneerbetw
the president and these other resources is that the president is sometivetgadnoti
to pursue interests counter to the collective good of the party and brings added
focus and attention from donors and possibly voters. Observing deviations between
the presidential influence and those of a faithful agent of the party allows for a
better understanding of presidential agency in an intuitive way. Moreover,
measuring the president’s success in terms of wins and losses is notararticul
meaningful when analyzing across elections when factors such as natiosahpart
tides affect the party’s overall popularity. If wins and losses is the sthfata
success, then Bush'’s efforts led to success in 2002 when most of his targets won but
failure in 2006 when most of his targets lost. Since presidents can raise money in
different political climates, the added resources still benefit candiee¢esif these
candidates do not win. Analyzing changes in vote share allow a more nuanced
assessment of presidential agency as partisan tides vary.

Herrnson and Morris’ analysis encounters a second problem, however.
Their study combines non-incumbents and incumbents in the same model and find
no evidence of selection bias. However, combining incumbents and non-
incumbents is problematic because the expected bias works in different directions
for the two types of candidates. Presidents selectively target incumbentsaev

expected to do poorly and non-incumbents who are expected to do well. Unlike the
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analyzing total receipts where estimates may be biased in the sagt®djrOLS

will tend to underestimate the effects of fund-raising events on the vote of
incumbents and overestimate the effects of events on the vote of non-incumbents.
Figure 3 illustrates the average share of the two-party vote fartfean

candidates based on incumbency, competitiveness and national partisan tides. As
with Figures 1 and 2, Figure 3 sorts candidates based on election expectations as of
May of the election year. In general, higher expectations early inetteoea year

are correlated with larger shares of the vote. Moreover, Figure 3 shows that
Republican candidates did worse across the board in 2006 versus 2002. Indeed,
even incumbents in races deemed “likely Republican” averaged only slightly over
50% of the vote in 2006. With incumbency, competitiveness and national partisan
tides having broad influence over the vote, Bush’s capacity to influence the vote
varies along with changes in each of these factors. As such, the followipgi@na
first examines how the president’s effort varies among incumbents and non-
incumbents in 2002 then in 2006. The second set of analysis examines how the
president’s effort varies as early expectations vary through the use ottiatera

terms.

[Figure 3 about here]
Results and Discussion
Standard OLS models show that President Bush’s fund-raising efforts had
disparate effects on the vote share of incumbents and non-incumbents. While these

effects are likely biased one direction or another, the magnitude of Bush’'sia&lue
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changes consistently with changes in the national political climate. Table
compares the effects of Bush’s efforts on incumbents and non-incumbents in 2002.
According to Equation 1.19 after controlling for district voting habits, Republican
incumbents that President Bush targeted receive an estimated 7.68% draedler s

of the vote than other incumbents. Clearly, the president’s presence does not cause
an incumbent to lose 7% of the vote. Rather, this estimate is evidence that Bush
targeted the most vulnerable incumbents that year. Some of this difference may
also be due to opponent and candidate spending. The relationship between
spending and the vote is not linear, however. Very low levels of spending are
unlikely to generate votes, especially for uncompetitive non-incumbents.

Moreover, returns on spending diminish at high levels, especially for vulnerable
incumbents who spend when they are in trouble. Usually, studies resolve this by
taking the natural log of spending. However, typical logarithmic transfarnsat
overestimate the effects of spending at low levels and underestimatéetie af

high levels (Jacobson 1990). As such, Jacobson (1990) and Jacobson, Kernell and
Lazarus (2004) employ the Box-Cox procedure to find a functional form for
spending between a linear and log transformation. Attempts to use Box-Cox for
this analysis yielded parameters that were statistically ingigntf As a result,

only equations using the natural log of spending are included here. Equation 1.20
takes controls for the natural log of candidate and opponent spending. Consistent
with previous research, higher levels of opponent spending decreases an
incumbent’s share of the vote. Even when controlling for spending, however,

incumbents receiving a Bush event performed 5% worse than other incumbents.
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President Bush’s non-random selection of targets likely causes an undatiestim
of his effect on the vote; however, these results provide more evidence that Bush
behaved as a faithful agent of the party as he targeted the most vulnerable

incumbents.

[Table 11 about here]

For non-incumbents, OLS estimates a positive impact on the vote from
Bush’s fund-raising activities in 2002. Equation 1.21 estimates that the non-
incumbents Bush targeted receive 9.71% more of the vote than other non-
incumbents after controlling for district voting habits and the charaaterst
candidates. Since presidents only target competitive non-incumbents, this
coefficient is likely biased upward. However, any effect a presidentialraiadr
has on the vote should be more pronounced for non-incumbents than incumbents.
This is because gaining resources helps non-incumbents add votes through
advertising or gaining name recognition whereas incumbents acquirecessour
when they are expected to do poorly. Non-incumbent spending varies widely and
Equation 1.22 controls for the natural log of opponent and candidate spending.
Consistent with theory, increases in candidate spending translate into a higher share
of the vote for non-incumbents. This coefficient also captures additionahassist
from the president since Bush'’s indirect efforts on behalf of the Republican
campaign committees also contributed to solvency of Republican non-incumbents

in 2002. When controlling for spending, the value of a Bush event is approximately
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5.5%. Assuming that this value is not an overestimation, it begs the question why
did Bush not do more for Republican non-incumbents. Republicans gained eight
seats in the 2002 midterms. Of these candidates, three (Rick Renzi, Bob Beauprez
and Chris Chocola), would have lost without Bush'’s intervention. At the same
time, 10 Republican non-incumbents who did not receive a fund-raising event lost
their races by less than 5.5% of the vote, suggesting that Bush’s efforts cgild ha
expanded the House majority by a wider margin. However, Bush’s incentives were
not perfectly aligned with the party in the House, since the president had an
opportunity to take the Senate. From the point of view of Republicans in the
House, this misalignment of incentives prevented the party from maximizing the
total number of seats.

A negative shift in partisan tides, however, decreased the president’s
influence over election outcomes through fund-raising. Table 12 displays OLS
estimates on the impact of events on the vote share of 2006 Republican candidates.
Equation 1.23 accounts for district voting habits only. According to this
specification, incumbents receiving Bush events performed about 3% worse than
other incumbents, although this coefficient is only marginally significant. \Whe
spending is controlled for, as in Equation 1.24, any significance of a Bush effect
disappears. If Bush targeted the most vulnerable incumbents, then these
coefficients should be significant and negative just as those found for 2002
incumbents. The lack of strongly significant coefficients for 2006 incumbents
could occur for a couple or reasons. It is possible that Bush’s intervention provided

enough resources that his targets performed as well as other incumbents, all els
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equal. Or, this result reflects the general struggles of Republican incsnsbeht

that Bush’s targets did not do significantly worse than other incumbents. If the
former explanation is true, then it suggests that the president’s efftatsat

mitigated the reduction in vote share that a negative shift in partisan tides.caus
However, the evidence does not support this explanation. Rather, Bush’s impact on
the finances of 2006 incumbents was roughly equal to the amount raised at the
event itself when spending was controlled for (see Equation 1.6). Itis not

surprising that with such a small benefit, events would have little impact on the vote
when Republicans in general had to raise more money to counter strong Democrati

non-incumbents.

[Table 12 about here]

Non-incumbents in 2006, however, seemed to benefit more from President
Bush’s efforts. Recall that Equation 1.7 estimates a Bush headlined fund-raising
event brought in an estimated $1.3 million when spending is not controlled for. The
effect of these added resources is a 3.8% boost in the share of the two-party vote,
according to Equation 1.25. When controlling for spending, the effects of the added
resources from President Bush are a marginally significant 2.8% increaste in
share. This figure is according to Equation 1.26 and thanks to an estimated gain of
over $700,000 (Equation 1.8). The negative partisan tides of 2006 did not diminish
Bush'’s ability to mobilize donors sympathetic to the Republican base, but the

ability of the candidates to use added resources to gain votes did shrink between
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these two years. As a result, Bush’s direct fund-raising activities did motheel

party gain seats despite an alignment of interests. If the 2.8% figure is to be
believed, then Bush’s efforts helped non-incumbents such as Vern Buchanan and
Peter Roskam of Illinois win. However, six of his other targets among non-
incumbents fell short of victory. In the end, the solvency of Democratic
incumbents and non-incumbents for open seats likely prevented Republican non-
incumbents from gaining a significant share of votes due to additional resources.
Greater expectations among Democrats also likely helped themraffigpend

money to gain votes.

Levels of Competitiveness

Analysis of fund-raising totals shows that President Bush'’s fund-raising
efforts disproportionately increased resources for the candidates in the most
competitive races. This pattern is evidence that as an agent of the party, Bush
redirected resources to the neediest candidates. However, finding evidénce tha
Bush disproportionately helps the most competitive candidates gain vote share is
more difficult. The president’s main effect on the vote comes through inciaases
total receipts and total spending. If the president is more than just anotheregsourc
but positively affects candidates through other means, then a presidential fund-
raising event should have an effect once spending is controlled for. As the
following analysis shows, controlling for spending and early expectations about
competitiveness through race ratings washes away any added beaefit of

presidential fund-raising event.
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Table 13 presents OLS estimates of the effect of fund-raising events on the
vote share of Republican incumbents based on race ratingd frei@ook Political
Report Equation 1.27 controls for district voting habits, national partisan tides,
presidential fund-raising events, and splits race ratings into thre@gategThose
races rated as “toss-ups” or “lean Republicans” are included as dummyesriabl
whose coefficients are estimates relative to Republicans running inesadiélRan
districts. The control variables perform as expected: district voting habits a
highly significant and incumbents in 2006 faired 6.15% worse than incumbents in
2002. Even controlling for the log of spending, early expectations are significant
predictors of vote share. All else equal, the most vulnerable incumbents and those
in “lean” districts performed 7% and 6% worse respectively than incumbentgin sa
Republican districts. Bush’s intervention, however, is negligible and staliti

insignificant.

[Table 13 about here]

Bush’s effect on resources for incumbents may not have varied by
competitiveness, but since he focused his efforts on the competitive races, the
electoral effect of these resources may vary by competitiveneseo®oy if Bush
had an effect other than the resources he provided, his intervention may mitigate
add to a vulnerable incumbent’s vote total relative to other vulnerable incumbents.
This does not seem to be the case. Equation 1.28 contains interactions between

presidential fund-raising events and levels of early expectations. Thectiaar
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term between presidential events and the toss-up competitiveness variable is
positive and significant. This suggests that the most vulnerable Republican
incumbents who received added resources from the president did better at the polls
Although the net effect is still a vote share worse than the vote of safe inaisibe
the president may be able to mitigate the overall loss of vote share due to
competition. However, one observation drives this particular result. In 2006, John
Hostettler of Indiana lost his reelection bid, garnering only 39% of the vote in the
worst defeat for a House incumbent. Bush did not raise funds for Hostettler that
year and if this outlier were removed, the coefficient for this interactiam ter
becomes insignificant. This result, combined with the insignificant coeftioe
the interaction term between “lean” districts and events suggests thdtde a
resources do not result in more votes relative to other incumbents facing similar
levels of competition.

Finding an electoral effect for Republican non-incumbents based on levels
of competitiveness is equally difficult to find. Equations 1.29 and 1.30 on Table 14
display OLS estimates on the vote share of Republican non-incumbents. Like the
equations for incumbents, the control variables perform as expected. In Equation
1.29, district voting habits are significant, as is the year 2006 dummy variable and
the log of candidate spending. All else equal, non-incumbents in open seats
perform 6% better than challengers facing Democratic incumb&hts Cook
Political Reportratings are grouped slightly differently than for incumbents just as
they were in the analysis of total fund-raising. As Figure 3 shows, the most

competitive non-incumbents fall into the “lean” or “likely” Republican cati&go
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Those races in the “toss-up” or “lean Democratic” comprise the second category
with all other non-competitive non-incumbents running in races rated as safe

Democratic.

[Table 14 about here]

Equation 1.30 does not find that the effects of presidential fund-raising
events vary as expectations vary. After controlling for spending, voting hadbits a
year effects, the least competitive Republican challengers perform 1.5% tvans
those in toss-up races or in those that lean Democratic. The most promising non-
incumbents perform 1.7% better. This estimate seems low; however, most of the
non-incumbents with high expectations ran in open seat races and those candidates
perform and estimated 6% better all else equal. Non-incumbents receiving
presidential fund-raising events do not gain significantly more votes than non-
incumbents that do not despite the resources Bush brought to his targets. Of
course, the relationship between spending and the vote is not linear; rather,
promising non-incumbents are better able to transform spending into votes.
Equation 1.30 interacts fund-raising visits with levels of competitiveness.thake
equations for incumbents, these interaction terms find no evidence that Bush’s
targets perform better than other non-incumbents in the same level of
competitiveness.

Several reasons account for the lack of significant results. In general, the

impact of the president’s fund-raising efforts on total receipts igbktfarward,
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however, the mechanism through which these added resources translate into votes is
not so simple. Fund-raising events, after all, mobilize donors. The influence of
fund-raising on voter mobilization only occurs through how candidates spend the
additional resources. Many factors determine how effective increasespaigam
spending mobilize voters such as district partisanship, candidate charastanst
national partisan tides. Similarly, when considering candidates at diffeuehs bf
competitiveness, it is not obvious which candidates increase vote share more
through spending. Consider non-incumbents with low expectations of victory.
Increases in spending by these candidates likely do not lead to drastisesdrea
vote share unless election expectations change. Non-incumbents likety tmwi

the other hand, raise the most money (see Figure 1). Marginal spending Bicrease
for candidates with high expectations likely exhibit diminishing returns as
uncertainty about candidates disappear. Candidates in the middle category—those
expected to be competitive but not so much that race ratings from late spring
consider them as likely winners have the greatest opportunity to use spending to
gain ground against incumbents. As a result, even if a model found positive and
significant effects of fund-raising events on the vote, the middle catef§oon-
incumbents ought to see the largest benefit. Indeed, Equation 1.30 contains a
positive coefficient for this group of candidates, albeit the coefficient is
insignificant. Presidents, however, are more likely to raise funds for non-
incumbents with higher initial expectations of victory and the candidates é&at se
the highest marginal returns to spending may not be the most likely to receive a

presidential fund-raising events.
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Treatment Effects Models of the Effect of Fund-raising on Vote-Share

The results of treatment effects models of fund-raising on vote-shgtestre
as curious as those estimating total receipts. On one hand, the model for
incumbents finds evidence of selection bias, whereas the model for non-incumbents
fails to do so. However, even when bias is detected, it is in a counterintuitive
direction. If these models are to be believed, then presidential interventiohasul
disparate effects on incumbents and non-incumbents.

Incumbents that Bush targeted with a fund-raising event do worse than other
incumbents even when the fund-raising event variable is corrected for selection
bias. In this case, the first stage selection equation is the same a$oit maslels
of total receipts (Equation 1.13). Table 15 displays the results of the second stage
of the treatment effects model side by side with a corresponding siagee@t.S
regression. According to Equation 1.31, the marginal effect of a Bush fund-raising
event is a loss of 7% in vote-share. Presidents target incumbents who are likely t
do poorly, thus if the errors in the selection equation are correlated with changes i
vote share, the correlation should be negative. However, this model produces a rho
statistic that is significant ambsitive suggesting that an unbiased estimate would
be larger in magnitude than what OLS would estimate. As a result, the -7%
estimate is larger than the -3% estimated by Equation 1.32, which is an OLS model
without a corrected treatment variable. When examining non-incumbents, the
treatment effects model finds no evidence of selection bias. Equation 1.33 is the

second stage of the treatment effects model and finds a significant efBactho$
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activities of approximately 5%. However, as the insignificant rho staingticates,
there is no correlation between the errors of the selection equation and the
underlying regression model. This suggests that the single-stage Gh&testf

4.4% (Equation 1.34) is not biased.

[Table 15 about here]

If these results are to be believed, then the president’s targets among
incumbents perform worse than what standard OLS models have estimated.
Conversely, presidential fund-raising events have a larger impact for non-
incumbents than previously estimated. However, if a study is interested irah caus
relationship between fund-raising events and changes in vote share, th#seloes
not make much sense. The president’s efforts on behalf of a candidate cannot cause
incumbents to lose nearly 7% of vote. The complicated relationship between
presidential effort and the vote likely obscures the president’s true eBectn
that vulnerable incumbents naturally do poorly and promising non-incumbents
naturally do well, the president’s efforts ought to help candidates relatotbers
facing a similar level of competition. If presidents conduct more directraisthg
events for candidates in the future, OLS estimates that interact presdidgatits
and competitiveness offer an intuitive approach to finding an effect for these

efforts.

Conclusion
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The president’s strategic behavior has real consequences for House
candidates. As an agent of the party, President Bush generally targeteasthe
vulnerable incumbents and the most promising non-incumbents. As the evidence in
this chapter shows, candidates with higher electoral expectations benefited the
most. These candidates naturally attract donors, however, when targatad wit
presidential fund-raising event, these candidates raise far more than theysethe
would have. This financial benefit also increases as an incumbent becomes more
vulnerable or a non-incumbent is more likely to win. Moreover, the marginal effect
of the president’s efforts improves as Bush’s incentives aligned with thdise of
party in the House. As evidence, non-incumbents in 2006 benefited more from
fund-raising events than non-incumbents in 2002. Certainly, national partisan tides
and the ability of the national party to supplement the fund-raising totals casdidat
played a role; President Bush consistently delivered resources to candidates who
needed them the most.

The electoral effect of these added resources is more difficult tordisce
Consistent with other OLS models, presidential fund-raising events areatsdoc
with poorer performance among incumbents and better performance among non-
incumbents. Of course, these results occur because presidential fund-raesiisg ev
are strategic and not random in nature. Unfortunately, the treatment effects mode
do not produce results consistent with theory. To get around this, this chapter used
OLS models with interaction terms to measure the added benefit of a presidentia
fund-raising event given the level of resources or votes associatedaeittain

level of competitiveness. This method showed that events benefit candidates that
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help the party maximize seats. However, although the most competitive candidate
receive the most resources, these added resources appear not to result in a higher
share of the vote. This result may be consistent with theory. The relationship
between money and the vote is not linear. For instance, the most promising non-
incumbents are less likely to see greater returns on spending than a non-imtcumbe
still overcoming disadvantages among the electorate. More observations of
presidential activities and an improved treatment effects model may bi@ able

uncover this effect.
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Appendix C
Table 4.1: Total Receipts for House Republican Candates
Incumbents
Median Mean Standard Deviation N
2002 $765 $924 576 196
2006 $1,030 $1,284 857 204
Total $913 $1,108 754 400
Challengers
Median Mean Standard Deviation N
2002 $65 $408 657 194
2006 $48 $416 839 179
Total $56 $412 749 373

Note: All figures in $1,000s. Expressed in Yead®Qollars.

wy || Non-Incumbents
NP Incumbents

N —

L

—l

Millions of Dollars

Safe Dem Likely Dem Lean Dem  Toss-up Lean Rep Likely Rep Safe Rep
Note: Race ratings from The Cook Political Report: May 28, 2002 and May 19 2006

Figure 4.1:

Average Total Receipts by Competitiveness
House Republicans 2002, 2006
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Table 4.2: Bush Fund-Raising Events by Competitivegss, 2002 and 2006

All All

Rating Incumbents  Bush Events Challengers  Bush Events
Safe Democratic 0 0 292 0
Likely Democratic 0 0 22 0

Lean Democratic 0 0 23 4
Toss-up 9 6 14 6

Lean Republican 34 15 9 3
Likely Republican 20 3 13 4

Safe Republican 337 2 0 0
Totals 400 26 373 17

Table 4.3: Timing of Bush's Fund-Raising Targets: Q02 House Candidates

Number of Days Prior to

Candidate State  Status Election Total Receipts
Robin Hayes NC Incumbent 251 2,230,000
Tom Latham 1A Incumbent 249 1,400,000
Nancy Johnson CT Incumbent 210 3,270,000
Rob Simmons CT Incumbent 210 2,000,000
Heather Wilson NM Incumbent 190 2,625,000
Mike Ferguson NJ Incumbent 134 2,000,000
Connie Morella MD Incumbent 130 2,740,000
John Kline MN Challenger 117 1,500,000
Chip Pickering MS Incumbent 90 2,670,000
Steve Pearce NM Open Seat 74 1,500,000
Anne Northup KY Incumbent 61 3,000,000
Chris Chocola IN Open Seat 61 1,626,000
Jim Nussle A Incumbent 50 1,580,000
Bob Beauprez Cco Open Seat 39 1,778,000
Rick Renzi AZ Open Seat 39 1,540,000
Thad McCotter Ml Open Seat 22 1,250,000



Table 4.4: Timing of Bush's Fund-raising Targets, 206

Days Before

Candidiate State Status Election Receipts

Chirs Chocola IN Incumbent 257 2,275,000
Mike Sodrel IN Incumbent 228 2,333,000
Jon Porter NV Incumbent 197 2,577,000
Clay Shaw FL Incumbent 183 4,000,000
Thelma Drake VA  Incumbent 172 2,000,000
Geoff Davis KY  Incumbent 172 3,588,000
Jim Gerlach PA Incumbent 167 2,866,000
Mike Fitzpatrick PA Incumbent 167 2,574,000
Dave Reichert WA  Incumbent 144 2,600,000
Heather Wilson NM  Incumbent 144 4,192,000
Rick O'Donnell CO  Open Seat 111 2,400,000
Shelly Moore Capito WV  Incumbent 104 2,000,000
Michele Bachman MN  Open Seat 77 2,245,000
Jon Gard Wi Open Seat 69 2,400,000
Max Burns GA  Challenger 61 1,880,000
Gus Bilirakis FL Open Seat 47 2,270,000
Deborah Pryce OH  Incumbent 39 3,656,000
Dean Heller NV  Open Seat 36 1,450,000
Richard Pombo CA  Incumbent 35 3,886,000
John Doolittle CA  Incumbent 35 2,000,000
Rick Renzi AZ Incumbent 34 1,800,000
Mac Collins GA  Challenger 28 1,780,000
David McSweeney IL Challenger 26 4,400,000
Peter Roskam IL Challenger 26 2,940,000
Don Sherwood PA Incumbent 19 1,800,000
Vern Buchanan FL Open Seat 14 6,940,000
Jeff Lamberti 1A Challenger 12 1,700,000
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Table 4.5: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Eents on Total Receipts: 2002

Incumbents Challengers
Independent Variable  Equation 1.1  Equation 1.2 | Equation 1.3  Equation 1.4
Republican District -12.66 *** -2.07 9.79 *** 7.18 ***
Vote (2000) (4.83) (4.68) (3.53) (3.42)
Quality Opponent 175 32.86
(115) (93.65)
Quality Candidate 123 92.26
(104) (99.71)
Bush Fund-raising 1,351 788  xxx 608  ** 348
event (157) (135) (265) (260)
Opponent Spending 52.99 ***
($100,000) (5.47)
Open Seat 629 *** 572  xx*
(139) (133)
Lean or Toss-up 525%**
(126)
Constant 168 *** 731 -125 -80.96
(316) (314) (115) (110)
N 167 137 163 163
R? .395 .667 .387 447

**p<.10*** p<.05 Figures in $1,000's

Table 4.6: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Eents on Total Receipts: 2006

Incumbents Challengers
Independent Variable Equation 1.5 Equation 1.6 | Equation 1.7  Equation 1.8
Republican District -33.52 *** -16.30 ** 15.65 *** 12.63 ***
Vote (2000) (9.65) (8.08) (2.15) (1.81)
Quality Opponent 380 *** 58.29
(146) (120)
Quality Candidate -21.99 -8.88
(73.62) (61.13)
Bush Fund-raising 1,308 *** 449  w* 1,300 *** 712
event (211) (186) (132) (130)
Opponent Spending 65.70 ***
($100,000) (6.40)
Open-Seat 384 321 ***
(85.4) (71.3
Lean or Toss-up 832%*+*
(99.1)
Constant 3,298 *** 1,731 **= -346 -279
(634) (541) (73.6) (61.7)
N 169 169 159 159
R? 370 .620 704 797

**p<.10 *** p<.05 Figures in $1,000's

151



152

Table 4.7: Effects of Presidential Fund Raising Eents on Total Receipts
Incumbents by Competitiveness

Independent Variable Equation 1.9 Equation 1.10
Republican District Vote -7.39 -8.13
(5.00) (5.02)
District Level Presidential Vote -15.37%** -13.9
(4.86) (4.84)
Quality Opponent 149 ** 163 **
(90.8) (90.1)
Year 2006 310 *** 310 w*
(62.8) (62.3)
Toss-up Race 786 *** 817 ***
(222) (399)
Lean Race 815 *** 887 ***
(128) (143)
Bush Fund-Raising Event 800** 771 *x*
(146) (255)
Bush Fund-Raising Event * Toss-up 248
(521)
Bush Fund-Raising Event * Lean -140
(323)
Constant 2,188 *** 2,149  wx*
(364) (366)
N 336 336
R? 495 509

** pn<,10** p<.05 Note: Dollar Figures in 1000’s



I Non-Incumbents
[0 Incumbents

20

10

Mean Percent of Total Receipts
From Self-Contributions

|I|L.L

Safe Dem Likely Dem Lean Dem Toss-up Lean Rep Likely Rep Safe Rep

Note: Race ratings from The Cook Political Report: May 28, 2002 and May 19 2006

Figure 4.2:

Mean Percent of Total Receipts from Self-Financing
House Republicans 2002, 2006

by Competitiveness
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Table 4.8: Effects of Presidential Fund Raising Eents on Total Receipts
Less Self Financing: Non-Incumbents by Competitivegss

Independent Variable Equation 1.11 Equation 1.12
Republican District Vote 9.05 *** 8.14 xx*
(1.90) (1.92)
District Level Presidential Vote -1.92 -1.22
(1.90) (1.91)
Quality Candidate 122 *** 129  xx*
(44.1) (44.3)
Year 2006 10.86 -2.85
(33.1) (33.3)
Open Seat 264 *** 255w
(57.2) (58.9)
Lean Republican or Likely Republican 4.92 -100
(95.9) (113)
Safe Democratic -587 ** -625
(65.3) (67.7)
Bush Fund-Raising Event 861+ 657 x**
(97.3) (127)
Bush Fund-Raising Event * Lean or 413 ***
Likely Republican (206)
Constant 457 497  wxx
(93.9) (95.2)
N 324 324
R? 722 711

** pn<,10** p<.05 Note: Dollar Figures in 1000’s
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Table 4.9: Treatment Effects Model of PresidentiaFund-Raising
Effects on Total Receipts: House Republican Incumbes, 2002, 2006

4.9A: Selection Equation for Treatment Effects Moéeobit Estimates of
Presidential Fund-Raising Events

Independent Variable Equation 1.13
Lean or Toss up 1.62***
(.302)
Bush’s District Vote (Previous -.031
Presidential Election) (.023)
Democratic District Vote Between 594 wx*
40%-60% (.290)
Constant -.482
(1.36)
N 285
Log Likelihood -49.72
Pseudo R 413

Table 4. 9B: Treatment Effects Modéf Stage vs. OLS Model

Equation 1.14 Equation 1.15

Independent Variable (Treatment (OLS)
Effects 2° stage)
Opponent Spending (100,000's) 58.58* 61.44 ***
(4.27) (4.41)
Republican District Vote -3.41 -7.82 **
(4.75) (4.70)
Opponent Quality 38.21 64.3
(76.67) (80.16)
Year 2006 175 *x* 169 =
(58.25) (59.9)
Bush Fund-Raising Event 1,064+ 608 ***
(142) (121)
Constant 747 *** 1,043 **
(317) (314)
N 285 285
Rho p>chi?) -.654 (.01)
R? .638

**p<.10 *** p<.05 All Dollar Figures in $1,000’s



Table 4.10: Treatment Effects Model of PresidentiaFund-Raising
Effects on Total Receipts: House Republican Challgyers, 2002, 2006

4.10A: Selection Equation for Treatment Effects MiodProbit Estimates

of Presidential Fund-Raising Events

Independent Variable

Equation 1.16

Lean or Toss up 1.41%**
(.335)
Bush’s District Vote (Previous .032 **
Presidential Election) (.019)
Democratic District Vote Between 594 **
40%-60% (.334)
Constant -4.01
(1.04)
N 324
Log Likelihood -35.76
Pseudo R .380

Table 4.10B: Treatment Effects Modé&f Stage vs. OLS Model

Equation 1.17

Equation 1.18

Independent Variable (Treatment (OLS)
Effects 2° stage)

Republican District Vote Q.53 *** 10.70 ***
(1.57) (1.59)

Opponent Quality 140 *** 149  xx*
(48.1) (50.5)

Self Loans and Contributions 1.08** 1.07
(.042) (.050)

Open Seat 367 *** 361 ***
(59.5) (62.4)

Year 2006 -28.9 -28.9
(37.7) (37.6)

Bush Fund-Raising Event 1,492+ 1,184 ***
(103) (121)

Constant =199 *x* -216  wxx
(54.5) (55.2)

N 324 324

Rho @>chi) -.727 (.00)

R® .804

**p<.10*** p<.05 All Dollar Figures in $1,000’s
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7 B Non-Incumbents
[ Incumbents

Percent of Two-Party Vote

2002 2006

Note: Race ratings from The Cook Political Report: May 28, 2002 and May 19 2006
Figure 4.3:
Mean Share of the Vote by Competitiveness: House Republicans 2002, 2006

Table 4.11: Effects of Presidential Fund Raising ¥ents on House Vote 2002

Incumbents Non-Incumbents
Independent Variable Equation 1.19 Equation 1.20| Equation 1.21 Equation 1.22
Republican District 341 302w 482w 280  **
Vote (.067) (.066) (.049) (.051)
Bush District Vote =197 ** 201w 284 363
(.068) (.065) (.049) (.055)
Freshman Incumbent -1.85 -1.46 -4.45 *** -4,96  ***
(1.44) (1.37) (1.79) 1.72)
Quiality -.232 .246 2.49 xx* 527
Opponent/Candidate (1.30) (1.23) (1.24) (1.16)
Bush Fund-raising -7.68 *** -5.53 9.71 ¥ 5.49 *xx
event (1.80) (1.89) (3.02) (2.72)
Candidate Spending -1.30 2.64 **x
($100,000) (.870) (.426)
Opponent Spending =317 ** -1.11 e
($100,000) (.095) (.339)
Constant 34.26 *** 57.45 *** 6.94 *x* -4.69
(4.87) (13.01) (1.68) (3.40)
N 137 137 159 128
R? 463 530 780 825

**p<.10 ** p<.05
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Table 4.12: Effects of Presidential Fund Raising ¥ents on House Vote 2006

158

Independent Variable

Incumbents

Non-Incumbents

Equation 1.23 Equation 1.24

Equation 1.25 Equation 1.26

Republican District
Vote
Bush District Vote

Freshman Incumbent

Quality
Opponent/Candidate
Bush Fund-raising
event

Natural Log of
Candidate Spending
Natural Log of
Opponent Spending
Constant

N
R2

641
(.094)
328 *+*
(.076)
3.84*
(1.61)
-3.68
(1.23)
-2.78
(1.76)

-.092
(6.07)

165
.520

504
(.097)
290
(.078)
2.83
(1.56)
-2.66
(1.22)
171
(1.78)
-.945
(.870)
-.479
(.120)
29.59
(16.68)

164
.570

*kk

*%k%

*%

*%k%

*kk

*%

424
(.050)
200
(.059)
1.71
(1.75)
1.92
(1.15)
3.79
(1.88)

5.72
(1.42)

160
.804

*kk

*%k%

*%

*kk

*%k%

363
(.050)
184
(.056)
1.26
(1.65)
1.38
(1.10)
2.83
(1.86)
627
(.101)
-117
(.099)
5.59
(1.44)

160
.850

*kk

*%k%

*%k

*kk

**p<.10 ** p<.05
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Table 4.13: Effects of Presidential Fund Raising #nts on Vote Share
Incumbents by Competitiveness

Independent Variable Equation 1.27 Equation 1.28
Republican District Vote .346 *** 340
(.054) (.054)
District Level Presidential Vote 251 xxx 25.3  wxx
(.054) (.047)
Freshman Republican .537 .357
(1.00) (1.00)
Quality Opponent -.844 -.799
(.848) (.839)
Year 2006 -6.15 *** -6.15  ***
(.615) (.609)
Natural Log of Opponent Spending -.500** -491
(.082) (.081)
Toss-up Race =7.79%** -13.6  ***
(2.03) (3.00)
Lean Race -6.42 *** -6.55 ***
(1.19) (1.32)
Bush Fund-Raising Event -.094 -3.64
(1.34) (2.32)
Bush Fund-Raising Event * Toss-up 12.19*
(4.27)
Bush Fund-Raising Event * Lean 3.59
(2.95)
Constant 36.47 *** 36.69 ***
(3.93) (3.93)
N 301 301
R? 641 .650

**p<.10 ** p<.05
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Table 4.14: Effects of Presidential Fund Raising #nts on Vote Share
Non-Incumbents by Competitiveness

Independent Variable Equation 1.29 Equation 1.30
Republican District Vote 267 *** 264 ***
(.034) (.035)
District Level Presidential Vote .302*** 302
(.034) (.034)
Quality Candidate 321 .349
(.749) (.749)
Year 2006 -4.22 *** -4,.21
(.619) (.618)
Open Seat 6.28 *** 6.37 ***
(.945) (.948)
Natural Log of Candidate Spending 535+ 537
(.084) (.084)
Safe Democratic -1.94** -1.58  **
(1.08) (1.13)
Lean Republican or Likely Republican .455 1.71 **=
(1.59) (1.92)
Bush Fund-Raising Event 1.53 2.93
(1.58) (2.00)
Bush Fund-Raising Event * Lean or -3.72
Likely Republican (3.23)
Constant 9.44 *x* 9.10 ***
(1.43) 1.77)
N 388 388
R? 847 874

**p<.10 ** p<.05
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Table 4.15: Incumbent Treatment Effects Model 2 Stage vs. OLS

Model
Equation 1.31 Equation 1.32
Independent Variable (Treatment (OLS)
Effects 29 stage)
Republican District Vote 451 *xx 484
(.055) (.056)
Opponent Quality -1.63 ** 2,11
(.892) (.906)
Freshman Incumbent 1.97** 2,11 wx
(1.04) (2.07)
Opponent Spending (Logged) -.488** - 472
(.090) (.091)
Candidate Spending (Logged) -1.93** -2.23
(.618) (.620)
Year 2006 -5.31 ** -5.23  **
(.666) (.679)
Bush Fund-Raising Event -7.07** -3.48
(1.56) (1.35)
Constant 70.6 *** 71.48 ***
(9.69) (9.84)
N 300 300
Rho p>chi?) 476 (.01)
R? 568

Non-Incumbent Treatment Effects Model 2¢ Stage vs. OLS Model

Equation 1.33 Equation 1.34

Independent Variable (Treatment (OLS)
Effects 2° stage)

Republican District Vote 537 *rx 540
(.030) (.030)

Candidate Quality 1.52 ** 152 **
(.866) (.879)

Freshman Opponent -2.34* -2.33 **
(1.21) (1.22)

Opponent Spending (Logged) -.182 -.180
(.117) (.118)

Candidate Spending (Logged) 734 734
(.117) (.119)

Year 2006 -3.98 *** -3.98  wx*
(.722) (.733)

Bush Fund-Raising Event 5.34k* 411
(2.31) (1.67)

Constant 11.88 *** 11.78 ***
(1.41) (1.42)

N 288 288

Rho @>chi?) -.143 (.45)

R? .780

**p<.10 ** p<.05



Chapter 5: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Events for Senate Cdidates

Senate elections provide another opportunity to observe the influence of the
president’s fund-raising activities on a candidate’s total fund-raisiddtee vote
share. Previous chapters found that institutional differences between theardduse
Senate lead to differences in the president’s fund-raising strategyceht years,
partisan parity combined with the relatively few number of elections in a gesm
have made each Senate seat that much more important for the party to win. The
incentives of Presidents Clinton and Bush and those of their party in the Senate
closely aligned, and as a result, virtually all vulnerable incumbents and most
promising challengers and open seat candidates received fund-raising eeamts. S
maximizing was not the only motivations presidents held, however. Clinton raised
money for competitive non-incumbents but also extensively for his wife’'s&enat
bid as well as to repay others for past support. President Bush in 2002, on the other
hand, sought to retake majority control of the Senate as a part of his larggyystrat
to build the Republican Party and used events to cultivate relationships with certai
senators that would be helpful for his legislative agenda.

This chapter examines how presidential fund-raising activities affect the
financial outlook of Senate candidates as well as their performance at the poll
The following results find that Presidents Clinton and Bush helped raise naney f

Senate incumbents, but their efforts for Senate non-incumbents produced a windfall

162



163

greater than for any other group of congressional candidates. Moreover,Rreside
Bush’s efforts to strengthen party institutions such as the RNC and the NRSC
greatly benefited Republican candidates, especially non-incumbents poidesl to ta
seats from Democrats. Bush, more so than Clinton, financed party institutions to
win control of the Senate as a part of a larger strategy to achieve policvasjec

by using the presidency to build the Republican Party. While linking the
presidency to the party in the Senate bore fruit in 2002, it left the party vulnerable
to negative partisan tides, which worked against the party’s ability to distribut
funds efficiently in 2006. Finally, analysis of how fund-raising events influence
vote share confirm many empirical findings of how money affects the voter Af
controlling for spending, fund-raising events have little impact on the vote shar
incumbents, but a significant and positive influence on the vote of non-incumbents,
even when controlling for different levels of competition.

This chapter proceeds as follows: first, it discusses the affect of figiagra
events on the finances of Senate candidates. Second, this chapter analgzes mor
closely affects of President Bush'’s party building strategy. PatlguBush’s
strategy led to a general increase in funding for Republicans. And whiledris eff
in direct fund-raising seem limited, his efforts show a different method ofgelpi
the party maximize seats in Congress. Finally, this chapter wilyzntie
consequences of these efforts on the vote share of the president’s co-partisans using

similar methods to those in the analysis of House races.

Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising on Total Receipts
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The effects of a presidential fund-raising event on the financial health of
Senate candidates could be similar to those for House candidates for several
reasons. First, Senate candidates benefit from the one-time infusion of ¢ash tha
adds to their fund-raising total or substitutes for other fund-raising activities
Second, increased media exposure to the electorate, to donors and to activists could
produce lasting financial benefits well beyond the amount raised at tlz exatunt.
However, institutional differences between the House and Senate maké the ful
extent of the president’s influence less clear. Because there aréSienate
candidates and because even Senate non-incumbents tend to be better able to raise
funds on their own than House non-incumbents, information about the vulnerability
of incumbents or the viability of non-incumbents is more accessible to donors. The
president is less effective as a focal point to the extent that the presidemnsimpa
information. In this situation, the president is not a leading indicator of which
incumbents may be in trouble or which challengers or open seat candidates show
promise, rather, the president follows whatever strategic information that is
available to everyone. Still, a presidential endorsement carries weight witls donor
ideologically consistent with the party’s base. Extra attention paid to adedadi
still may energize these donors or mobilize activists to produce |asteds
beyond the one-time infusion of cash even if others have the same strategic
information as the president.

The president’s effect on total receipts for Senate candidates alss diffe
from those for House candidates because the president’s fund-raising strategy

differs slightly. A single fund-raising event can only reach a &dchitumber of
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donors in a state-wide race, unlike what is possible in a single congressional
district. Presidents frequently travel multiple times to a state onfludl&dnate
candidates, whereas the vast majority of House targets received gsasitkential

visit. Multiple visits present an opportunity for the president to pursue multiple
objectives. For example, personal goals compelled President Clinton to hold 42
events on behalf of Hillary Clinton and to funnel money to Dianne Feinstein’s
political action committee over four separate events. On the other hand, both
Clinton and Bush made the most of opportunities to take seats held by the
opposition party. For example, Clinton made multiple visits on behalf of challenger
Debbie Stabenow of Michigan, and Bush’s made multiple efforts for the sfidcess
challenges of Norm Coleman of Minnesota and Jim Talent of Missouri. Because
the president makes return visits at various points in the election cycle flitcigltdi

to estimate the worth of an event close to the election versus many months prior to
the election. Nevertheless, comparing the average increase totalsrectipir

without a fund-raising event reveals that targeted candidates receigentame

than was actually generated at the event itself.

Research Design and Methods
The Dependent Variable

This chapter measures the effects of presidential fund-raising elvenigt
ordinary-least-squares models of two main dependent variables: total raceipts
vote share. Both sets of analyses examine Senate candidates in the psgsadignt’

in the 2000, 2002 or 2006 general elections. Aggregating observations from all
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three elections compensates for the relatively fewer number of electiongiger ¢
compared to the House. Analysis of both dependent variables is based on 40
incumbent Senate candidates and 59 Senate non-incumbent candidates. Among
these 59 candidates, 13 are candidates for open-seats and the rest are challenger
The first set of equations addresses a Senate candidate’s total fumgl-raisi
Table 1 summarizes the average receipts for incumbents versus chalieregets
year. As with House candidacies, a positive political climate leads to fewer
vulnerable incumbents and more competitive challengers while a poor climate leads
to the reverse. Accordingly, incumbent Republicans raised far more money on
average in 2006 than in 2002 when political fortunes turned against party. At the
same time, non-incumbent Republicans raised more money relative to incumbents
in 2002 than in 2006 for the same reason. In 2000, two observations drive the
average total receipts for Democratic non-incumbents: Hillary Clinton visedra
$41.2 million and Jon Corzine whose self-financed campaign generated over $60
million in total receipts. Without these two candidates, the average totgltsecei
for Democratic non-incumbents drops to $3.2 million. Figures for receipts and
spending come from candidate financial summaries filed with the FEC and are
adjusted for inflation. As in previous chapters, all dollar figures are exgresse

year 2000 dollars.

[Table 1 about here]

Independent Variables
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The control variables from previous chapters covering Senate elections
return in this chapter. These include the president’s share of the vote in the
previous election as a measure of state partisanship. Dummy variablesykarthe
2000 and 2006 measure the effects of national partisan tides such that all estimates
are relative to Republicans in 2002. Including the year 2000 in the model
essentially acts as a control variable for the Democratic Partghwakia whole
consistently raises less money than the Republican Party. Includingath20p6
dummy variables allows for intuitive comparisons between the total fund-raising
Republican candidates under different political climates. The value of this
coefficient will reflect a general shift in funding toward incumbentbattixpense
of challengers. State population figures from the U.S. Census Bureau control for
the added cost of running a state-wide campaign as well as the larger pool of donors
that senators from larger states can tap.

Levels of competition are controlled through either opponent spending (for
incumbents) or through race ratings fréme Cook Political RepartThe ratings
used here are issued in late May of 2002 and 2006 and in June of 2000. This data
represents the strategic information available to the president befoyedetsions
to raise money are made. As with House races, total fund-raising levelsyvar
early expectations. Figure 1 displays the average level of per capita fsind-tey
competitiveness based tB®okseven-point scale. The categories have been
modified from the original scale because in this case Democrats and Ramibfica
the president’s party are combined. Instead of ranging from “Safe®athto

“Safe Republican,” the categories in Figure 1 range from those ratec dershie
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opposition party to safe for the president’s party. This way, safe Demacefie0

occupy the same category as safe Republicans in 2002 and 2006 and so on. As
expected, the more an incumbent is expected to be vulnerable or the more

promising a non-incumbent are expected to be, the more money a candidate tends to

raise per capita.

[Figure 1 about here]

Presidents who act as faithful agents of the party distribute fund-raising
events based on a candidate’s electoral outlook. Table 2 displays the distribution of
events by category on the modifi€dokscale. Almost every vulnerable
incumbent along with most competitive non-incumbents received events. To
control for the average fund-raising total associated with a partiewalr of
competitiveness, the following OLS models either dichotomiz€takscale or
split the scale into three categories to account for high, medium or low levels of
competition. Interacting these dummies with the presidential fund-raseg
dummy will estimate the added benefit of an event given a certain level of

competition.

[Table 2 about here]

Results and Discussion
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Presidents Clinton and Bush brought a substantial amount of money for the
Senate incumbents who they targeted with fund-raising events. Table 3 displays
OLS estimates of the effects of fund-raising events on the total rectipenate
incumbents. Among the control variables in Equation 1.1, incumbents in 2002 did
not raise substantially more than Democratic incumbents in 2000, all else equal. A
the same time, incumbents two years later raised an average of $1.36 milgn mor
than those in 2002. Democratic challengers were more competitive in 2006, aided
in part by a well financed Democratic Senatorial Campaign Comntlité¢eut-
raised the National Republican Senatorial Committee that year. Asedpect
challenger spending is positive and highly significant as well. Controllindpése
factors, presidential fund-raising events increase total funds raised by 3$0li&7. m
By comparison, the average take at Clinton and Bush’s events generated $770,000
per candidate. Even though strategic donors know which incumbent senators are
vulnerable, presidents still manage to boost the bottom line of their targets in excess
of what is raised at the actual event. In this case, targeted incumbenteaxera
than a half million dollars more in total receipts than what events actuedly gi
These results suggest that signaling effects occur not only becausesttienti®
actions communicate information, but also because the president can rally donors to

specific candidates.

[Table 3 about here]
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It is possible that these coefficients are overestimates due to the preside
selecting the most vulnerable incumbents. The analysis of House elections used
dummy variables to account for the average level of funding associated with a
candidate’s level of competitiveness and then use interaction terms to eshienat
added benefit of presidential intervention. The same empirical stratdifjaslt
in this context, however. In the case of the House, there were many vulnerable
incumbents engaged in races rated as “toss-up” or “leamhbyCook Political
Report Some of these candidates received presidential fund-raising events but the
majority did not. As a result, interaction terms could find the added marginal
benefit of a fund-raising event relative to other candidates facing theleashef
competition. Table 2 shows that in the Senate context 7 of 8 incumbents rated in
“toss-up” races as of May or June received at least one fund-raising lamentn
Chaffee being the lone exception in 2006. Every candidate in races ratethas “lea
for the presidents’ party received an event, as well as 4 of 5 incumbents in races
that were “likely” to go for the presidents’ party. This pattern reflecth the
interest presidents placed in a Senate majority and the relativelyramdier of
senators up for reelection. A dummy variable accounting for a level of competit
is virtually identical to an interacted dummy between competition and a preaidenti
visit. Consequently, it is difficult to find an added benefit of an event given a level
of competition when almost all candidates of that type received an event.

Even if interaction terms between the presidential fund-raising event
dummy and categories froffhe Cook Political Repodre unrevealing, it is

possible that events were more lucrative for vulnerable incumbents than for safe
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incumbents. Clinton’s efforts to pay back others or Bush'’s efforts to build
relationships are may be less likely to mobilize donors or createraglaggnaling
effect than events for vulnerable incumbents might create. Equation 1.2testima
the added effect of events administered for vulnerable incumbents relative to safe
ones by interacting events with “lean or toss-up” dummy. This category
corresponds to incumbents with the worst reelection expectations as of the late
spring. According to Equation 1.2, the estimated marginal effect of beingtarCl
or Bush fund-raising target remains $1.36 million. Vulnerable incumbents who
received events did not benefit more financially than safe incumbents wihatece
events. President Clinton’s and Bush’s fund-raising efforts benefited incuisnbent
equally regardless of early expectations. Moreover, the financiat eféscthe

same if the president was following a seat maximizing strategy or gyrersonal
goals.

The financial benefit to non-incumbents, on the other hand, varies by
competitiveness and the ability of the candidate to raise funds on their own.
Perhaps more than any other group, the incentives of both Presidents Clinton and
Bush were most aligned with Senate challengers and candidates for open seats.
Helping these candidates win were key components to either achieving or
maintaining a majority. As a result of their efforts, fund-raisinghesrgenerated a
significant amount of resources to the non-incumbents who needed them the most.
Table 4 presents two OLS models that estimate the effects of presidemdial f
raising on the total receipts of non-incumbent Senate candidates. In both of these

models, competitiveness is the dominant predictor of a candidate’s total fund-
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raising. Even state population does not significantly affect the allocation of
resources. Rather, non-incumbents cannot raise money unless donors perceive that
they have a chance of winning. Not surprisingly, all but two of the twenty-one
targeted candidates were in races rated as “lean” for one party or amabhexr o
“toss-up” race as of late MdyWhen expectations from late spring are controlled
for, as in Equation 1.3, the marginal effect of a presidential event is stdtistica
insignificant. Although a total of 19 competitive non-incumbents received events,
12 similarly competitive candidates did not. Equation 1.4 adds an interaction term
between competitiveness and a presidential fund-raising event. If tHicieoef

were positive and significant, it would suggest that promising non-incumbents who
received events ended with more funds than promising non-incumbents who did
not. However, according to Equation 1.4, this coefficient is statistically

insignificant.

[Table 4 about here]

On its face, these results suggest that the president had little effect on the
finances of non-incumbents. However, the candidates who the presidents targeted
were not only among the most competitive, but are also among those who needed
the most aid from outside donors. Helping Senate challengers and open seat

candidates was important to both Clinton and Bush’s objectives; yet, in total, 12

! The two challengers in states rated as “likely"tfee opposition that received fund-raising events
were for Doug Forrester (NJ) and Suzanne Terrd) (LTerrell's event came after she forced a run-
off election against incumbent Mary Landrieu.
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competitive candidates did not receive a fund-raising event. A part of the reason
was that some candidates did not need the help. For example, Clinton avoided
raising money for candidates such as Jon Corzine, Mark Dayton, Maria Cantwell
and others with extraordinarily deep pockets. Presidents Clinton and Bush also
avoided candidates such as Ben Nelson and Lamar Alexander who were former
governors and already well known to voters, donors and activists in their states. It
is possible that presidents avoid raising funds for candidates who can finance
themselves and strategically mobilize donors where their abilitiess® ftands can

do the most good. In sum, 41 on the 59 non-incumbents during this period
contributed or loaned money to their own campaigns while 18 did not finance their
own campaigns. According to Table 5, Presidents Clinton and Bush held events for
a greater proportion of the latter category. Although 10 events, which is almost half
of all presidential fund-raising events for non-incumbents, went toward carglidate
that contributed to their own campaigns, this represents only a quarter of such
candidates. On the other hand, 61% of non-incumbents who did not engage in self-
financing received fund-raising events. The difference between thesetmop is

statistically significant.

[Table 5 about here]

Presidential effort has a significant effect on the total finances ef non

incumbents after accounting for self-financing. Equation 1.5 employs one solution

to control for self-financing in the form of a dummy variable indicating that a
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candidate contributed or loaned money to his or her own campaign. Equation 1.5
also contains a second modification. Specifically, observations are sorted iato thre
categories of expected competitiveness, instead of only two, based on the modified
scale fromThe Cook Political Repofsee Table 6). Candidates in races rated as
“toss-up” or “leans for the president’s party” are non-incumbents with thedtighe
expected vote share. The second category is candidates in races rated as “lean” or
“likely” for the opposition party who are not expected to do as well; finally, the
estimated coefficients for these dummy variables are relative to fusidgai

estimates of non-incumbents in races that are safe for the opposition pawiyth As
previous models, these dummy variables are interacted with the presidential event
dummy. According to Equation 1.5, neither the control variable for self-financing
nor the interaction terms are statistically significant. Rather, tiehgprly
expectations of success are, the more money candidates raise, all dlse equa
However, presidents do not avoid candidates simply because they contributed or
loaned money to themselves, but because their level of self-financing exceeds a
certain threshold such that a fund-raising event is unnecessary. Many non-
incumbents contribute to their campaigns, and doing so may be vital to fledgling
candidacies or to maintain competitiveness. At a certain level of selcintg

however, rallying private donors is not as needed. Consider that the median level of
self-financing is $32,000 while the mean is $2.2 million. Clearly, a select few
challengers drive up the average level of self-financing, and these are the

competitive candidates that presidents tend to avoid. Of the 10 self-financing non-
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incumbents that received events, all but two contributed or loaned less than $2.2

million to their own campaigns.

[Table 6 about here]

A second solution is to create a new dependent variable by subtracting total
self-financing from total receipts. Equation 1.6 estimates the effeptesifiential
fund-raising events on receipts on sources other than self-contributions or self-
loans. One difference from previous estimates of receipts is that statetjoopisla
a significant control variable. Clearly, there are more opportunities tofuaids in
states with a larger donor pool. With these control variables, money from outside
donors flows towards candidates who are the most likely to win. Candidates with
highest expectations raise an estimated $3.8 million more than non-competitive
candidates. Those that Clinton or Bush targeted raised an additional $3.4 million.
Similarly, candidates in races rated as “lean” or “likely” for the opjuwsitaise
$1.6 million more, all else equal, with those receiving events raising an additional
$2.1 million in receipts. These estimates seem quite high considering the average
component of total fund-raising actually raised at events is $1.3 million for non-
incumbents. It is unclear if this difference can be attributed to a signéiag e
considering how much larger it seems to be than effects for incumbents or for
candidates in House races. However, considering the expense of Senatedaces a
the importance of winning each seat, it certainly plausible that donors continue to

contribute at this level after the president holds an event.
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These results show that presidents can shift the allocation of resources to
non-incumbents who need the most help. Among the most promising non-
incumbents, the estimated $3.4 million for presidential targets is relative to othe
competitive candidates, many of which engaged in self financing. This result
suggests that although self-financing may keep a non-incumbent competitive, it
does not necessarily attract more donations from other individuals or
organizations—which is a situation that leads to more self-financing. Although
both self-financing and presidential fund-raising events increaseao&pts, the
two activities send different cues to others about the campaign. Loaning or
contributing to one’s own campaign can be interpreted, at worst, as an act of
desperation and does not necessarily inspire others to invest in a campaign. On the
other hand, presidential intervention energizes donors who can in turn generate
more cash or mobilize activists who can help the campaign in a variety af ways
Furthermore, partisan parity in the Senate causes the president’s incentives
closely align with those of the party in the Senate. Combined with the expense of
running a Senate campaign, it is not surprise that the financial benefit of
presidential fund-raising events is so much larger for non-incumbents inrtae Se

compared to the House.

President Bush’s Party Building Strategy
Presidents not only help the financial health of their co-partisans through
individual fund-raising events, but by also raising money for the party’s national

congressional and senatorial campaign committees. President Bush in particular
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saw a Republican majority in Congress to be critical to his legislajseda.

Rather than pursuing policy objectives through consensus, Bush sought policy goals
through a strong partisan majority. And as a result, Bush used the presidency to
build the Republican Party through the recruitment of candidates, mobilization of
the party’s base, and raising funds for the party’s campaign institutions < Miikii
Rhodes 2007). President Bush raised considerable amounts of money for the
Republican National Committee and the two Republican congressional campaign
committees. According to Mark Knoller's data, President Bush raised about $57
million for the RNC and $60 million for the NRCC and NRSC in 2002. By
comparison, President Clinton’s efforts in 2000 yielded $77 million for the DNC,
but only about $27 million for the DCCC and DSCC combined. Considering that
Republican money in 2002 did not have to be divided between presidential and
congressional contests, Bush’s ability to raise money for the party gvaataasset

to Republican congressional candidates. In 2002, Bush'’s overall strategy of using
the presidency to build the party meant paying particular attention on reta&ing t
Senate. As a consequence to this strategy, Republican Senate candidates—
particularly non-incumbents, benefited greatly from resources providdgteby

party. These resources included money, advertising or services such iasaddit
staff and research. Taken together, a component of each candidate’s tqitd recei
were substantial amounts of receipts from the party. For the purposes of the
following analysis, “receipts from the party” is defined as the sum of majtyr pa

contribution$, independent expenditures made by Democratic or Republican Party

2 According to the FEC, this value “represents dbations of monies o r in-kind contributions of
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committees in support of a candidate and independent expenditures from these
committees to advocate the defeat of a candidate’s opponent. Each of these
variables is taken from candidate summary files from the Federaldglecti
Commission.

If Bush made a concerted effort to strengthen party institutions, then Bush’s
co-partisans should receive more receipts from party sources than Dermodeats
Clinton who made a concerted effort to raise money for individuals. Specifially,
hypothesis can be tested stating that Bush’s 2002 Republican Senate candidates
received more receipts from the party than Clinton’s Democratic Searedalates
in 2000. The null-hypothesis is that Democrats under the Clinton presidency
received on average the same amount to receipts from the Democratic Party as
Republican candidates from their party under the Bush presidency. This hypothesis
test is less about the relative funding of Democrats versus Republicans and more
about testing the strength of party institutions under different presideraiggses.

For example, in 2002 Bush was more concerned with building a Senate majority
with a focus on non-incumbents, thus non-incumbent Republicans under Bush
should benefit more from party money than non-incumbent Democrats under
Clinton. The null-hypothesis should hold when comparing Democratic and
Republican incumbents but should be rejected when comparing non-incumbents.
Table 7 reports the results of t-test examining the difference in megreaeipts
between Bush’s co-partisans in 2002 and Clinton’s co-partisans in 2000. On

average, Democratic incumbents in 2000 received more from their party than

services, goods or property to the campaign.”
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Republican incumbents in 2002, although this difference in means is not
statistically significant. However, Bush’s focus was not on incumbents. KksMi

and Rhodes (2007) argues, Bush saw his best chance of leading Congress to be
retaking control of the Senate, and as a result, Republican non-incumbent
candidates averaged $400,000 more in party receipts under Bush in 2002 than
Clinton’s Democratic non-incumbents in 2000. The null-hypothesis can be rejected
at the 95% level for non-incumbents. As expected, Bush’s strategy of strengthenin
the party’s institutions resulted in better financing for those Senate ceexditat

could take seats away from Democrats.

[Table 7 about here]

Bush'’s strategy linked the presidency and the party institutions responsible
of financing Senate campaigns. As a result, the distribution of receiptsifieom
party flowed efficiently to non-incumbents. Examining only Republican candidate
in 2002 again shows how the distribution of party money and services mirrored
President Bush'’s party building strategy. Table 8A reports the mean level of
receipts from the Republican Party to incumbents and non-incumbents. In 2002,
Republican non-incumbents averaged $400,000 more receipts from the party either
through services or advocacy than their incumbent counterparts. Using, ditetest
hypothesis that non-incumbents should receive a higher level of funding from the
party on average than incumbents cannot be rejected at the 95% level. While the

president helped raise large sums of money for the party institutions, the
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distributions of these funds do not suggest that the party over-invested in safe

incumbents as could happen in a decentralized party system.

[Table 8 about here]

This efficient allocation of party resources is likely due to Presiderit Bus
centralizing the party fund-raising apparatus. Naturally, the deteattraature of
party institutions causes an overinvestment in safe incumbents at the expense of
promising challengers (Jacobson 1993). Incumbents would be nervous about their
own reelection chances or wish to leverage their positions as heads of campaign
committees to further their own career goals. However, in 2002 President Bush’s
strategy nationalized the midterm elections by linking a Republican nydjotite
success of his presidency. Using his popularity and a positive national partisan tide
as leverage, the Republican campaign committees distributed funds toward@s Senat
challengers and candidates for open seats. However, President Bush’'g ktaateg
limits. Mainly, President Bush’s dominance in building the party made his
Republican majorities especially vulnerable to national partisan tides. In 2002,
Bush’s popularity helped his party achieve a majority in the Senate andsedrea
numbers in the House in part because congressional incumbents were less nervous
about their reelection chances and more than willing to campaign on their
president’s record. However, his unpopularity in 2006 caused problems for
Republican candidates now wishing to distance themselves from the president.

Despite Bush'’s efforts to use the presidency to control the party, the unmelisig
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of congressional incumbents to run on the president’s record caused natural
inefficiencies to return. Table 8B compares the difference in the mezrofe

funding from the Republican Party between incumbents and non-incumbent
candidates in 2006. As expected, incumbents averaged a substantial $1.6 million
from party sources in the face of negative partisan tides. While the diferenc
between incumbent and non-incumbent funding from the party is not statistically
significant, these results contrast sharply with the distribution of funds in 2002
when party resources clearly benefited non-incumbents.

To further illustrate how national partisan tides exposed the strengths and
weaknesses of President Bush’s party building strategy, Table 9A, 9B and 9C
compares the distribution of party resources between Republicans and Democrats
for each year in this analysis. T-tests can be used to test the hypothgsisitinadt
partisan tides lead to more resources from the party for non-incumbents, and that
the party suffering from negative partisan tides should show a higher al@rabe
of party funding for incumbents. The null-hypothesis for each test in Table 9 is that
the difference in the mean level of funding between the Democratic Party and
Republican Party is statistically insignificant for each year. Aseted the null-
hypothesis cannot be rejected for either incumbents or non-incumbents in the year
2000 (see Table 9A). Since President Clinton’s strategy focused more on
individuals rather than strengthening party institutions, Democrats did not average
more funding from the party than Republicans. While Republicans are known to
raise more money than Democrats, all else equal, Republican advantages in party

funding, particularly for non-incumbents are not statistically signifiegher. The
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lack of a partisan difference complicates a competing explanation for this res
reported in Table 7. Specifically, the difference in means observed between the
Clinton and Bush regimes is not necessarily driven by the regular tendency of
Republicans to out raise Democrats, since the average value of papysrémei
Republicans in 2000 is not higher than for Democrats in 2000. Rather, the
difference seen in Table 7 is likely due to the differences in strategfi@sdn the

two presidents.

[Tables 9A, 9B and 9C about here]

The affects of national partisan tides on the distribution of party resources is
evident in 2002 and 2006. While the political environment favored Republicans in
2002, there is no statistical difference between the average amount of reoaipts fr
the party between Democratic and Republican incumbents (Table 9B). However,
with President Bush focused on winning control of the Senate, non-incumbent
Republican candidates averaged $460,000 more from the Republican party than
Democratic candidate’s received from the Democratic Party. As t@dyeke null-
hypothesis that these mean values are equal can easily be rejected % kecd5
Bush’s strategy combined with national partisan tides funneled a largetgadnti
resources to challengers and candidates for open seats. Thus, while Bush'’s choice
of targets for individual fund-raising events is not as comprehensive asdt coul
have been given his goal, non-incumbent Republicans benefited from President

Bush’s overall party building effort. President Bush attempted to influenceeSenat
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elections by organizing partisan institutions and turning out the Republicatobase

a greater extent than his predecessors (Milkis and Rhodes 2007). These scholars
argue that these efforts herald a “new party system” in which presideatarship
creates congressional elections dominated by national issues. As evidence, they
argue that the 2006 midterms show that President Bush galvanized Democratic
party-building efforts in a way similar to Republican efforts that vicsoine

Republican 2002 and 2004. Thus, Democrats used a favorable political climate and
the president as a focal point for their own fund-raising efforts. Not surpyising|
facing negative partisan tides, Republican incumbents averaged $1.4 million more
in party receipts than Democratic incumbents in 2006 (Table 9C). However, the
null-hypothesis that these means are equal cannot be rejected at the 95% level,
although it can at the 90% level. By contrast, Democratic non-incumbent
candidates in 2006 averaged $1.6 million more in funding from the party than
Republican non-incumbents, which is a statistically significant differeBush’s

efforts to link his presidency to the party led to his party losing control of Cesgre
once partisan tides turned against him. While this suggests a weakness in the
president’s ability to influence congressional elections by building the ipattis

matter, Milkis and Rhodes argue that this midterm does not disprove their theory as

national issues still enabled the Democrats to expand their party.

The Effect of Presidential Fund-Raising Activities on Vote Share
While presidents can generate resources for candidates directly or by

strengthening party institutions, the ultimate goal is to influence the outcotine of
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election. Scholarship analyzing the effects of candidate spending on the vote i
Senate elections has mirrored studies of candidate spending on House elections,
while accounting for a few institutional differences. Several studies loaienoed

the central finding of spending in House elections, namely that incumbent spending
has little to no positive effect on the incumbent’s vote but non-incumbent spending
strongly effects the share of the vote of non-incumbents (Jacobson 1985;
Abramowitz 1991). Jacobson (1985) confirms this through an extension of an OLS
model of House elections applied to Senate elections. Abramowitz (1991) creates
an aggregate model of Senate outcomes using candidate characterisics, stat
characteristics and national partisan tides. However, both studies repéitates

of spending and the vote typically found using ordinary least-squares regsaissi

the House context. Skeptical of the prospect that incumbent spending does not
increase vote share, other studies have searched for a positive associagen betw
the two. Grier (1989) uses an OLS model to find that incumbent spending does in
fact have a positive effect on vote share by using a quadratic functional form to
model spending rather than a traditional logged form. Aware of the simultaneity
problem between money and votes, Gerber (1998) employs a two-stage least
squares model and also finds that incumbent spending helps the incumbent’s
chances at the polls. In this case, Gerber uses several instruments, including a
candidate’s initial wealth, in his model. However, no consensus about the use of an
instrumental variable approach has been made, nor has the approach disproved the
intuitive result that incumbents spend money when they are in electoral trouble

while non-incumbents gain support through spending.
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This section extends standard OLS models to include presidential fund-
raising events since events act as another resource that increasgisi@ae’s total
funds. By keeping Senate candidates competitive, the president’s ultimai® tgoal
influence the outcome of the election. However, finding an effect of presidential
fund-raising on the vote of Senate candidates is difficult to find using OLS models
First, the same problems of selection bias occur, perhaps to a greater lomgifee t
House candidates. After all, the president behaved more so as a faithful agent of
the party, targeting virtually all vulnerable incumbents and most of the promising
non-incumbents. Second, because of self-financing, competitive non-incumbents
who the president targeted did not raise significantly more money than competitive
non-incumbents who were not targeted with an event. As a result, the president’s
targets may not do significantly better at the polls than other candidates wte fac
similar level of competition. However, if a presidential fund-raising egemtare
than an additional source of funds, then the president’s targets might actually do
better despite having the same total funds as other candidates. After glfungn
raising events occur close to the election and generate buzz among the media and
voters in a way that contributing to one’s campaign cannot do. As a result, even
though the president’s targets among competitive challengers may end with a

similar level of funding as others, they may end with a higher share of the vote.

Research Design and Methods
The main dependent variable in this section is the share of the vote of a

candidate of the president’s party in the 2000, 2002 and 2006 general elections.
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Table 10 tracks the average share of the vote for incumbents and non-incumbents
across these elections. The relative size of the vote share correthteBamiges in
national partisan tides. Republican incumbent and non-incumbent Senate
candidates enjoyed a largest average share in this set of observations when the
national political climate favored their party. Republicans on average die wors
2006 when tides were against them. National partisan tides affects vote share
through changes in initial expectations about the vulnerability of incumbents, the
number of quality candidates who strategically decide to run or not run, levels of
opponent spending by the opposition party and the distribution of presidential fund-
raising events. The vote share variable is constructed through information provided

in each candidate’s financial summary file from the FEC.

[Table 10 about here]

Several control variables require a log transformation to reflect diiny
returns on the vote. Along with traditional log transformations of spending, state
population also affects the vote in a manner that is not linear. States with larger
populations likely reduce the vote share of incumbent candidates, all else equal
This occurs because larger populations reduce the partisanship of an electorate,
increase its ideological diversity while making it difficult for incumisetiat develop
personal relationships with constituents (Abramowitz 1991). However, the

negative effects of large populations likely diminish as population increases. To
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reflect this, the following equations use the natural log of state population,

consistent with Abramowitz (1991).

Results and Discussion

As expected, OLS models show that Senate incumbents who presidents
target perform significantly worse than those that do not when controlling for
competitiveness. Table 11 presents two OLS estimates of incumbent’s vote share
Equation 1.7 controls for partisanship, population, spending and national partisan
tides. With this specification, only opponent spending is statistically signif
Incumbents who receive presidential fund-raising events do no better or lanmse t
incumbents who do not. Like the analysis of total receipts, almost all vulnerable
incumbents received at least one event. As a result, it is difficult to estineat
effect of the president’s efforts given a certain level of competitigendswever,
both Clinton and Bush raised money for several safe Senate incumbents, and the
effect of fund-raising could be different depending on how candidates are expected
to perform. Equation 1.8 includes and interaction term between the presidential
fund-raising event dummy and those incumbents engaged in competitive races.
Recall that according to Equation 1.2, presidential fund-raising events equally
increased the total receipts incumbents whether the president was rdtivate
maximize seats or for personal reasons. Yet, safe incumbents do no better or worse
at the polls than other safe incumbents while vulnerable incumbents perform an
average of 8.6% worse, all else equal. Clearly, the president’s selectiomudghe

vulnerable incumbents results in a large negative coefficient. Esseritiall
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interaction term measures the negative effects of poor early expestatien after

controlling for opponent spending and national partisan tides.

[Table 11 about here]

For non-incumbent Senate candidates, however, OLS models show that
presidential fund-raising events have a positive impact on a candidate' o&tiae
vote. The control variables in Equation 1.9 perform as expected (see Table 12).
Non-incumbent candidates gain votes as candidate spending increases. Moreover,
the negative partisan tides of 2006 cost Republican non-incumbents 7.2% of the
vote on average. Controlling for these factors as well as early expectatons
incumbents who receive at least one event increase perform 4.5% better than other
non-incumbents. This increase comes despite estimates suggesting thed target
non-incumbents raise the same amount in total receipts as other competitive
challengers. Since this coefficient is significant even when controlling for
spending, it suggest that presidential intervention generates support that other
methods of fund-raising do not. Along with media attention and the mobilization of
party activists, it is also possible that this coefficient picks up the giéclirect
voter rallies that presidents make on behalf of candidates that can takatplace
about the same time as fund-raising events. All competitive non-incumberds coul
benefit from a voter rally, not just those receiving presidential fund-ragsiegts.

It is unlikely that presidents avoid mobilizing voters for competitive Senate
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candidates that can finance their own campaigns. Thus, this positive coefficient
could be the result of campaign activities independent of a fund-raising event.

On the other hand, this coefficient may be picking up the effects of money
for non-incumbents who need to overcome advantages of incumbency, in which
case, fund-raising events do have positive consequences. The “lean or toss-up”
dummy controls for both non-incumbents in races that lean for the president’s party
as well as those that lean for the opposition party. Considering these re¢ings a
issued in the late spring, it is possible that non-incumbents in races that lean for the
opposition party have more votes to gain from spending than those in states whose
electorates already lean for the president’s party. For example, a iRapubl
challenger facing a weak Democratic incumbent can use spending tbgain t
support of independents, soft partisans and undecided voters. However, after a
certain level of support has been achieved a challenger can only gain votes by
siphoning voters who would otherwise be committed to the incumbent. These
voters are difficult to win over even at high levels of spending. The most promising
non-incumbents early in the election season are likely closer to this chdimg t
viable non-incumbents with lesser expectations. Because of this, non-incumbents
with lesser expectations likely gain more votes from fund-raising than non-
incumbents with the highest expectations. To test this possibility, Equation 1.10
splitsThe Cook Political Reporatings in to three categories: non-competitive
challengers, those in states that are likely or lean to the opposition, and those that

are in toss-up races or lean towards the president’s party. As in models of total
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receipts, these divisions roughly correspond to low, medium, and high levels of
competitiveness early in the election.
[Table 12 about here]

Interacting these dummy variables with the fund-raising event dummy
shows that competitive challengers in races that lean to the opposition party see
greater marginal returns from these events. Equation 1.10 estimates that
challengers who have the highest early expectations earn almost a 12% hagéer s
of the vote than non-competitive candidates. Among this group, those who receive
presidential fund-raising events do not perform better. This finding makes sense
considering that targeted challengers do not raise more money on average than non
targeted challengers at this level of competitiveness, partly due-fnseifing.
Competitive challengers who are nevertheless rated in races that lean to the
opposition party perform about 4% better than non-competitive challengers. In this
case, a presidential fund-raising event provides an additional 5.3% of the vote, all
else equal. Considering these effects are significant when spending aledntr
for, it suggests that presidents can mobilize voters indirectly through fusaudgrai
events. For example, money generated from the event and signaling effegis can
towards advertising other activities designed to mobilize voters.

The president’s effect on the vote should not be overstated, however. These
candidates may represent viable non-incumbents, but they also run in races where
the opposition has an advantage. Indeed, if the 5.3% estimate is accurate, then only
one candidate won his race due to presidential intervention—Saxby Chambliss of

Georgia in 2002. Moreover, other candidates may have won if the president had
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intervened. Just as in the House context, competitive non-incumbents with worse
initial expectations may benefit the most from presidential fund-raisitingtees at
the polls, but it is the non-incumbents with the best expectations that benefit the
most financially from events. This is because donors are more likely to comtribut
to non-incumbents who have the best chance of winning. As faithful agents of the
party, presidents are also more likely to raise funds for candidates widr high
expectations of success. Such a strategy is more likely to help the pairtyizeax
seats than a strategy based on trying to unseat safer incumbents of the opposition
party.
Conclusion

In general, the president’s distribution of fund-raising events was more
consistent with a seat-maximizing strategy for the Senate than fomdsuse. In
the House context, the president’s performance as an agent of the party veals limi
because of a misalignment of incentives, especially for President Busfoeused
his attention elsewhere in 2002. In the Senate context, however, the small number
of elections allowed both Clinton and Bush to comprehensively target needy
candidates while still raising money to pursue other objectives. It is diffccul
assess whether a greater alignment of incentives between the prasaiém party
in the Senate led to a better outcome for the Senate than in the House. After all,
Senate campaigns raise more money while outcomes tend to be closer than House
elections regardless of how the president behaves. Nevertheless, thecstrategi
behavior of Presidents Clinton and Bush had positive consequences for their party

in the Senate and the candidates they targeted. Incumbents who receive @ksident
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fund-raising events increase their total fund-raising compared to athenbents.

Among non-incumbents, however, the distribution of fund-raising events helps the
party funnel resources to candidates that need them the most. When controlling for
self-financing, the financial benefits of a fund-raising event incraagxpectations
about success increase and at greater levels than for Senate incumbentg or Hous
candidates. This analysis also shows the result of President Bush’s palitygouil
strategy and the effects of national partisan tides. As Bush sought toegpbiiey

goals through linking the success of his presidency with the success of his party
Bush enabled Republicans to win control of the Senate in 2002. That year, the
component of a candidate’s total income from the party is efficiently distdbut
between incumbents and non-incumbents. However, negative partisan tides expose
the limits of Bush’s strategy and the limits of presidential fund-raisirggneral.

In 2006, the link between the presidency and the party in Congress hurt the chances
of Republicans and led to a less efficient distribution or resources between
incumbents and non-incumbents.

Finally, presidential fund-raising events have a degree of influencelmer
vote. Just as in the House, the link between a presidential fund-raising event and
vote share is not straightforward. Certainly, candidates can treat the money
generated from events as any other resource and invest in areas thaemobslis.
Accordingly, these results are consistent with other empirical findingevef
increases in income affect performance at the polls. Events appear not to help
incumbents but have a positive impact for non-incumbents. The positive effects for

non-incumbents appear even when controlling for spending, suggesting that
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presidents benefit candidates in more ways than just adding funds. The presence of
the president increases exposure of candidates to constituents and can drum up
support among activists who can in turn help a campaign. It is also possible that a
positive coefficient may be biased or reflects other activities such aff¢loeof

campaign rallies that sometimes accompany fund-raising events. Eiowden
examining the effect of events on different levels of competitiveness, non-
incumbents with most votes to gain from spending see the largest benefit from the

added income that events provide.
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Table 5.1: Average Receipts for Senate Candidate$ the President’s Party

2000 Democrats

2002 Republicans

2006 Republicans

Incumbents 3,980,000 3,230,000 7,340,000
Non-Incumbents 7,860,000 5,240,000 4,580,000
‘c‘\l’. i I Non-Incumbents
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Note: Race ratings from The Cook Political Report: June, 2000 May 28, 2002 and May 19 2006
Figure 5.1:

Per Capita Spending by Competitiveness
Senate Candidates, 2000 Democrats, 2002 & 2006 Republicans

Table 5.2: Frequency of Presidential Fund-Raising #nts By Level of
Competitiveness: Senate Candidates 2000, 2002 2006

Incumbents Non-Incumbents
No No

Event Event Tota|l Event Event Total
Safe for Opposition Party 0 0 0 22 0 22
Likely for Opposition Party 0 0 0 4 2 6
Lean for Opposition Party 0 0 0 7 6 13
Toss-up 1 7 8 3 11 14
Lean for President's Party 0 1 1 2 2 4
Likely for President's Party 1 4 5 0 0 0
Safe for President's Party 20 6 26 0 0 0
Total 22 18 40 38 21 59
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Table 5.3: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Evas on Total
Receipts, Senate Incumbents: 2000, 2002, 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.1 Equation 1.2
State-wide Presidential Vote 37.8 27.1
(previous election) (36.1) (.030)

State Population (100,000s) 14.5** 15.0 ***
(4.6) (.047)
Year 2000 -31.3 -264
(893) (899)

Year 2006 1,363 ** 1,184 **
(697) (707)

Opponent Spending ($100,000s) 70.8* 78.7 xx*
(08.9) (10.5)

Presidential Fund-Raising Event 1,371+ 1,368 ***
(627) (671)
Presidential Fund-Raising Event * -946
Lean or Toss-up (955)
Constant -576 -80.0
(1,529) (1,533)
N 40 40
R? 867 .865

**n<.10*** p<.05 All Dollar Figures in $1000s

Table 5.4: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Evas on Total
Receipts, Senate Non-Incumbents: 2000, 2002, 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.3 Equation 1.4
State-wide Presidential Vote 5.70 6.35
(previous election) (57.1) (58.1)
State Population (100,000s) 8.24 9.28
(6.59) (6.38)
Open Seat 1,243 1,319
(1,153) (1,178)
Year 2000 -697 -1,022
(1,125) (1,117)
Year 2006 819 363
(1,167) (1,144)
Lean or Toss-up 3,799*** 4,238 ***
(1,147) (1,298)
Presidential Fund-Raising Event 1,651
(1,196)
Presidential Fund-Raising Event * 636
Lean or Toss-up (1,331)
Constant 741 1,046
(3,026) (3,070)
N 57 57
R? 466 448

** p<,10 *** p<.05 All Dollar Figures in $1000s
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Table 5.5: Presidential Fund-Raising for Self-Finaced Non-Incumbents, Senate: 2000,
2002, 2006

Percent Helped Number p-value of
Variable by President of Cases Difference
Candidate Contributed and/or Loaned 24.39 10 of 41
Money to Own Campaign
No Self-Financing 61.11 11 0f 18 .007

Table 5.6: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Evés on Total
Receipts vs. Receipts minus Self-Financing, Senaten-Incumbents:
2000, 2002, 2006

Equation 1.5 Equation 1.6

Independent Variable (Total Receipts) (Total Receipts
minus Self
Financing)t
Self Financing Dummyt 518
(923)
State-wide Presidential Vote 15.3 12.4
(previous election) (46.7) (37.4)
State Population (100,000s) 9.29 9.01 ***
(5.63) (4.32)
Open Seat -81.8 -17.5
(1,077) (815)
Year 2000 -942 -1,081
(965) (735)
Year 2006 950 536
(1,014) (775)
Toss-up or Lean for President’s 7,406 *** 3,804 ***
Party (1,771) (1,259)
Lean or Likely for Opposition 5,214 *** 1,692 *x*
Party (1,055) (811)
Toss-up or Lean * Presidential 616 3,463 ***
Fund-Raising Event (1,648) (1,291)
Presidential Fund-Raising Event -1,669 2,102 ***
(1,344) (1,030)
Constant -1,245 -476
(2,825) (1,984)
N 57 58
R? .633 .686

**n<. 10 *** p<.05 All Dollar Figures in $1000s
T Self-Financing includes the total contributicarsd/or loans a candidate
made to his or her own campaign.
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Table 5.7: Mean Receipts from Party Sources: Clinto vs. Bush

Table 5.7A: 2000 Democratic Incumbents vs. 200guRécan

Incumbents
N Mean 95% Confidence Interval

Democratic 11 257 -31-545
Incumbents (2000) (129)
Republican 15 126 81-243
Incumbents (2002) (55)
Difference 181 -171-434

(63)

Table 5.7B: 2000 Democratic Non-Incumbents vs. 2R8Rublican
Non-Incumbents

N Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Democratic Non- 22 127 -47-302
Incumbents (2000) (84)
Republican Non- 18 544 262-826
Incumbents (2002) (134)
Difference 417 94-740
(158)

Two-Sample t-tests, all Values in $1000’s

Table 5.8: Average Receipts from Party Sources: (Bh
Incumbents vs. Non-Incumbents, 2002 and 2006
Table 5.8A: 2002 Incumbents vs. Non-Incumbents

N Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Incumbents 15 126 81-243
(55)
Non-Incumbents 18 544 262-826
(139)
Difference 418 119-718
(145)
Table 5.8B: 2006 Incumbents vs. Non-Incumbents
N Mean 95% Confidence Interval
Incumbents 14 1,614 30-3,199
(733)
Non-Incumbents 19 684 -27-1,396
(339)
Difference 930 -763-2,624
(987)

Two-Sample t-tests, all Values in $1000's
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Table 5.9A: Average Receipts from Party Sources:

Incumbents vs. Non-Incumbents, 2000
2000 Incumbents

95% Confidence

N Mean Interval
Democratic 11 257 -31-545
(129)
Republican 18 237 44-430
(91)
Difference 21 -310-351
(16)
2000 Non-Incumbents
95% Confidence
N Mean Interval
Democratic 22 127 -47-302
(839)
Republican 16 467 -19-954
(228)
Difference 340 -169-849
(243)

Two-sample t-tests, all Values in $1000’s

Table 5.9B: Average Receipts from Party Sources:

Incumbents vs. Non-Incumbents, 2002
2002 Incumbents

95% Confidence

N Mean Interval
Democratic 12 75 -1-152
(35)
Republican 15 126 8-243
(55)
Difference 50 -84-185
(65)
2002 Non-Incumbents
95% Confidence
N Mean Interval
Democratic 20 79 23-134
(27)
Republican 18 544 261-826
(134)
Difference 465 179-752
(136)

Two-sample t-tests, all Values in $1000’s
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Table 5.9C: Average Receipts from Party Sources:
Incumbents vs. Non-Incumbents, 2006
Table 9C: 2006 Incumbents

95% Confidence

N Mean Interval
Democratic 14 138 -14-290
(70)
Republican 14 1,614 30-3,199
(733)
Difference 1,477 -112-3,065
(737)

2006 Non-Incumbents

95% Confidence

N Mean Interval
Democratic 18 2,377 959-3,796
(672)
Republican 19 684 -27-1,396
(339)
Difference 1,693 143-3.243
(753)

Two-sample t-tests, all Values in $1000’s



Table 5.10: Average Share of Vote for Senate Caruiites of the President’s

Party

2000 Democrats 2002 Republicans 2006 Republicans
Incumbents 65.6% (N=11) 71.1% (N=15) 59.8% (N=14)
Non-Incumbents 42.5% (N=22) 46.0% (N=18) 39.2% (81

Table 5.11: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Eents on Vote
Share, Senate Incumbents: 2000, 2002, 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.7 Equation 1.8
State-wide Presidential Vote .030 .030
(previous election) (-140) (.125)
Natural Log of State Population .687 433
(1.46) (1.31)
Natural Log of Candidate -4,91 ** -3.26
Spending (2.73) (2.50)
Natural Log of Opponent -1.50 *** -1.51
Spending (.291) (.260)
Year 2000 -2.87 -3.27
(3.41) (3.06)
Year 2006 -2.95 -2.88
(2.72) (2.43)
Presidential Fund-Raising Event -2.71 .027
(2.49) (2.41)
Presidential Fund-Raising Event * -8.63 ***
Lean or Toss-up (2.88)
Constant 146 *** 126 ***
(29.0) (26.9)
N 40 40
R? 790 837

**p<.10 ** p<.05

200
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Table 12: Effects of Presidential Fund-Raising Evets on Vote Share,
Senate Non-Incumbents: 2000, 2002, 2006

Independent Variable Equation 1.9 Equation 1.10
State-wide Presidential Vote -.018 -.027
(previous election) (.090) (.089)
Natural Log of State Population 1.13 1.20
(.731) (.724)
Natural Log of Candidate 1.21 *** 995
Spending (.328) (.358)
Natural Log of Opponent .225 .006
Spending (.374) (.375)
Open Seat 2.7 *** .019
(1.84) (2.03)
Year 2000 -2.22 -2.03
(1.77) (1.75)
Year 2006 -7.40 *** -6.06  ***
(1.87) (1.88)
Lean or Toss-up 5,97 ***
(1.97)
Presidential Fund-Raising Event 4.59* 5.30 ***
(1.90) (2.56)
Toss-up or Lean for President’s 11.94 ***
Party (3.34)
Lean or Likely for Opposition 4.35 ***
Party (2.27)
Toss-up or Lean * Presidential 2.40
Fund-Raising Event (2.74)
Constant .664 5.53
(10.24) (10.10)
N 59 58
R? 786 .805

**p<.10 ** p<.05



Chapter6: Conclusion

This dissertation examines the role of the president when raising money for
congressional candidates. To assess the president, this dissertation atldeesse
main questions: what is the strategy behind the president’s choice of candidates f
whom to raise money and what difference his strategy makes for candidates and f
the party. These questions and the role of the president in general have been
overlooked in studies of how resources are allocated in congressional campaigns.
However, the president’'s campaign activities can substantially impafettéseof
congressional co-partisans. At the same time, the president has finiteessmd
his actions must also serve his own priorities. This can lead to campaignesctiviti
that enhance or detract from the party’s overall performance in congressional
elections. Implicitly, a principal-agent relationship exists between #sdemt and
his co-partisans in Congress.

The limited literature on the subject has attempted to empirically addres
whether or not the president acts as a faithful agent of the party. When taken
together, previous studies have produced mixed results. Studies of single House
elections found that the president chooses fund-raising targets based on mixed
objectives and has a limited effect on election outcomes (Jacobson Kernell and

Lazarus 2004); others have found the president chooses targets based on electoral

202
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goals but has no effect on outcomes (Keele, Fogarty, and Stimson 2004). Still
others find a presidential effect, but only after combining presidential fusidga
events and presidential campaign rallies (Herrson and Morris 2006). So far, no
single study has examined multiple elections or included efforts for Senate
candidates. Doing so adds context in examining the extent that the presidesit acts a
a faithful agent of the party. The president’s strategy for pursing thetoalec

welfare of the party depends on his popularity or national partisan tides, which
affect the president’s capacity to efficiently target candidalteis also the case that
the national political climate as well as institutional differences éetvthe

presidency, the House and Senate changes the alignment of interests between the
president and the party. The primary contribution of this dissertation is, tleggrefo

to explore the president’s performance as a party agent as capacilgemi/es,

two conditions for successful delegation, vary.

Summary of Theory

The nature of the principal-agent relationship between the president and the
party in Congress helps determine when the president behaves as a faititfof age
the party. The party’s objective in congressional elections is to naeiime
number of seats it controls without regard to the ideological positions or
programmatic goals of its members. However, the decentralized naturtéies pa
and of the campaign finance system creates an efficient allocation ofcesou
where the party and donors over-invest in safe incumbents at the expense of

promising non-incumbents. Delegating some fund-raising responsibility to the
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president provides one solution. After all, the president has an unparalleled ability
to raise money and capture the attention of donors, the media, voters and other
political actors. However, the president’s activities must also serve his ow
interests. As leader of the party, the president has an incentive to maxa@atzes
Congress. But the institution of the presidency requires the president to pursue
other interests such as legislative goals, electoral goals assvgglaks to pay

others back for past support, all of which can be advanced through presidential
fund-raising events. Itis in between these two forces: his incentiyestgdeader
to aid the collective interests of the party and the motivations to serve his own
institutional interests that allows the president to become a stratégjicra
congressional campaigns.

Unlike other principal-agent relationships studied in political science, the
principal in this case has no real control over the actions of the agent. The
president’s fate in office is not tied to the fate of his party in Congresthae
candidate-centered electoral system allows the president to forelyat fund-
raising events on his own terms. As a result, the party cannot realystcadise
controls on the president’s behavior. Given this relationship, the president would
behave most like a faithful agent of the party when his incentives and those of the
party in the House or Senate align and when the president has the capacity to do the
most good. Propositions can be made to predict under what circumstances interest
alignment and capacity would be the strongest. These include:

e The president will act more like a faithful agent early in the administration than

later in the administration.
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e The smaller a party’s majority, the more likely the president acts as a faithful
party agent.
e The president’s choice of targets is more diverse in a positive political climate
than in a negative climate.
In many ways, a presidential fund-raising event affects a candslateya
increase in funding. However, presidential events may affect incumbents and non
incumbents differently because money has different affects on differexst ayp
candidates. Moreover, since donors are more uncertain about the chances of non-
incumbents, a presidential endorsement can do more for these candidates to
convince others that they are a worthy investment. For these reasons, apositi
can be made to predict the consequences of fund-raising events. These include:
e Presidential fund-raising events benefit non-incumbents more than incumbents,

both in boosting income and at the polls.

Summary of Data and Methods

Data on the fund-raising activities of Presidents Clinton and Bush come from
Mark Knoller of CBS News. Knoller traveled with the president during the 2000,
2002 and 2006 elections and recorded an itinerary detailing where, when and for
whom each event was held and how much money each event raised. In addition,
data on candidate spending, total fund-raising, vote share, incumbency and other
variables came from candidate summary files from the Federal Electio
Commission. Along with spending data from the FEC, race ratings issudteby

Cook Political Reporprovide information on expected competitiveness of all races
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at certain points before the election. Data such as these represent the kind of
strategic information available to the president before he makes many raivieis t
decisions. Data from these sources are combined for each individual running in a
general election for the House or Senate during this time period. All told, this
analysis is based on 773 House Republican candidates in 2002 and 2006, and 99
Senate candidates of the president’s party during all three elections.

Traditional maximum likelihood models are used to examine empirically the
degree that the president’s choice of fund-raising targets is consigtet faithful
agent of the party. These models measure the probability that a candidatesreceive
a fund-raising event from the president. Moreover, calculations based on these
models can be made about the changes in the predicted probability of an event
given changes in spending, expectations or other variables that factor into the
president’s decision making. Assessing the impact of the president’s sisaliesyy
straightforward. Presidents who act as faithful agents of the party do not choose
their fund-raising targets randomly. The same mechanism that drivedidatais
total fund-raising or share of the vote also drives the distribution of presidential
fund-raising events. Non-random selection can create bias in ordinargdeases
estimates; this problem has been acknowledged in previous studies, but not
adequately solved. Those that attempt a solution such as Keele, Fogarty, and
Stimson (2004) or Herrnson and Morris (2006) use problematic specifications that
produce different results compared to traditional models of total fund-raisihg or t
vote. This study attempts two solutions. One method is to use dummy variables in

OLS models that correspond to different levels of expectations about outcomes to
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control for the average level of funding or the vote that would occur regardless of
presidential intervention. Interaction terms can then be used to measutddte a
benefit of a presidential fund-raising event. Another method is to use a tneatme
effects model based on Heckman (1979), which allows errors in the equation
estimating the application of the treatment to correlate with errors in@ogiétat
estimate the outcome of interest. This method does not have an extensive track
record in the political science literature. Indeed, Keele et. al. ateetmgatment

effects model but make unintuitive assumptions in their use of control variables.

Summary of Results
Findings from Chapters 2, 3, 4 and 5 are summarized below using the
theoretical propositions as a guide. Taken together, these findings help addlpolitic
context to the limited literature on the president’s fund-raising aetviti
e The president will act more like a faithful agent early in the administration than
later in the administration Among the propositions concerning the president’s
choice of targets, this one has the least empirical backing. Competitiveness
more than timing in an administration creates the conditions in which the
president chooses to maximize seats. Certainly there is circumstaitkealce
of a correlation between time in an administration and interest alignment in the
Senate. Chapter 3 found that Clinton focused much of his effort for his wife
and to pay back others for past support. Moreover, Bush in 2002 raised money
for every candidate poised to take a seat from a Democrat in his effort to retake

the Senate. However, Bush in 2002 also conducted events for incumbent
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senators that could aid his agenda and in 2006, Bush focused on maintain his
majority despite having only two years left in office. Moreover, Chapterds fi
that Bush’s raised money for relatively few members in 2002, choosing instead
to indirectly help by strengthening party institutions. In 2006, on the other
hand, Bush raised money directly for a greater number of candidates, although

not nearly as many as Clinton did in his lame-duck year.

The smaller a party’s majority, the more likely the president acts as a faithful
party agent.The president’s incentives as leader of the party most align with his
institutional incentives—that is, his legislative agenda, his desire to nmainta
policy, etc., when a majority in either chamber of Congress is at stake. As
result, the president distributed fund-raising events in a manner to maximize
seats when partisan tides put a majority within reach or jeopardized it. Chapter
2 shows that President Bush conducted few direct fund-raising events for House
members in 2002, despite the good political climate. Instead, Bush took the
opportunity to build the party elsewhere, particularly in the Senate where a
majority was possible while his existing House majority remained safe. |

2006, when his House majority was in trouble, positive changes in spending,
expectations and other measures of competitiveness made a Bush event much
more likely. Since majority status in the Senate was at stake in each of Bush’s
midterms, Chapter 3 confirms that the president raised money for almost every
vulnerable incumbent or competitive non-incumbent. Moreover, President

Clinton raised money for non-incumbents where his help could do the most
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good. The small number of races and recent parity in the Senate gives the
president incentives to act as agent of the party more so for the Senate than for

the House.

The president’s choice of targets is more diverse in a positive political climate
than in a negative climateChanges in partisan tides inversely affect the

number of vulnerable incumbents and the number quality non-incumbents who
seek office. Partisan tides also affect the president’s capacityetiesty aide

the party. In a positive climate, the president has many opportunities to help the
party take seats away from the opposition while having the leeway to raise
money for candidates who do not necessarily need the help. On the other hand,
in a negative climate, the president has limited options when it comes to
expanding the number of seats his party holds since he cannot raise funds for
non-incumbents who are not already competitive. Accordingly, Chapters 2 and
3 observe the president pursing goals other than seat-maximization in a good
political climate, whereas a poor climate relegates the president intalohefe

the seats the party holds. For example, during a relative positive climate, both
Clinton and Bush raised money for candidates who did not need the money
while also maximizing seats. In 2006, Bush'’s choice of targets heavily ¢avore
vulnerable incumbents in both House and Senate races. A poor political climate
forces the president to focus almost exclusively on maximizing seats. veiowe

a president is more effective at expanding a congressional party whettivaeposi
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political climate gives him the capacity to focus on non-incumbents as well as

incumbents, despite the increased ability to pursue a mixed strategy.

e Presidential fund-raising events benefit non-incumbents more than incumbents,
both in boosting income and at the poll&ke the president’s choice of targets,
competitiveness is the dominate factor when it comes to the effectiveness of
fund-raising events. As outlined in the introduction, there are theoretical
reasons why non-incumbents could benefit more from presidential fund-raising
activities than incumbents. However, any systematic advantage non-
incumbents may have fails to show up because of the strategic choices of
presidents and donors. For instance, Bush’s choice to limit direct events for
House non-incumbents also limited the financial effect of these events. Senate
non-incumbents, on the other hand, benefited more financially than any other
group of candidates. Not only did presidents regularly target the most
promising non-incumbents, but for candidates where they could do the most

good.

Future Research

The results presented here represent the first look at presidential fund-
raising events for both the House and Senate. One area that could help future
studies is further data collection. More observations of fund-raising eveatd w
allow for an examination of the president’s strategy under a wider arpmjitéal

contexts. For example, no data exists of fund-raising events for congegssio
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candidates during presidential election years. It is possible that incesiticle as
electoral interests play a larger role in these years compared ts. otigen

President Bush’s importance on party building, examining his efforts on behalf of
offices, such as governorships and state parties would also add to our understanding
of the president as an agent of the party.

Second, finding the effects of the president’s efforts in terms of total funds
raised and the vote remains tricky. Future research should work towards solving
the problems associated with the non-random allocation of fund-raising events.
Refining the treatment effects models is one solution. Particularly, using a
specification that adequately controls for factors that drive both the disirlmft
events and receipts or vote share may produce better results. An alternative method
is to use propensity scores and run weighted regressions. Keele, Fogarty and
Stimson (2004) also used propensity scores but with stratification matching to solve
the problem of a non-random selection of the treatment variable. However, the low
number of observations for the Senate prevented them from using that method.
Weighted regressions, however, can be used on the existing set of data. Moreover,
weighting observations based on their chances of receiving an event can produce
samples in which the average likelihood of a fund-raising event is similar.

Although neither method has been used extensively in the discipline, methods to
solve this puzzle can be widely applied to other areas of political sciencedkat s
to measure the effects of programs, policies or other treatments—dggbose

that are not administered randomly.
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Finally, the study of presidential fund-raising events is one of many
examples of the president’s influence in congressional elections in which the
strength of that influence changes over time. This dissertation has examined how
influence varies with partisan tides or with an overall strategy of using the
presidency to build the party. However, the changing legal rules governitiggbol
fund-raising also can change how important the president is to members of
Congress. For example, the 2006 midterms were only elections in this study
governed by the Bi-partisan Campaign Reform Act of 2002 (BCRA). At the time,
scholars pointed out that the soft money ban and an increase in the limit of hard
money a candidate could raise contained in the law would greatly increasedhe ne
to raise money from private donors (Dwyre and Kolodny 2003). Based on this,
both parties would see an increase in the number of safe members of Congress
raising money for their colleagues (Bedlington and Malbin 2003). The president
would become an even greater resource to the party, while at the same time, his
leverage over members to pursue other goals would also increase. Since the 2006
election, however, Supreme Court rulings have weakened or struck down several
provisions in the BCRA, although the court has yet to reverse disclosure
requirements or the ban on direct contributions from corporations to campétigns.
is not obvious how the president’s influence will change if campaigns are to

become less regulated. As rules evolve, it remains important to observe how the

! Eliza Newlin Carney, “Court Unlikely to Stop Wititizens United," The National Journal Online
http://www.nationaljournal.com/njonline/rg_2010012456.php



213

president influences which candidates receive more money and ultimately influence

who serves in Congress.



References

Abramowitz, Alan I. 1988. "Explaining Senate Election Outcom&meérican
Political Science Revie®2:385-403.

Abramowitz, Alan I. 1991. “Incumbency, Campaigns Spending, and the decline of
Competition in U.S. House Electiong,he Journal of Politics53: 34-56

Alesina, Alberto and Howard Rosenthal. 1989. “Partisan Cycles in Congressional
Elections and the Macroeconomyinerican Political Science Revié8:
373-98

Bedlington Anne H., Michael J. Malbin, 2003, “The Party as an Extended
Network.” in Life after RefornMichael Malbin ed. Lanham, MD: Rowman
& Littlefield

Biersack, Robert, Paul S. Herrnson, and Clyde Wilcox. 1993. “Seeds for Success:
Early Money in Congressional Electiong&gislative Studies QuarterB3:
535-51

Bond, Jon R. and Richard Fleisher. 1980e President in the Legislative Arena.
Chicago: University of Chicago Press

Bond, Jon R., Richard Fleisher, Jeffery C. Talbert. 1997. “Partisan Differences in
Candidate Quality in Open Seat House Races, 1976-1P8#tical
Research Quarterl$0: 281-299

Bond, Jon R., Richard Fleisher, B. Dan Wood. 2003. “The Marginal and Time-
Varying Effect of Public Approval on Presidential Success in Congress.”
The Journal of Politic§5: 92-110

Born, Richard. 2000. “Congressional Incumbency and the Rise of Split-Ticket
Voting.” Legislative Studies QuarterBb5: 365-387

Campbell, James E. and Joe A. Summers. 1990. “Presidential Coattails in Senate
Elections.”The American Political Science Revié#4 513-524.

Dwyre, Diana and Robin Kolodny. 2003. “National Parties After BCRAL’ifa
after ReformMichael Malbin ed. Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield

Downs GW, Rocke DM. 1994. Conflict, Agency, and Gambling for Resurrection:
the principal-agent problem goes to wamerican Journal of Political
Science38:362-80

Edwards, George. 198Bresidential Influence in CongresSan Francisco: W.H.
Freeman

214



215

Epstein, David and Peter Zemsky. 1995. “Money Talks: Deterring Quality
Challengers in Congressional ElectionBtie American Political Science
Review 89: 295-308

Ferejohn, John A. and Randall L. Calvert. 1984. “Presidential Coattails in
Historical Perspective American Journal of Political Scien@8: 127-46

Fleming, Gregory N. 1995. “Presidential Coattails in Open-Seat Elegtions
Legislative Studies QuarterB0: 197-211

Fowler, Linda L. 1993Candidates, Congress, and the American Democracy
Arbor: University of Michigan Press.

Gerber, Alan. 1998. “Estimating the Effect of Campaign Spending on Senate
Election Outcomes Using Instrumental Variabldhé American Political
Science Reviev®2: 401-411

Green, Donald Philip, and Jonathan S. Krasno. 1988. “Salvation for the Spendthrift
Incumbent: Reestimating the Effects of Campaign Spending in House
Elections.”American Journal of Politicabcience32:884-907.

Green, Donald Philip, and Jonathan S. Krasno. 1990. “Rebuttal to Jacobson’s ‘New
Evidence for Old Arguments,American Journal of Politicabcience34:
363-72.

Greene, William HEconometric Analysis'bEdition.2003. Upper Saddle River,
New Jersey: Prentice Hall

Grier, Kevin. 1989. “Campaign Spending and Senate Elections, 1978-Fagi¢
Choice63:201-19.

Hart, David M. 2001. “Why Do Some Firms Give? Why Do some Give a Lot?:
High-Tech PACs, 1977-1996,The Journal of Politics53: 1230-1249

Herrnson, Paul S. 1989. National Party Decision Making, Strategies, and Resourc
Distribution in Congressional Electiond'he Western Political Quarterly
42: 301-323.

Herrnson, Paul S. 2004. Congressional Elections: Campaigning at Home and in
Washington, # ed. CQ Press, Washington D.C.

Herrnson, Paul S. and Irwin L. Morris. 2006. “Presidential Campaigning in the
2002 Congressional Elections.”



216

Hoddie, Matthew and Stephen R. Routh. 2004. “Predicting Presidential Presence:
Explaining Presidential Midterm Elections Campaign Behaviolitical
Research Quarterly67: 257-265.

Huber, John D., Nolan McCarty. 2004. “Bureaucratic Capacity, Delegation, and
Political Reform,”The American Political Science Revié8; 481-494.

Karp, Jeffery and Marshall Garland. 2007. “Ideological Ambiguity and Split Ticket
Voting.” Political Research Quarterly60:722-32

Kernell, Samuel. 1977. “Presidential Popularity and Negative Voting: An
Alternative Explanation of the Midterm Congressional Decline of the
President’s Party,American Political Science Revieit: 44-46

Keele, Luke J., Brian J. Fogarty, and James A. Stimson. 2004. “Presidential
Campaigning in the 2002 Congressional ElectioR&” Political Science
and Politics 37: 827-832.

Kiewiet DR, McCubbins MD. 1991The Logic of DelegatiarChicago: Univ.
Chicago Press

King, Gary. 1998Jnifying Political Methodology: The Likelihood Theory of
Statistical InferenceAnn Arbor: University of Michigan Press

King, Gary, Michael Tomz, and Jason Wittenberg. 2000. “Making the Most of
Statistical Analysis: Improving Interpretation and Presentatidmérican
Journal of Political Sciencd4: 347-61

Jacobson, Gary C. 1980oney in Congressional Electiondlew Haven: Yale
University Press

Jacobson, Gary C. 1982. “Party Organization and Distribution of Campaign
Resources: Republicans and Democrats in 198@itical Science
Quarterly 100: 603-625.

Jacobson, Gary. 1985. “Money and Votes Reconsidered: Congressional Elections,
1972-1982."Public Choice47: 7-62.

Jacobson, Gary C. 1990. “The Effects of Campaign Spending in House elections:
New Evidence for Old ArgumentsBmerican Journal of Political Science
34: 334-62.

Jacobson, Gary C. 1993. "The Misallocation of Resources in House Campaigns,"
Congress Reconsidered, 5th edition, ed. Lawrence C. Dodd and Bruce |I.
Oppenheimer. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press



217

Jacobson, Gary C. 2004 he Politics of Congressional Electionslew York:
Pearson

Jacobson, Gary C. and Samuel Kernell. 18@ategy and Choice in
Congressional Election®New Haven: Yale University Press.

Jacobson, Gary C., Samuel Kernell and Jefferey Lazarus, 2004, “Assessing the
President’s Role as Party Agent in Congressional Elections: The Case of
Bill Clinton in 2000,”Legislative Studies QuarterB9: 159-184

Jensen, Nathan, “Crisis, Conditions, and Capital: The Effect of International
Monetary Fund Agreements on Foreign Direct Investment Inflowsg”
Journal of Conflict Resolutio®8: 194-210

Kenny, Christopher and Michael McBurnett. 1992. “A Dynamic Model of the
Effect of Campaign Spending on Congressional Vote Chofgaegrican
Journal of Political Science6: 923-37

Krasno, Jonathan S., Donald Green and Jonathan A. Cowden. 1994. “The
Dynamics of Campaign Fundraising in House Electiofkg Journal of
Politics 56: 459-74

Kolodny, Robin. 1998Pursuing Majorities: Congressional Campaign Committees
in American PoliticsNorman: University of Oklahoma Press

McCubbins MD, Noll RG,Weingast BR. 1987. “Administrative procedures as
instruments of political controlJournal of Law and Economic
Organization 3:243-77

Maddala, G. S. 1983%.imited-dependent and qualitative variables in economics
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Mayhew, David. 1991Divided We Govern: Party Control, Lawmaking and
InvestigationsNew Haven: Yale University Press

Miller, Gary J. 2005. “The Political Evolution of Principal-Agent Modeitinual
Review of Political Sciend& 203-25

Neustadt, Richard. 1998residential Power and the Modern Presidents: The
Politics of Leadership from Roosevelt to Readéew York: Free Press

Schlesinger, Joseph.19%olitical Parties and the Winning of Offidénhe
University of Michigan Press

Sogelman, Lee and Langche Zeng. 1999. “Analyzing Censored and Sample-
Selected Data with Tobit and Heckit ModelBglitical Analysis8:2



218

Sundquist, James L. 198Mhe Decline and Resurgence of Congr&gashington:
The Brookings Institution Press

Tomz, Michael, Jason Wittenberg, and Gary King. 2003. CLARIFY: Software for
Interpreting and Presenting Statistical Results. Version 2.1. Stanford
University, University of Wisconsin, and Harvard University. January 5.
Available at http://gking.harvard.edu/

Wilcox, Clyde and Marc Genset. 1991. “Member PACs as Strategic AcRobty
23:461-70





