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George W. Bush engaged in a sustained, deliberate campaign to alter a series of gubernatorial elections in 2006.  This effort highlights an understudied component of the modern presidency.  The focus of analyses by those like Neustadt and Kernell is the President’s horizontal influence.  However, President Bush’s campaign is an attempt at influence on different level of government.  I describe the Bush campaign as an effort at vertical persuasion.  I consider whether the President—via the time, resources, and campaign efforts he invests—can have a positive affect on the results of state and local elections.  Understanding this form of presidential persuasion first provides a guide for the types of investments that are worthwhile for Presidents as party leaders.  More broadly, this analysis offers a new perspective from which to consider federalism and sub-national politics.  I flesh out exactly what vertical persuasion entailed for Bush.  I conclude that while Bush’s sub-national campaign efforts were far from uniformly successful—the exact opposite was sometimes the case—there is evidence that the President does have the capacity to vertically persuade and this practice should be more deeply researched as a product of the modern presidency.
Scholars repeatedly emphasize the modern president’s capacity to exert influence.  Still, the vast majority of such analyses focus on the impact of the President’s clout on the federal legislature and judiciary—that is, on the horizontal level.  However, President George W. Bush’s campaign efforts in gubernatorial elections in 2006 exhibit an effort to influence a different level of government.  Bush’s prolonged, strategic effort to alter gubernatorial elections demonstrates a desire to exert presidential leverage vertically.  


This analysis treats the Bush effort in 2006 gubernatorial campaigns as an attempt at presidential influence—which the president frequently asserts to pass his policies in Washington—at a different level of government.  Vertical persuasion takes a similar form to that which the president applies on the national level, but the impact of this level of persuasion is less known.  The extent of success or failure of vertical persuasion is significant for both the way a presidents acts as a party leader and the way federalism functions.

Despite Bush’s extraordinary investments in his party, the impact of what Bush said and did in the 2006 campaigns is unclear.  That a president can alter elections at all levels indirectly by his level of popularity is well-researched—as I will demonstrate—but those variables are not the concern of this project.  The aspect rarely considered is whether what the president says and does in the sub-national arena matters.


Research encircles every component of this topic, but few political scientists directly focus on the substantive impact of presidential persuasion in sub-national elections at any depth.  Hence, research here must fill in holes.  First, I identify relevant components of existing research on presidential persuasion, presidential influence on elections nationally, and trends in gubernatorial elections.  Next, I capture the substance of Bush’s campaign efforts.  Finally, I examine indicators of Bush’s level of success in supporting governors.  I conclude that the significance of Bush’s investment in his party, even with the shallow indicators of success this case affords, warrants further research on vertical persuasion.
TRADITIONAL VIEWS:  THE PRESIDENT AND MIDTERM ELECTIONS

A.  Persuasion in the Modern Presidency
The dominant perspectives on the modern presidency describe several types of influence the president seeks to exert.  According to both Richard Neustadt and Samuel Kernell, the president’s influence rests at least in part on his public prestige.  Yet, prestige is built and used in different ways in Neustadt’s and Kernell’s respective views.  The type of influence the president uses impacts the way his prestige shifts, and it also impacts how successful he will be at exerting influence, to include his capacity to impact elections.  


To Neustadt, the president’s primary power lies in his ability to persuade within Washington.  The president is driven to act in ways that increase his persuasive power.  Of concern in this context are the actions undertaken to alter public prestige.  Neustadt writes that “[j]udgments of prestige may be distorted inside Washington, but what is being judged remains outside” (93).  Hence, the president’s ability to persuade will change, at least in part, with actions outside Washington—such as applies here, in state campaigns.  Neustadt also describes the following about actions undertaken to alter prestige:

His [the president’s] prestige turns on what the members of his public think they want and think they get.  He affects their thoughts by what he does.  His choices of what he will do and when and how—his choices, also, of whom he will tell and in what way and words—are his means to protect this source of influence. (107.)

Here, Neustadt suggests the existence of a fluid relationship between presidential influence and presidential prestige.  

A different dynamic exists in Kernell’s concept of the President’s incentive for “going public,” but the take on prestige is common.  Kernell asserts that “in both settings, a president’s success is sensitive to his prestige” (44).  However, Kernell’s concept of going public provides an alternative style for presidential influence.  Kernell uses the difference between Carter and Reagan as case studies that exemplify talent’s place in the presidency (37). 
  In a presidency where there is room for talent, a president will pursue a fundamentally different type of persuasion.


When Bush campaigns for governors, he is essentially the president both Neustadt and Kernell describe.  The Neustadt president was evident as he promoted party loyalty and sought to mold voter opinions to his own.  At the same time, the Kernell president was apparent as Bush strove to invigorate the masses, urging them to carry the convictions he championed to the polls on Election Day.  

In employing this persuasion, the president both feeds from and leverages presidential prestige.  The president is in a dynamic relationship with his own prestige.  He uses prestige to give him force, but he also relies on it for his force in the future.  This occurrence is significant because it takes place, largely outside the President’s lane, at a level of government where he can scarcely benefit.  Thus, what Bush attempts is presidential influence in a raw, unashamed form.  Bush fundamentally challenges the scope of presidential influence, and in doing so, he challenges the scholars who have studied the impact of a president on mid-term and gubernatorial elections.  These researchers have addressed the impact of a static president, one who does not campaign in these elections; Bush is dynamic, however, actively exerting influence.

B.  The President and Mid-Term Elections

No area of research makes a more massive effort to capture the president’s natural influence on elections than the research on the president’s impact on national mid-term elections.  Angus Campbell and his colleagues in The American Voter began the scholarly effort to link presidential politics to other elections.
  The expansive research studies on this topic are examined to see what conclusions can be extended to state-level mid-term elections.  

Campbell started research on a phenomenon he called the “surge and decline” of voters from presidential to mid-term elections.  Based on the 1956 presidential and 1958 mid-term elections, Campbell concludes that presidential elections produce a short-term surge that increases party support and temporarily changes the party alignment of weak party voters and independents.  Campbell then argues that “the decline in turnout in an off-year election will almost certainly be associated with a decline in the proportion of the vote received by the presidential party” (417).  That is, the president’s party will inherently bear the brunt of a mid-term decline in voter turnout that occurs in a low-stimulus election.  Later, James Campbell extends Angus Campbell’s research to look at presidential surge and midterm decline quantitatively over the entire time period from 1868 to 1988.  He concludes that the notion of surge and decline is accurate over the 120 year period he examined (481-2).  This research highlights the extreme difficulty for a president’s party to succeed in mid-term elections.  
Yet, Edward Tufte diverges from James Campbell and Angus Campbell’s research and instead asserts that it is presidential popularity and economic performance that impact mid-term elections.  Tufte derives a model that closely predicts congressional seat loss based on only two variables:  presidential popularity and economic performance (817).  The consequence of this research is that, as Tufte says, “our evidence indicates that the midterm is neither a mystery nor an automatic swing of the pendulum; the midterm vote is a referendum” (826).  Whereas the James and Angus Campbell assert that mid-term elections have nothing to do with the president’s performance, Tufte contends that presidential performance does matter.  Abramowitz, Cover, and Norpoth also build off of Tufte’s research.  Abramowitz asserts that party competence evaluations, which include individual voter assessments of a party’s ability to govern, dictate mid-term vote outcomes (567).



The research on national mid-term elections is critical for deciphering the level of influence a president can have in a mid-term election for governor.  As a whole, research points away from the possibility of a meaningful presidential influence on gubernatorial campaigns.  Bush’s effort in 2006 contradicts the notion that the president’s party will invariably struggle in mid-term elections.  

AN OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY OF GUBERNATORIAL ELECTIONS

A.  The President’s Relationship to Gubernatorial Elections

While there is no research that directly assesses the ability of presidential efforts to alter gubernatorial elections through campaigning, there is research that examines the parallels between presidential and gubernatorial elections.  Interest in this subject area originated from one of the studies within V.O. Key’s Politics, Parties & Pressure Groups.  Key concludes that “[t]he great tides of presidential politics tend to engulf the affairs of states and often to determine the results of state elections” (304).  Subsequent research in this subject area was built upon Key’s foundation.

In the most prominent contemporary research in this field, Thomas Carsey and Gerald Wright argue that voting in gubernatorial elections responds to national political factors in the same way senatorial elections do.  Carsey and Wright assert that “national forces working through evaluations of the president are a major influence on voting for governor” (1001).  Also, state economies and state-specific conditions do account for differences in gubernatorial voting in different states, but presidential approval has a greater overall effect.  Carsey and Wright’s research is grounded in the earlier work of Dennis Simon, who used voter surveys from 1972 through 1986 to show that “evaluations of presidential performance operate as an influence in gubernatorial elections.”  Simon also makes a notable assertion that “no claim is made that presidential support is the most important factor” (301).  


Case study research in this field highlights idiosyncrasies about presidential influence on gubernatorial elections.  Most importantly, James Piereson examined the case of 1970 to evaluate President Nixon’s impact on mid-term voting at state, national, and local levels.  He concludes that the popularity of the president has a minimal effect on the mid-term voting decisions of party members, but that it has a significant impact on independents.  The strong impact on independents spans both national and state elections (Piereson 688).

B.  Gubernatorial Elections Exhibit Separate Dynamics from National Politics

There is a collection of research that identifies factors in gubernatorial elections that make them separate and distinct from national politics.  John Bibby, like Piereson, analyzes a specific case—this time the 1986 mid-term election.  He notes that “the election was unusual in the degree to which national forces, which normally work to the disadvantage of the president’s party, were neutralized” (68).  The result was that the president’s party gained governorships in 1986.  Bibby explains that stable economic growth and a popular President Reagan prevented a national ideological confrontation and led to an increased focus on state issues in the gubernatorial campaigns.  The case Bibby describes is valuable because it offers an instance where the president’s popularity could be isolated from a gubernatorial election.  To add to the separateness of gubernatorial elections and national politics, Mark Tompkins concluded that the impact of the national political context on gubernatorial elections decreased from 1948 to 1986 because voters in state elections held more stable views and were less influenced by short-term changes than national elections.  He suggests “that the gubernatorial election has, in general, become more distinctive from the national context” (192). 

From the same vein, James King, Robert Stein, and Craig Svoboda each suggest that state-level factors influence gubernatorial elections more than national factors.  King asserts that incumbent governors have a larger role than the president on the outcome of gubernatorial elections.  Gubernatorial popularity is consistently more important in voter decisions than presidential popularity, the state economy, or party identification (King 593). Meanwhile, Svoboda argues that state economies strongly impact gubernatorial vote choice (135).  Finally, Stein provides a complimentary argument that citizens are more likely to hold the national government accountable for the economy than the state.  State economic conditions are not held against the governor and do not impact voter decisions (Stein 51).


Each of these authors comes to a conclusion that state elections are isolated from national politics.  This creates a disagreement between King, Stein, and Svoboda and those like Carsey and Wright on the significance of national political factors in gubernatorial elections.  All of these conclusions suggest different limits that may impact Bush’s ability to persuade at the state level.  

DEFINING VERTICAL PERSUASION

A significant mass of the existing literature surrounding this issue runs contrary to the possibility of presidential persuasion in gubernatorial elections.  Bush’s effort at persuasion should be considered in view of these works.  Bush’s investment stands out because no solid scholarly base exists that would invariably support it.  Existing studies, since they do not address this issue directly, cannot be seen as finally conclusive.  Only with a particular combination of factors could the president concertedly influence gubernatorial elections.  Through his efforts, Bush—appearing again to be a tester of presidential bounds—engaged full-bore into an unproven and unstudied form of presidential persuasion.  He did so with an approval rating of 35% at the time of the election (Poll).

	Phase
	Campaign Timeline
	State (s)

	Early
	31-May
	Maryland

	
	16-Aug
	Pennsylvania

	
	21-Sep
	Florida

	
	28-Sep
	Alabama

	Middle
	4-Oct
	Colorado

	
	30-Oct
	Georgia

	Late
	2-Nov
	Nevada

	
	5-Nov
	Kansas

	
	6-Nov
	Arkansas

	
	
	Florida

	
	
	Texas
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While the contextual differences between 2004 and 2006 are glaring, Bush’s sub-national campaign in 2006 was not unlike his presidential campaign two years before.  In the most fundamental sense, Bush has next to nothing at stake in 2006; he is not running.  Yet, he chose to invest heavily—from as early as the end of May through the day before the election—on behalf of party governors with whom he would likely only interact on several overtly trivial occasions in his final two years in office.  The Bush campaign for governors is intentionally consistent, yet it also evolves throughout the campaign.  The same phrases appear in Bush visits to states ranging from Nevada to Arkansas to Florida, but the speeches are not uniform.  The strategy also shifts as the race matures—just as any campaign would.  Focus shifts from the characteristics of the gubernatorial candidate to fiscal responsibility to Iraqi elections.  With respect to both its uniformity and its progression, the 2006 campaign for governors looks every bit like a campaign in which Bush were actually running for office. 


A.  Rhetorical Consistency throughout the Campaign
 

Bush’s campaign reveals a coherent strategy.  The same phrases are found in Bush speeches on behalf of governors from May all the way through Election Day.  In particular, special focus is consistently given to education and national security. 

In Maryland in May, Bush said, “I used to say when I was the governor of Texas, education is to a state what national defense is to the federal government. I think it's by far the most important -- should be the most important priority of any governor.”  Five months later, the day before the election, now in Arkansas, Bush’s argument is nearly identical:

See, when I was running for governor of Texas, I said, education is to a state what national defense is to the federal government. That's what Asa [Hutchinson] thinks. The top priority of your government is to make sure every single child gets a good education.

Bush used the same phrase about the priority of education to a governor in Pennsylvania in August, Alabama in September, and Colorado in October.

Bush also consistently elevated the importance of the War in Iraq for national security.  On his first visit to Maryland in May, Bush said, “I saw a threat.  As a matter of fact, the world saw a threat with Saddam Hussein… He chose war, and the World is better off without Saddam Hussein in power.”  In a September visit to Alabama, he said, “America must confront threats before they come and hurt us. Saddam Hussein's regime was a serious threat.”  An October visit to Georgia sounded quite the same:  “I saw a threat in Saddam Hussein. Members of both political parties…saw a threat in Saddam Hussein… Getting rid of Saddam Hussein was the right decision, and the world is better off.”

B.  The Early Stages (31 May– 30 September 2006)

In early campaign visits, Bush focused on the characteristics of gubernatorial candidates and also emphasized their consistency with his own values.  In his first stop to Maryland in May, Bush said, “Bob Ehrlich and I believe that the role of government is not to create wealth, but to create an environment in which the entrepreneurial spirit flourishes. That's the principle by which we make decisions.”  Bush also emphasizes Ehrlich’s budget accomplishments:  “When he shows up, you're in the hole $4 billion. Now he's standing up here asking for reelection and he's able to say to the people of Maryland, we've got us a $2 billion surplus.” 

Bush visits to Alabama and Florida early in the campaign likewise draw upon the congruence between the values of the President and the gubernatorial candidate.  In Alabama, Bush offered, “You know, one of the things Bob [Riley] and I understand is that one way to grow the economy is to let people keep more of their own taxes.”  Much the same, in Florida in support of Charlie Crist Bush said, “I think you're taxed too much. (Applause.) So does Charlie… You know, … we share a philosophy.”  

C.  The Middle Stage (1 October – 30 October 2006)


In the month preceding Election Day, Bush’s focus shifted.  The emphasis on the candidates’ characters ceased, and attention turned heavily to economic concerns and necessities of the War on Terror.  This stage of the campaign was more reactionary, fighting public perceptions and critiquing the Democrats’ rhetoric, rather than the earlier attempts to create the image of a qualified candidate.  About the economy, in Colorado Bush said, “Pro-growth economic policies work. This economy is on the run -- on the rise. And this is an issue in this national campaign. It really is.”  The message at month’s end in Georgia shares the same theme, championing economic growth and criticizing the Democratic economic philosophy:  “And so if you're a small business person and pay taxes at the income -- at the individual income tax rate, it means the Democrats will raise your taxes. If you're a small business owner who wants to expand and invest in new equipment, the Democrats are going to raise your taxes.”

With respect to the War on Terror, Bush aimed at provoking American patriotism in favor of the Republican war plan.  In Colorado, he said, “I'm going to continue to campaign as hard as I possibly can and remind people about the facts, because I understand the threats we face. This isn't a political issue, this is an issue of national security.”  In Georgia, Bush said, “However they put it, the Democrat approach in Iraq comes down to this: The terrorists win and America loses.”  

D.  The Final Stage (1 November – 7 November 2006)


An attempt at highlighting fundamental differences between Democrats and Republicans is at the focal point during the final days of the campaign.  In Kansas on November 5, Bush said, “I don't care what they're telling you here at home, Democrats believe they can spend your money better than you can.”  Nearly the same words appear in Arkansas a day later:  “We believe that you can spend your money better than the federal government can spend your money… The Democrats believe they can spend your money better than you can.”  In Texas, fundamental principles of taxation emerge again:  “We have a clear philosophy. We think you can spend your money better than the government can… Democrats believe they can spend your money better than you can.”


The other dominant point in the final days before the gubernatorial elections is unsurprising, an effort to increase voter turnout.  Bush concludes in Florida, “I urge our fellow citizens to go to the polls. I urge you to do your duty in this great democracy, and that is to exercise your right as an individual to determine the course of this nation.”  Later that day in Nevada, Bush said, “I ask you to go – go from here and find fellow Republicans and discerning Democrats, and wise independents and tell them we have an obligation to vote, and make sure they clearly understand the stakes.”  Finally, in his last stop in Texas, Bush left with a plea:  “We encourage you to vote. Send Rick Perry back to the Governor's Office, please.”


Distinguishing the repetition and also the distinct phases of this campaign is not intended to oversimplify the campaign.  It should not be concluded that Bush’s visits included carelessly repetitive speeches.  The opposite is true.  As a whole, the speeches are evidence that the Bush effort in 2006 was anything but haphazard, and its strategy is comparable to his successful 2004 campaign.


To extenuate the complexity of this campaign and to illuminate the presidency’s commitment, the efforts made by the Vice President and the First Lady are worth noting.  Laura Bush campaigned on behalf of governors starting as early as her July 2005 visit to Maryland at an event to begin Governor Ehrlich’s re-election campaign.  She also made speeches at events in Michigan (twice), Illinois, Iowa, and Minnesota and did so as late as the day before the election.  Vice President Cheney made a trip in the week prior to the election speaking in Montana, Idaho, Colorado, and Wyoming on consecutive days starting on November 1.    

MEASURING THE IMPACT OF VERTICAL PERSUASION


The depth of Bush’s effort to campaign for governors appears significant in and of itself.  Still, the occurrence’s importance for the future logically hinges on the level of success or failure of those efforts.  If Bush’s effort is perceived as successful (the actual level of success matters only to the extent that the facts drive perception), then the effort may be repeated.  If the converse is true and the political community records Bush’s effort as a failure, the Bush endeavor may remain a single, instance and an anomaly.  Even, if such were true however, the event could not be seen as entirely insignificant.  The events of the 2006 gubernatorial campaign season remain noteworthy because they are so exceptional relative to the behaviors of other second-term presidents.  

Admittedly, isolating and capturing the specific impact of this campaign is the most challenging aspect of this project.  In due course, I offer multiple angles from which to gather the degree of Bush’s impact on the elections.  I examine polls taken periodically prior to Election Day, media and citizen responses to the President’s persuasive efforts, fundraising statistics, and exit polls.  I look also with a microscopic view at the results in specific states and at the more national perspective on the campaign.

A.  The National Perspective

Bush’s level of success at persuasion is extremely varied when looking at it broadly.  The elections’ outcomes and their relationships to Bush’s efforts are different in nearly every state.  To start, Bush’s 2004 success in states would seem to indicate his level of credibility in that state.  Yet in Kansas, a Bush victory by 25% in 2004 corresponded to an 18% loss for Jim Barnett for governor two-years later.  

Further, the importance of presidential approval ratings is equally difficult for drawing conclusions.  It appears in general that higher approval ratings corresponded to greater success for Republican governors.  Still, every state Bush visited had an approval rating above his national 35% approval rating by at least 3%.  This selection of states in which he held above average popularity resulted in seven gubernatorial victories out of ten.

	State Where George W. Bush Campaigned
	2006 Exit Poll:  Percent Who Voted for Governor who “Approve” of “How George W. Bush is Handling His Job”
	Margin of Vote for Republican to Democratic Governor in 2006
	Margin of Vote for Bush in 2004

	Alabama
	*
	+16
	+16

	Arkansas
	*
	-13
	+9

	Colorado
	*
	-15
	+5

	Florida
	46
	+7
	+5

	Georgia
	52
	+20
	+17

	Kansas
	*
	-18
	+25

	Maryland
	39
	-7
	-7

	Nevada
	46
	+4
	+5

	Pennsylvania
	38
	-20
	-2

	Texas
	52
	+9
	+22


 * Exit polling data not available in these states

Table 2.  Indicators of George W. Bush’s Impact on Gubernatorial Races in 2006

Source:  CNN.com, 2006 exit polls, 2004 and 2006 election results
One fact that does appear clear is that the President’s presence did not alter voter turnout.  In the 11 states Bush visited, the average voter turnout was 40.5%, compared to a national average voter turnout of 44%.  Interestingly, in the four states visited by the First Lady, the average voter turnout was 51%, and in the four states visited by the Vice President, the average voter turnout was 50%.  All told, in the states reached by the President, First Lady, and the Vice President, the voter turnout matched the national average of 44% (America). 

The President can raise money, however.  In Bush’s fifteen months of campaigning for the 2006 elections he raised $166 million (Loven).  (This figure does not distinguish between the dollars earned for national candidates and state or local candidates.)  Bush supporters from 2002 and 2004 were driven to support state parties and gubernatorial campaigns in 2006.  “Bush Rangers”—those supporters who contributed more than $200,000 to Bush’s 2004 campaign—gave three times the amount to state parties in 2006 than they did in 2002 (Casey).  Even Democrat Charles E. Schumer recognized the President’s persuasive power in the financial arena:  “The president is still popular with his base, and so he can raise a lot of money” (Hernandez).  
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From a broad stroke it is clear only that the president can be a player in a gubernatorial election.  Bush’s impact was far from uniform.  Overall, however, Bush’s visits had a positive effect on polling and electoral results more often than not (See Figure 1 and Figure 2).  Here, the levels of support for the Republican gubernatorial candidate before and after the Bush visit are shown.  In races that ended ultimately in both Republican victories and losses, support for Republican candidates tended to increase after Bush’s visit.  There are many variables that could have been inserted at the same time as Bush’s visit, so conclusions here should be drawn carefully.  Still, polling numbers did change as a result of Bush’s visit, and more often than not those numbers changed positively for the Republican Party.

Hence, the President does at least seem to be a player in the gubernatorial elections.  His impact is not a neutral one.  In describing campaign strategies in the 2006 gubernatorial elections, The New York Times offered that “for sheer star power, nothing matches a president” (Nagourney).  The type of player the president is remains difficult to decipher from a national point of view.  Thus, this analysis turns to cases of specific states to highlight differences in presidential persuasive efforts and any related outcomes.

B.  Colorado and Pennsylvania:  Democrats Retain Governorships

In Colorado, Bush proved capable of inspiring a rise in support of a candidate, but could not come close to turning the election.  Bob Beauprez polled at 34% 15 days prior to Bush’s visit.  Eighteen days after the President’s visit, Beauprez rose to 39% in the same Rasmussen poll.
  Beauprez could not rebound from the double-digit deficit he fell into during the summer of 2006, after he had initially polled within 3% of his opponent in May.  The Beauprez campaign gained livelihood after Bush’s entrance, but the election was still a stinging defeat.  The New York Times concluded that the Beauprez defeat indicated “an almost complete reversal — within the span of the past two election cycles — of the two parties’ fortunes in the state” (Schaller).

Bush-supported Lynn Swann experienced an equally large defeat in Pennsylvania.  Bush came to Pennsylvania with gubernatorial challenger Lynn Swann having polled at 40% in July 2006.  After Bush’s August visit, Rasmussen’s August poll showed Swann at 38%.
  Swann’s numbers remained nearly constant.  He received 40% of the vote and lost by 20% in November.  Here, Bush’s experience could not supplant the inexperienced Swann.  Bush’s entrance had no impact in Pennsylvania and had only a temporary effect in Colorado.  In these two cases, the president appears incapable of reversing the direction of an election with an already clear-cut leader.

C.  Maryland and Arkansas:  Republicans Lose Governorships


Bush’s early October visit to Maryland came just over a year after Laura Bush opened Bob Ehrlich’s campaign.  Ehrlich started well, polling 47% in the first Rasmussen polls taken in January.  Yet, his numbers dropped in the next six months.  Ehrlich’s polling numbers remained fixed at 42% in the month before and after Bush’s May visit.
  Ehrlich’s polling numbers turned upward before the election only after declining for the first nine months of 2006.  Bush did not make another trip to Maryland despite the closeness of the race.


Bush made a late entrance to Arkansas, coming only on the day before the election.  At the end of October, Hutchinson polled at 41%.
  He received the same percentage of the vote the day after Bush’s speech on his behalf.  Arkansas reveals an effort that might not be expected from Bush.  Down nearly 10 points the day before the election, it would have been miraculous if Bush had a substantive impact on the election.  This did not deter him, however, even though he made two other stops on behalf of governors on the very same day.  As an investment, even an unfruitful one, this attempt at vertical persuasion stands out.  

D.  Florida and Nevada:  Republicans Hold Governorships

Bush traveled to Florida twice, and after the two visits came a Republican victory in Florida.  On September 19, two days before Bush’s first visit to Florida, Crist polled at 45% for a 5% lead.  By October 2, Crist jumped to 54% and a 16% lead.  When Bush arrived in Florida in November, Charlie Crist held an 11% lead.
  Crist won the election a day later by 8%.  


There is also a less numeric indicator of Bush’s impact.  Crist was slated to introduce the President at a Florida victory rally intended to champion Crist and other state Republicans.  Crist chose instead to attend a last minute campaign event in a different location, a move which upset Karl Rove, but did not appear to substantively alter Bush’s speech (Bush and Beyond).  The impact of this visit was nominal; at this point, Crist’s victory was nearly secured.  It appears clear by this anecdote, though, that Crist and Rove had conflicting views about the president’s ability to persuade voters.

Finally, Bush visited Nevada in the week prior to the election.  Although Republican Jim Gibbons did win the election, Bush’s impact was not a positive one.  In the month prior to Bush’s visit to Nevada, Jim Gibbons lead decreased from 14 to 8%.
  In the election five days after Bush’s visit, Gibbons won the election by 4%, 48 to 44.  Here, the last-minute visit of the president, much like that in Arkansas, proved fruitless.
CONCLUSION


The widely varying results in different states do not yield a conclusion that Bush was successful in exerting presidential persuasion.  Many results seem to indicate that despite the magnitude of Bush’s investment, he made only a minimal fruitful impact.  The 2006 gubernatorial campaign, however, does offer two insights about the nature of vertical persuasion.

First, Bush’s efforts in the various states were truly a campaign, and they were a campaign in which Bush was at the center.  It was the President’s campaign, not the party’s campaign.  Bush decided where to go.  He went to states where he had been successful, and he also went to states where he was not previously successful.  He campaigned for governors who were leading inordinately—like in Alabama and Georgia—and he campaigned for governors who were trailing hopelessly—even in Arkansas where Asa Hutchinson was down ten points the day prior to the election.  The rhetoric was also Bush’s.  He focused on national security in state elections.  He drew on his experience as a governor.  He ran a campaign that exhibited the same unity and strategic evolution that would be in place if he were actually running for office.  To be sure, Bush actively pursued vertical persuasion, whether it proves a viable tactic or not.  The 2006 gubernatorial campaigns were a test of vertical persuasion. 

Second, the president’s presence does change a state election.  The impact of the president may be short-lived or it may not be of significant magnitude, but the president does have an effect.  A mass of research suggests that the president’s popularity and the state of the economy will have the greatest impact on any election.  Neither the president’s popularity nor the state of the economy changed during the course of these elections, but the cases of Colorado and the first Bush visit to Florida show that numbers can jump when the president visits.  While a jump in polling numbers did not occur in every state, the fact that numbers can surge is worth acknowledging.  
Bush’s capacity to persuade in 2006—Neustadt and Kernell would agree—should be at its minimum because of his low popularity.  Even with this factor, Bush’s presence mattered.  More often than not, Republican gubernatorial candidates had more support after Bush came than before he came.  More still, the president as a magnet for fundraising must be acknowledged.  The president’s power to raise funds is persistent, indirectly yielding him at least some form of persuasion.  The President, simply by his nature, will always perform some functions well.  This opportunity yields the conclusion that the president, at a minimum, has an interest in persuading vertically and has at least some capacity to alter electoral races.

A.  Implications for Party Leadership


Bush’s attempt at vertical persuasion was a massive effort to expand the president’s role as a party leader.  With the practice’s uncertain level of success, the extent to which the next president—of either party—emulates Bush’s 2006 efforts will provide the greatest measure of Bush’s impact.  Vertical persuasion could take one of several courses.  The first possibility is that Bush’s unpopularity will drive the next president as far away from following Bush as possible.  Thus, the president will not desire to endeavor into vertical persuasion.  The second possibility is that candidates and state parties will conclude that they no longer want the president entering their states’ elections.  Although this is possible if another unpopular president emerges, it is unlikely that a state would turn down the president.  Bush, after all, appeared to campaign wherever he desired.  Third, it is possible that the president’s investment in vertical persuasion becomes an expectation from both within the presidency and from the states.  If Bush with his low level of popularity invested so heavily in party leadership, it seems logical that any president with an approval rating anywhere over Bush’s may feel compelled to endeavor into vertical persuasion.  Any less of an effort might disappoint supporters everywhere.  All three possibilities make vertical persuasion worth observing in the future.

B.  Implications for Federalism


This application of Neustadt and Kernell turns away from their primary focus.  Their focus is on policy achievement, not electoral achievement.  If the incentive for the president to influence elections exists, one wonders whether the president should not also be more interested in state policies.  The president is interested in whether governors are elected, but a governor’s election achieves next to nothing for the president.  If the president is legitimately interested in what happens in individual states, then he would seemingly have even more of an interest in the policies enacted in states.  
To propose that the presidency may have interest in exerting persuasive power over state policies might seem a stretch.  But, there was nothing that suddenly made the president capable of vertical persuasion in elections.  Presidents could have always invested in gubernatorial elections as Bush did, but few ever attempted to do so.  Likewise, there is nothing to prohibit Bush from meeting with state party members and persuading in the form of Neustadt’s persuasion or speaking to state citizens to champion a policy in the form of Kernell’s public appeals.  The 2006 election suggests that contrary to the opinions of Bibby and Tompkins, there is little to separate national politics from gubernatorial elections.  If the president can take the spotlight a gubernatorial campaign, then he seems equally capable of taking charge in state policy debates.  While this sort of vertical persuasion would undoubtedly be rare, interest in vertical persuasion in one form could be the beginning of vertical persuasion in another.

C.  Implications for Partisan Politics 

If nothing else, the attempt at vertical persuasion is a plain indicator of partisan politics at its zenith.  For a president to be interested in state gubernatorial campaigns in his last term, when he is unpopular, and from which no policy benefit is likely reflects among the strongest desires to promote one’s party.  The emergence of an attempt at vertical persuasion, if nothing else, is a sign that the divide in partisan politics continues to expand.
I do not contend that the concept of vertical persuasion was validated by Bush’s efforts.  I do find it to be a form of presidential power with a genuine basis for growth.  I find nothing that utterly rejects the concept from being attempted again in the future.  Only the decisions made by future presidents will determine the significance of vertical persuasion.  For now, Bush’s 2006 effort remains an extraordinary case.  If vertical persuasion does become a trend—and it remains an open possibility—2006 will have been the start.
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Table 1.  Bush’s 2006 Campaign 








� Kernell concludes, “Going public... leaves ample room for the play of talent.”


� Campbell writes, “The choice of a President has sufficient impact on the lesser contests so that what we learn about them in a presidential year ought to be extended to other years only with caution” (8).


� All of the quotations in parts A through D of this section are attributable to George W. Bush and come from the transcripts indicated in the following footnotes as published by the Office of the Press Secretary.  The cited addresses are in chronological order as follows:  “President Attends Maryland Victory 2006 Reception,” 31 May 2006; “Remarks by the President at Charlie Crist for Governor and Republican Party of Florida Reception,” 21 September 2006; “Remarks by the President at Bob Riley for Governor Luncheon,” 28 September 2006; “Remarks by the President at Bob Beauprez for Governor and Colorado Republican Party Reception,” 4 October 2006; “Remarks by the President at Georgia Victory 2006 Rally,” 30 October 2006; “Remarks by the President at Nevada Victory 2006 Rally,” 2 November 2006; “Remarks by the President at Kansas Victory 2006 Rally,” 5 November 2006; “Remarks by the President at Arkansas Victory 2006 Rally,” 6 November 2006; “Remarks by the President at Florida Victory 2006 Rally,” 6 November 2006; “Remarks by the President at Perry for Governor Rally,” 6 November 2006.


� The pre-election polls referenced in sections B through D are all attributable to Rasmussen Reports.  The headlines associated with each of the polls are noted in footnotes six through 11.


� “Colorado Governor: Ritter by 12,” 29 October 2006. 


� “Pennsylvania Governor:  Rendell With 18-Point Edge,” 31 October 2006.


� “Maryland Governor:  O’Malley Up by Five,” 30 October 2006.


� “Arkansas Governor:  Beebe by 8,” 30 October 2006.


� “Florida Governor,” 30 October 2006.


� “Nevada Governor:  Gibbons’ Lead Down to Eight,” 20 October 2006.











