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Many democratic countries enjoy celebrating their democratic origins and each has their own history of the struggle to attain their heritage. England has their Glorious Revolution which brought about the end of the monarchy rule and the beginnings of parliamentary government. France has their French Revolution, which overthrew their own monarchy in favor of pseudo-democratic rule. However, of all the countries with a proud history of democratic traditions, none are, perhaps, as eager to celebrate theirs as the United States of America. Indeed, democracy and the history of the attainment of democracy is such a part of American culture that it is core to the identity of most Americans. For much of its history, the state has been a trend-setter at the front of the world's movement towards the acceptance and refinement of democratic values and mechanisms.

Among its other unique features, the USA is one of the few examples of democratic states with full presidential systems. The role of the President of the United States is essential to the state's very ability to function and, as such, presidential elections are by far the main event of the US electoral cycle, so much so that voter turnout drops remarkably during years when a president is not being selected
.

However, American presidential elections are very much unlike what one may come to expect from democratic process. Here, the principles of direct popular vote are abandoned in favor of a complex system that even many American citizens have only a vague knowledge of known as the Electoral College.

The Electoral College method of counting votes sees each state get a number of designated electors, proportionate to the population of said state, or in other words, equal to the number of congress members that state has, with Washington DC getting as many electors as the least populous state. In all but two states, the electors pledge to cast their votes for the candidate that received the majority of the public vote in their given state. As such, for 48 states (apart from Maine and Nebraska), it is a winner-take-all system. The principle itself has been established from the very beginning of the United States' history. At the time of its creation, there was discussion of a popular vote selection, but due to the various complications and slavery issues, it was deserted in favor of the electoral system
.

In the last half-century or so, the Electoral College system has not been terribly popular among American citizens. Its approval has been in steady decline over the recent decades and is at one of the all-time lows today. As much as 62 percent of Americans would favor seeing the Electoral College abandoned in favor of the popular vote
. The close and contentious nature of the Presidential races of 2000 and 2004 did not help matters with regards to the public opinion of the Electoral College. Many Americans see the college as an outdated system that at the very least needs reformation, if not complete dismissal.

The scientific community has also approached the question of replacing the system with little regard for its historical significance or other symbolic traits. It’s been widely criticized for an extensive variety of flaws, including, but not limited to, its lack of inclusiveness, its negative effects on voter turnout, its propensity for electing candidates that don't receive the majority of votes and its general destabilization of the legitimacy of the office of the President of the United States. 

When people doubt the legitimacy of the presidential election, discord makes it difficult for the president to govern effectively. A president who fails to receiver the popular vote yet receives the electoral votes needed to win does not have the “mandate of the people,” a phrase so popularly used in American politics when politicians need to get unpopular votes in the house passed. This kind of loss of confidence in the nature of elected officials begins a cycle of stagnation and further discord in lawmaking, only making the Electoral College even more unpopular as time goes on.

Among the other issues brought up regarding the Electoral College is the much debated question of uneven distribution of voting power.  The concept of voting power is defined as the probability of the fact that a given individual's vote will decide the outcome of an election. As the Electoral College is drastically different from a popular vote system, it is widely believed to create disproportional voting power for citizens in different states.

While that in itself is an issue, it also contributes to the main topic of our paper – the uneven distribution of presidential candidates' attention. The existence of the Electoral College has certainly contributed to a view of American politics in which presidential campaigns are centered solely on the swing states. Indeed, the two-party system had created a situation where some states are lost or won by default. As such, a token Democrat living in Alabama or a token Republican in Vermont or Washington DC doesn’t have much of a chance of impacting the elections and has an equally low chance of garnering their elected official’s attention when it comes to issues that they find important.

If one views elections as a process within the framework of an agent-principal system of relations between the electorate and the elected, the lack of voting power for some of the population translates to a lack of leverage. As such, uneven distribution of attention could mean that voters are denied representation, something that the American democracy was set up to specifically avoid.

The minority voters in states aren't the only ones who could feasibly be affected by that. While a popular vote system would mean that each of the candidates would, in a two-horse race, be aiming for 51% of the total votes, Electoral College makes it 51% of votes in the majority of contested states. Unlike most general elections in a bipartisan system, elections state-by-state are often far from closely contested, especially given the huge variance between them in many characteristics. As such, the party base voters in party-favorable states will be left out in favor of their other-state allies. With these issues in mind, it is easy to see why voter apathy in America is a recurring problem. If you were a Republican or Democrat in a state where the opposing party typically won the state by ten percentage points, there really is little incentive to vote for the President of the United States.

All of the above leads us to the central problem of this paper – the effect of the Electoral College system on the uneven distribution of campaign efforts in the United States of America. If the existence of such an effect was to be determined, that would lead to serious questions over the democratic nature of the Electoral College – as it could contribute to the devaluing of certain voters in the eyes of politicians and could continue to wear away at the interest those voters have in voting in general. Many county, city and state level politicians rely on the increased interest in a presidential election to bring important measures to the people for a vote. If disenfranchised voters stop coming to the polls during even the Presidential elections, this will further erode the value of an election cycle as a representation of the people’s wishes. The ripple effect of the Electoral College system’s perceived influence on campaign efforts could be vast indeed.

The subject of this paper is the 2012 presidential election in the United States. The object of the paper is 2012 presidential election campaigning by the two candidates from the two major political parties during the 2012.

The relevance of the topic is evident as the Electoral College and its effects have been a big part of the debate over democratic institutions in the USA ever since the 2000 election, where the Republican Party candidate George Walker Bush beat the Democratic Party candidate Al Gore to the presidency despite the latter winning the majority of the votes. The election in question was hugely controversial, leaving the American political system in a state of turmoil for more than a month, and the confidence in the system is still suffering the repercussions of that turbulent election. As was previously mentioned, the election of 2000 has not done much for the popular support the Electoral College. Proposals to eliminate it have been popping up ever since and, if the US is truly considering a change in electoral institutions, there is a distinct need of in-depth research on the effects of the existing electoral institutions.

The goal of this research paper is determining the nature and scope of the effect of the Electoral College system on Presidential Election campaigning in the United States of America. More specifically, we plan to determine whether the system subverts the usual patterns of campaign spending and time allocation that would be prevalent in popular vote systems. We want to see whether the effect of the system is big enough to lead to certain states being disproportionately favored in an election.

To achieve the goal of the project, we will need to:

1. Study the history, the context and the modern mechanisms of the Electoral College

2. Explore the potential effects of the Electoral College on the allocation of campaign resources

3. Create a mathematical model that allows for analyzing the scope of the Electoral College influence on presidential campaigning in the US

4. Compare our results with the existing findings and determine areas for future research

The central hypothesis of this paper states that the Electoral College system leads to a disproportionate focus on the so-called “swing states” or “battleground states”, i.e. states that that are frequently closely contested in a presidential election. The concept of “swing states” remains in heavy use in the American political debate, as these states juxtaposed with “red states” and “blue states”, with the former traditionally voting for the Republican candidate and the latter – for the Democrat. 

According to our chief hypotheses in the broadest terms, the contested states get a boost in campaign resource allocation that would not exist in a popular vote system.

But what do we expect to find in particular? Our first hypothesis is that the perceived closeness of elections in states has had a substantial effect on the probability of assignment and the exact amount of a) ad spending by presidential campaigns and b) visits by campaign officials in those states, with higher expectations of a close election leading to lower campaign resource attribution during the 2012 presidential election.

Our second hypothesis states that small states were favored over large states in terms of campaign resource allocation, due to disproportionate voting power and more potential rewards per persuaded voter.

Our third hypothesis is that the found effects will be consistent across both the Democrat and the Republican campaign. The fourth hypothesis is that the relationship between campaign visits and a) election closeness and b) state size will be stronger and more in line with projections for non-fundraiser visits.

The first chapter of this paper will talk about the background for the topic, including a review of the relevant literature and an in-depth analysis of the trends in the Electoral College mechanisms. Chapter two will be dedicated to questions of variable operationalization and the choice of research methods. Finally, chapter three will present the results of the analysis.

Chapter 1. The history, mechanisms and research behind the Electoral College
Background
The Electoral College system has been an ever-present part of United States politics throughout the entirety of the country's relatively short history. In fact, the voters in the USA have never known a nationwide popular vote system (all major elections in the United States are popular vote elections,) as the Electoral College was introduced during the famous Constitutional Convention of 1787. The original Virginia Plan would see Congress choose the country's President, but many of the delegates weren't keen on the idea – fear of corruptive influence was a heavy factor in deciding against this type of election – and instead proposed a different indirect method of Presidential elections – the very Electoral College that persists till this day.

But what is the Electoral College system? In the briefest of terms, the Electoral College provides for the election of the President via indirect terms – the voters state-by-state pick electors, who, in turn, elect the next President. Technically, every state held the right to introduce whatever system of appointing electors that they see fit and, while some states allowed voters to choose electors either on a district basis or on a general state basis, other states would dispense with popular vote aspect altogether and instead allow their legislative bodies to nominate electors. The latter system did not last and not present in any state by the time the Civil War came to an end.

The original plan for Presidential elections would see the Electoral College be a significant, deliberative and, most importantly, independent body. The electors, who would be picked for their unbiased character and political capabilities, were conceived as figures who actually had the power and responsibility to elect the President.

Obviously, that vision of United States presidential politics never exactly came to fruition. As revealed in Dixon (1950), the entire idea of non-partisan electors was fully circumvented by party politics within the span of three electoral cycles and, as such, electors became fully tied to the political parties that nominated them.

The modern political process in the United States of America would be largely no different if the process of casting votes by electors were automated – i.e. if they didn't use actual people in that role. And, while the fact that the casting is done by independent (for the most part) human beings, that does not lead to much in the way of skewing the intended results.

For instance, there is the practice of voting for “unpledged electors” - people who will act as electors if voted for but do not explicitly pledge to voter for a certain candidate. That practice, although in tune with the original vision for the role of the Electoral College, has not been in use since 1964.

The other famously discussed phenomena is that of “unfaithful electors” - those who pledged to give their vote to a certain candidate but did not follow up on that pledge. In some states, such behavior is punishable by law, but, in general, it's very much a non-issue. While American history has seen 157 counts of such faithlessness, only 9 of them belong to the XX and the XXI centuries. A given election has not seen multiple faithless electors since 1896 and the faithless electors have never successfully impacted the outcome of an election.

Today, the nationwide number of electors is set at 538 – that exact figure has remained unchanged for more than 40 years. The number for every state is equal to the amount of representatives the state in question has in the United States Congress. That number, in turn, is made up from the two seats each state gets in the Senate and the amount of state representatives in the House, with the latter being proportional to the state's population. It is worth noting that, while the two chambers of Congress have a combined 535 voting members, the Electoral College also include an additional 3 electors from the non-state Washington DC, which were granted by the Amendment XXIII in 1961.

The current maximum amount of electors belongs to the state of California, which has 55, but has its importance downplayed somewhat by the fact it rather reliably votes for Democrats. Texas is the second most-represented state with 38 electors, while Florida and New York both have 29. On the other end of the spectrum, there are seven states (and DC) that have the minimum amount of 3 electoral votes. The median number for the 51 eligible territories is 8 electoral votes.

The uniqueness of the whole system stems from the fact that, in 48 out of 50 states, the electors are chosen on a winner-takes all basis. To reiterate, that means that getting the relative majority of the popular vote in any of those states will see that candidate in question get all the electoral votes. There is no proportionality and the margin of victory has no affect on the distribution of electors.

The method of counting also does not ensure that the winner of the popular vote becomes President. Indeed, out of the 57 presidential elections that have been held in the United States as of this writing, 4 have seen the candidate with the majority of the popular vote miss out on the presidency.

In 1824, the first such occasion saw John Quincy Adams beat Andrew Jackson on electoral votes, albeit that situation had little to do with the Electoral College itself. The latter candidate, despite procuring 10% more votes than Adams, did not manage to secure the majority of electoral votes and would go on to lose the election by the decision of the House of Representatives.

1876 provided a more famously contentious example – Democrat Samuel Tilden secured 51% of the vote, but came up one electoral vote short in the Electoral College. His opponent, Hayes, was 19 down with 20 electoral votes to play for in states that had election results disputed – the traditional swing state Florida, the closely contested South Carolina and two states that were won by 3-percent margins in Oregon and Louisiana. He allegedly later received those 20 to become President over a famously undemocratic internal agreement between the two parties
.

Just 12 years later in 1888, Republican Benjamin Harrison swept the electoral votes by a margin of 65 despite coming up tens of thousands of people short in the popular vote. Largely, his victory was attributed to picking up 36 points in New York due to a one-percent victory over Democratic rival Cleveland – if the 13 thousand voters that tipped Harrison over Cleveland didn't show up, the election would have a different result.

However, both the most famous and the most recent case of a popular vote inversion happened almost a century later in 2000. That election saw a closely-contested race between Republican George W. Bush and Democrat Al Gore. The latter carried the popular vote by half a million people, but lost the electoral vote by five. The election was disputed, as the closest per-state margin was found in Florida, which saw Bush win by less than a thousand voters and which had more than enough electoral votes to tip the election in either candidate's favour. The margin triggered automatic recounts that were cut short by a Supreme Court decision and multiple-post election research papers gave different answers on who'd be declared President if the recounts did proceed, showing just how close this election truly was since even the expert scholars had trouble agreeing on the turnout.

Most importantly for us, the election in question highlighted the importance that individual states could play under the Electoral College – Florida, originally considered a reliably red state, saw a significant increase in advertising and campaign resources when it emerged as a swing state. The state immediately saw an influx of resources that put it among the states that received the most ad spending.

It is important to note that states, in general, get a lot of leeway in the question of determining the mechanism they use to pick out electors. As such, there are two states that have went against the “winner-takes-all” tradition and instead opted for a more proportional distribution. It is fairly interesting that the two states in question are Nebraska and Maine – holding five and four electoral votes respectively and ranked 37th and 41st in population size. These states would typically not see much campaign resources allotted to them due to their relatively small number of electors, but aside from that, Maine has been reliably blue since 1988 and Nebraska has been reliably red aside from a short stretch in the early 1900s. These are not states that have much to lose by switching their votes from winner take all to proportional, but they also have seemingly little to gain as well. In addition, calling it fully proportional is way generous – instead, both states institute a system where two votes go to the overall popular vote winner, with each remaining one going to the winner in a respective congressional district. 

It is worth noting that, in the three electoral cycles that preceded 2012, Maine's electoral votes always went to the Democrats in full, while Nebraska had all gone to Republicans bar one district in 2008. The effects of these systems on ad resource distribution and campaign visits will be discussed in further sections of the paper.

We've discussed how the Electoral College is an integral part of the outcomes of the United States presidential elections. However, it is even more important to state that the aforementioned elections have created certain stereotypes about the presidential election process, including a notion that only few states are important for any given presidential election. But how long has that exact notion persisted for?

To tackle that question, one needs to consider a term that is central for American presidential politics – the “swing state”. Defined as any given state in which the presidential election is closely-contested between the two major parties (and could, perhaps, “swing” one way or another), the term itself is omnipresent in modern political discussion. Other often used terms are “battleground state” (a state in which the candidates will still battle each other for the chance to win) or “purple state” (purple being the color created when you combine red and blue meaning the state is an even mix.)

While the exact origins of the notion are hard to pinpoint, it is worth noting that historians and researchers use the phrase “swing state” in relation to many elections of the past – most notably, the aforementioned election of 1888, where New York and Indiana – home states of both major candidates and carriers of 51 electoral votes combined – became the focus of the candidate's attention.

At the same time, the swing state phenomenon has never been as hotly observed as it is now due to the fact that, simply speaking, there are less states that are legitimately unpredictable. As pointed out by NY Times' 2012 feature on election shifts over the recent decades
, the number of states that went between Republican and Democratic support within the timeframe of four years is much lower now than it has been half a century ago. In other words, the states that actually determine the variance in election outcomes and becoming few and far between.

Much of that can be attributed to the increasing racial subtext in presidential politics since the 1960s. That decade, dominated in some degree by the Civil Rights Movement and the reaction of various voters to the major parties' attitude towards it, saw the introduction of the Southern strategy. Utilized by prominent Republicans Richard Nixon and Barry Goldwater, the strategy appealed to the core, anti-desegregation values of the Southern electorate (Boyd, 1970) and has played a big role in shaping the modern “red states”, thus decreasing the amount of Southern states that would be “in play” in subsequent elections.

It also was part of an inverse effect which saw the more progressivist states of the North alienated and, as such, made many of those states a lot less likely to be contested. In addition to that, the GOP's tough stance on immigration has effectively turned California from a battleground state to a safe state for Democrats due to a large Hispanic population.

Generally speaking, many of the outlined factors could be regarded as part of a bigger process which researchers refer to as the “polarization” of the American electorate. While literature on the topic at hand is mixed – some studies accept the premise of increased polarization (Abramowitz and Saunders, 2007), while some reject the concept outright (Fiorina et al., 2006) – it could account for the lesser number of actual “swing states” and, as such, an increased focus on those states that do remain contested year after year.

Another possible reason is that as the United States ages and areas settle into a particular political atmosphere, people may tend to remain or move to areas most agreeable to them. Indeed, most people will go wherever the jobs are available, but for those that have choices, they might choose to live in an area that is more in line with their lifestyle. While this likely doesn’t explain the concentrations one hundred percent, surveys over the years have shown people have particular places in mind when they think of where they’d like to live or even retire. When you can be choosy, why not choose a place where your values are more reflected by the rest of the community?

Earlier in this paper we've discussed that consideration of Electoral College effects on campaigning is necessary in the grand scheme of things as the system itself appears potentially subject to change, with record-low popularity in polling, increased focus on a smaller number of states and the presidential politics still somewhat reeling from the aftermath of the 2000 debacle. But just how likely or possible is this change?

To answer that question, one has to remember that the United States already came somewhat close to abolishing the Electoral College at one point in their history – in the aftermath of the 1968 presidential election, which saw Nixon dominate the election on electoral votes despite a very narrow popular vote win.

The disparity in question led to the introduction of what was known as the Bayh-Celler Amendment, which would see the institution of a popular vote (Crezo, 2012). The winner would be required to collect at least 40% of the popular support to become President – for other cases, the proposition included a runoff election between the two most-voted for candidate. The Amendment was endorsed by Nixon and passed by the House of Representatives, but was filibustered in the Senate, failing to get to a vote before the end of Congress.

The most current attempt to subvert the Electoral College is the aforementioned interstate agreement known as the National Popular Vote Interstate Compact. The proposition in question will not require constitutional amendments and will see the states that sign on give all of their electoral votes to the candidate who wins the majority of votes across the nation. The states that have signed on pledge to enact it into action when the total number of electoral votes among participating states will be enough to constitute the majority. So far, there are 10 states + DC, coming to a total of 165 votes out of a required 270. Among them are large states like Illinois, New York and California – but it is worth noting, that most states that have accepted the proposal would be best characterized as “blue”.
Literature review
Our paper fits into the existing research on the various effects of the Electoral College on various aspects of United States' political process. The uniqueness of the Electoral College system in regards to the rest of the world's democratic traditions has long made it a hotly-discussed topic not just among political pundits and the electorate, but within the scientific community. This particular method of vote counting has been approached from many different theoretic standpoints, with researchers utilizing both the more abstract models of game theory and the quantitative methods that rely on an abundance of data.

For the most part, research has been focused on the perceived theoretical downsides of the Electoral College and their supposed scope. For instance, Lizzeri and Persico (2001) highlighted the issue of diminished provision of public goods in a winner-take-all system. They used game theory models to demonstrate how a politician's winning strategy in such a system allows for under-provision of public goods and specifically stated that the problem is most notable in the existing American vote counting system.

Meanwhile, Barnett (2009) dedicated a paper to the potential “worst-case scenarios” of the Electoral College divergences from the popular vote outcome. He found that, on a purely mathematical level, a candidate running against a single opponent in the United States Presidential Elections could win the presidency with 21.6 percent of the popular vote. When accounting for realistic vote distribution and the correlation in neighboring states' voting habits, he put the minimal number at a more reassuring, albeit still rather unusual 45%.

There are a lot of other points of criticism – for instance, Rutchick et al. (2009) state that the Electoral College creates a false sense of polarization within the American electorate that, in turn, leads to inspiring a rise in actual polarization. Creating a binary situation out of a state, red versus blue, leads people to an us vs them mentality, when in reality people cannot be characterized as simply one or the other. A model where there are only two choices certainly makes the situation seem more polarized, with no one allowed to remain in the middle - a fact which simply does not play out according to polling data where a large chunk of the population calls itself “independent” or “moderate,” clearly indicating that they themselves would prefer not to be lumped in with one side or the other.

Meanwhile, there are other noted drawbacks - Cebula and Meads (2007) noted the system's role in depressing voter turnout, while Webster (2007) criticized its role in lowering the electoral influence of ethnic minorities.

However, if all of Electoral College literature were negative on the subject, there would be little in the way of debate. There are many defenders of the system and, while they are mostly focused on disproving the proposed negative effects of the Electoral College, that hasn't stopped them from coming up with strong arguments. To present just one example, Williams (2011) presents a paper on Electoral College reform, in which he brings up the point that a popular vote system in the US would be immensely harmed by the existing different voting laws in different states. Given that America is an exemplary federation, the states do have a lot of autonomy in establishing voting laws and that could potentially eschew the results of a popular vote count.

Most of these factors only tangentially affect campaign resource distribution, but there is one parameter in particular that has a huge influence on our chosen topic – voting power. The concept is widely used in Electoral College debate ever since John Banzhaf's landmark paper entitled “1 Man, 3312 Votes”. In it, the author defined the “voting power” of an individual as the probability that his vote will be decisive for the outcome of the election. 

According to Banzhaf (1968), voters in large states are granted disproportionate voting power by the Electoral College system – hence the title of the paper. This view has been contested among American political scientists – for instance, Gelman and Katz (2011) criticized Banzhaf's use of the random voting model and instead suggested that it's smaller states who are at an advantage due to the Electoral College. Either way, there is a consensus in the fact that the existing system affects the distribution of voting power, which in turn influences campaign spending and other campaign resources on a state-by-state level.

Finally, there have indeed been studies on the effect of the Electoral College on campaign resources. Big strides in this have been made by David Stromberg of Stockholm University who wrote several papers on campaigning and the Electoral College. Some of the most notable research in the field is presented in Stromberg (2002), subtitled “The Probability of Being Florida”. In it, Stromberg creates a model of optimal campaign visits in a two-horse race Presidential Election under the Electoral College. The University of Stockholm professor utilizes data from elections starting at 1948 to comprise a measure that he dubs as Q, which is an approximate likelihood of a given state being both decisive in the election and a swing state. 

He finds that a winning rational strategy involves a focus on the states that are likely to be decisive (i.e. the probability of their sole election results being able to affect the outcome of the election due to large enough numbers of designated electors) and are traditionally close. He then compares the model to the real campaign strategies of Presidential candidates and finds a high correlation between his model predictions and the actual data from the 2004 election.

Stromberg's paper is an essential study of the relationship between Electoral College institutions and campaigning and it is one we plan to expand upon. However, it is extremely crucial not to undersell the sheer interest that political scientists have displayed in studying the effects of Electoral College on presidential campaigning. In fact, it probably is fair to say that this particular topic of discussion was brought into the mainstream political science consciousness by Steven Brams and Morton Davis (1974), whose work entitled “The 3/2s rule in presidential campaigning” still appears as a landmark reference in much of the research.

At that point in time, research still appeared more focused on the actual premise of a state's worth being determined by its value in electoral votes without regarding for the closeness of a state election. Brams and Davis were very much in line with that with their study suggesting that the key to presidential campaigning strategies lied in resources being dished out in direct proportion to the electoral vote. In fact, as the name gives away, they went further than suggesting simple proportion and argued that a rational candidate in an ideal model (that is, where the states are all equally competitive) needed to distribute his resources by applying an exponential factor of 1.5 to the given electoral votes in a state. Applying that to the modern system, one would see California, as such, get 50 times more campaign resources than a given 4-vote state – for instance, New Hampshire – despite it being only 30 times less populated than California.

The “3/2 rule” research wound up spawning more than one influential paper as, just a year after, it was challenged by Colantoni et al. (1975). The authors, looking to expand on the existing studies of Electoral College influence, posited that the Brams and Davis approach is wrong in trying to fit a singular model to resource distribution strategies across every states. Placing extra importance on both state-by-state variance and the dynamic nature of campaigning, the paper criticizes the 3/2 rule, albeit the disproportional attention towards large states is found to be the true.

One of the first strides in addressing attention to the factor of election closeness has been made in Shaw (1999). In it, the author tasks himself with explaining the actual allocation of state value in campaign strategies. First and foremost, he collects data on which states were assigned into which category by the respective campaign managers of the candidates in three election cycles – 1988, 1992 and 1996. The states, according to Shaw, were grouped up into five estimated types – Base Republican/Democrat, Moderate Republican/Democrat and Battleground. The author then also goes on to show that the classification of states in campaign strategies is highly correlated with both candidate visits and advertising spending. 

While an important work in the overall field of Electoral College campaigning studies, it is worth noting that Shaw's paper was criticized immensely in Reeves et al. (2004), who stated that his claims were not substantiated by the presented data.

The hypothesis of battleground states receiving more campaign attention was also supported in Hill and McKee (2005). The paper presents a two-step analysis of the 2000 election campaigns. The first part of the paper finds substantial proof for Shaw's findings on competitiveness of a given state being positively correlated with both media spending and candidate visits. In the second part, the authors state that the increased candidate attention leads to a substantially higher level of voter turnout in those battleground states.

But is the scope of campaigning even something that influences voters' lives in any way? Research has also been made in that area and, as claimed by Benoit, Hansen and Holbert (2004), the Electoral College rules have a very significant indirect effect on the voters' political knowledge and awareness through their influence on campaigning.

Using data from the 2000 presidential election which, according to the authors, showed a case of extreme focus on battleground states, the authors found that swing state voters were, indeed, more knowledgeable on the issues at hand in the election. It was also found that voters residing in the so-called superbatteground states had higher levels of issue salience, i.e. the issues important to them were reflected in targeted campaigning.

The issue gained what was possibly record traction in 2012, as much of the media began reporting on the focus of campaigns on swing states. USA Today reported the exposure of swing state citizens to ads, Time heavily critical of incumbent candidate Obama for his extreme attention of battlegrounds, while Business Insider oversaw the campaign effects on Romney's VP selection – stating that he picked Paul Ryan because of his clout with Wisconsin
. 

At the same time, there were local newspapers drawing attention to their states being neglected – editorials of this kind were released in The Oregonan, St. Louis Post-Dispatch (Missouri), San Angelo Standard Times (Texas) and, even, surprisingly, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette Pennsylvania
.

Simultaneously, a dissertation by Hendriks (2009) has displayed the existence of a certain “battleground effect” which shapes political behavior in both contested and non-contested states.  Among the effects which were advocated and elaborated in the paper was the fact that it was not only regular citizens were influenced in their political perceptions and behavior by campaigning, but so were US Congressmen. The author found that senators were more likely to support presidential policies if their state received more visits.

The assigned value of each state is then included into the model as the dependent variable with TV ad cost, competitiveness and electoral votes acting as predictors. After running the calculation, Shaw finds that the interaction terms TV ad cost and competitiveness, as well as electoral votes and competitiveness, act as the best predictor for a state's classification in the respective strategies.

The research doesn't simply stop at election year campaigning only, as evidenced by Doherty (2005). In that paper, the author attempts to balance the notion of the permanent campaign (the phenomena which sees a public official remain in campaign mode throughout his tenure due to the possibility of re-election or, in case of definite final term, obligations for future of own party) and the effect of the ever-unique Electoral College.

Doherty takes data from 1977 to 2004, encompassing five US presidencies, to see if there's truth to the permanent campaigning stereotype for presidents and whether or not that campaigning is affected by the specific traits of Electoral College. He implements a wide variety of models where the number of presidential visits serves as the dependent variable, as he accounts for first- or second- term, the specific year of the given president's tenure, the differences between the standalone analyzed presidencies and so on.

The paper starts with a very peculiar note on how Bill Clinton made his maiden visit to Nebraska as president a whopping eight years into his term, but the actual findings are a little more reserved – while the notion of permanent campaigning is, for the most part, confirmed, with certain disproportionality noted in presidential visit patterns. That disproportionality, however, is not entirely consistent across different presidencies – while the likes of Carter and Reagan tended to favor states which they were popular in, the latter presidents focused on the states perceived as more competitive.

Findings of this nature were also reported in Kriner and Reeves (2012), although there the authors went one step further. Analyzing the election cycles from 1988 and 2008, they've found evidence of federal spending in states influencing the voters' decision. Importantly for the goals of our paper, this effect is found to be most prevalent in battleground states. As such, federal spending on states could very well be seen as yet another part of the permanent campaign.
Chapter 2. Data and methods of research
Operationalization and data collection
As previously stated, one of the main hypotheses of this paper is that presidential candidates in the United States are basing state-by-state resource allocation on the perceived closeness of the election in the states in question. In other words, every state is viewed as an entirely separate battleground and the outcome for all of them, barring Nebraska or Maine, is either all or nothing. Campaign resources are, naturally, not limitless and the execution of their distribution could very well be decisive in a given election – and, as such, under our assumption, a lack of election closeness in a given state seriously limits any sort of incentive either candidate would have to campaign in it. Not all resources are monetary. Time spent in the state, issues promised to be addressed, support for local infrastructure, all these are factors in limited supply and used by candidates to secure votes. Just like with any business, the candidates need to use their resources wisely to reap the rewards. If a state is already in a candidate’s pocket, so to speak, then spending time and money there would only deplete campaign funds needlessly. It is much more logical to spend what little resources a candidate has earning new votes. As much as a candidate might appreciate a large, loyal state holding a big number of electoral votes, they simply aren’t worth spending money on if they have already promised up their votes. Even a state with only four electoral votes that is a battleground state theoretically has more value to a democratic candidate than a loyally blue state with thirty votes.

But how does one go about measuring election closeness? Well, first and foremost, any sort of perception on whether a state is in play is based on a preliminary prediction of the eventual election results in said state. And, as far as modern elections and any sort of electoral studies are concerned, one of the best ways to figure that out lies in polling.

For the purposes of this study, we were interested in polls that asked respondents the essential question of which of the two main candidates they'd be voting for. Obviously, the election featured third-party candidates – most notably, Libertarian Party's Gary Johnson and Green Party's Jill Stein. However, data on three-way or four-way questions about the presidency was not used, as it tended to produce percentages far greater than those actually picked up by either of the third-party candidates in any state.

The polling data in question was collected with the ultimate purpose of being used for crafting the independent variable – a value of election closeness – and, as such, we made sure that there was no reverse affect – that the polls were not affected by either the successes of the failures candidate campaigning. As such, the chosen range of polls was artificially set for April to June of 2012.

The range was not picked at random. In fact, according to most sources, April and May represented the beginning of actual head-to-head campaigning between Democratic incumbent Barack Obama and Republican nominee Mitt Romney. Up to that point, the latter candidate has already been on the campaign trail for quite a while – but, on a bit of a different stage with different opponents in the process known as the Republican Party presidential primary. As such, the former candidate – Obama – had little reason to do much campaigning of his own – he was unopposed in his own primaries by virtue of being a popular incumbent and had no known opponent to campaign against.

While we could've talked about an earlier start to head-to-head campaigning in other elections, the Republican primary remained a pretty close affair throughout, with preliminary polling in late 2011 placing Romney in second or third to various candidates. Come actual primaries, which are lengthy state-by-state “elections” between potential candidates, many of his opponents hit trouble with various scandals, allowing the former Massachusetts governor to assume the front running position. His nomination became a certainty only by early April, when main opponent Rick Santorum formally suspended his campaign (Cohen, 2012). His other viable opponent – Newt Gingrich – had his campaign firmly in debt by that point (Siegel, 2012) and announced his forfeiture in early May. Finally, Libertarian Ron Paul would continue campaigning until June, but with Romney announced as the party's presumptive nominee back in April, that was but a formality.

With us selecting April and May as our main points of reference, the central assumption is that that date range represented the phase of campaign planning for both of the main candidates and that they were developing their strategies in accordance to polling data that was collected and released at the time.

That assumption can, of course, be challenged by the fact that electoral campaigning is a dynamic process and that candidates adjust their campaigns accordingly to any shocks that affect voter preferences throughout the campaign. While that is indeed so, it is an assumption we're willing to make as, for once, a dynamic analysis would make it almost impossible to separate cause and effect in regards to campaign spending and, in addition, the early polls act as solid predictors of the election outcome, at least in terms of actual closeness of said elections. The actual discrepancies between prediction and outcome will be discussed later on in the paper on a case-by-case basis.

Using polling data has presented us with another, slightly unexpected challenge that, in a certain way, underlines and reaffirms the central hypothesis of the paper. While early polling data for the likes of Florida or Ohio is really easy to come by – those happen to be the states everyone talks about prior to the election, considered to be the main battlegrounds deciding the election, the polling data for the likes of Alaska, Kansas or Hawaii ranges a little scarce to completely nonexistent. For instance, polling aggregator electoral-vote.com lists no polls for a number of states, despite having as comprehensive a collection of polling data as one is likely to find anywhere in regards to the 2012 presidential election.

It is also worth noting that most states are covered by vastly different groups of polling companies and organizations – while there are some agencies that have polling data for most states (Rasmussen, Public Policy Polling, Survey USA and so on), much of the date is very much local – collected by universities or regional organizations.

Since polls are costly to run, and no or very little poll data seems to be available for some states, it feels logical to assume no one was interested in spending the time and money to poll for those states. It is worth pointing out that the states with the least polling data fall solidly within either the Republican or Democrat camp and have little to offer in the way of electoral votes. It’s highly likely that this lack of polling is just further evidence of the disparity of resource spending between swing states and those not in play.

That aside, the inability to limit used polling data to one source is not particularly negative for this topic, as picking a big-time pollster organization would mean subjecting the research to the influence of those pollster's biases. For instance, as reported by FiveThirtyEight, many of the big-name polling companies ended up significantly underperforming in regards to correctly predicting election outcomes with their fall polls (Silver, 2012). Rasmussen, which has a reputation for being biased towards the Republican party, indeed registered a significant deviation of their predictions from the actual results during the election. While the same wasn't true for Public Policy Polling, the other real heavyweight in state-by-state polling, they conversely have a reputation for being a bit Democratic-leaning. Some question how it is possible to sway polling data to favor one party over another when the questions are so similar. As an example, a well-known aspect of Rasmussen polling is that they do not call cell phones when performing their calls, a fact which is stated quite clearly on their website’s FAQ. Excluding cell phone users has been cited by many analysts as a key reason their data is so skewed toward one party. Public Policy Polling may have similar issues with their polling mechanisms.

For their polling analysis, FiveThirtyEight used an aggregate measure composed of different poll results from various companies. In more specific terms, they utilized a weighted average, assigning weights to various poll results based on previous success of the company's predictions.

The data for previous early-election polls isn't exactly robust enough for us to attempt construction of such weights, so, instead, we'll be using an average measure with the number of observations acting as our weights. That way, we'll be able to account for standard deviations in the poll predictions, while smoothing out the differences and biases between various agencies' data.

For the purposes of this research, we've compiled a grand total of 241 polls that were released prior to the 2012 presidential election. For many of the states, we've managed to get enough data to limit the polls to April, May and June. However, there were more than plenty of states for which we were not at liberty to do so. For cases, where time-appropriate data was lacking, we'd widen the appropriate range by a distance of one month per every step – first including March and July, then February and August, then January and September. If even that was not enough to collect the number of polls we've set as acceptable – four – we'd look for data from back in 2011, which helped us fill a number of blanks, and then, finally, a data from October. While these are pretty significant methodological liberties, we will show in future analysis that the states for which the less appropriate data was used were not heavily affected by campaigning.

But, even with these assumptions and algorithmic data additions, some of the data is still lacking. For instance, three states – Alaska (eventually carried by Romney by 14 percent), Delaware (carried by Obama by 19 percent) and Wyoming (carried by Romney by 40 percent) had no polls conducted in them. There's a fair bit of sense in that – none of those states were believed to be potential battlegrounds at any point in the election (and, in fact, Romney's 14-point victory in Alaska can very well be regarded as a slight disappointment given the state's overall track record), all of them are worth the absolute minimum allotted amount of electoral votes and, as such, nobody campaigned in them. However, the absolute lack of data leaves us without options for including these three cases in the polling-based model.

There were also states that simply didn't have enough widely available data to make the “four polls” threshold – reliably red states Alabama, Oklahoma, Kansas, Idaho and Kentucky, blue states Vermont and Hawaii and the overwhelmingly Democratic Washington DC. However, for all of these, the data that is there appears to be reflective of the general situation and, if anything, the numbers for the states in question appear to produce more conservative margins of victory than seen in the actual election.

If we place Democratic and Republican polling advantages on the opposite sides of the spectrum – for instance, assigning “+” values to Obama's lead over Romney and “-” values in the opposite cases – the median value of the 48 observations is a 3-point lead for the Democratic party, made up from averaging the numbers from Colorado and Michigan. The most heavily Democratic subject is DC, which led in the polls by a whopping 80 percent. Out of actual American states, the most favorable to Democrats is Vermont with a 32-point advantage. For Republican leaning states, the biggest advantage was recorded in Utah – 42 percentage points.

Conversely, when polled advantage margins are taken as absolute values, regardless of whichever side has the lead, the median gap is 12 percent – beyond the threshold of what is usually considered a swing state. The smallest margin is recorded in North Carolina, while the top five of most closely-contested states is made up by the likes of Florida, Virginia, Colorado and Michigan – all regarded as important swing states.

The polling margin variable has a definite statistically significant relationship with actual election results. Its correlation with the 2008 election results has a Pearson's r of 0.942 and is significant on the 99% confidence level. Likewise, its correlation with the results of 2012 is significant on the very same level, with an r coefficient of 0.961.

To account for Alaska, Wyoming and Delaware, as well as other shortcomings of the poll data, we will introduce a secondary measure of an election's closeness, made up from results of previous elections in every given state. More specifically, we will take the three presidential elections that preceded 2012 – the infamous 2000 election, the 2004 election and the 2008 election – and construct a weighted average variable using the margins recorded in states in those elections.

The state-by-state results of the three electoral campaigns are heavily correlated, which each given pair recording a statistically significant Pearson's r of over 0.9. To form a singular variable, the results from the three elections will be taken with weights inversely proportional to their distance in years to 2012. As such, the 2000 election is assigned the weight of 0.1819, the 2004 election is assigned the weight of 0.2728 and the 2008 election will be entered under the weight of 0.5455.

The resulting variable is heavily correlated with our primary indicator of election closeness on poll data, but is also a very good predictor of the 2012 election outcome. The newly-created variable also clearly defined five closest battleground states of recent US history – Virginia, Colorado, Florida, Ohio and, shockingly enough, Missouri. The four former states lived up to their reputation during the 2012 election, producing four of the five smallest margins of victory of one major candidate over the other. The fifth, however, was seemingly not regarded as much of a battleground, as it received little campaign attention and was (correctly) believed to be a shoo-in for a Republican party victory.

The use of the two aforementioned methods of election closeness operationalization is consistent with the existing literature on the subject and appear to make up a reasonably foul-proof approach when used in conjunction. The idea to use these exact variables can be largely attributed to Virgil (2008). In that paper, the author makes a case for using the newly-emerging state-by-state polls for analyzing Electoral College effects in conjunction with past election results. In creating sets of models that use either past election results or polls, Virgil then compares the said models using the Bayesian Information Criteria and finds that they perform very similarly in terms of explaining the variance of the dependent variable. He also finds that the polls and past election results stack up differently on an election-by-election basis, which is what gives us the idea of use both of those measures, as they are readily available.

Having answered this operationalization question, we move our attention to the issue of actually measuring the distribution of campaign resource across states, to which there are several approaches and considered variables.

First and foremost, it would, at a quick glance, seem somewhat logical to use data on actual campaign spending in every given state that takes part in the election. However, while that data exists, it is not used or analyzed much when it comes to Electoral College research, for the simple reason that the goal of spending in a given state is usually not tied to attempting to acquire more votes in said state. While that previous statement might have held water a century ago, modern campaigns, tackling all sort of logistical and organizational issues, usually pay for services all across the country which will help across various states or the entire nation, but not necessarily the state in question. In other words, the simple, distilled measure of spending is just not appropriate for the goals set forth by this paper.

Indeed, there are measures that are much more obviously instinctively targeted at voters in a given standalone state. As our first measure of “campaign resource allocation” in this paper, we use the spending on television ads per capita in each given state by both campaigns.

The data in question is compiled by analysts at Kantar Media and is presented by major news source Washington Post. The overall level of TV ad spending for the 2012 election was, unsurprisingly, record-breaking at reached a stunning $900 million dollars from the two major campaigns and factually affiliated Presidential Action Committees.

The numbers presented by the Post reveal that the top ten states on ad spending received 78 percent of ad money in total, leading to a wide agreement in that the regular voters' exposure to political advertising differed greatly depending on their state of residence. Most of the campaign ad spending was local TV – national broadcast and national cable services received, in varying estimations, from five to fifteen percent of that.

The minimum amount of ad money received by a given state was shared by 16 different states in the 2012 election. And what was that amount? Zero dollars. Indeed, more than a third of eligible subjects in the United States were completely ignored by campaign ads – that number including the usual suspects in Alaska, Delaware, and Wyoming.

That number becomes a lot larger when one includes the states which had purely symbolic amounts of money spent on local ads. The mean value of per-capita standing across the 51 eligible subjects is three and a half dollars. For comparison's sake, Florida, which received the majority of ads, has seen 12 dollars per capita in spending. The somewhat contestable New Hampshire led the charge at 32 dollars, ahead of underpopulated potential swing states in Nevada and Iowa. In comparison, there were 20 additional states which saw ad spending below $0.05 per eligible voter. All of the distinctly red and distinctly blue states, as such, fell well into that category, in addition to some potentially close states like Arizona, Tennessee and Montana.

As a result, this creates a binary-like distribution for actual ad spending, with 35 states + DC getting from little to outright nothing in terms of ad spending. That is not to say that the remaining 14 states are interchangeable in regards to the amount of money spent – far from it – but they are leagues ahead of the funding that is received by states from the other category and can be lumped together by the sheer virtue of that alone.

The other indicator of campaign resource allocation is campaign visits. A candidate can only personally be in one place at a time and must choose his campaign stops carefully to have the best impact on his chances. Presidential candidates in the United States usually tend to favor a fairly hands-on approach to various campaign events and, in 2012, that was as true as ever, with the major players in the election recording a combined total of 988 visits to various events. The places where the candidates choose to visit get a great deal of free press for those visiting, and their choices of locations are often talked about and analyzed in great detail by pundits on national television, giving even more exposure to the candidates. The decisions on where to visit are handled very carefully by the candidates as they have a limited amount of time and energy.

The total count of 988 includes visits from Democratic incumbent Barack Obama and Republican candidate Mitt Romney as well as their significant others (Michelle Obama and Ann Romney respectively). The other key players included are vice-presidential candidates Joe Biden and Paul Ryan and their respective spouses.

It is worth noting that the dataset presented by Washington Post and Associated Press makes the distinction between strictly-campaigning appearances and fundraisers – appearances with the goal of adding to the campaign's budget through donations.

The state which saw the majority of campaign stops made in it was Ohio, with 148 points, while Florida and Virginia were a distant second and third with 115 and 98 respectively. For all of these states, the percentage of explicitly fundraising events in the overall amount of stops was less than 14%.

In comparison, most fundraiser visits were recorded in the heavily populated California, New York and Massachusetts – in all of these, fundraisers made up the majority of campaign stops and none of the three states were contested.

There were eight states that weren't visited by any of the senior campaign officials in the election – Alaska, Hawaii, Kansas, Maine, North Dakota, Rhode Island, Vermont and West Virginia. In addition to that, there were 11 states the campaign events in which were limited to only fundraisers – the most populated of them being Georgia. Meanwhile, Ohio, Florida, Virginia, Iowa and Colorado made up the top five states by non-fundraising visits, with Iowa also recording absolutely no fundraiser visits.

Incumbent candidate Barack Obama himself visited only 23 of the 50 American states on campaign trail, while Romney was a little more varied in his stops, attending campaign events in 33 states.

One might make an argument that stops in states like California and New York, traditionally blue states, help to disprove the theory that only battleground states matter. However, it should be noted that campaign stops in heavily populated states bring a lot of free publicity and promotional materials. These campaign stops are often huge events with thousands of people and when reported on, give the impression of overwhelming support for a candidate. In a way, these stops are just as much national advertisement as targeted ads might be, providing a wave of positive spin for the candidate to showcase in highlight reels and press releases.

Another reason there may be some outlying campaign visits to party loyal states is a strategic stop to help a struggling congress person win their race. In a state that a candidate is overwhelmingly popular in, a campaign stop with a senate candidate or House of Representatives candidate who is on the edge could make the difference in their election. Much more press and a larger crowd are just a couple of the benefits of such a stop for a struggling candidate trying to get their votes. We must remember that the democratic system of checks and balances makes it important for a president who wishes to keep all his promises to the voters to have his own party in control of the House and Senate. These kinds of campaign stops work best where a candidate has strong support. It’s easy to see that while these kinds of states get more campaign visits, they don’t get a proportional share of campaign dollars when it comes to advertising. In light of this it seems apparent that these stops do not disprove our theory.

The claim that the two aforementioned methods of selective presidential campaigning are significant and are utilized with the goal of drawing in votes in mind is not unsubstantiated. In Shaw (1999), the author analyzed three election cycles and found that both tv ads and appearances during presidential campaigning by the Republican candidate were statistically significant predictors of their share of the popular vote in the given state. It is also worth mentioning that their effect was especially notable when interacted with the percentage of undecided voters in the state in question.

We've previously discussed state election closeness as a factor in determining a given states propensity to receive campaign resources. However, there's a whole different aspect in the whole ordeal, which goes back to the previously discussed works of Banzhaf (1969) and Gelman and Katz (2001).

It would be preposterous to claim that a state's worth in the United States of America's presidential elections is down to just the closeness of the expected election race in that state because American states are also quite varied when it comes to their population sizes.

The average state or subject involved in the presidential election in 2012 had 4.7 million eligible voters. However, the distribution across all 51 of them is obviously uneven and, while the most populated state – California – had 29 million eligible voters, the least populated state – Wyoming, had around 1.5% of that or 66 times less.

The size of the state would not be a direct factor in a popular vote election – sure, one could potentially envision some indirect ways the size of a region would influence its electoral preferences and worth (for instance, they could, by default, have more exposure to electoral advertising or higher turnout due to population density and increased accessibility of voting booths). Those are just guesses and any sort of direct relation is hard to hypothesize.

Indeed, there would be no such topic of discussion when it comes to the Electoral College if the distribution of electoral votes were equal but, of course, as previously discussed, it's not. The two mandatory votes, which are added to the state's given proportional number (and, as such, put the minimum amount of votes per state at 3, not 1), make up, in total, 100 out of 538 votes overall. That proves to be more than enough to actually skew the proportionality.

For instance, while North Carolina gets approximately 2 electoral votes per million eligible voters, its' neighbor South Carolina gets 2.4. Neither of them are even particularly close to the minimum and maximum. Instead, the minimum is represented by two states with 15 million eligible voters each – Florida and New York – who both get 1.89 electoral votes per million. Meanwhile, the maximum is represented by Wyoming, which gets 6.84.

Predictably enough, the value of electoral votes per million voters is almost exactly inversely proportional to the actual population numbers, as the mandatory “+2” votes play a much bigger role in the smaller states.

In this paper, we will try to analyze the effect of this discrepancy in conjunction with the previously discussed conundrum of election “closeness”. As previously stated, the mechanisms here are not clear – while Banzhaf's logic that the Electoral College favours big states (in that a decisive vote in a large state is much more worthwhile and is more likely to impact the election) has its definite logical merit, there's also the reverse mechanism of small states getting disproportionately large representation. It's a system that, conceivably, could see the effect vary from election to election depending on concrete conditions and anticipations.

For the purposes of gaging the distortions in campaign resource allocation, we will need a measure that would accurately account for potential distribution under the popular vote system. And, while correcting for eligible population in states appears to be sufficient at the first glance, one cannot deny that the states' political composition could be having a huge effect on resource allocation – after all, the candidates would probably prefer to spend more money in states where they could feasibly win more votes and there's probably some reason to the assumption that there are a lot more votes to play for in Ohio or Florida than Alabama or Vermont.

To account for this possibility, we will use Gallup's 2011 data on the political composition of the 50 states + DC. First and foremost, we will take Gallup's survey on US citizens' political party affiliations and use the percent of respondents who aren't registered with either party and don't admit to leaning either Republican or Democrat.

The mean percentage of “undecideds” across the 51 territories is 16, with a standard deviation of 2.5. The variance across states isn't really that noticeable, with the biggest value recorded in the small state Rhode Island at 24 and the smallest – in Washington DC at 10.

Gallup also present data on the voters' ideological preferences, grouping them into three categories – liberals, conservatives and moderates. “Liberals” is usually a term used to describe the Democratic party, while “conservatives” is usually reserved for Republicans. Gallup are quick to point out hat these terms are not interchangeable and that there are far more citizens who identify themselves as conservatives than liberals which is not reflected in the popular vote. However, even despite that, there are still high statistically significant correlations between the percent of conservatives and Republicans, as well as between Democrats and liberals.

The category that interests us most is “moderates”, which should, by large, represent the percentage of people who presidential campaigns could have a feasible chance of persuading. The state-by-state share of moderates correlates with the amount of “undecideds” with a rather average r of 0.38. At the same time, that correlation is statistically significant.

As there is no definite way short of state-by-state polls (which are done by different agencies, combine all sorts of different methodology and are completely absent for some states) of measuring the amount of potential campaign targets in presidential elections, we will be using both of these variables in our models.

Apart from these variables that are essential for creating mathematical models relevant to our goals, we also include other control variables in various model specifications. These remaining control variables are:
· Gross State Product per capita – the indicator of a given state's economic output, it is usually a good measure of how economically successful a given region is, the GSP is also at least tangentially relevant to campaigning in that more successful states would be significantly more able to give large contributions to appealing campaigns. 
· Campaign donations per capita – a monetary value of combined campaign contributions received in a given state and divided by the state population could act as a more direct way of measuring whether campaign contributions influence strategy. Indeed, it also falls under our understanding of campaigning as the offering of certain promises in exchange for voter resources – whether that be actual votes, donations or other activity.

There are more potential control variables, but they are ultimately less essential and their inclusion could clash with the inherently limited amount of observations. As such, further research with accounting for those factors or features could be made using a more generalized approach and with the inclusion of time-series data. For our dataset, we've made the decision to limit the amount of independent and control variables in models to five.

Research methods and methodological framework
Having discussed the data and the specific variables utilized in this paper, we move on to outlining the research methods, their implementation and the exact model specification. 

It is important to note this research will operate within the realms of the positivist framework. It is the very reason why so much time was devoted to the operationalization of the relevant indicators and phenomena – so we could base the findings of this paper on observed empirical evidence and empirical approximations.

More specifically, we've decided not to stray from the customary norms of research in this field and, as such, will employ the rational choice theory as the basis of our methodology. The crux of the theory is that the individuals are assumed to have transitive and complete preferences, with the ranking of said preferences existing in independence from the set of preferences presented. The assumption of the fact that every actor is fully informed is not followed – instead, the actors are believed to be estimating the utility they'll get from adopting certain strategies and, as such, choose those which are expected to most adhere to their goals.

What were the goals of the actors in the 2012 election? Well, for the two main candidates in play for the presidency, there's a rather obvious answer – both were in it to win it. Even Romney who was, for the most part, the clear underdog in the fight for the presidency would undoubtedly prefer victory to any other realistic outcome and, even if he were faced with a high probability of losing, it's reasonable to assume he would want the margin that he lost by in regards to electoral votes.

Is it reasonable to assume that both campaigns primarily targeted maximization of the electoral vote tally? While electoral voters are the deciding factor in an election, one could argue that candidates don't really care about their margin of victory. That claim is certainly contestable but, even if this could be said for candidates who are sufficiently confident in their victory, the 2012 election really didn't seem to be a projected landslide victory going by the polls. Indeed, it didn't turn out to be one in the very end – Obama's winning margin proved to be lesser than that of the 2008 election and he carried a middling popular vote advantage of four percent.

Electoral campaigning is this paper is viewed as a means to an end – the end being victories. It is fair to say that we don't know which goals were pursued by the various three-party candidates in the 2012 election – they very well might have viewed themselves as potential victors, however small the odds, or they (most likely) pursued some sort of different aims that would be achieved with the help of the exposure that comes with presidential campaigning. It is possible their main goal was simply to be on a national stage steering the conversation to their causes in any way they could. In this example simply being a part of the race may have been a victory for them.

However, for the two prime campaigns, the goal in campaigning is securing electoral votes – and the goal in state-focused campaigning is, as such, securing the electoral votes in a given state, which means fighting for the majority of votes in that state.

Meanwhile, is the other side of the matter – voters – bound by rationality? In our eyes, there's a two-fold answer to this question. For why voters actually turn up to the electoral booths to cast their vote, we do not have an answer – we do not claim to have solved the famous voting paradox which stems from the free rider problem
. At the same time, we do not claim voters are irrational in making the decision to vote.

We do assume rationality in the voters' decision to cast their vote for a certain candidate. Whatever motive drives them to support either Obama or Romney – be they issue voters, long-time party members or just people with matched personal value sets – we assume that their support is based squarely in rationality and stems from their set of preferences – all ranked differently for each individual.

Our research is also consistent with the principal-agent approach to elections. The politicians in our model acts as agents, who offer their approaches and sets of policies to the electorate, as well as their very services in implementing these approaches. The voters, meanwhile, are principals – they “hire” politicians with their votes and subsequently reward the quality of their work with the resources at their disposal – possible reelection, donations and mobilization, or, very well, impeachment or recalling. This view is consistent with previous research on the matter – for instance, Fearon (1999), where the author empirically demonstrates that the voters employ “selection” (more personality-based) and “sanctioning” (more policy-based) as the two main approaches to deciding on a vote and then evaluate politicians accordingly when they're in office.

We've went over the many variables and measures that will be used in modeling the research question in the given paper. Due to the varied nature of these indicators and their diverse range of characteristics, this paper will use several different methods of regression analysis to most accurately reflect the existing relationships between our variables.

 The divided nature of the advertising variable has led us to the decision to interpret advertising as a binary variable. As such, we establish a certain threshold of “substantial advertising spending per capita” - the states that are above it will be considered to have received notable ad resources, while the states below it will be tagged as those who had disproportionately low resources assigned to them.

As advertising acts as our dependent variable, such model specification will require a method which deals with binary variables as outcomes. The most simplistic way of working with such data is the linear probability model, in which the Y in the model is the conditional probability of the event that specifies the binary variable. Unfortunately, the method in question is rather flawed – the model does not allow for the probability variable to be restricted between 0 and 1 (as probability should, generally speaking), which is indicative of a bigger issue – it assumes a bigger linear relation between the predictors and the estimated probability, which is not reasonable, as, with higher levels of probability, the “marginal effect” of X is logically supposed to decrease, not stay constant (Gujarati D., 2004).

Instead, the method utilized in this research for the aforementioned goals is logistic regression, more simply known as logit. The logit method circumvents the issues present in the linear probability model by measuring the outcome via the natural logarithm of the odds ratio.
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In the formula presented above, L acts as the log measure of odds ratio and is the dependent variable of the model, calculated by taking the logarithm of the ratio between the probability of the “1” outcome and the probability of the “0” outcome. The coefficients, in this case, represent the change in the log odds ratio with the nominal increase of the value of the regressor.

The assumptions for the use and interpretation of the logit model are significantly lighter than the customary assumptions for Ordinary Least Squares models. First and foremost, the model has to be correctly specified – with sufficient predictors, whether interval, ordinal or nominal, and a nominal outcome variable.

The continuous predictors also have to be correlated with the logit of odds ratio and, as usual, potential multicollinearity should be accounted for.

There are specific statistics used to judge the performance of specified logit models. The most widely used and obvious one of them is the percentage of correct predictions of the dependent variable. The achieved percentage can be taken on its own as well as compared to percentages in other models – computing package SPSS, for instance, always produces the data for the model with only a constant and the dependent variable in question, which can serve as a solid comparison point for the start.

Outside of the simple measure of percentage, there are numerous ways to gage the model's predictive abilities. Many of them are dubbed as “pseudo” R-square measures, as they imitate the characteristics of the ever-familiar R2 utilized in OLS models.

Among these measures is the frequently used Cox – Shell R2, calculated as R2C-S = 1 – (L0 / LM)2/n, where  L0 is the likelihood function for the no-predictor model and  LM is the likelihood function for the actual model. It's a reportedly effective measure and we'll be relying on it despite some apparent disadvantages, such as that the fact that it's upper bound could very well be significantly lower than 1 (Allison, 2013).

When it comes to goodness-of-fit estimates, literature suggests using multiple measures (Hosmer et al, 1997). In this paper, we will utilize Pearson's chi-square in conjunction with the Hosmer and Lemeshow test of goodness of fit – the use of the two should help us get a good grasp on the correctness of model specification. 
In order to guard against the skewing of results due to overly influential data points, we will be using the widely-recognized Cook's distance as a measure of influence of given cases. This exact estimate has been selected due to its relatively easy computation and interpretation (the higher the value for a data point, the more leverage can be attributed to that exact data point). As suggested in Cook (1982), data points will be regarded as influential when the distance value for them surpasses 1.

Meanwhile, for continuous data on particular, we will first and foremost utilize visual ways of determining the nature of the relationship between the variables. Most notably, we will use locally weighted scatterplot smoothing known simply as the LOWESS method, which creates a curve that is separately fitted to specific segments of the data.

The use of LOWESS in revealing the nature of the exact relationship between the variables has been advocated in Cleveland (1979) and allows us to produce claims more substantial then those made after simply looking at the data.

Due to the heavy presence of heteroskedasticity of the errors in the attempted preliminary OLS-analysis, we will utilize heteroskedasticity-consistent (i.e. robust) estimators as described in Hayes and Cai (2007) for our analysis of visit data. As our analysis is done within the SPSS program which does not have robust regression hardcoded in, we make a particular note of using the authors' specifically-prepared macros for enforcing robust standard error estimation.

Meanwhile, for ad data, early analysis has allowed us to hypothesize that the  relationship between election closeness and ad spending per voter is a function of gamma-like distribution. As such, we cautiously utilize the generalized liner model method with the assumption of a log link gamma response to test our hypotheses.

For all of our various dependent variables and methods, we will utilize four different sets of independent variables. Below, model 1 will stand for the use of the GDP measure, the donations data, the electoral vote proportionality, the poll projected value and the share of undecideds. Model 2 will replace undecideds with moderates, while model 3 will also make one change to model 1's specification – replacing the poll measure with the estimate based on previous years. Finally, model 4 will combine changes from models 2 and 3.
Chapter 3. Findings
Effects on ad spending
The original idea for this paper was built on the presumption that candidates spend a lot in competitive states and less in decided states, yet, even with that preliminary hypothesis in mind, it appears we've vastly underestimated the sheer scope of this effect.

As previously noted, while electoral campaigns were expected to allocate their resources in linear fashion, they were instead found opting of an ultra-rationalistic approach. On a purely theoretical level, there is no need to campaign in a state that's already been won or lost – and it appears that the candidates were exceptionally well-aware of that.
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Figure 1. Scatterplot of ad spending per voter on absolute poll margin, with LOWESS curve
As seen on the scatterplot of ad spending per eligible voter by the aggregate polling margin between the two major candidates (Figure 1) , the spending outright ceased at around 8 percent, with state after state beyond that mark receiving either absolutely insignificant amounts of ad money or no ad money at all.

This early observation, should we be able to mathematically demonstrate it, could be crucial for the purposes of this paper as it displays that candidates use an extremely rationalistic mentality in targeting voters, meaning that a certain cut-off point in terms of projected margins is enough for a big chunk of the “potentially persuadable” population to be completely ignored during an election. The candidates do not have to account for their interests during campaigning and, as such, these voters have very little leverage over them.
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Figure 2. Scatterplot of ad spending per voter on poll margin (Democrats – Republicans)
It is worth noting that the situation is not quite as clean-cut at the first glance as 

might be suggested. There are a couple of states that go against the trend – for instance, New Mexico, Minnesota and North Dakota received a lot more ad spending than would be reasonable in a purely rationalistic strategy based entirely on margins of victory. It's also worth noting that New Hampshire with its somewhat questionable status as a swing state was the record-setter in terms of ad spending per eligible voter, beating out the traditional likes of Florida and Ohio.
The whole picture gets a little clearer when the poll margins are taken into account with regards to the actual winning side. Going by the picture, the cutoff point for a state's inclusion into the campaign strategies of the two parties was different in regards to which party the state was leaning towards (Figure 2). With the exception of Oregon, most states that appeared leaning towards the Democratic party (who appeared to have a rather noticeable advantage in the polls overall) yet were feasibly in contention received plentiful ad spending. Meanwhile, states that appeared similarly close but leaning on the Republican side were largely ignored.

With that in mind, we move to calculating the results of the logit regression models, taking the dependent variable at “1” where the ad spending is substantial and at “0” where it's virtually non-existent. While the variance in substantial ad spending is huge, we find that there's enough of a gap between the values assigned to “0” and “1” to justify such categorization.

Out of the four logit models using a binary distribution for ad spending, the one that performs best includes the value constructed out of results from previous years and the share of moderates alongside GDP, donations and electoral votes (per capita, per capita and per million voters respectively). The model has a correct prediction percentage of 93.8, has a Cox-Snell pseudo R-Squared of .541 and is correctly fit according to both the chi-square test and the Hosmer – Lemeshow test
.

The resulting empirical value of the model is:
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The model was bootstrapped, creating 1000 samples to better estimate the significance of the coefficients. The coefficient has proved to be highly statistically significant in the case of the estimate on previous years, as well as statistically significant for the electoral votes proportionality measure, the GDP measure and the share of moderates – the latter have not been flagged as significant prior to the bootstrapping (Table 1).

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Constant
	2.420
	-26.264***
	1.347
	-19.304***

	
	(4.476)
	(12.514)
	(5.376)
	(11.782)

	GDP_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000*
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Donations_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Poll Margin
	-0.340***
	-0.412***
	
	

	
	(0.114
	(0.142)
	
	

	Previous Years
	
	
	-0.583***
	-0.638***

	
	
	
	(0.208)
	(0.222)

	Undecided
	-0.280
	
	-0.139
	

	
	(0.302)
	
	(0.356)
	

	Mod
	
	0.720***
	
	0.542

	
	
	(0.359)
	
	(0.335)

	Electoral Votes per 10^6
	1.294*
	1.093
	1.945***
	1.814*

	
	(0.771)
	(0.743)
	(0.934)
	(0.973)

	Chi-Square
	22.945
	27.796
	34.369
	37.362

	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Hosmer and Lemeshow
	1.940
	4.105
	1.330
	5.550

	
	0.963
	0.768
	0.995
	0.698

	Cox & Snell
	0.399
	0.461
	0.511
	0.541

	Nagelkerke
	0.562
	0.648
	0.729
	0.772

	Percentage Correct
	86.7
	88.9
	89.6
	93.8

	N of Observations
	45
	45
	48
	48

	
	
	
	
	

	Bootstrap Confidence Intervals for Coefficients

	Constant
	Low
	-13.761
	-682.175
	-146.899
	-2178.167

	
	Upp
	-0.235
	-8.509
	333.418
	2981.000

	GDP_PC
	Low
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000

	
	Upp
	0.000
	0.000
	0.001
	0.001

	Donations_PC
	Low
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000

	
	Upp
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Poll Margin
	Low
	-13.761
	-29.753
	
	

	
	Upp
	-0.235
	-0.287
	
	

	Previous Years
	Low
	
	
	-33.791
	-55.635

	
	Upp
	
	
	-0.408
	-0.417

	Undecided
	Low
	-7.727
	
	-33.507
	

	
	Upp
	0.307
	
	11.334
	

	Mod
	Low
	
	0.195
	
	0.010

	
	Upp
	
	17.970
	
	69.954

	EV_M
	Low
	-0.677
	-1.250
	-0.095
	-0.227

	
	Upp
	21.886
	67.042
	142.435
	119.891


Table 1. Coefficient estimators for logit regression analysis with binary value of ads as dependent variable 
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Figure 3. Scatterplot of ad spending per voter on absolute poll margin for states with “1”s in the binary value of ad spending 
The logit results make a good case for the following statement – the closer a given state election is, the more likely both candidates are to hand ad money to these states' local stations. However, there is more uncertainty on what rationale is in place for the 
exact distribution of the money.

As shown in the graph (Figure 3), the distribution of ad spending among these states is far from proportional – New Hampshire gets 50 times the revenue per given voter compared to North Dakota. Yet the relationship does not appear entirely linear.

Given that we've only counted 14 states as those that have received significant ad spending, further analysis seems most logical on a case-by-case basis.

To account for the variance in the dependent variable which was lost during the binary transformation, we also computed a GLM model with a log like Gamma response 

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Intercepts
	8.072**
	-5.746
	7.027**
	1.915

	
	(3.868)
	(18.613)
	(3.555)
	(14.532)

	GDP_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Donations_PC
	0.902
	0.778
	1.019*
	0.986

	
	(0.602)
	(0.735)
	(0.559)
	(0.639)

	Poll Margin
	-0.461***
	-0.443***
	
	

	
	(0.135)
	(0.149)
	
	

	Previous Years
	
	
	-0.619***
	-0.613***

	
	
	
	(0.154)
	(0.164)

	Undecided
	-0.303
	
	-0.085
	

	
	(0.509)
	
	(0.299)
	

	Mod
	
	0.321
	
	0.121

	
	
	(0.624)
	
	(0.458)

	Electoral Votes per 10^6
	1.549
	0.799
	1.440
	1.264

	
	
	(1.960)
	(1.594)
	(0.995)
	(1.028)

	Scale
	48.444
	48.353
	38.898
	38.858

	
	
	(10.213)
	(10.194)
	(7.940)
	(7.932)

	Chi-Square
	13.849
	13.934
	22.898
	22.947

	
	0.017
	0.016
	0.000
	0.000

	N of Observations
	45
	45
	48
	48


Table 2. GLM model with log like response coefficient estimates with ad spending per voter as dependent variable
for all four of our model specification, using robust estimates due to heteroskedasticity.

The resulting findings suggest that the relationship between projected election closeness and population-adjusted ad spending is statistically significant, while no other 
variables have coefficients consistently statistically different from zero (Table 2).

It is worth noting that the scale estimation is within the 35-50 range for all four models, giving us an idea of the approximation of the gamma distribution that was utilized in the calculation to model the relevant relationship.

The most obvious outlier presented on the graph is the aforementioned North Dakota – a traditionally red state that, nonetheless, received ad money that is hardly insignificant. It's 3 and a half hundred thousand ad dollars are nothing compared to the millions received in the big swing states, but, divide them by the amount of voters, and the sparsely populated state suddenly appears to be disproportionately favored.

North Dakota is, indeed, an outlier by all accounts. The state hasn't gone to Democrats since 1964 and appeared to be in the Republicans' pockets for 2012. However, McCain's victory in the state in 2008 (53 to 45 percent) was among the less confident in recent history, as several pre-election polling sources declared the state race a “toss-up”. Meanwhile, alongside the presidential elections, North Dakota's political life in 2012 also saw a very close senate race between the two major parties. As such, Republican spending in 2012 – and the conservative party was, indeed, the only spender in North Dakota – was of little surprise.

The existence of any spending in Minnesota and New Mexico also appears to be a bit of a problem for the theory we advocate, but the image of a definitely decided election in both of them is potentially flattered by the results of the polls – as, going by previous elections and, indeed, 2012, the projected margin was actually 10 percent and below. The same, meanwhile, could be said for Michigan, for which the polls appeared to skew the expectations the other way around. The spending in that particular state did indeed end up lower than what we'd expect from a true swing state, but that's simply because it never really was one – and, despite Republicans massively outspending their rivals in the state, it safely went for Obama come general election.

The rest of the states are well-recognized battlegrounds, which makes it all the more surprising that they seem to display an opposite trend compared to that seen in the rest of the data – i.e. that a smaller margin does not appear to lead to a corresponding increase in average spending. That pattern is not easily explainable just through variance or, say, overlapping confidence intervals when it comes to polls – as such, there surely has to be another factoid explaining this deviation.

On the following graph (Figure 4), where we chart the ten chief swing states of the election, we can see that the distribution of average per-voter ad spending could be explained through the other essential characteristic of the Electoral College – the disproportional allocation of electoral votes. Increased ad spending in this context makes sense, because potentially persuadable voters in the smaller states with more electoral votes per million have more voting power. This could very well be why small states like [image: image4.png]Ad Spending per Voter (US Dollars)
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Figure 4. Scatterplot of ad spending per voter on the average share of electoral votes with LOWESS curve
New Hampshire, Nevada and Iowa receive more money on average than Ohio and Florida.

There could be other potential explanations – for instance, it could be that television ads are just cheaper on average in bigger states or that the massive amounts of attention received by the bigger swing states made actual ads less of a necessity – but the electoral vote disparity does indeed provide a viable explanation. 
All in all, it appears that the Electoral College institutions have had a severe impact on campaign ad spending coming up to the 2012 presidential election. The decision whether or not to send any resources to a given state appears very much based on the probability of a close contest in that state, while the resources in those states that are expected to be contested seem to be distributed in accordance to the state's relative [image: image5.png]on of Voters
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Figure 5. Scatterplot of campaign visits per million of voters on projected poll margin with LOWESS curve
value in electoral college votes per capita.
Effects on campaign stops

Presidential stops are a different kind of commodity to ad spending – inherently less targeted with goals that are not quite as obvious as those pursued by ads. As such, one can expect the relationship between the various electoral college-related characteristics of the state and campaign visits to be different.
Preliminary analysis shows that, unlike with ad spending, presidential campaigns don't appear to set any cutoff points in regards to the projected election results in a state. In such, even shoo-ins like Wyoming or Delaware can potentially expect to get a couple of visits from their candidates.

Due to the increased variance in non-competitive states, the relationship appears 

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Constant
	9.505**
	-1.793
	9.789**
	4.901

	
	(4.485)
	(25.754)
	(4.340)
	(19.028)

	GDP_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Donations_PC
	0.924
	0.841
	1.035
	1.058

	
	(0.754)
	(0.956)
	(0.756)
	(0.887)

	Poll Margin
	-0.368**
	-0.355**
	
	

	
	(0.154)
	(0.172)
	
	

	Previous Years
	
	
	-0.490***
	-0.494**

	
	
	
	(0.173)
	(0.186)

	Undecided
	-0.434
	
	-0.410
	

	
	(0.623)
	
	(0.384)
	

	Mod
	
	0.200
	
	-0.008

	
	
	(0.873)
	
	(0.629)

	Electoral Votes per 10^6
	1.469
	0.609
	1.786
	1.369

	
	(2.511)
	(2.063)
	(1.343)
	(1.466)

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.212
	0.203
	0.294
	0.281

	
	
	
	
	

	N of Observations
	45
	45
	48
	48


Table 3. Coefficients estimates with heteroskedasticity-consistent errors, visits per million voters as dependent variable
to have a certain degree of linearity, with the amount of visits gradually increasing as we get to states with closer and closer elections (Figure 5).

However, running preliminary OLS checks, we've noticed that the uneven nature of data creates severe heteroskedasticity of the errors and, as such, the estimates produced by such analysis are unreliable.

To account for that, we'll employ the robust regression method in computing the estimates of the relationship between visits and our dependent variables.
Again, the relationship is tested through four models with the exact same variables as used in the logit calculations for ad spending. For all four, the resulting R-squared estimates weren't the most impressive, but ultimately serviceable – all falling between 0.2 and 0.3.The model based on previous year results and the percentage of undecideds produced the highest R-squared. The results of the robust regression produced two statistically significant coefficients – the constant in the equation and the coefficient for previous years' results (Table 3).
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The analysis produced similar results in the other three models, where the coefficients before the previous years' estimate or the analogous measure based on polls was reliably statistically significant, with a p-value consistently below the 0.05 threshold.

How do we explain the low R-squared values? Well, as noted before, the motivations for campaign visits to a given state can be highly varied on a case-by-case basis. Unlike with targeted ad spending, which definitely sets mobilization or persuasion of potential voters as its goal, campaign visits can pursue a variety of different aims – supporting a fellow party candidate in a close Senate or House race that runs alongside the presidential election or drawing impressive crowds.

One separate goal that is really easy to track is visits made with the intention of assisting in fundraising for the campaign. The fundraising visits make up a pretty big share of visits as a whole and, as such, this gives us an imperative to re-calculate our model, using data for non-fundraiser events.

The results, presented in table, don't fully live up to the expectations, as the exclusion of fundraiser visits doesn't appear to cause a particularly significant increase in the R-squared.

As before, the relevant dependent variables – projected margins of victory going by previous results and polls – are the ones with the only statistically significant coefficients.
The exclusion of fundraiser visits has contributed to a slight decrease in the standard errors for these variables, but that decrease could be hardly considered substantial and has little effect on the overall model (Table 4).
However, what removing fundraiser visits from the equation has done is raise the 

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Constant
	8.309*
	-7.220
	8.651**
	0.100

	
	(4.202)
	(25.639)
	(4.242)
	(19.119)

	GDP_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Donations_PC
	0.734
	0.887
	0.853
	0.838

	
	(0.680)
	(0.956)
	(0.663)
	(0.799)

	Poll Margin
	-0.370**
	-0.350**
	
	

	
	(0.149)
	(0.167)
	
	

	Previous Years
	
	
	-0.493***
	-0.490**

	
	
	
	(0.167)
	(0.181)

	Undecided
	-0.384
	
	-0.386
	

	
	(0.605)
	
	(0.390)
	

	Mod
	
	0.346
	
	0.111

	
	
	(0.869)
	
	(0.634)

	Electoral Votes per 10^6
	1.557
	0.659
	2.001
	1.522

	
	(2.417)
	(2.021)
	(1.318)
	(1.479)

	
	
	
	
	

	R-squared
	0.210
	0.209
	0.295
	0.285

	
	
	
	
	

	N of Observations
	45
	45
	48
	48


Table 4. Coefficients estimates with heteroskedasticity-consistent errors, non-fundraiser visits per million voters as dependent variable
number of states which recorded zero visits by either campaign to 18. As such, again using logit regression, we can test the significance of the claim that an increased closeness of the state race leads to the state being more likely to receive non-fundraiser visits.

Using our four different sets of dependent variables, we find that all of them perform worse in predicting these particular outcomes – with prediction percentages lower for every model in this logit calculation than in the preceding ones which dealt with ad money.
Base analysis suggests that the relationship between measures of competitiveness and the likelihood of a state receiving non-fundraiser visits is statistically significant for the 2012 election, as both indicators were given significant coefficients in either specification of the model. None of the other included variables were statistically significant predictors of the probability of non-fundraiser visits except for the share of undecided voters, which received a significant coefficient in model 3. 
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Constant
	7.904
	-2.012
	8.807**
	-1.015

	
	4.928
	(6.373)
	(4.449)
	(5.099)

	GDP_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000*
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Donations_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Poll Margin
	-0.096*
	-0.076*
	
	

	
	(0.054)
	(0.046)
	
	

	Previous Years
	
	
	-0.127**
	-0.088*

	
	
	
	(0.064)
	(0.052)

	Undecided
	-0.615*
	
	-0.756**
	

	
	(0.329)
	
	(0.306)
	

	Mod
	
	0.087
	
	0.006

	
	
	(0.196)
	
	(0.155)

	Electoral Votes per 10^6
	0.522
	-0.311
	1.004
	0.260

	
	(0.785)
	(0.291)
	(0.636)
	('0.464)

	Chi-Square
	21.528
	16.986
	24.909
	15.482

	
	0.001
	0.005
	0.000
	0.008

	Hosmer and Lemeshow
	2.181
	9.081
	4.388
	4.851

	
	0.949
	0.247
	0.821
	0.773

	Cox & Snell
	0.380
	0.314
	0.405
	0.276

	Nagelkerke
	0.518
	0.428
	0.552
	0.376

	Percentage Correct
	80
	82.2
	79.2
	75

	N of Observations
	45.000
	45
	48
	48

	
	
	
	
	

	Bootstrap Confidence Intervals for Coefficients

	Constant
	Low
	-1.332
	-29.153
	3.590
	-19.314

	
	Upp
	7.880
	7.852
	26.594
	8.422

	GDP_PC
	Low
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000

	
	Upp
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Donations_PC
	Low
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000
	-0.000

	
	Upp
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Poll Margin
	Low
	-20.518
	-0.333
	
	

	
	Upp
	-0.001
	0.005
	
	

	Previous Years
	Low
	
	
	-0.520
	-0.273

	
	Upp
	
	
	-0.041
	-0.014

	Undecided
	Low
	-22.727
	
	-2.410
	

	
	Upp
	0.217
	
	-0.414
	

	Mod
	Low
	
	-0.263
	
	-0.315

	
	Upp
	
	0.934
	
	0.624

	EV_M
	Low
	2.119
	-2.438
	0.013
	1.167

	
	Upp
	289.160
	1.196
	4.651
	1.639


Table 5. Coefficient estimators for logit regression analysis with presence of non-fundraiser visits as dependent variable
It is worth noting, however, that the coefficient for the margin projected by polls was only significant on the 90% confidence level, as was the measure for previous years in model 4. The measure in model 3 was the only one to crack 95%. The bootstrapping of the values seems to confirm that as the confidence interval for the polls measure in model 2 outright overlaps with zero, placing the validity of the relationship under question (Table 5).

The sum total, the conclusion of all of this is that the nature behind the strategies of campaign visits isn't entirely clear cut. While the probability of there being a fight for the states' electoral votes is definitely a factor, as shown by the results of the regression analysis adjusted robust standard errors, it might not be the only factor. The logit models suggest that sheer projection of competitiveness isn't the end all-be all of determining the likelihood of a state receiving visits, even we account for the specific procedure of fundraising.

Looking at the individual data seems to confirm this claim – certain states that were visited by the campaigns were never going to be in play. For instance, Wyoming, Texas, Louisiana, Utah were all visited by various campaign officials as part of non-fundraising campaigning – in some of them, there were important Senate or House reasons to speak of, while, in others, one has to assume other highly specific reasons – for instance, appearing at events of big lobbying groups (like, for instance, the NAACP in Texas) in order to gain their support.

However, for those states that did appear to be closely contested, the pattern seen in advertising money held true – New Hampshire was, again, easily the most disproportionately favored state at 34 non-fundraising visits per million resident voters, while Florida received just 6, despite being frequently considered the most closely contested state election after election.

Party-specific strategies
	
	
	Democrat Campaign Data
	Republican Campaign Data

	
	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Constant
	16.889*
	-19.590
	54.925
	-17.097
	3.101
	-28.154**
	1.782
	-18.107

	
	(9.279)
	(13.028)
	(38.474)
	(19.409)
	(4.363)
	(13.921)
	(5.286)
	(11.857)

	GDP_PC
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)
	(0.000)

	Party_Donations_PC
	0.700
	0.778
	-1.664
	0.346
	-0.146
	-0.617
	-0.818
	-0.784

	
	(0.800)
	(0.730)
	(2.254)
	(1.232)
	(0.799)
	(0.875)
	(1.624)
	(1.721)

	Poll Margin
	-0.565**
	-0.491***
	
	
	-0.337***
	-0.434***
	
	

	
	(0.229)
	(0.187)
	
	
	(0.116)
	(0.155)
	
	

	Previous Years
	
	
	-1.369*
	-0.723***
	
	
	-0.627***
	-0.659***

	
	
	
	(0.744)
	(0.273)
	
	
	(0.236)
	(0.228)

	Undecided
	-1.034**
	
	-3.177
	
	-0.274
	
	-0.100
	

	
	(0.520)
	
	(2.215)
	
	(0.301)
	
	(0.369)
	

	Mod
	
	0.534
	
	0.514
	
	0.820*
	
	0.538

	
	
	(0.346)
	
	(0.526)
	
	(0.423)
	
	(0.334)

	Electoral Votes per 10^6
	0.358
	0.652
	2.198
	1.070
	1.240
	0.990
	2.059**
	1.874*

	
	(0.999)
	(0.937)
	(2.477)
	(1.548)
	(0.755)
	(0.749)
	(0.997)
	(0.996)

	Chi-Square
	28.884
	25.789
	43.625
	37.068
	22.774
	28.344
	34.627
	37.574

	
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000

	Hosmer and Lemeshow
	6.015
	2.351
	0.374
	1.792
	3.539
	7.167
	4.093
	5.187

	
	0.538
	0.938
	1.000
	0.987
	0.831
	0.412
	0.849
	0.737

	Cox & Snell
	0.474
	0.436
	0.597
	0.538
	0.397
	0.467
	0.514
	0.543

	Nagelkerke
	0.706
	0.650
	0.906
	0.816
	0.559
	0.658
	0.733
	0.774

	Percentage Correct
	91.1
	88.9
	95.8
	96
	86.7
	86.7
	93.8
	91.7

	N of Observations
	45
	45
	48
	48
	45
	45
	48
	48


Table 6. Coefficients for logit regression on separate data for two major parties
Up to this point, we have viewed the two competing parties and candidates as largely interchangeable, assuming that their strategies largely mirrored each other in every given state. However, we do need to account for potential deviations and, as such, it is necessary to perform some party-specific calculations.

To test the validity of our claim, we will again turn to logistic regression to see whether the relationship between the probabilities of targeted ad spending and perceived election closeness. For both parties in question, the binary variable for significant ad spending will be created at a cutoff point that is half that of the original combined calculations. As such, for Republicans, the same 14 states as in the combined models will be flagged as having received significant advertising – for Democrats, meanwhile, the amount of ad-affected states is down to 11.
The analysis shows that the explanatory variables perform well for both Republican and Democrat campaign data when it comes to ad spending, with the impact of our variables being flagged as significant in all eight cases, albeit to varying degrees of actual statistical significance. The models perform marginally better on Republicans than on Democrats (which is perhaps explained by the Democrats' reluctance to campaign in states that narrowly leaned red) but the difference is largely negligible (Table 6). We have also run the logit regression on the presence on non-fundraiser visits, where the results were rather expectedly varied. For the data on the Democrats' campaign, different measures of closeness were the only reliably significant predictor of probability. For Republicans, it was, surprisingly, donations that were a better predictor.
Maine and Nebraska
In the 2008 election, Republican candidate John McCain won the popular vote in Nebraska by 14 percent, while Democrat Barack Obama won in Maine by 17 percent. It is safe to assume, therefore, that neither state would receive much attention in 2012 if the electoral votes were allocated on a winner-take-all basis.

We have previously mentioned that that is not the case – both states award part of their electoral votes for winning the popular vote and part for winning in individual congressional district. But has that specific trait earned either state more campaign attention?

The data on visits does not seem to confirm the theory – neither campaign was at all present in Maine throughout the run-up to the election, while Nebraska saw one visit – a fundraising appearance by Ann Romney.

The ad spending, however, paints a different picture – while Maine, with its both congressional districts leaning Democrat, received a few hundred thousand dollars in spending, the count for Nebraska was into millions – two from the Obama camp and four from the Romney campaign.  

Most importantly, all of the ad spending in Nebraska was concentrated in the second Congressional district, which was carried by Obama in 2008 by one percent. The other districts, which were expected to safely lean Republican, didn't receive ad spending. 

Discussion
The evidence presented in this paper appears to heavily suggest that the Electoral College particularities have had a major influence on campaign resource allocation in the presidential election of 2012.

The ad spending aspect of campaign resource distribution proved to be most noticeably dependent on Electoral College characteristics and, in particular, the projected closeness of state elections. The logit regression results suggest that the smaller between-candidate projected margins are for a state, the more likely the state in question is to receive ad funding and similar findings have surfaced in the GLM analysis.

The relationship for the actual swing states, however, is less instinctively obvious, as it appears 2012 saw the smaller swing states get disproportionate attention over their bigger counterparts. It is not entirely clear whether that is down to the “electoral college value per vote” parameter or something else and that's something that appears to be a potential area for future research.

The effects of the Electoral College on campaigning do not seem to be as significant when discussing campaign stops – while the electoral college-specific factor of election closeness appears to be a significant predictor, there are apparently other unaccounted for motivations behind campaign stop distribution. This leads to us positing that campaign visits are, perhaps, are very particular type of campaign resource and their distribution should be studied further.

In general, however, the large impact of perceived state election' closeness is pretty much undeniable. This is hardly a novel finding, as this paper appears to fit in well with previous research on the matter – however, it is an important enough claim to be substantiated with new data and methods.

The fact that the current system of selecting presidential candidates does not reward them for spending time and money in non-battleground states is a serious challenge for the American system – even more so than issues of sheer public disapproval or the unnecessary complexity of the mechanism.

To add insult to injury, focus on the swing states only appears to have gotten more noticeable as the actual amount of states in play seems to have decreased substantially over the last half-century.

Plenty of future research will be needed to determine just what the best, most cost-effective way of dealing with the Electoral College issue is, yet the fact that issue is present and serious does not appear to be under question.
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Appendix
Descriptive statistics for major non-adjusted variables

	
	Number of obs.
	Max – Min
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Eligible Voter Population 2012
	51
	28487195
	438317
	28925512
	4724058
	5319399

	Donations, USD
	51
	136960607
	844129
	137804736
	18384505
	26731909

	Ads Spending, USD
	51
	175776780
	0
	175776780
	16413864
	39079244

	Electoral Votes
	51
	52
	3
	55
	10.55
	9.686

	Absolute Poll Margin
	48
	79.70
	0.30
	80.00
	14.88
	13.57

	Visits
	51
	148
	0
	148
	19.37
	31.14

	Visits – Non Fundraiser
	51
	141
	0
	141
	14.59
	28.94

	Previous Years Margin Estimate
	51
	82.35
	.16
	82.52
	16.3083
	13.07648

	GDP
	51
	1727090
	23912
	1751002
	263327
	319843


Descriptive statistics for major adjusted (proportional) variables

	
	Number of obs.
	Max – Min
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Electoral Votes per million voters
	51
	4.96
	1.89
	6.84
	2.97
	1.23

	GDP per voter
	51
	916861.12
	4023.05
	920884.17
	122532.24
	170331.90

	Republicans, share
	51
	47.80
	11.70
	59.50
	41.28
	8.16

	Democrats, share
	51
	53.00
	25.60
	78.60
	42.61
	8.27

	Undecided, share
	51
	15.00
	9.70
	24.70
	16.11
	2.46

	Conservatives, share
	51
	34.30
	19.10
	53.40
	40.45
	6.46

	Liberals, share
	51
	28.90
	10.90
	39.80
	20.07
	5.09

	Moderates, share
	51
	9.80
	31.20
	41.00
	35.81
	2.29

	Ads per voter
	51
	32.42
	0.00
	32.42
	3.45
	7.80

	Donations per voter
	51
	30.44
	1.35
	31.79
	3.95
	4.34

	Visits per million voters
	51
	57.20
	0.00
	57.20
	5.26
	10.34

	Visits – non-fundraiser – per million voters
	51
	34.33
	0.00
	34.33
	3.84
	7.61


Frequencies for binary variables
	Variable
	0
	1
	N
	Mean

	Ads_Binary
	37
	14
	51
	0.27

	Visits_Binary
	20
	31
	51
	0.61

	Rep_Ads_Binary
	37
	14
	51
	0.27

	Dem_Ads_Binary
	40
	11
	51
	0.22

	Rep_Visits_Binary
	26
	25
	51
	0.49

	Dem_Visits_Binary
	24
	27
	51
	0.53


Logit regression results for the presence of non-fundraiser visits 
Democrats









         Republicans
	Model 1
	
	Model 1

	
	B
	SE
	p-value
	
	
	B
	SE
	p-value

	Mod
	.230
	.238
	.335
	
	Undecided
	-.390
	.312
	.210

	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.120
	
	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.088

	Dem_Donations_PC
	-.058
	.402
	.885
	
	Rep_Donations_PC
	1.121
	.605
	.064

	Abs_Poll_Margin
	-.112
	.063
	.075
	
	Abs_Poll_Margin
	-.123
	.056
	.028

	EV_M
	.144
	.658
	.827
	
	EV_M
	-.114
	.699
	.871

	Constant
	-8.567
	7.798
	.272
	
	Constant
	5.263
	4.859
	.279

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 2
	
	Model 2

	
	B
	SE
	p-value
	
	
	B
	SE
	p-value

	Undecided
	-1.129
	.483
	.019
	
	Mod
	-.008
	.204
	.968

	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.032
	
	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.209

	Dem_Donations_PC
	-.025
	.457
	.957
	
	Rep_Donations_PC
	1.000
	.549
	.069

	Abs_Poll_Margin
	-.204
	.102
	.045
	
	Abs_Poll_Margin
	-.102
	.050
	.041

	EV_M
	1.645
	1.177
	.162
	
	EV_M
	-.360
	.647
	.578

	Constant
	12.479
	7.424
	.093
	
	Constant
	.305
	7.488
	.967

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 3
	
	Model 3

	
	B
	SE
	p-value
	
	
	B
	SE
	p-value

	Undecided
	-1.014
	.373
	.007
	
	Undecided
	-.513
	.315
	.103

	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.014
	
	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.031

	Dem_Donations_PC
	.010
	.445
	.981
	
	Rep_Donations_PC
	1.504
	.604
	.013

	Previous_Years
	-.152
	.077
	.050
	
	Previous_Years
	-.190
	.077
	.013

	EV_M
	2.019
	.893
	.024
	
	EV_M
	.610
	.504
	.226

	Constant
	9.061
	4.952
	.067
	
	Constant
	5.331
	4.760
	.263

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Model 4
	
	Model 4

	
	B
	SE
	p-value
	
	
	B
	SE
	p-value

	Mod
	.118
	.172
	.493
	
	Mod
	-.110
	.186
	.554

	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.029
	
	GDP_PC
	.000
	.000
	.094

	Dem_Donations_PC
	-.174
	.372
	.639
	
	Rep_Donations_PC
	1.396
	.554
	.012

	Previous_Years
	-.078
	.054
	.144
	
	Previous_Years
	-.164
	.069
	.017

	EV_M
	.741
	.512
	.148
	
	EV_M
	.434
	.483
	.369

	Constant
	-6.868
	5.911
	.245
	
	Constant
	1.729
	6.472
	.789


Model statistics for logit regression results for the presence of non-fundraiser visits 
	
	Democrat Campaign
	Republican Campaign

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	Chi-square
	33.970
	25.035
	35.421
	21.816
	23.725
	20.684
	28.783
	24.351

	p-value
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.001
	0.000
	0.001
	0.000
	0.000

	Percent correct
	85.4
	75.0
	88.2
	72.5
	77.1
	75.0
	80.4
	80.4

	Hosmer and Lemeshow test
	8.490
	6.826
	15.276
	4.688
	4.999
	9.718
	2.578
	3.560

	p-value
	0.387
	0.555
	0.054
	0.790
	0.758
	0.285
	0.958
	0.894

	Cox & Snell R-Square
	0.507
	0.406
	0.501
	0.348
	0.390
	0.350
	0.431
	0.380

	Nagelkerke R-Square
	0.607
	0.542
	0.668
	0.465
	0.520
	0.467
	0.575
	0.506


Figure. Scatterplot of Ad Spending per Voter on non-absolute previous-year constructed margin measure
[image: image6.png]a0

20

Ad Spending per Voter (US Dollars)

encasps | s
.
.
AT
o or soctue “le e vees
FIME I T A T A R

Aggregated Previous Margins (% Democrat - % Republican)





� EMBED opendocument.MathDocument.1 ���





� EMBED opendocument.MathDocument.1 ���





� EMBED opendocument.MathDocument.1 ���





� EMBED opendocument.MathDocument.1 ���








�	As highlighted in the voter turnout trends analysis from 1948 to 2012 by FairVote


	URL: http://www.fairvote.org/research-and-analysis/voter-turnout/


�	A Century of Lawmaking for a New Nation: US Congressional Documents and Debates, 1974-1857 // Farrand's Records, 1911 – Vol. 2 – P. 57


�	Estimates taken from a 2011 Gallup survey on the matter in question URL: http://www.gallup.com/poll/150245/americans-swap-electoral-college-popular-vote.aspx


�	As later discussed in Peskin (1973) and Clayton (2007), the allegations of the existence a behind-the-scenes agreement between the Republicans and the Democrats appear to be irrefutable


�	URL: http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2012/10/15/us/politics/swing-history.html


�	Opinion pieces by Moore (2012), Altman (2012) and Logiurato (2012)


�	As collected by non-for profit organization for electoral college reform FairVote


�	The usual traditions and methods of determining utility would classify voting as an irrational act, especially in modern democracies – as it is highly unlikely that a single cast vote will determine the outcome of the election, while turning up to actually cast said vote is definitely not a procedure without its costs for the individual – most notably, time. As such, it'd be rational for prospective voters to stay at home and let elections play out, but, if all voters were operating in those logical boundaries, then turnout would be lower and the value of each vote would, paradoxically, be higher. At the same time, it is a simplistic way to view the issue, as many rational theory supporters have suggested that there are incentives that motivate the people to vote other than the ability to influence elections – mostly moral and personal incentives like, for instance, example-setting, adherence to tradition, civic duty accomplishment and so on.





�	The null hypothesis for the Hosmer and Lemeshow test is that the model is fit, while the null hypothesis for the chi-square is that all of the coefficients are statistically equal to zero. As such, a properly-fit model would see the null hypothesis for the Hosmer and Lemeshow accepted, while the null hypothesis for chi-square should be rejected.


�	Here and below, * denotes significance on the p-value < 0.1 level, ** - significance on the p-value < 0.05 level and *** -significance on the p-value < 0.01 level
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