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Campaign Appeals and Legislative Action
ABSTRACT

| explore the extent to which the campaign appewde by congressional candidates serve as
credible signals about the issues they will purawEfice. My analyses focus on the televised
advertisements of 391 House candidates in the T8HR), and 2002 elections and the content of
their subsequent legislative activity in the 10668th Congresses. | track candidates' and
legislators' attention to a set of 18 differentiesssand show that legislators do indeed follow
through on the appeals they make in campaigns. Henvthe strength of the linkages between
campaign appeals and legislative activity variea gystematic fashion with features of
candidates' rhetoric. These findings illustrateuvileie of extending the study of campaign
effects to include phenomena that occur after Eledday and of conceiving of the linkages

between electoral and legislative politics as aisdor representation.



Modern electoral campaigns are the target of nuaosecatiques, but among the most
common is the lament that candidates' appeals arelyr'cheap talk,” designed to sway voters
and maximize vote shares on Election Day, but \itile connection to what they actually plan
to do once in office. In public opinion polls, laghajorities of respondents endorse this view,
agreeing that "to win elections, most members afgCess make campaign promises they have
no intention of fulfilling" and that it is rare faandidates to "try to keep their promisés."
Although scholars have tended to be more sanglioetdhe prospect that elections can
successfully fulfill their role as a linking mechsm between the public and its representatives,
some of the most hotly contested debates in tlek ifirecent years have focused on campaigns
and their effects.

Assessments of campaigns typically invoke one oflhasic standards—the extent to
which candidates’ discourse approximates normadigals about elections as a locus of
deliberation and debate, and the degree to whipbhsxe to campaigns has positive vs. negative
effects on voters. Research on the first standascasked whether candidates devote more time
to discussion of substantive issues or charaads tffKahn and Kenney 1999; Sides 2006);
whether they offer specifics about their issueniies or limit themselves to vague valence

claims (Geer 2006; Stokes 1992; Sides 2006); whetthrapeting candidates engage in a back-

! In the 2004 National Annenberg Election StudyydiB of respondents said they thought candidates
try to keep their promises "always" or "most of time," and in a 1999 survey by The Project on
Campaign Conduct, nearly 3/4 of respondents regdhiat they were "very" concerned about candidates
saying one thing and doing another once electeti¢®s and Vavreck 2002). The belief that candidat
are insincere is not a new development--in a 19B&MVashington Pogtoll, 71% agreed that "most
members of Congress make campaign promises thahthe no intention of fulfilling,” (Ringquist and

Dasse 2004) down from 81% who agreed with a simsti@iement in a 1971 Harris Survey.



and-forth dialogue on issues or “talk past one la@t(Kaplan, Park and Ridout 2006; Sigelman
and Buell 2004; Simon 2002); and whether critiqoiespponents are fair and factually accurate
or unfounded and misleading (Geer 2006). Analy$eampaign effects on voters have explored
the influence of media coverage and candidate &dway on citizens’ knowledge about politics,
evaluations of candidates, turnout decisions, dtd@es toward government (for a summary,
see Brady and Johnston 2006). Most notably, reldes focused on the impact of negative ads,
investigating whether negativity leads voters tortfermed and interested or cynical and
disengaged (see, for example, Ansolabehere anddydr®95; Brooks 2006; Brooks and Geer
2007; Goldstein and Freedman 2002; Lau and Pon{i®t; 2Vattenberg and Brians 1999).

Perhaps surprisingly, there has been almost notetteto a third, equally important
standard—the level of correspondence between wgncamdidates’ appeals in campaigns and
their activity in office. In other words, do camgaiappeals serve as credible signals about future
legislative behavior? Are candidates who raisevargissue in their campaigns more active on it
in the next Congress than those who do not? Ré&yatdaes thaypeof appeal matter? Do
candidates who advocate specific solutions to pgroblems pursue those issues more intently
than those who talk about them in a general fasghime claims candidates make about their
own interests in an issue better or worse prediaibtheir later activity than claims that critieiz
the opponent on it?

The answers to these questions are importantdon@er of reasons. Most directly, they
help to put critiques about campaign discoursemext. Laments about the vague and general
nature of campaign appeals are rooted in the adgamtpat such appeals are uninformative and
insincere, and a common argument in the debatasg abgativity in campaigns is that time

candidates spend attacking their opponents istiken away from serious attention to policy



problems (but see Geer 2006). However, these imsithave never been tested, so we do not
know whether negative appeals provide less infaomatbout legislators' priorities than positive
appeals or whether vague claims are indeed lessrsithan those that are specific. A rigorous
investigation of these questions may provide erogisupport for the conventional wisdom, but
it may also call into question some of the critisjoften leveled at candidates.

Levels of follow-through from campaigning to goveegn also have important bearing on
the nature and quality of representational linkagreeed, the degree to which elected officials
keep their promises is central to normative conoaptof democratic accountability. Due to a
variety of conceptual and methodological consteihbwever, promise-keeping has been
largely peripheral to empirical research on legigtarepresentation and responsiveness. By
placing campaigns at the center of the study alexmtation, we gain a broader view of their
importance in the representative process, as wellraore nuanced conception of how
legislators negotiate the dual demands of campaggand lawmaking.

In this paper, | assefise linkages between campaign appeals and legsslattivity for a
sample of 391 winning House candidates in the 18R election.My source of data about
campaign appeals is candidates’ televised advertistes and my source of data about their
subsequent legislative activity is the issue camétheir bill and resolution introductions and
cosponsorships. | develop a theory for why camagiould serve as accurate signals about

legislative activity, explore the relationshipsweén the issues candidates discuss in their

2 Of course, finding that linkages exist between paign appeals and subsequent activity means that
citizens could use ads to make inferences aboidld¢grs' policy priorities, but does not indic#tat
they actually do so. A direct examination of citigeinterpretations of candidates' appeals is byios

scope of this paper, but would provide a usefutesion of the results.



campaigns and those they prioritize in office, stigate whether the signaling power of appeals
varies with the type of rhetoric used, and esthblily these differences exist
Campaign Appeals and Legislative Action

Given the normative and theoretical importanceheflinkages between electoral politics
and governing, why have scholars of campaigns anj@ss devoted so little attention to
them? Within the legislative studies literaturegah be attributed in large part to the traditional
division of labor between work on congressionatedsms and work on legislative behavior and
organization, such that any single study typicatlgresses one area or the other, but not both.
Thus, although the idea of the "electoral connettiMayhew 1974) is central to theorizing
about Congress, it is usually conceived of prospelgt as how legislators speculate about the
effects of their policy decisions on their fututeaoral prospects, rather than retrospectively, as
how features of past campaigns manifest themseidaser behavior (but see Sulkin 2005).

The development of a literature on promise-keepimg related phenomena has been
further hampered by the disjuncture between mashative and formal theories of the
elections-policy linkage and the realities of caggional politics. Textbook models of
representative democracy presume that during campagparties make promises about what
policies they will pursue if voted into office; @ilection Day, voters select candidates from the
party whose policy positions and priorities mostselly approximate their own; in office,
winners do or do not implement their promises; amdhe next election, voters decide whether
or not to re-elect them (see, for example, Harandt993; Schattschneider 1942; Schedler
1998). This perspective may provide a fairly actadepiction of parliamentary systems where

parties are the central fodusut it captures less adequately the dynamics &t tdcS.

% For example, see Klingemann, Hofferbert, and Bud§e4) for an analysis of the links between party



congressional elections. In a candidate-centers@sywithout strong parties, individual
representatives and senators cannot meaningfuliyige to bring about a particular outcome,
nor can they be blamed if their preferred polidakto become law. As such, most analyses of
the relationship between elections and policy ethS. have focused not on individual
legislators, but on presidential promise-keepingh& 1985; Jamieson 2000; Krukones 1984) or
more macro-level phenomena like congressional resgsoto perceived mandates (Grossback,
Peterson, and Stimson 2006), parties' abilitiesfdement their platforms (Budge and
Hofferbert 1990; Pomper 1968), and the role oftelat realignments in producing policy
change (Brady 1988; Sinclair 1977).

Finally, the small literature that does exist ongi@ssional promise-keeping has been
limited by its sole focus on legislators' positi@ssthe target of responsiveness. These studies
define promise-keeping as the level of congruemte/den the positions legislators take on an
issue in office (i.e., as expressed through tladircall votes) and their stated positions on that
issue from the campaign (see, for example, Ringqumd Dasse 2004). This conceptualization is
undoubtedly meaningful and useful, but it can loelisd in only a narrow set of situations
because candidates rarely stake out the kind afiguas that would enable one to connect a
campaign appeal to a later roll call. Instead, timeye often make claims along the lines that
they are “champions for education” or are “toughcame” (Sides 2006; Stokes 1992). Because
there can be considerable disagreement about wbeg of policies would best support these
goals, it becomes difficult, if not impossible,assess legislators' follow-through on their vague
appeals by examining their roll call voting decisoAs such, to fully understand the linkages

between the electoral and legislative arenasnéecessary to shift the focus from candidates’

platforms and government performance in parlianrgrdamocracies.



and representatives’ isspesitionsto their issugoriorities, as reflected in the content of the
legislation they introduce and cospon$or.

Studying these linkages also requires a changersppctive from the traditional
approach to analyzing campaigBgholars of electoral politics have understandédidysed on
the dynamics of campaigns themselves, which méeatgtie search for campaign effects
typically ends when campaigns end--on Election dgng the same lines, most models of how
candidates select campaign issues focus not angbst-election policy goals, but on the more
immediate aim of maximizing vote share by highligbtissues on which they hold the
advantage vis a vis their opponeh8ometimes this advantage is theorized to stem &om
legislator's own record (Sellers 1998; Sides 200@) more often it is thought to relate to
general factors like ideology or party. Thus, sdatiodels suggest that a candidate should

highlight an issue if his or her position on itlsser than the opponent's to the median voter

* One could argue that activities like introducti@msl cosponsorships are less policy-relevant ameé mo
"symbolic" than roll call votes. At the level ofdividual legislators, though, they are one of the f
avenues available for expressing their commitméntaddition, there is evidence that the factoet th
shape them "are not significantly different frore flactors that account for more explicitly outcome-
relevant legislative behavior such as roll callingt’ (Krehbiel 1995, 922; see also Hall 1996; Kioge
2003; Schiller 1995; Sulkin 2005). More generadly,is also the case with most studies of roll\aatiing,
the feature of interest here is legislators' ovgratterns of introductions and cosponsorshipswiadther
a single action is pivotal in determining a polaytcome.

® In the classic formulation, Downs (1957) assdré tandidates "never seek office as a means of
carrying out particular policies; their only goalto reap the rewards of holding offiger se..Upon this
reasoning rests the fundamental hypothesis of amaeinparties formulate policies in order to win

elections, rather than win elections in order tarfolate policies" (28).



(Downs 1957; Hammond and Humes 1993; Simon 2002)saue ownership models suggest
that candidates should highlight those issuesttigat party is thought most competent to handle
(Ansolabehere and lyenger 1994; Brasher 2003; €ktt®96; Spiliotes and Vavreck 2002).
While such strategies are not necessarily incargistith linkages between campaign appeals
and policy activity, neither do they suggest treahpaign and legislative priorities will be
strongly interrelated.
Expectations about the Linkages between Campaigns and Legislative Priorities

What expectations should we have about the relstiprbetween appeals and legislative
activity? Although the public has been cynical godtitical scientists largely silent about the
potential of congressional campaign appeals toesgs\signals about later behavior, | expect that
linkages between the campaign and legislative areilabe common because legislators have
clear incentives to make sincere appeals in campaigd to follow through on them once in
office. Many of these incentives are electoral;dgample, prior research shows that candidates
do better at the polls when they highlight issuesathich they have a background (Sellers
1998). And, even if voters rarely monitor their negentatives' activity in Congress, critics of the
incumbent, particularly potential challengers, @ways on the lookout for weaknesses they can
exploit (Arnold 1990, 2004; Sulkin 2005). Eviderafeforgotten promises makes a particularly
compelling narrative for challengers, so savvy mbents should seek to avoid such behavior.
Moreover, even if in reality there was no punishtrfenfailing to follow through on appeals, we
know that legislators are particularly risk aveabeut their reelection prospects and so may
behaveas thought matters.

Second, and equally important, | assume thatcteteis not legislators' sole goal; many

also have strong policy interests and, when gitieropportunity, will pursue them. When



designing their campaign agendas, their own pigsrghould therefore be an important criterion
in selecting among the larger set of issues focwkiney enjoy some sort of advantags.

Fenno (2007) argues, for those with particulargyointerests, a consistent focus on these issues
at home in their districts, on the campaign tiad in Washington, DC contributes to the aura of
authenticity for which successful legislators sritfrom the perspective of legislators, then, the
distinction between campaign behavior and goverhgttavior may be largely artificial. Finally,

it is also possible that some legislators view caigm appeals as implicit promises and so feel
that their job as representatives compels theroltovi through on them, or, at the least, to limit
their appeals to issues they intend to be activia offfice.

As such, there are both pre- and post-electiomfat¢hat encourage strong linkages
between appeals and activity. Candidates standitofgom highlighting issues that they plan to
pursue in Congress and, once having raised theéheincampaigns, there are advantages to
following through. Disentangling these effects wbbe difficult, but it is not necessary to do so
because this endogeneity does not pose a probiehis an fact, a fundamental part of the
theory. In short, to the extent that campaign alsp&® sincere, linked to legislators’ preexisting
interests and priorities, they should also servgoasl signals about future legislative activity.
Put another way, the central question to be adeldesswhether there is a high level of
correspondence between the issues candidatesesagortant to them in campaigns and the
issues they subsequently pursue in office, not kdredppeals are somehow exogenoassing

this behaviof. Indeed, a purely causal relationship would conttaitie basic theory because it

® The same holds true for policy congruence-basedegtions of legislative representation, wherengtro
representational linkages are said to exist wheislktors’ votes align closely with their constittg

preferences. Whether these linkages arise becagistators respond to constituents, constituersisomd

10



would suggest that campaign issues are chosenwvitegard to legislators’ past priorities or the
enduring interests of their constituents.

This reasoning leads to two expectations—first, linkages between appeals and
activity will be widespread, and second, that tinergth of the connections will vary with the
nature of the claims a candidate makes about ae (&sg., whether or not the issue is featured
prominently, whether the discussion is positivenegjative, and whether it is specific vs. vague).
In making predictions about the relationships betwehetoric and follow-through, the crucial
point to consider is whether the choices candidaigse abouhowto discuss an issue are
reflections of the intensity of their interest tnar whether they are driven by strategic
considerations that are unconnected to policy tiaes. For instance, most research on
campaigns views candidates’ appeals about thenssab/better indicators of their interests than
their criticisms of their opponents because denssio “go negative" are largely a function of the
closeness of the race (Ansolabehere and lyengdr;, I88nieson 1992; Kahn and Kenney 1999;
Sigelman and Buell 2003)Relatedly, choices about the content of attacksianally based on
the opposition research that most candidates waldertf these investigations indicate that
attacking the opponent on an issue like crime nglp the candidate, then he or she should do
so, regardless of whether the issue is a priofisysuch, | expect that positive appeals candidates
make about their own interests in an issue wiNaes stronger predictors of their subsequent

activity than negative appeals that criticize tligiponents on the issue.

to legislators, or whether a combination of bothurs is an important, but distinct, question.
" An exception is Geer (2006), who argues thatgteriedible, issue-based attacks must have empirical
support. However, this does not necessarily meainttiese critiques will serve as useful signalsuatioe

attacker's own priorities.
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A similar logic applies to expectations about strength of the relationship between the
prominence of issues and the volume of later dagtovn them. To the extent that campaign
appeals serve as signals, it seems reasonablsumashat featuring an issue in all of one's ads
would be a stronger signal than discussing it yatebwever, how much attention any one issue
receives is related to the overall size of a caatdid agenda, which, like the propensity to attack,
is influenced by the competitiveness of the racahfiKand Kenney 1999; Sulkin, Moriarty, and
Hefner 2007). As a result, while we might expeet ttandidates who devote a great deal of
attention to an issue in their ads will be morerdite to it in office than those who mention it
only in passing, | do not predict that there wél donsistent linear relationships between the
relative prominence of issues in winning candidatampaign and legislative agendas.

Expectations about the relationship between tkeiBpity of appeals and later activity
are a bit less clear a priori. In general, specifppeals are viewed as normatively superior
because they provide more information and are asdumreflect more commitment to an issue.
Offering a specific plan for an issue like job gtbwould seem to suggest that the candidate has
thought about the issue and, because such spgcditén takes up more advertising space than
the claim that one is “for” jobs, means that helwe is devoting more of a scarce resource to it.
Specific appeals may also indicate that the camelicares enough about the issue that he or she
is willing to alienate potential supporters who Wbdisagree with the details of the plan, or that
he or she has been active on the issue in theapdsto will continue that activity in the future
(Kahn and Kenney 1999; Sides 2006). On the othed hhere are some situations in which
ambiguity may be a better strategy (Page 1978; $bd972), so candidates may choose to be
vague for electoral reasons that have little cotioedo their level of commitment to an issue.

Moreover, savvy candidates should see that vagpeadp offer them more leeway in following

12



through. A candidate who promises to support aqdatr policy proposal could well find his or
her attempts thwarted in the legislative process,(d an unacceptable rider is attached to the
bill), but one who promises to be active in solvangroblem will be better able to adapt to
circumstances outside of his or her control. Assalt, and contrary to the conventional wisdom,

| do not expect that specific appeals will necabsaerve as stronger signals than vague appeals.
Data and Methods

To test these predictions requires detailed infdiom on the campaign appeals and
subsequent legislative activity of a large sampleamdidates/legislators across a number of
issues. My source of data about candidates' apyseifie televised advertisements produced and
run by winning House candidates in the 1998, 2@@d,2002 elections, and my source of data
about the legislative activity of these winnerghis content of their bill and resolution
introductions and cosponsorships in their next seftime 106th-108th Congresses).

Campaign advertisements are particularly wellesutb my investigation because,
compared to sources like news coverage or sunfeganalidates, they enable me to assess
exactly what a candidate said (or, equally impdrtdid not say) about issues during the course
of the campaign. In addition, because ads presemtidates with a limited amount of time in
which to make their appeals, they force them toeraioices, and therefore should provide good
indicators of their priorities (see also Sides 200Binally, because most voters are more likely

to be exposed to a candidate through televisioeriding than through watching news

® The number of ads produced and aired varies ceratity across candidates. Accordingly, in the
analyses that follow, the focus is on candidatdative attention to and treatment of various issuet

the overall volume of their advertising on an issue
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coverage, attending a speech, or accessing a echdg are the best source for identifying how
candidates present themselves and their priotiiéseir potential constituents.

In the 1998 and 2000 elections, the Campaign M&dalysis Group (CMAG) and the
Wisconsin Ads Project collected and archived alleatisements run by candidates in the top 75
media markets in the U.S., expanding their effor8002 to include the top 100. These markets
comprise the vast majority (>80%) of congressiatstricts and so, while races in a handful of
the smallest states are excluded, the sample \@sglg approximates the population of
candidates who ran ads during these electionso@fe, not all candidates advertise, so the
analyses are limited to the 391 who did $bmy goal were to explore the behavior of a rando
sample of legislators, including those who did dittinot actively campaign, this approach
would raise concerns about representativeness. Woweecause the goal is to assess whether
appeals made in advertisements serve as predaftetbsequent activity, the true population of
interest is not all legislators, but all legislaevho launched a campaign and advertised in the
previous election, and the CMAG/Wisconsin Ads Rebgrchives come very close to capturing

this. Moreover, the sample displays considerabt@tran on a number of variables of interest.

° A total of 397 winning candidates ran ads. Howegttesre were five candidates for whom no
storyboards were archived and one candidate (Néwgr8h in 1998) who did not take office for a long
enough time after the election to accumulate alatve record. Of the remaining 391, | have full
advertising data for 365 and partial advertisintadar 26 (i.e., some of these candidates’ storydma
were missing). The candidates for whom | have gladtta are included in the analyses when apptepria
For example, if a candidate produced two ads dravé¢ the storyboard for one where he or she disduss
agriculture, | can confidently say that the cantidaised that issue. However, | cannot say angthin
about discussion of other issues because | donow khe content of the missing storyboard. As such,

that candidate would be included in analyses ataljure, but excluded in analyses of other issues.
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Forty-two percent of the candidates are Democrads/d@% are incumbents, and representatives
from 43 states are included, with seniority in @franging from 0-26 years and vote shares
ranging from 50-100%.

I make use of two features of the CMAG/Wiscomsds Project data collection efforts:
the actual storyboards for each of the advertisésn@hich include screenshots of the visuals
and the text of the audio) and the figures on htienceach ad was aired by each candidate. The
391 winning candidates in the sample ran a totdlé8 unique ads representing 209,221 ad
airings® The first step of the coding process was to reath f these 1468 ad storyboards and
note all of the substantive issues discussdthe coding scheme is adapted from those of the
Policy Agendas Project (see Baumgartner and Jdi@®) 2the Wisconsin Ads Project (see
Goldstein and Freedman 2002), and Sulkin's (200&lyais of winning legislators' attention to
their challengers' themes. It includes 18 categowigich are presented in Table 1. As measures
of relative attention to issues, Table 1 also prssdata on the number of candidates who raised
the issue, the average percentage of "advertisimg) {defined in more detail below) devoted to
each issue by the group of candidates who raisétkifproportion of introduced legislation on
the issue across the Congresses | study, and twe muenber of activities (introductions and

cosponsorships) undertaken by members of the samnptlee issue.

19 A number of individuals appear in the sample irrerthan one election year, which is controlledifor
the analyses that follow. The 391 cases included®f€rent legislators.

1 Each storyboard was coded by three coders, woikitependently. Most differences that existed
between them were the result of one coder missinigsale that the others identified, rather than
disagreements about the appropriate categorydt@im. Findings about the relative prominence of
various issues and the frequency of specific vgugaappeals in the 1998-2002 elections correspond

closely to Sides' (2006) results, offering a canfition of the validity of the coding procedures.
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Insert Table 1 about here

After identifying all of the ads that discussepaaticular issue, | conducted a second
round of coding, this time noting particular feasiof how the issue was discussed. In this
round, then, the unit of analysis is not the ad dach of the ~3000 issue claims in the ads. The
measures include dummy variables for whether othtandidate referenced him- or herself,
whether or not the opponent was mentioned withreefee to the issue (either by name or by a
term like "my opponent"j? and whether the claim about the issue was vagepaific. Vague
claims are those that merely state that an issimepgrtant or that the candidate cares about it,
and specific claims are those that take a positfiar a plan for dealing with the issue, or
discuss a contribution the candidate has madeeX¥ample, in the “environment” category in the
2000 elections, vague claims include those like Wé@at to conserve the environment” (Johnny
Isakson, R-GA) and "[Hoeffel wants to]...invest irrtBnvironment" (Joseph Hoeffel, D-PA),
while specific claims include those like "In Conggd'm working to set aside more land as
wilderness and limit development by keeping opetsmpen” (Mark Udall, D-CO) and "I
brought two million dollars to the town of Effing help keep the river clean and brought
funding to UNH to study better ways to clean uparedeus waste..." (John Sununu, R-NH).
Each issue appeal was coded by four coders, witidef agreement ranging from 80% to 90%,
depending on the issue.

With the ad storyboards coded and the resultsegaded to the level of individual
legislators, | have indicators of all of the issirea candidate’s agenda and the manner in which
each was discussed. The average candidate distietseen 4 and 5 of the 18 issues in the

scheme (the range is 0-1@pout 40% reference their opponent on at leasbbtiee issues they

12 Al claims were coded as referring to the candidatless the only language about the issue wasdyclea

directed solely at the opponent.
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raise, and, depending on the issue, between abetfj@arter and one-half make specific claims.
To measure how prominently each issue was featugadculate an "advertising time" figure for
each candidate for each issue. These figures ma@ccount both how many times ads that
featured a particular issue ran, as well as howyno#imer issues were discussed. They sum to
one for each candidate, allowing for comparisomeseccandidates and issd@s.

Legislative activities, the second component efdhalysis, were coded using the same
issue scheme. | began by compiling lists of athef bills and resolutions introduced and
cosponsored by each sampled representative irtthegreceding and following the campaign
of interest:* | obtained lists of bill introductions from Adland Wilkerson's Congressional Bills
Project and lists of resolutions and cosponsordingms the Library of Congress's THOMAS
site’® In all, the representatives in the sample maaeah of 4412 bill and joint resolution
introductions and 87,644 cosponsorships. As tis¢ $tiep of the content analysis of these

activities, | assigned an issue code to each 021h&30 bills and joint resolutions introduced in

3 For example, imagine that a candidate ran two Bios first, which discussed taxes, aired 100 times.
The second, which discussed Medicare and taxes| 200 times. The size of the "agenda space" isr th
candidate would be 500 issue airings and the adirggttime would be 60% for taxes (300 airings) and
40% for Medicare (200 airings).

14304 of the 391 legislators in the sample were @isdongress in the term preceding the campaign of
study. Their previous activity (a total of 3357rodtuctions and 64,501 cosponsorships) is investityat
below in the analysis of candidates' rhetoricaltsgies.

151 limit the analysis to joint resolutions becatisey are the only type that, if passed, have theefof

law.
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the 105th-108th Congress&sThe categories provided by the Congressional Billgect were
the starting point for these codes, but all measwere individually recoded into the new
scheme. The code for the "parent” introduction thas assigned to the corresponding
cosponsorships made by each of the sampled repaéigen. Finally, | aggregated up to the level
of the individual legislator to determine how maagtivities each undertook on each issue.
Assessing the Linkages between Campaign Appeals and Legislative Activity

| begin my analysis of the linkages between cagipappeals and legislative activity
with the most fundamental question--are candidates discuss an issue in their campaigns
subsequently more active on it in Congress thasetiidho do not? To address this question, |
analyze each of the eighteen issues separatelythdatdependent variable in each of the models
a count of the number of legislative activitiegr@auctions + cosponsorships) made by each of
the winning candidates in their next terf&ecause the dependent variables are counts, |
estimate the models using negative binomial regresad, because some legislators appear in
the sample in multiple years, | cluster the staddarors on the legislator. The independent
variables include a dummy for whether the issue mastioned in the previous campaign, a

control for the total amount of activity engagedinthe legislator, and controls for election

1% In addition to the 18 substantive issue categptiese is an additional category for "government
operations" measures--those related to topicclikeyressional procedures, currency, use of thet@api
for ceremonial purposes, etc. As shown in Tabkadse comprise about 17% of introduced measures.
" Combining activities in this fashion gives moreigie to cosponsorships, since legislators cosponsor
more measures than they sponsor. However, givelowhdls for activity (as shown in Table 1), the
difference at the level of individual issues isitgly not large. In addition, the pattern of résu$

largely the same when separate models are runtfediuctions and cosponsorships. As such, for efise

presentation and discussion, | combine them.
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year/Congress (since relative attention to issaeies across timéf.| intentionally limit my use
of controls because my goal is to approximate igpeas the typical voter receives from a
campaign. In other words, by observing what cartdglaay in their ads and considering little
else about their predispositions, can we predi@twdsues they will prioritize in office?

The results are summarized in Model 1 of Tableh @ell entries report the coefficients
on the dummy variables for having mentioned thedé$3Positive and statistically significant
coefficients indicate that campaign appeals ses\v&gnals about the relative content of
legislators’ agendas. As shown, there is cleareaad of relationships between appeals and
activity. Indeed, for 15 of the 18 issues, | filat candidates who raised the issue in their
campaigns were subsequently more active on itiméxt Congress than those who didot.
The only issues for which campaign discussion tsaseociated with higher activity are

campaign finance, defense and foreign policand welfare. For all others, including some that

'8 The one specification that differs is for corpereggulation. It was not raised by any candidatek008
or 2000, but reached the agenda in 2002 in respgoriSeron and other associated scandals. To pravide
more rigorous test of the relationship between alspend activity, | limit analysis to the 2002
election/108th Congress. However, the substantimelasions are the same if | include all years.

19 Because each model reflects the results of 18reifit specifications, it is not practical to repbgm

all in the table. However, full results are avaliéain the Appendix.

% The controls for election year mean that theseltesannot be attributed to the fact that an issight
have been salient at one time, so more candidaiedrit in that campaign and it was higher on the
agenda in the next Congress.

% The category for defense and foreign policy iridkegive activity includes everything from fundirfoy
VA hospitals to U.S. policy toward specific coursi However, nearly all candidates who discussed th

issue, even after the September 11, 2001 terattastks, focused on veterans and military personnel
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were very popular and salient (e.g., educationigb&ecurity, Medicare, health) and some that
were mentioned only rarely (e.g., children's issaaal rights, consumer issues), having
discussed the issue serves as a significant poediCsubsequent activity.

Insert Table 2 about here

Importantly, these results are not just a functbpartisan differences in issue priorities.
When party is included as a control in the modbBisof the 15 linkages maintain their
significance, and, when I split the sample by parg conduct separate analyses for Democrats
and Republicans, | find 8 significant linkages Bmocrats and 11 for Republicans. Thus, the
content of campaign appeals also often enables distinguish the relative policy commitments
of copartisans (i.e., Overall, candidates who rarsgronmental issues are more active on them
in Congress than those who do not, but it is dleccase that Democrats and Republicans who
raise the issue are more active than their fellavypmembers who do not).

Equally important, the magnitude of the relatiopshs substantively meaningful. For
instance, candidates who devote none of their &idirgy to the environment, health, and taxes
engage in an average of 15.8, 23.7, and 12.5 ae$ivin these issues, while those who raise
them engage in 21.9, 29.4, and 16.3 activitiepeaetsvely (all differences are significant at p <
.05). The average legislator engages in about Blifypactivities per term, so these differences
reflect considerable variation in their agendasti@aarly since the comparison averages across
all candidates who mentioned an issue, includingehwho did so only in passing.

Having established that linkages between campaigeals and legislative agendas are

widespread, the next question is whether the dtinepfigthese linkages varies with the nature of

When | limit the analysis of legislative activity bills and resolutions focusing on this areandfi

significant relationships between discussion ofifiseie and subsequent activity on it (B = .13;.A3).
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candidates' issue appeals. In particular, doeadahkio account the relative amount of attention
a candidate devotes to an issue (rather than justher he or she raised it) add additional
predictive power about subsequent activity? Dawsdlegislators make about themselves have
the same relationship to later behavior as clainasiatheir opponents? Does the specificity of
the appeal matter? To answer these questions,thesame basic model as for Model 1, but
replace the dummy variable for mentioning the issiik other indicators of discussion of the
issue. In the prominence analysis, the independerdables include both a dummy for
mentioning the issue and the candidate's advegttsime for the issue; in the referent of appeal
analysis, | use two dummy variables, one for whetihe candidate mentioned the issue in
reference to him- or herself and another for whetthe issue was mentioned in reference to the
opponent; and in the specificity analysis, | uskieamy for mentioning the issue and a dummy
for whether or not a specific appeal was made athauissue (1 = specific appeal and 0 = vague
appeal or no appeal).

The results for the prominence analysis are sunzeciin Model 2 of Table 2. As
shown, there are significant effects for at leas of the indicators of issue discussion for 11 of
the 18 issues. The dummy variable is the sole pi@dof activity for 5 of the issues, the
advertising time variable is the sole predictor4pand, in 2 of the cases, both variables are
significant (though, for civil rights, the coeffat on advertising time is negative). These results
confirm that the prominence of issues is only sarelated to variation in activity. For some
issues, more campaign attention signals greatesid¢ige attention, but for many, just having
raised the issue is the important feature.

The findings for the tone and specificity of apgeale more consistent. Model 3 shows

that when discussion of an issue is separatedebefierent of the appeal, there are significant

21



relationships for 14 of the 18 issues. However |@vimentioning oneself is a significant predictor
of activity for 13, mentioning the opponent is sfgrant for only 4, and, for one of these
(consumer issues), the relationship is negative.ddmclusion here is clear; appeals that attack
the opponent on an issue provide less informatimutcandidates' legislative priorities than
claims they make about themselves. For instancenwhndidates discuss their views on the
Patients’ Bill of Rights, this serves as a sighalttthey'll be more active on health than those
who do not discuss the issue, but there is noréifiee in later activity between those who only
criticize their opponents’ position on the PBR dmose who do not raise health atall.

The analysis of specificity yields a similar cargbn. The results in Model 4
demonstrate that there are only two issues for hvkpecificity serves as a predictor of activity
above and beyond mentioning the is&tieloreover, the two issues (children's issues avidl Ci
rights) are among the least mentioned by candid&tasvirtually all issues, then, variation in the
specificity of appeals made by candidates has latimaship with their later activity on the
issue. Thus, candidates who raise an issue likeecare more active on it than those who do not,
but laying out detailed plans for dealing with cgiioes not serve as a stronger signal than just

saying that one wants to "make our neighborhoofis.5a

% This is not to say that negative appeals do noevep any information. Critiques of the opponent may
provide truthful assessments of his or her recongbgitions, and may even imply that the candidalie
take the opposite position, but they do not indichtt the candidate intends to pursue the issue.

% The substantive conclusions about the effectpegificity remain the same when | use whether
candidates made a claim about themselves and whathet those claims were specific as dummy
variables. As such, this finding cannot be attrduto the fact that specific appeals may also bemo

likely to be negative and, as such, less inforneaéilsout subsequent activity.
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Mechanisms Underlying the Campaign Appeals-Legislative Activity Linkage

The findings to this point demonstrate that tteeeindeed clear linkages between the
issues that candidates prioritize in their campa@md those they pursue in office, indicating that
campaigns meet the signaling standard fairly viEglally important, and perhaps more
interestingly, thavayin which candidates discuss an issue appears temidough not always
in the manner suggested by the conventional wisddr.results confirm that concerns about
the level of negativity in campaigns may be wardrttecause candidates' choices to spend their
scarce advertising time attacking their opponergak&n the heuristic value of campaigns as a
signal about the content of their subsequent agti@n the other hand, candidates are often
critiqued for their tendency to make vague appdnals, while there may indeed be benefits to
specificity, it is not the case that vagueness &guaith insincerity.

To complete the picture, it is necessary to esthilihythese differences exist. Why do
positive claims serve as stronger signals aboeit &ttivity than negative claims? Why do vague
and specific appeals serve as equally good prediofdegislative priorities? Why isn't issue
prominence more consistently related to later @gfivAs hypothesized above, the answer to
these questions should lie in the factors thatarplandidates choose to discuss issues in the
manner that they do. More precisely, | expect tlaaididates' decisions to raise an issue in
reference to themselves should be strongly rekatether indicators of their interest in the issue,
but decisions about how prominently to featureisisee, whether to attack the opponent, or
whether to offer a specific vs. vague claim shdagdnly weakly related to these.

The analyses summarized in Table 3 are designedtohis hypothesis. In these
analyses, the dependent variables are indicatdreafature of candidates’ advertising on an

issue (i.e., whether or not they mentioned thenesebr their opponents and, if they did discuss
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the issue, the advertising time devoted to it ahdthver or not at least one specific appeal was
made). The primary independent variables are inolisaf candidates'/legislators' level of
interest in the issue. These include the propastafrtheir legislative agendas in the last term
that were devoted to each is&lend relevant constituency characteristics. Foagreulture
and crime models, the constituency characteristihe percentage of the district that is
rural/urban; for the child care and education mgddle percentage of school-age kids; for the
civil rights model, the percentage of non-whitedeats; for the defense model, whether or not
there is a military base in the district; for thedicare and Social Security models, the
percentage of the district over the age of 65;fanthe jobs and infrastructure, corporate
regulation, taxes, and welfare models, the mediaame of the district (in thousands of dollars).
As was the case with previous analyses, | alsaid®ctontrols for election year and, since some
legislators appear in the sample in multiple etetiiears, | cluster the standard errors on tfrem.
The table presents summaries of these results fwitresults presented in the Appendix.

As shown, the results largely confirm my expectatiorl he findings in Model 1 indicate

that candidates' volume of past legislative agtioit an issue is significantly related to whether

4 The inclusion of this variable requires that litithis investigation to the 304 legislators in S&nple
who had been in office previously. Another potdritidicator of legislators' likely policy prioritgecould
be their previous committee or subcommittee assagisn However, because these would be highly
correlated with their volume of activity on an iesdo not always map cleanly on to the issue caiego
in my scheme, and would not allow me to capturzié@goutside of committee assignments, | opt te us
introductions and cosponsorships instead.

% Given the rare occurrence of some of the evenssualy, it was not always possible to estimate the
models with all independent variables included. these, as noted in the Appendix, | omitted the rym

variables for election year.
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or not they make appeals about themselves on it¥@f the 18 issues. In contrast, Model 2
shows that the same holds true for only 3 of théot8nentioning the opponent and, for one of
these (agriculture), the relationship is actuattgative Similarly, the results for Model 3
demonstrate that, among the group of candidatesdmdooiss an issue, levels of past activity
explain variation in advertising time for only 4ues, and for one (crime), the relationship is
inverse. Model 4 reveals that activity has virtyalbo relationship with the specificity of claims--
the only significant linkage is for taxes, and thehe relationship between the two is negative.

The results for constituency characteristics foltbe same pattern. For 12 of the 18
issues, there is a corresponding constituency ctarstic, and, for 7 of these, that characteristic
is a significant predictor of the candidate raisihg issue in reference to him or hergglf.
However, relationships exist for only 3 of the issfior mentioning the opponent, 3 issues for
advertising time (and, for defense, the relatignshinegative), and 1 issue for specificity
(agriculture, for which the relationship is agaggative). Overall, then, having an extensive
record on an issue or representing a constitudratyig particularly affected by it often leads
candidates to discuss their views on the issuehdsimuch less of a relationship with hibhey
do so.

Insert Table 3 about here

These findings beg the question, though, of vdugtsexplain why some candidates are

more likely to attack their opponents on an issfiler a specific claim, or feature it prominently.

Previous work on candidate behavior suggests tbat general strategic considerations like the

% For an eighth issue, children's issues, the celaliip between the relevant constituency charatiteri
(the proportion of the district under 18), and ni@ming the issue is negative. Given the small nunolbe

candidates who raised this issue, though, thisrfmdhould be interpreted with caution.
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competitiveness of the race and the electoral sttthe candidate (i.e., incumbent or not) drive
the size of candidates' agendas and their rhet@hcgces (Kahn and Kenney 1999; Sides 2006;
Sulkin, Moriarty, and Hefner 2007). My final anadygs reported in Table 4, address this
possibility. The dependent variables in the modedsthe total number of issues a candidate
raised in reference to him- or herself (Model hg humber of issues for which the opponent was
mentioned (Model 2), and the number of issues fuckva specific appeal was offered (Model
3). Independent variables include whether the vea®categorized as a "tossup” by Gwok
Political Report whether the candidate was an incumbent, pargtieh year, and, for the
analyses for critiques of the opponent and spdgifithe total number of issues raised by the
candidate. Models are estimated using negativentialaegression, with standard errors
clustered on candidates.
Insert Table 4 about here

The results indicate that candidates in close rdoasdeed raise more issues (and so
tend to devote less advertising time to any ongeissan those with smaller agendas) and attack
their opponents more often. Electoral status mattea similar fashion, with incumbents more
likely to raise issues in reference to themselveklass likely to attack their opponentgith the
controls included, incumbents and tossup candidates no more or less likely to make specific
appeals, but the dichotomous measure is masking sanation on the latter, as specificity is
significantly negatively related to eventual voteus (i.e., with candidates in close races more
likely to make specific appeals, r = .10, p < .16)erestingly, Democrats make more specific
appeals than Republicans, perhaps because ohthwirity status during this time period made
them more likely to contrast their views on isswith those of the ruling majority. Overall,

then, these results provide support for the argtitier, while the content of appeals may be
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linked to candidates' individual policy interestsgtorical features of those appeals are a function
of general contextual factors, and, as such, dpratide much additional insight into their
likely priorities in office.
Conclusions

The overarching conclusion to be reached fronfititkngs presented here is that
campaign appeals often serve as useful and meahsighals about the issues legislators will
pursue in Congress and, as such, are more thaftchesp talk." The common lament that
candidates make appeals to win elections and grere them in office therefore seems rooted
more in voters' cynicism about politics than inlitga

The results also confirm the utility of a new eribn for evaluating campaign discourse
based on the signaling power of candidates' appl@ashiort, when assessing campaigns, we
should think not just about whether the discouns¢ takes place among candidates
approximates normative ideals about discussiordafideration or whether certain features of
campaigns have positive or deleterious effectsatars' attitudes, but also about whether these
features serve as credible signals about legislgtoticy intentions. Sometimes this signaling-
based perspective yields conclusions that mirreselof other perspectives (i.e., as with the
findings about negativity), but, at other timede#ds to different conclusions about campaign
rhetoric. Most notably, it underscores the importaof positive but vague appeals. Many view
valence claims that candidates make about thens@vg., that they "want to improve our
schools" or "insure quality health care" or "presematural resources"), as valuable only because
they are not negative, seeing them as relativelyformative and potentially insincere (Geer

2006). In contrast, my results show that they sassstrong signals about the issues that
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legislators will pursue in office, and, indeed, ¢gict this behavior just as well as more specific
appeals.

There are, of course, several possible critiqueébaxe conclusions. The first is that while
vague appeals may tell us about the content aflkggrs' agendas, they do not tell us about their
positions. Thus, the claim that a candidate "wémtmprove our schools" may signal that she
will be active on education, but does not revesldniher stance on "No Child Left Behind." This
is undoubtedly true, and is one of the reasonssigmyaling should not be the sole standard for
assessing the quality of discourse or the streoigteépresentational linkages. That said, the view
that constituents care solely, or even mostly, abfmipositions their representatives take on
issues is called into question by work on citizémgiwledge about and attitudes toward their
elected officials. Instead, it may be just as aatuto say that the public most often cares about
solving problems, and is willing to grant substahiieeway to its representatives to pursue these
problems as they see fit (Arnold 1990; Bianco 19849m this standpoint, responsiveness
occurs when legislators are active in office inradding the policy problems they prioritized in
their campaigns, and the results here suggestitbyaimeet this standard fairly well.

The second potential critique relates to the antrthat campaign appeals serve as good
indicators of future behavior because they areelifto legislators' preexisting interests. As a
result, campaigns do not necessarily offer votgiarmation that they could not glean from a
careful examination of legislators' records. Frome@esentational perspective, though, what is
most important is the degree of correspondencedmatiegislators’ behavior as candidates in
campaigns and their activity as policymakers in@ens. The claim that campaigns matter only
to the extent that they serve asimtependensource of information proposes a different

normative standard with a different set of undedyassumptions. It is also worth noting that
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this critique applies equally to the other standandoked in assessing campaigns. Just as the
most educated voters may be able to see past viggatito determine where opposing
candidates stand on the issues even if they dengzge in dialogue with one another, they may
also be able to predict what candidates will doffice. However, because mositers do not

have the interest or knowledge to do so, campaigns for them as the primary source of
information and, as such, what transpires duriegntiis important.

In sum, exploring the linkages between campaigrealspand legislative activity offers
new insight into the nature and extent of campaeaifects and the effectiveness of elections at
promoting representation. From this point of vieampaigns clearly "matter," even if they
seldom have direct persuasive effects on voterseaead if the outcome of most races is never in
doubt. However, only by bridging the gap that degdtudies of electoral and legislative politics
to capture campaign effects that extend beyondiBfe®ay can we fully understand and

evaluate the role that campaigns play in democpatiitics.
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APPENDIX--Full Results for Tables 2 and 3

TABLE 2, MODEL 1 Mention Policy 2000 2002 Constant
Issue? Acts Election Election
Agriculture (N=371) A4 .002%** G N Rkl - 33 1.41
Wald Chi-sq=84.9, p=.00 (.10) (.000) (.08) (.08) (.11)
Budget (N=376) 22%* .001 -.24%* -.15 .92
Wald Chi-sq=14.5, p=.01 (.10) (.000) (.09) (.12) (.15)
Campaign Finance(N=370) .16 .002*** -.12 -1.25%** .54
Wald Chi-sq=127.4, p=.00 (.12) (.000) (.08) (.12) A1
Children's Issues(N=368) H50*** .005*** -.50*** - 25%** -.06
Wald Chi-sq=176.6,p=.00 (.15) (.001) (.07) (.08) (.13)
Civil Rights (N=368) TO*** .006*** -.28%** .03 .27
Wald Chi-sgq=111.6, p=.00 (.25) (.001) (.07) (.09) (.19)
Consumer Issueg{N=368) 29** .004*** -.32%x* - 40*** .97
Wald Chi-sq=125.5, p=.00 (.12) (.000) (.06) (.08) (.12)
Corp. Regulations(N=121) .26** .002*** --- --- .59
Wald Chi-sq=36.4, p=.00 (.11) (.001) (.13)
Crime (N=373) 3 .004*** I Al SN Rl 1.55
Wald Chi-sq=111.9, p=.00 (.04) (.000) (.05) (.05) (.11
Defense(N=368) .03 .005*** L 2%k* .18 2.41
Wald Chi-sq=163.2, p=.00 (.05) (.000) (.03) (.04) (.10)
Education (N=384) Y e .005*** .03 -.02 1.21
Wald Chi-sq=163.6, p=.00 (.06) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.12)
Environment (N=374) 39%* .005*** -.32%x* - 4O*** 1.72
Wald Chi-sq=147.2, p=.00 (.08) (.001) (.06) (.06) (.12)
Health (N=374) L 9** .006*** -.07* -.08 1.87
Wald Chi-sq=254.9, p=.00 (.04) (.000) (.04) (.05) (.10)
Jobs and Infrastructure (N=382) .05* .003*** =217 =31 2.83
Wald Chi-sq=254.9, p=.00 (.03) (.000) (.03) (.03) (.06)
Medicare (N=380) 2% .005*** -.05 - 22%** 1.46
Wald Chi-sq=124.9, p=.00 (.06) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.13)
Moral Issues(N=371) .24* -.001* RO e 0 Nl 1.64
Wald Chi-sg=65.6, p=.00 (.14) (.000) (.08) (.09) (.12)
Social Security(N=381) .09* .003*** .02 - 29%** .76
Wald Chi-sq=127.2, p=.00 (.05) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.09)
Taxes(N=381) 32%** .001*** 14%* .06 2.20
Wald Chi-sg=32.1, p=.00 (.06) (.000) (.06) (.06) (.12)
Welfare (N=370) .01 .004*** - 15 - 14%* .88
Wald Chi-sq=118.1, p=.00 (.07) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.10)

Note: The table reports negative binomial regressioefficients (with robust standard errors in
parentheses) for Model 1 of Table 2. The dependidble for each model is a count of legislators'
introductions and cosponsorships on a particulaues. Ns vary due to partial advertising data fome
sampled legislators. The corporate regulations nhaglémited to 2002*** = p < .01; ** = p < .05;

*=p<.10
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TABLE 2, MODEL 2 Mention  Advertising Policy 2000 2002 Constant

Issue? Time Acts Election Election
Agriculture (N=367) 37 .005 .003*** - 31k - 347+ 1.41
Wald Chi-sq=87.0, p=.00 (.16) (.009) (.000) (.08) (.08) (.11)
Budget (N=367) 15 .006 .000 - 24** -12 91
Wald Chi-sg=15.7, p=.01 (.13) (.005) (.000) (.10) (.12) (.15
Campaign Finance(N=367) .07 .006 .002*** -11 -1.23** .54
Wald Chi-sq=124.2, p=.00 (.19) (.012) (.000) (.08) (.13) (.11)
Children’s Issues(N=367) 47+ .002 .005*** - 48*** - 25%** -.09
Wald Chi-sq=164.0, p=.00 (.19) (.013) (.000) (.07) (.08) (.15)
Civil Rights (N=367) .82%** -.006* .006*** -.26*** .05 .26
Wald Chi-sq=113.2, p=.00 (.27) (.003) (.001) (.07) (.09) (.19)
Consumer IssuegN=367) A1 .007* .004*** -.32%x* - 41 .97
Wald Chi-sq=130.7, p=.00 (.14) (.004) (.000) (.06) (.08) (.12)
Corp. Regulations(N=118) .09 .012 .002*** .61
Wald Chi-sq=42.0, p=.00 (.17) (.008) (.001) (.13)
Crime (N=367) 20%** -.004 .004*** I Al 31 1.55
Wald Chi-sq=135.3, p=.00 (.07) (.003) (.000) (.05) (.05) (.10)
Defense(N=367) .10* -.003 .005*** I Rl .18*** 2.42
Wald Chi-sq=249.7, p=.00 (.06) (.002) (.000) (.03) (.04) (.10)
Education (N=367) .08 .004** .005*** .01 -.02 1.23
Wald Chi-sq=164.3, p=.00 (.07) (.002) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.11)
Environment (N=367) 25** .007 .004*** - L 7rxx N Rl 1.90
Wald Chi-sq=151.9, p=.00 (.10) (.004) (.001) (.05) (.06) (.12)
Health (N=367) .10* .004** .005*** -.06 -.07* 1.88
Wald Chi-sq=270.1, p=.00 (.05) (.002) (.000) (.04) (.05) (.10)
Jobs and Infrastructure (N=367) .03 .001 .003*** =217 -.32%** 2.85
Wald Chi-sq=246.7, p=.00 (.04) (.002) (.000) (.03) (.03) (.06)
Medicare (N=367) .05 .003 .005*** -.06 - 25%** 1.48
Wald Chi-sq=130.4, p=.00 (.08) (.002) (.000) (.05) (.07) (.13)
Moral Issues(N=367) -.00 .011** -.001 367+ 4 Nl 1.63
Wald Chi-sq=71.7, p=.00 (.15) (.005) (.000) (.08) (.10) (.12)
Social Security(N=367) A1 -.002 .003*** .00 - 33 .80
Wald Chi-sq=137.1, p=.00 (.09) (.004) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.09)
Taxes(N=367) 14 .008* .001*** 15%* .09 2.19
Wald Chi-sq=34.2, p=.00 (.11) (.004) (.000) (.07) (.07) (.11)
Welfare (N= 367) .02 .000 .004*** -.16%** - 15%* .88
Wald Chi-sq=118.9, p=.00 (.14) (.008) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.10)

Note: The table reports negative binomial regressioefficients (with robust standard errors in patteeses)
for Model 2 of Table 2. The dependent variablesiach model is a count of legislators' introductiams
cosponsorships on a particular issue. Ns varytuygartial advertising data for some sampled legfisis.
The corporate regulations model is limited to 2082.=p < .01; * =p < .05; *=p <.10
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TABLE 2, MODEL 3 Mention  Mention Policy 2000 2002 Constant
Self? Opp.? Acts Election Election

Agriculture (N=368) ATHH* -.13 .002*** T R - 33*** 1.40
Wald Chi-sg=85.8, p=.00 (.11) (.32) (.000) (.08) (.08) (.11)
Budget(N = 370) 15 .19 .000 - 26%** -.16 .96
Wald Chi-sq=14.3, p=.01 (.10) (.15) (.000) (.10) (.12) (.16)
Campaign Finance(N = 369) .10 -.02 .002%x** =11 -1.24%** .54
Wald Chi-sq=124.9, p=.00 (.13) (.26) (.000) (.08) (.13) (.11)
Children's Issues(N=368) ABrx .26 005%**  -1.26%** - 67** -2.01
Wald Chi-sq=175.2, p=.00 (.17) (.56) (.000) (.18) (.16) (.33)
Civil Rights (N=368) 58** B1** .006*** - 27 .05 27
Wald Chi-sg=n/a (.28) (.30) (.001) (.07) (.09) (.19)
Consumer IssuegN=368) .34xx* -.29%** .004x** -.32%%* - 40%** .98
Wald Chi-sq=128.9, p=.00 (.13) (.11) (.000) (.06) (.08) (.12)
Corp. Regulations(N=118) .28** .39%** .002*** .60
Wald Chi-sq=68.4, p=.00 (.11) (.10) (.001) (.13)
Crime (N=369) W el -.01 .004*** I el 32%xx 1.56
Wald Chi-sq =113.2, p=.00 (.05) (.08) (.000) (.05) (.05) (.11)
Defense(N=368) .02 .18** .005*** L 2%kx .18*xx 2.41
Wald Chi-sq=161.5, p=.00 (.06) (.09) (.000) (.03) (.04) (.10)
Education (N=370) 1 5xxx .02 .005*** .02 -.01 1.24
Wald Chi-sq=156.9, p=.00 (.06) (.09) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.11)
Environment (N=369) .39%** .02 .004x** -.16%** - 41 1.90
Wald Chi-sq=143.6, p=.00 (.08) (.17) (.001) (.05) (.06) (.12)
Health (N=368) R kil -.05 .005*** -.07* -.08* 1.89
Wald Chi-sq=261.6, p=.00 (.05) (.08) (.000) (.04) (.05) (.11)
Jobs and Infrastructure (N=372) .05* .01 .003*** -2 x** -.32%** 2.85
Wald Chi-sq=254.0, p=.00 (.03) (.05) (.000) (.03) (.03) (.06)
Medicare (N=368) .10* A1 .005*** -.05 - 25%** 1.47
Wald Chi-sq=133.5, p=.00 (.06) (.09) (.000) (.05) (.06) (:13)
Moral Issues(N=370) .33* -.06 -.001* .36%** 0 Rl 1.64
Wald Chi-sg=65.1, p=.00 (.17) (.18) (.000) (.08) (.10) (.12)
Social Security(N=370) .07 .01 .003*** .01 -.32%** .79
Wald Chi-sq=139.1, p=.00 (.06) (.08) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.09)
Taxes(N=371) .36%** -.05 .001*** 3% .07 2.20
Wald Chi-sq=34.9, p=.00 (.07) (.08) (.000) (.06) (.06) (.11)
Welfare (N=368) .02 -.19 .004*** - 16%** - 14** .89
Wald Chi-sq=121.6, p=.00 (.08) (.23) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.10)

Note: The table reports negative binomial regressioefficients (with robust standard errors in
parentheses) for Model 3 of Table 2. The dependtdble for each model is a count of legislators'
introductions and cosponsorships on a particulaues. Ns vary due to partial advertising data fome
sampled legislators. The corporate regulations nhaglémited to 2002*** = p < .01; ** = p < .05;

*=p<.10
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TABLE 2, MODEL 4 Mention Specific Policy 2000 2002  Constant
Issue? Appeal? Acts Election Election

Agriculture (N=371) A2F** .04 .003*** R Rl - 33 1.41
Wald Chi-sq=85.3, p=.00 (.15) (.19) (.000) (.08) (.08) (.11)
Budget (N=372) AGF** -.25 .001 - 25%** -.16 .92
Wald Chi-sg=16.6, p=.01 (.16) (.18) (.000) (.10) (.13) (.15)
Campaign Finance(N=369) A2 .03 .002%** -11 -1.24%** 4
Wald Chi-sq=126.2, p=.00 (.18) (.24) (.000) (.08) (.13) (.11)
Children’s Issues(N=368) =31 LQO*** .005*** - 48*** - 24%* -.06
Wald Chi-sq=189.3, p=.00 (.14) (.20) (.001) (.07) (.08) (.14)
Civil Rights (N=368) .28 1.08*** .006*** - 28%** .05 .25
Wald Chi-sq=141.5, p=.00 (.19) (.24) (.001) (.07) (.09) (.19)
Consumer IssuegN=368) .18 .15 .004*** -, 33%** - 40*** .98
Wald Chi-sq=132.0, p=.00 (.32) (.34) (.000) (.06) (.08) (.12)
Corp. Regulations(N=120) .16 .19 .002%** .61
Wald Chi-sq=42.5, p=.00 (.20) (.19) (.001) (.13)
Crime (N=371) A2 .01 .004x** L4k o R 1.55
Wald Chi-sq=111.8, p=.00 (.11) (.11) (.000) (.05) (.05) (.11)
Defense(N=368) .05 -.04 .005*** L 2%kx .18%x* 2.41
Wald Chi-sq=185.9, p=.00 (.06) (.09) (.000) (.03) (.04) (.10)
Education (N=376) 24%** -.08 .005*** .02 -.02 1.22
Wald Chi-sq=174.2, p=.00 (.07) (.08) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.11)
Environment (N=373) A5¥** -.09 .004*** - 18%** - 41 1.90
Wald Chi-sq=147.8, p=.00 (.10) (.13) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.11)
Health (N=373) A2 .07 .005*** -.07* -.08* 1.87
Wald Chi-sq=256.7, p=.00 (.07) (.07) (.000) (.04) (.05) (.11)
Jobsand Infrastructure (N=367) .04 .02 .003*** -.20%** -.30%** 2.83
Wald Chi-sq=167.5, p=.00 (.04) (.04) (.000) (.03) (.03) (.06)
Medicare (N=377) .03 A3 .005*** -.09 - 27 1.49
Wald Chi-sq=129.04, p=.00 (.08) (.09) (.000) (.06) (.07) (.13)
Moral Issues(N=371) H52%** -.33 -.001* 37 B 0 Rl 1.64
Wald Chi-sq=72.3, p=.00 (.14) (.21) (.000) (.08) (.10) (.12)
Social Security(N=375) .08 .01 .003*** .01 S i Rl a7
Wald Chi-sq=132.8, p=.00 (.06) (.07) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.09)
Taxes(N=375) 35%** -.06 .001*** 4% .07 2.19
Wald Chi-sq=31.7, p=.00 (.08) (.08) (.000) (.06) (.06) (.11)
Welfare (N=368) .00 .03 .004*** - 16%** - 15%** .88
Wald Chi-sq=121.2, p=.00 (.10) (.14) (.000) (.05) (.06) (.10)

Note: The table reports negative binomial regressioefficients (with robust standard errors in paiteeses)
for Model 4 of Table 2. The dependent variablegfach model is a count of legislators' introductiamsl
cosponsorships on a particular issue. Ns varytdygartial advertising data for some sampled legfisis.
The corporate regulations model is limited to 2082=p <.01; * =p <.05; *=p < .10

33



TABLE 3, MODEL 1 % of Past  Constituency 2000 2002 Constant

Activity Election Election

Agriculture (N=287) 16%** 03*** -.06 .57 -4.01
Wald Chi-sq=34.1, p=.00 (.06) (.01) (.51) (.49) (.51)
Budget (N=290) 25%** -.46* -1.30%** -.65

Wald Chi-sq=26.4, p=.00 (.09) (.27) (.37) (.28)
Campaign Finance(N=287) 17 17 -.09 -2.90
Wald Chi-sg=2.09, p=.01 (.13) (.53) (.65) (.54)
Children’s Issues(N=285) A4~ -.18** -1.02 -.19 .94

Wald Chi-sg=6.8, p=.15 (.26) (.09) (.88) (.83) (2.17)
Civil Rights (N=285) 37 -.04 -2.69
Wald Chi-sg=12.6, p=.00 (.30) (.03) (2.59)
Consumer IssuegN=285) .32%* A3 -.93 -4.23
Wald Chi-sg=9.1, p=.03 (.16) (.56) (.97) (.74)
Corp. Regulations(N=85) .30 .08** -4.87
Wald Chi-sq=7.6, p=.02 (.19) (.03) (2.47)
Crime (N=289) B Rl 03*** -1.00*** -1.34%** -41

Wald Chi-sq=34.2, p=.00 (.04) (.01) (.31) (.38) (.44)
Defense(N=285) .06* .85** -.19 2.04*** -2.98
Wald Chi-sg=59.2, p=.00 (.03) (.36) (.36) (-39) (.58)
Education (N=298) 1 5¥** A1* -.15 -.52* -2.71*
Wald Chi-sq=14.6, p=.01 (.05) (.06) (.28) (.31) (1.51)
Environment (N=290) .18xx* -.22 .25 -3.15
Wald Chi-sq=22.5, p=.00 (.04) (.33) (.37) (.45)
Health (N=291) 3 81 rrx .66** -2.15
Wald Chi-sq=25.8, p=.00 (.03) (.30) (.33) (.41)
Jobsand Infrastructure (N=296) .03 .04** -.40 .QQ*** .99

Wald Chi-sq=27.3, p=.00 (.03) (.02) (.28) (.32) (2.01)
Medicare (N=295) .06 21 .96 ** 1.09%** -3.58
Wald Chi-sq=24.3, p=.00 (.05) (.06) (.29) (.31) (.85)
Moral Issues(N=287 23%** -.20 -.46 -3.17
Wald Chi-sq=10.4, p=.02 (.07) (.53) (.63) (.46)
Social Security(N=295) .06 .06 -.Q3rxx - Q4%+ .26

Wald Chi-sq=14.9, p=.00 (.12) (.04) (.30) (.30) (.58)
Taxes(N=293) .09*** .01 - 55** -.45 -1.17
Wald Chi-sg=19.0, p=.00 (.03) (.01) (.28) (-30) (.65)
Welfare (N=287) .00 .00 -1.01** -1.61%** -1.75
Wald Chi-sq=12.2, p=.02 (.14) (.01) (.43) (.59 (1.08)

Note: The table reports logistic regression co@ffits (with robust standard errors in parenthedes)Model
1 of Table 3. The dependent variable for all modets dummy for whether or not a candidate raised a
particular issue in reference to him- or herselfs vary due to partial advertising data for somenpéed
legislators. It was necessary to exclude the dumifoieelection year to specify the model for dilghts. The
corporate regulations model is limited to 2062 =p < .01;*=p<.05;*=p <.10




TABLE 3, MODEL 2 % of Past  Constituency 2000 2002 Constant
Activity Election Election
Agriculture (N=285) - 29%** Q7*** -7.30
Wald Chi-sq=63.6, p=.00 (.06) (.01) (2.00)
Budget (N=287) -.01 -.08 -1.50 -2.90
Wald Chi-sg=1.0, p=.59 (.20) (.63) (1.14) (.64)
Campaign Finance(N=286) -.54 -.56 .33 -3.46
Wald Chi-sq=22.6, p=.00 (.48) (1.27) (1.37) (2.23)
Children’s Issues(N=285) -.88 -.00 -4.08
Wald Chi-sg=1.2, p=.55 (1.25) (.04) (2.41)
Civil Rights (N=NA)
Wald Chi-sg=NA, p=NA
Consumer IssuegN=285) .28 -5.83
Wald Chi-sg=2.4, p=.13 (.18) (.96)
Corp. Regulations(N=84) 27 .06 -6.33
Wald Chi-sg=8.0, p=.02 (.12) (.04) (1.87)
Crime (N=285) -.05 .03 -47 -44 -1.83
Wald Chi-sgq=2.1, p=.72 (.05) (.18) (.45) (.50) (.50)
Defense(N=285) 4%+ -17 -.53 1.13 -6.61
Wald Chi-sq=7.2, p=.13 (.06) (.80) (1.51) (1.09) (1.54)
Education (N=287) -.01 -.04 -.15 -1.39** -.70
Wald Chi-sg=5.0, p=.29 (.07) (.10) (.41) (.67) (2.63)
Environment (N=286) .03 .32 .62 -4.14
Wald Chi-sg=.9, p=.82 (.10) (.94) (.89) (.94)
Health (N=285) .01 1.21%* 91 -3.54
Wald Chi-sq=4.0, p=.26 (.05) (.61) (.72) (.77)
Jobsand Infrastructure (N=287) .09 .03 =12 1.37* -3.76
Wald Chi-sq=6.6, p=.16 (.06) (.02) (.86) (.82) (1.40)
Medicare (N=285) .06 19 1.53** 1.43* -6.33
Wald Chi-sg=17.9, p=.00 (.08) (.08) (.66) (.68) (2.07)
Moral Issues(N=286) A2 -1.37* -.39 -2.92
Wald Chi-sg=13.2, p=.00 (.09) (.73) (.74) (.41)
Social Security(N=286) .10 14 -.87* -.42 -3.50
Wald Chi-sq=7.9, p=.10 (.17) (.07) (.45) (.44) (.88)
Taxes(N=289) .04 -.01 - 75** -.15 -1.10
Wald Chi-sg=6.2, p=.18 (.03) (.02) (.36) (.40) (.83)
Welfare (N=285) -.65 -.08 --- --- .29
Wald Chi-sgq=7.4, p=.02 (.68) (.10) (2.47)

Note: The table reports logistic regression coedfits (with robust standard errors in parenthedes)Model
2 of Table 3. The dependent variable for all modeks dummy for whether or not a candidate criticizhe
opponent on a particular issue. Ns vary due toiphedvertising data for some sampled legislatdrsvas
necessary to exclude the dummies for election tpespecify the models for agriculture, childrerssues,
consumer issues, and welfare. Only one candiddézereced the opponent on civil rights, so no mdslel
estimated for that issue. The corporate regulationeglel is limited to 2002** = p < .01; ** = p < .05;

*=p<.10
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TABLE 3, MODEL 3 % of Past  Constituency 2000 2002 Constant

Activity Election Election
Agriculture (N=28) =11 .04 1.27 8.85 8.91
F=3.6,p=.02; R.17 (.57) (.13) (2.87) (5.19) (4.72)
Budget (N=99) 1.51* -1.40 -4.54 14.46
F=1.6p=.21; R.07 (.77) (2.16) (3.16) (1.84)
Campaign Finance(N=20) .99 1.04 -5.98 12.09
F=3.7,p=.03 R.17 (1.34) (6.67) (5.65) (6.82)
Children’s Issues(N=11) -3.43 -4.63 24.24 -3.91 132.66
F=20,p=.17, R.51 (2.58) (6.18) (13.39) (12.65) (157.68)
Civil Rights (N=5)
F=3.6,p=.02; R.17
Consumer IssuegN=11) 1.15 41.05
F=.05, p=.82; R=.00 (4.94) (27.40)
Corp. Regulations(N=22) -.05 .29 2.48
F=.88, p=.43; k.08 (1.13) (.23) (11.58)
Crime (N=83) -1.41* 14 -6.65** -6.19 34.46
F=24,p=.06; R.09 (.84) (.10) (3.17) (5.17) (7.59)
Defense(N=79) .34 -6.52* -3.73 -2.18 20.14
F=1.3,p=.28; k.04 (.46) (3.48) (7.87) (6.93) (11.38)
Education (N=181) .52 .46 3.14 -1.11 7.71
F=17,p=.10;R.15 (.37) (.70) (2.82) (2.80) (18.37)
Environment (N=50) .29 2.55 2.39 14.41
F=.42p=.73; &.03 (.36) (3.62) (4.60) (4.48)
Health (N=133) 1.08** 1.90 -2.50 9.35
F=3.4,p=.02; R.09 (.52) (3.57) (4.13) (6.88)
Jobsand Infrastructure (N=135) -.19 .23 4.04 2.01 31.58
F=17,p=.16; R.03 (.31) (.16) (3.40) (3.31) (12.14)
Medicare (N=156) 19 1.02%** 11,91 % 5.18*** .16
F=7.0,p=.00; R=.19 (.35) (.38) (2.46) (1.85) (5.66)
Moral Issues(N=24) 1.45** 17.21 -3.71 5.17
F=18,p=.17,R.23 (.68) (12.70) (3.42) (2.68)
Social Security(N=176) -.22 .39 .83 -2.40 15.10
F=1.7,p=.16; R=.03 (.69) (.24) (1.56) (1.88) (3.03)
Taxes(N=138) .05 .05 -3.92 -3.72 19.68
F=1.1,p=.35 R.02 (.24) (.11) (2.64) (2.44) (7.24)
Welfare (N=33) .85 23** 9.66** .20 1.67
F=42 p=.08; R.34 (.95) (.11) (3.99) (3.34) (5.16)

Note: The table reports OLS regression coeffici¢with robust standard errors in parentheses) farddl 3 of
Table 3. The dependent variable for all modelsaisdidate's advertising time on a particular issAealyses
are limited to the group of candidates who raideelissue. Ns vary due to partial advertising datassome
sampled legislators. It was necessary to excludeltrmmies for election year to specify the model fo
consumer issues, and, because the low N yieldddagbgredictions, it was not possible to estimataaalel for
civil rights. The corporate regulations model isitied to 2002*** =p < .01; * =p <.05;*=p < .10
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TABLE 3, MODEL 4 % of Past  Constituency 2000 2002 Constant

Activity Election Election
Agriculture (N=30) -.05 -.09*** -.85 -.75 5.98
Wald Chi-sg=9.0, p=.06 (.14) (.03) (1.28) (1.32) (2.93)
Budget (N=103) -.09 -.40 -2.60 3.04
Wald Chi-sg=12.2, p=.01 (.25) (.82) (.79) (.81)
Campaign Finance(N=21) 14 -1.58 -1.56 1.36
Wald Chi-sq=3.8, p=.28 (.42) (1.60) (1.75) (2.05)
Children’s Issues(N=11)
Wald Chi-sg=NA, p=NA
Civil Rights (N=5)
Wald Chi-sg=NA, p=NA
Consumer IssuegN=11) .54 -1.46
Wald Chi-sg=.90, p=.34 (.57) (1.98)
Corp. Regulations(N=24) -31 -.05 3.84
Wald Chi-sgq=1.7, p=.42 (.26) (.05) (2.68)
Crime (N=85) -.22 .01 .01 1.20 3.28
Wald Chi-sg=6.0, p=.20 (.14) (.02) (.68) (1.12) (2.20)
Defense(N=79) .04 -.35 -.29 -1.18 46
Wald Chi-sq=3.9, p=.42 (.05) (.55) (.70) (.72) (.80)
Education (N=189) -.01 .04 31 - 79* 41
Wald Chi-sgq=7.8, p=.10 (.06) (.08) (.44) (.41) (2.13)
Environment (N=54) -.01 -.93 75 1.31
Wald Chi-sgq=5.4, p=.15 (.07) (.65) (1.15) (2.10)
Health (N=138) .05 27 -1.06 1.73
Wald Chi-sg=6.4, p=.09 (.06) (.86) (.73) (1.14)
Jobsand Infrastructure (N=135) -.19 .01 4.04 2.01 31.57
Wald Chi-sgq=1.7, p=.16 (.31) (.02) (3.40) (3.31) (12.14)
Medicare (N=163) 14 .03 4.04 4.23 -3.15
Wald Chi-sg=53.0, p=.00 (.12) (.07) (.64) (.70) (1.28)
Moral Issues(N=26) -.08 43 -.45 1.69
Wald Chi-sg=1.4, p=.70 (.11) (1.34) (1.18) (.91)
Social Security(N=181) 17 -.02 .20 -.01 -.05
Wald Chi-sgq=2.1, p=.72 (.14) (.06) (.33) (.37) (.76)
Taxes(N=142) -.07* -.03 =12 .07 2.29
Wald Chi-sg=6.5, p=.17 (.04) (.02) (.41) (.39) (.95)
Welfare (N=33) .24 .00 .05 .52 -.58
Wald Chi-sg=.7, p=.95 (.34) (.03) (.76) (1.09) (1.88)

Note: The table reports logistic regression coedfits (with robust standard errors in parenthedes)Model
4 of Table 3. The dependent variable for all modeks dummy for whether or not a candidate madpeific
claim about a particular issue. Analyses are limite the group of candidates who did raise theas$is vary
due to partial advertising data for some samplegidators. It was necessary to exclude the dumfores
election year to specify the model for consumereissand, because the low N yielded perfect plieditit
was not possible to estimate models for civil isgdrd children's issues. The corporate regulatimoslel is
limited to 2002*** =p <.01; *=p <.05;*=p<.10
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Table 1. Campaign and Legislative Attention to Issues

Issue Number of  Mean % of Overall % of ~ Mean Number
Candidates  Advertising Introductions of Activities
Time Undertaken
Agriculture 42 13.9 2.9 6.2
Budget 134 15.9 1.0 2.7
Campaign Finance 27 13.7 1.3 2.0
Children's Issues 16 14.0 1.0 2.5
Civil Rights 6 23.0 1.4 5.7
Consumer Issues 17 24.5 2.6 5.4
Corporate Regulation 28 16.1 1.4 2.9
Crime 120 18.6 5.2 13.7
Defense & Foreign Policy 101 20.2 14.9 39.2
Education 254 24.5 4.9 12.9
Environment 73 18.1 10.1 16.8
Health 178 22.3 7.9 26.2
Jobs & Infrastructure 185 21.3 14.8 30.7
Medicare 207 21.6 4.0 13.6
Moral Issues 40 15.5 1.2 7.0
Social Security 237 19.1 1.4 4.2
Taxes 207 20.8 4.9 14.6
Welfare 39 16.7 2.2 6.0
Gov't Operations 16.8 20.0

Note: Cell entries report relative attention to éassue in sampled candidates' campaigns in
1998, 2000, and 2002 and legislative activity ooressue in the 106th-108th Congresses.




Table 2. Linkages Between Campaign Appeals and Legislative Activity

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Mention Issue?  Mention/ Mention Self/ Mention/

Advertising Opponent Specific

Time

Agriculture A4Fr* .37**[.005 ATF*[-13 A2**[,04
Budget 22%* .15./006 .15/.19 A4x**[- 25

Campaign Finance 16 .07/.006 .10/-.02 .12/.03
Children’s Issues S50*** A7**[.002 A5%**[ 26 -.31%*[ . 9Q9***
Civil Rights Qx> .82***[-.006*  .58**/.61** .28/1.08***

Consumer Issues 29%* 11/.007* . 34%%x[- 29%** .18/.15

Corporate Regulations 26%* .09/.012 28%*[ 39*** .16/.19

Crime 3% .20%**/-.004 A4%*[- 01 .12/.01

Defense & Foreign Policy .03 .10*/-.003 .02/.18** .05/-.04
Education A7 .08/.004** 15%**/.02 24**%*[- 08
Environment 39rr* .25**/.007 .39%**/.02 A5***[-.09

Health 9% .10*/.004** 19%**/-.05 .12/.07

Jobs & Infrastructure .05* .03/.001 .05*/.01 .04/.02

Medicare 2% .05/.003 10*/.11 .03/.13
Moral Issues 24> -.00/.011** .33*/-.06 52***[-.33

Social Security .09* .11/-.002 .07/.01 .08/.01
Taxes .32%** .14/.008* .36***/-.05 .35***/-.06

Welfare .01 .02/.000 .02/-.19 .00/.03

Note: The dependent variable in all models is thenber of legislative activities undertaken by each
legislator on a given issue in the Congress follapthe campaign of study. Cells report the negative
binomial regression coefficients on the variablesdiscussion of each issue (noted in the column
headings). Full results are presented in the Apperitt* = p <.01; *=p <.05; *=p <.10
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Table 3. The Effects of Past Activity and Constituency Characteristics on Appeals

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Mention Self Mention Opp. Ad Time Specific Claim
Past Acts/ Past Acts/ Past Acts/ Past Acts/
Constituency Constituency  Constituency  Constituency

Agriculture 16%**/.03**+* - 29%**] Q7*** -.11/.04 -.05/-.09***
Budget 25%FK - -.01/--- 1.51%/--- -.09/---
Campaign Finance A7/--- -.54/--- .99/--- 14/---
Children’s Issues A44%[-.18** -.88/-.00 -3.43/-4.63
Civil Rights .37/-.04
Consumer Issues 32%*/--- .28/--- 1.15/--- .54/---
Corporate Regulations .30/.08** 27**1.06 -.05/.29 -.31/.05
Crime 11%%/.03*** -.05/.03 -1.41%/-.14 -.22/.01
Defense & Foreign Policy .06*/.85** 14%*+[-.17 .34/-6.52* .04/-.35
Education S Skt e o -.01/-.04 .52/.46 -.01/.04
Environment 18%%--- .03/--- .29/--- -.01/---
Health 3%/ .01/--- 1.08**/--- .05/---
Jobs & Infrastructure .03/.04** .09/.03 -.19/.23 -.19/.01
Medicare .06/.21*** .06/.19** .19/1.02%** .14/.03
Moral Issues 23K --- A12/--- 1.45**/--- -.08/---
Social Security .06/.06 .10/.14** -.22/.39 17/-.02
Taxes .09***/.01 .04/-.01 .05/.05 -.07*.03
Welfare .00/.00 -.65/-.08 .85/.23** .24/.00

Note: The dependent variable for each model isdistelow the model number in the column heading.
Cells report logistic regression coefficients orspactivity and constituency characteristics fordéts 1,
2, and 4 and OLS coefficients for these varialded/fodel 3. Full results are presented in the Apgign
¥* = p<0l,*=p<.05*=p<.10
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Table 4. Campaign and Legislative Attention to Issues

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
# of Issues Raised in # of Issues Raised in # of Specific Claims
Reference to the Reference to the on Issues
Candidate Opponent

Tossup Race? 22*F* 82%** .02
(.08) (.19) (.07)

Incumbent? A7 -.63*** .06
(.07) (.22) (.06)

Democrat? -.03 .07 2%
(.05) (.19) (.05)

Total Issues 2] Fx* 23F**
(.04) (.01)

2000 Election -.07 -11 .16%**
(.06) (.19) (.05)

2002 Election .01 -.01 -.06
(.06) (.22) (.06)

Constant 1.56 -1.34 -.12
(.05) (.30) (.07)

N 369 369 369
Wald Chi-Square 12.2 85.5 644.2

Prob > Chi-Square .03 .00 .00

Note: The dependent variable for each model isdisn the column heading. Cells report
negative binomial regression coefficients with retostandard errors in parentheses.
¥r=p<01;*=p<.05*=p<.10
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