
Going Public, Staying Private, and Everything in Between

Item Type text; Electronic Dissertation

Authors Harper, Tiffany

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 20:42:14

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/195987

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/195987


 
 

GOING PUBLIC, STAYING PRIVATE, AND EVERYTHING IN BETWEEN 
 

by 
 

Tiffany Harper 
 
 
 
 

      
 
 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 
 

SCHOOL OF GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC POLICY 
 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

 
WITH A MAJOR IN POLITICAL SCIENCE 

 
In the Graduate College 

 
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2010 
 

  



2 
 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

 
As members of the Dissertation Committee, we certify that we have read the dissertation  
 
prepared by Tiffany Harper 
 
entitled Going Public, Staying Private, and Everything in Between 
 
and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement for the  
 
Degree of Doctor of  Philosophy 
 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ Date: 6/21/10 

Barbara Norrander    
 
_______________________________________________________________________ Date: 6/21/10 

Chad Westerland    
    
_______________________________________________________________________ Date: 6/21/10 

Henry Kim         
         
 
Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon the candidate’s 
submission of the final copies of the dissertation to the Graduate College.   
 
I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my direction and 
recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement. 
 
 
________________________________________________ Date: 6/21/10 
Dissertation Director:  Barbara Norrander    
  



3 
 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 
 
This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of requirements for an 
advanced degree at the University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library 
to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library. 
 
Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without special permission, provided 
that accurate acknowledgment of source is made.  Requests for permission for extended 
quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by 
the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his or her 
judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of scholarship.  In all other 
instances, however, permission must be obtained from the author. 
 
 
 
                         SIGNED: Tiffany Harper 
 



4 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
LIST OF TABLES………………………………………………………………………...6 
 
LIST OF FIGURES……………………………………………………………………….7 
 
ABSTRACT……………………………………………………………………………….8 
 
1. INTRODUCTION: PRESIDENTIAL STRATEGIES IN THEORY AND 
PRACTICE……………………………………………………………………………..…9 
 
    What Strategies?…………………………………………………………………..…11 
 
        Staying Private……………………………………………………………………..11 
 
        Going Public……………………………………………………………………..…15 
 
        Combining Public and Private Strategies…………………………………………22 
 
    Contextual Factors in Congress…………………………………………………..…26 
 
        Partisan Constraints…………………………………………………………....….27 
 
        Ideological Constraints…………………………………………………………….29 
 
        Media Attention…………………………………………………………………….29 
 
    Focus and Organization of the Dissertation………………………………………..30 
 
2. MAKING THE GRADE ON EDUCATION REFORM……………………………...35 
 
    History of Education Reform……………………………………………………..…37 
 
    President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies……………………………………39 
 
    No Child Left Behind – Beginning in Congress……………………………………44 
 
    Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………65 
 
3. NO MOVEMENT ON THE BORDER……………………………………………….67 
 
    History of Immigration Reform…………………………………………………….68 
 
    President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies……………………………………72 



5 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS – Continued 
 

    Immigration Reform – Beginning in Congress…………………………………….75 
 
    Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………94 
 
4. MAKING TRADEOFFS……………………………………………………………...98 
 
    History of Andean Trade Preference Act…………………………………………..98 
 
    President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies……………………………………99 
 
    The ATPA in Congress…………………………………………………………..…101 
 
    Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………..109 
 
5. PRESIDENTIAL USE OF STRATEGIES, 1997-2008……………………………..111 
 
    A Closer Look at the Use of Each Strategy……………………………………….112 
 
    Data and Method…………………………………………………………………...122 
 
    Results and Discussion……………………………………………………………...130 
 
    Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………..136 
 
6. CONCLUSION: FINDING PRESIDENTIAL INFLUENCE………………………137 
 
APPENDIX A: TABLES……………………………………………………………….147 
 
APPENDIX B: FIGURES……………………………………………………………...162 
 
REFERENCES…………………………………………………………………………168 
  



6 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 
TABLE 2.1 NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND – PREDICTING VOTES OF MEMBERS OF 
THE HOUSE USING LOGISTIC REGRESSION…………………………………….147 
 
TABLE 3.1 IMMIGRATION REFORM – PREDICTING VOTES OF MEMBERS OF 
THE HOUSE USING LOGISTIC REGRESSION…………………………………….148 
 
TABLE 4.1 ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE ACT – PREDICTING VOTES OF 
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE USING LOGISTIC REGRESSION…………………..149 
 
TABLE 5.1 CHOSEN STRATEGY BY GOAL – SUPPORT OR VETO, 105TH 
THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS……………………………………………………….150 

TABLE 5.2 VETO THREATS BY TYPE AND VISIBILITY IN MEDIA, 105TH 
THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS……………………………………………………….151 

TABLE 5.3 STATEMENTS OF SUPPORT BY TYPE AND VISIBILITY IN MEDIA, 
105TH THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS………………………………………………..152 

TABLE 5.4 FINAL OUTLOOK OF BILLS BY STRATEGY TYPE AND GOAL, 105TH 
THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS……………………………………………………….153 

TABLE 5.5 FINAL OUTLOOK OF BILLS WHEN STAYING PRIVATE BY MEDIA 
VISIBILITY, 105TH THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS…………………………………154 

TABLE 5.6 SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES, FIRST 
CHAMBER……………………………………………………………………………..156 

TABLE 5.7 SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES, SECOND 
CHAMBER……………………………………………………………………………..157 

TABLE 5.8 PREDICTING PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESS, FIRST CHAMBER……….158 
 
TABLE 5.9 PREDICTING PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESS, SECOND CHAMBER.......160 
 
 
 
  



7 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
FIGURE 2.1 PUBLIC OPINION POLL – TRUST TO DO A BETTER JOB 
HANDLING EDUCATION……………………………………………………………162 
 
FIGURE 3.1 PUBLIC OPINION POLLS – “HOW SERIOUS A PROBLEM DO YOU 
THINK THE ISSUE OF ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION IS FOR THE COUNTRY RIGHT 
NOW? VERY SERIOUS, SOMEWHAT SERIOUS, NOT TOO SERIOUS, OR NOT AT 
ALL SERIOUS?”……………………………………………………………………….163 
 
FIGURE 4.1 PUBLIC OPINION POLLS – “DO YOU APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE 
OF THE WAY GEORGE W. BUSH IS HANDLING FOREIGN POLICY?”……..…164 
 
FIGURE 5.1 CHOICE OF STRATEGY OVER TIME………………………………...165 
 
FIGURE 5.2 DISTRIBUTION OF MEDIA……………………………………………166 

FIGURE 5.3 PREDICTED PROBABILITIES OF SUCCESS WITH 95% 
CONFIDENCE INTERVAL FOR EACH STRATEGY TYPE………………………..167 
 
 
  



8 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

In this dissertation, I develop and empirically test a comparison of the private 

versus public strategies presidents use to gain support and passage of their policy 

agendas. By focusing on presidential influence on policy outcomes in Congress, I can 

determine which form of presidential leadership – going public or using private 

bargaining or both – may prove most effective in shaping policies to suit the 

administration’s political interests, given the context in Congress. This allows for an 

assessment of Neustadt’s (1990) classic private bargaining presidency and Kernell’s 

(1997) public presidency to show that both may be compatible and may even work in 

combination in order for presidents to pass their policy agendas under varying political 

circumstances in Congress. 

Original data is collected from Statements of Administration Policy to examine 

private presidential rhetoric, and additional data is collected from the yearly editions of 

Congressional Quarterly Almanac to assess the effects of public presidential rhetoric. I 

test my hypotheses with this new collection of data using logistic regressions, as well as 

complimentary case studies of No Child Left Behind, immigration reform, and the 

Andean Trade Preference Act. The broader implications of this study include: systematic 

assessments of presidential influence on Congress; indentifying a broader view of 

presidential leadership to better fit empirical observations; and incorporating inter-branch 

influences in Congressional behavior. 
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1. INTRODUCTION: PRESIDENTIAL STRATEGIES IN THEORY AND PRACTICE 
 

In 2008, then-Senator Barack Obama did not campaign on how well he might 

control the bureaucracy under the executive branch, nor did he campaign on how good of 

a Commander-in-Chief he might make. Instead, he campaigned on policy issues, which is 

particularly interesting considering that as a senator, he was already a member of the 

primary policy-making body in the United States, at least according to the U.S. 

Constitution. Yet the American public today expects presidents to set the agenda for 

Congress, to lead the nation with policy goals, and to make their policies law. In order to 

actually accomplish these feats, presidents must step beyond their formal power of the 

veto and work with Congress. The motivations and opportunities that members of 

Congress have to support the president (or not) are critical, as presidents themselves 

cannot introduce legislation much less sign or veto bills unless Congress first passes 

them. At the same time, Congress can pass all the bills it wants, but most would likely 

never become law without a signature from the president. Thus both institutions require 

cooperation from the other and neither can operate solely with their own power. 

Presidents, for their part, must first propose a policy, design a strategy and set of 

tactics to secure approval from Congress, implement their strategy, and hopefully find 

enough supportive votes among 535 legislators to get the bill through congressional 

committees and the floor of each chamber. Success at each of these steps is possible, but 

any misstep at any stage could create impassable road blocks. If presidents do not choose 

the correct strategy at the start, they will likely fail in their pursuit of new policy in the 

end. 
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The central argument I make holds that modern presidents’ ultimate success or 

failure on policies depends upon careful selection of the correct strategy or combination 

of strategies given the environment they face in Congress. Presidents may face unified or 

divided government, a Congress united or polarized on an issue, and abundant or limited 

media attention to any particular policy issue. All of these factors affect how successful a 

chosen strategy can be when presidents are pursuing specific policy issues. The benefit of 

this theoretical approach is not to determine whether a specific strategy is always better 

but rather to demonstrate that specific circumstances will dictate which strategy is most 

prudent for presidents to pursue given a policy issue. 

With the goal of better understanding the strategies presidents use and the 

potential effect that the environment in Congress can have upon those strategies, the 

chapters that follow explore the factors that shape presidential choice of strategy and the 

conditions that determine how effective they will be. Evidence from detailed case studies 

of President George W. Bush’s pursuit of education reform, immigration reform, and the 

Andean Trade Preference Act will show how a combination of strategies can succeed and 

fail, given vastly different circumstances in Congress. Additional data collected from 

presidential archives provides a broader depiction of presidential-congressional 

interactions on more than 900 bills brought before Congress between 1997 and 2008, 

covering the second term of President Bill Clinton and both terms of President George 

W. Bush. The bigger picture revealed through this quantitative analysis demonstrates 

how presidents can have a significant influence on policy outcomes in Congress, 

depending upon whether they want to stop a bill from passing or get a bill passed. 
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What Strategies? 

Considering that the U.S. Constitution does not allow presidents to propose or 

force through their own legislation in Congress, presidents must resort to other means to 

gain legislative influence. I will first discuss the lesser-studied staying private strategy, 

then the widely researched going public strategy, and finally how the two strategies may 

be combined by presidents. 

Staying Private 

Theories of presidential strategies began with Neustadt’s seminal work (originally 

published in 1960) which argued that “presidential power is the power to persuade” 

(1990, 11). Neustadt insisted that without personal influence, the president becomes 

merely an “invaluable clerk” (Neustadt 1990, 7). In order to assert influence on policy, 

the president must bargain carefully with Congress. In this bargaining process, the 

president’s reputation and standing with the public matter, yet the president by and large 

does not actively court public opinion. Neustadt came to the conclusion that the public 

pays little mind to politics, and that courting the public might not only prove unsuccessful 

but also violate the bargaining process with Congress. This early perspective on the 

presidency puts emphasis on “staying private” in order to achieve legislative success. 

Staying private essentially means staying within the Beltway, using bargaining 

and negotiation, and not using the force of public pressure to compel members of 

Congress to support the president’s position (Covington 1987). It means governing by 

“deliberation, cooperation, negotiation, and compromise over an extended period” 

(Edwards 2007, 286). Staying private in this manner involves engaging opponents and 
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creating coalitions with which presidents may collaborate. Benefits are provided to both 

sides, whether these benefits mean policy victories or simply pork. Bargaining with 

members of Congress is of course made easier by having something with which to 

bargain, and given the vast institution that is the presidency today, there is a given set of 

tools that presidents and their staffs may use. This could include help with local projects, 

assistance with campaign fundraising, concessions on other policies, discretion over 

federal appointments, presidential trinkets, invitations to state dinners, or even just a 

campaign appearance of a smiling president shaking hands with a smiling member of 

Congress (Beckmann 2010, 17). For example, Edwards (2009, 41) describes the process 

of bargaining that President Ronald Reagan’s administration underwent in order to secure 

enough votes to pass his much-touted tax cut bill in 1981: 

The administration engaged in old-fashioned bargaining on a wholesale scale. 
Reagan’s budget director David Stockman was quite candid about the concessions 
that members of Congress demanded in return for their support for the tax cut bill 
of 1981, including special breaks for holders of oil leases, real estate tax shelters, 
and generous loopholes that virtually eliminated the corporate income tax. “The 
hogs were really feeding,” he said. “The greed level, the level of opportunism, 
just got out of control.” Stockman recalled, “The last 10 or 20 percent of the votes 
needed for a majority of both houses had to be bought, period.” Similarly, he 
termed the trading that went into passing the final budget as “an open vote 
auction.” For example, Reagan agreed to raise sugar price supports to induce 
representatives from Louisiana to vote for his budget cuts in 1981. 
 
Yet, deals cannot always be made with every last member of Congress on every 

crucial vote. The essential question becomes with whom to bargain. In the pre-1970s 

Congress, those who needed to be dealt with were likely much easier to identify, as 

committee chairs and party leaders, formally or informally, were the acknowledged hubs 

of power. Coalitions like the Southern Democrats were easier to deal with, as one could 
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bargain with the leader of such a caucus and potentially gain the votes of the whole group 

(Kernell 1997, 12). Today though, caucuses are far less of a pull on the vote of a member 

of Congress than are the concerns of their constituency and interest groups, given the new 

openness of the congressional record, the increase in the number of recorded roll call 

votes, and the importance of money in congressional campaigns. Presidents must work 

harder to earn individual votes in Congress, working with party leaders wherever 

possible, but even the support of the leader of the president’s own party in Congress is 

not guaranteed (Edwards 2007, 185). Presidents may turn to other tactics of a staying 

private strategy, including deterring their potential leading opponents in Congress. If 

presidents enjoy majority party control in the House, they may accomplish this by 

controlling the debate on the House floor through special or closed rules which prohibit 

certain amendments from being offered, thereby prohibiting opponents’ obstruction in 

floor debate (Beckmann 2010, 55). However, this tactic cannot be used if the president 

does not enjoy majority party control in the House, and it certainly cannot be used in the 

Senate where such restrictive rules are not permissible. 

A second tactic presidents may use to deter their opponents is to make policy 

compromises to the point where opposing the president would be more costly than 

supporting the president on a specific proposal. This tactic would be done early to avoid 

alternative policy proposals altogether. Although compromising on policies may make it 

appear that presidents are giving up on their ideal outcome, their ideal outcome may not 

be attainable, given conditions and the environment in Congress (Beckmann 2010, 57-

58). Because pushing through their ideal legislation may not be attainable, presidents may 
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be forced to moderate their policy positions to achieve some desired policy outcome 

rather than none. Presidents must be careful not to go too far in their appeals to opposing 

legislators, as they may upset members of their own party because benefits provided to 

members of the opposition party does not help members of the president’s party in 

Congress (Edwards 1989, 97). Moderating presidential policies too much may also make 

the policy less appealing to their own party members who may refuse to support the 

policy compromises the president has made (Bond and Fleisher 1990). This tactic will be 

demonstrated further in the case studies of education reform and immigration reform in 

the next chapters. 

A third tactic would be to lobby the pivotal voter. According to Krehbiel’s (1998) 

pivot theory, the median legislator (or filibuster pivot in the case of the U.S. Senate or 

veto pivot in the case of a U.S. Congressional veto override attempt) is considered the 

pivotal player. The placement of the status quo policy and the alternative policy on a 

unidimensional space is crucial to determining whether the policy will pass or if there 

will be gridlock. If presidents can lobby this pivotal voter to make their policies more 

attractive than the alternatives offered by opponents, then presidents can weaken the 

leverage opponents have and potentially achieve a more desirable policy outcome 

(Beckmann 2010, 57). This tactic would likely result in a narrower margin of victory for 

presidents, but their ultimate policy goal would potentially be achieved, which is 

probably more important to presidents than their margin of victory. Compared to the last 

tactic of policy compromises made early on, this tactic of lobbying the pivotal voter is 
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expected come much later in the policymaking process when presidents are trying to put 

together the last necessary supportive votes for a bill. 

Despite all of these available tactics, one basic obstacle of cooperation always 

exists between the president and members of Congress because “the President and 

congressmen who bear one party’s label are divided by dependence upon different sets of 

voters” (Neustadt 1990, 29). Even so, when presidents choose to stay private, they must 

still address members of Congress, whether this means going directly to specific 

members of Congress to strike a deal or working through interest groups and other actors 

inside the policy process. It is not uncommon for modern presidents to use sympathetic 

interest groups to pressure members of Congress, just as the George W. Bush White 

House did when trying to pressure Senators into supporting their tax cuts in 2003 

(Edwards 2007, 93). Using interest groups though is still a far cry from using the force of 

public pressure, as there is no threat made on members of Congress through the rallying 

of public opinion. 

Going Public 

In order to counter the obstacles that have made private persuasion more difficult, 

Kernell (1997) asserts that modern presidents use a strategy of “going public” in order to 

gain public support that would force the hand of Congress into acting on the president’s 

legislative program. Basically, this theory asserts that presidents force the hand of 

Congress by persuading first the public to support their policies and subsequently hoping 

that the public will pressure Congress to also support these policies (Kernell 1997). This 

strategy uses the very weakness presidents may encounter in staying private and turns it 
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into a potentially useful instrument. As constituency concerns have grown for members 

of Congress since the reforms of the 1970s, presidents may better use such constituency 

concerns against members of Congress. Implicitly, this suggests that if members of 

Congress do not support the president’s policies, then the public, upset because they 

presumably support the president, will not vote them back into office come election time. 

While this strategy seems much more aggressive, Kernell insists that the traditional 

institutional means of bargaining with Congress have proven to be largely ineffective, 

thus making going public a necessary tool. The rise of divided government and the 

decreased reliance by legislators on parties for opportunities to claim credit to present to 

their constituents both contribute to the increased difficulty of bargaining with Congress 

(Kernell 1997, 127). When there is divided government, Kernell (1997, 12) suggests that 

this creates an environment ripe for using a going public strategy: 

Each side frequently finds political advantage in frustrating the other. On such 
occasions, posturing in preparation for the next election takes precedence over 
bargaining. The decoupling of voters from political parties across the nation, 
which makes possible the occurrence of divided government, has also had more 
pervasive consequences for political relations among politicians in Washington. 
Weaker leaders, looser coalitions, more individualistic politicians, and stronger 
public pressure are among the developments reworking political relations in 
Washington that may inspire presidents to embrace a strategy of leadership 
antithetical to that prescribed by theory. 
 
This implies that when presidents go public, they are trying to persuade both 

members of their own party and members of the opposing party to support their policy 

positions, since members of Congress belonging to any party can be presumed to have 

weak ties to party leaders and stronger motivations to support whatever their 

constituencies prefer. Thus, at least according to Kernell (1997), party is of little 
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consequence while constituency preferences should be the main factor in determining 

how a member of Congress decides to vote. This theory of the behavior of legislators is 

consistent with Mayhew (2004). Mayhew (2004) makes the assumption that members of 

Congress are primarily seekers of reelection such that every activity they engage in is 

geared toward reelection. Because of this electoral goal, legislators will engage in 

advertising, position taking, and credit claiming. Advertising helps legislators gain name 

recognition; position taking helps legislators demonstrate preferences that may be 

attractive to voters; credit claiming helps legislators show that they can make things 

happen and bring positive results back to their districts. These three activities are 

assumed by Mayhew (2004) to be individualistic actions, pursued by all legislators, but in 

fact the pursuit of these goals takes on a universalistic appeal. A pork barrel project in 

Florida never hurts the reelection chances of a legislator from California. Legislators 

have little reason to fight one another over such goals, but some degree of cooperation, 

even if indirect, is necessary. Legislators need other legislators to attain votes for such 

projects, and they need tacit cooperation to maintain the system. Though party leaders 

help maintain the system, this is the only role Mayhew ascribes to party, and up until the 

1980s when Kernell originally published his going public theory in 1986, this model did 

a fairly good job of accounting for the goings-on inside the U.S. Congress. But now party 

plays a much larger role that cannot be ignored or assumed away (Snyder and Groseclose 

2000; Chiou and Rothenberg 2003; Covington and Bargen 2004), and this role of party 

must be accounted for in Kernell’s going public theory. 
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Today it would be unreasonable to assume that members of the president’s party 

would appreciate being publicly pressured in the same manner as members of the 

opposing party. And given partisan polarization in Congress today, it is unlikely 

presidents would need to persuade most members of their own party anyway, given that 

ideologically, they would already support the president’s position (Fleisher and Bond 

2000). In fact, Edwards and Barrett (2000) have found that a major factor in the success 

of presidential proposals is simply the size and support of their own party in each 

chamber of Congress. 

Studies so far, however, have questioned the effectiveness of going public. 

Research has found that when using a going public strategy, presidents are likely to gain 

only marginal influence over the votes of legislators (Edwards 1989). Oftentimes, 

presidents are unable to gain any influence from a going public strategy at all (Edwards 

2007, 213). Under certain circumstances when either the president’s policy positions are 

already popular with the public (Canes-Wrone 2005; Canes-Wrone and de Marchi 2002) 

or if the president himself enjoys high approval ratings (Brace and Hinckley 1992), some 

success from a going public strategy may be gained. Eshbaugh-Soha (2010) finds that 

when policies are both salient to the public and complex, presidents have a greater chance 

to influence policy outcomes in Congress, but only fifty of the 460 policies he examines 

meet this criteria. What could potentially be more damaging to Kernell’s (1997) going 

public theory, however, is that research has shown that presidents typically fail to move 

public opinion toward their desired policy positions (Edwards 2003, 2007 2009; Page and 
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Shapiro 1992). According to Edwards (2007, 284), a choice to use a public strategy could 

be particularly damaging: 

For most modern presidents, both politics and policy revolve around their 
attempts to garner public support for themselves and for their policies…The irony 
is that, like George W. Bush, presidents typically fail to increase public support 
for their policies. In addition, a governing strategy based on the mistaken belief 
that the White House can reliably move the public has other disadvantages. It may 
encourage presidents to underestimate their opponents and eschew necessary 
compromises. In the process, the president may suffer significant opportunity 
costs as he overlooks less dramatic, but more realistic, chances for success. 
 
This is a significant facet of the going public strategy: it may preclude or hurt the 

chances of a private strategy later on in the policy process to the extent that gridlock is 

the result. Despite this evidence that presidents cannot always move public opinion, it is 

not a completely paralyzing issue for Kernell’s going public theory. Ingberman and Yao 

(1991), along with Eshbaugh-Soha (2006), show how going public can be an effective 

strategy, but these studies critically alter the theory of going public by making the case 

that presidents do not go public to persuade the nation but to send signals to legislators 

and bureaucrats about their policy positions. This commitment model (Ingberman and 

Yao 1991), or signaling theory as Eshbaugh-Soha (2006) names it, makes a crucial break 

with Kernell’s (1997) going public theory because this conception of making a 

commitment and signaling does not require an attentive public who follows the 

president’s lead. This indicates that presidential rhetoric may not have to be public to be 

effective since the signals are only necessary for stakeholders in the policymaking 

process. This point requires further explanation. One of the most interesting and difficult 

propositions of studying the theory of going public is that it can only rarely be tested in 

any systematic way. The actual theory of going public suggests that presidents first go 
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public, then the public takes the position of the president, and then the public puts 

pressure on Congress (Kernell 1997). Finally, this pressure on Congress forces many 

members of Congress to support the president’s position in a vote on the floor. 

If just one of these links does not occur, then the president has failed at going 

public according to Kernell’s theory. Most scholars, though, do not test the full model 

(Barrett 2004; Conley 2003; Edwards 1989). They tend to skip a couple steps and 

actually only test to see if the president went public and if there was any affect on the 

legislators’ support for the president’s position. That is, if the president makes a public 

speech on a policy, do legislators take the president’s position on that policy in a vote on 

the floor of either the House or the Senate? These studies then are not full examinations 

of the going public theory. They are, however, a good test of the signaling/commitment 

model, but this model is arguably lacking any theoretical mechanism that might explain 

why exactly legislators might heed the president’s public words if there is no posited 

reaction from the public that could (electorally) threaten the legislators in any way. Such 

a mechanism is posited in the going public model but not in the signaling/commitment 

model. The reason for testing a shortened version of the going public model is simply that 

there is limited data available for quantitative research. It is very difficult to get data on 

public opinion before and after a president goes public and even more difficult to find 

data on whether the public actually acted in any manner to put any pressure on Congress 

to support the president. Theoretically, it is possible to test the full model but only 

realistically through case studies as Kernell (1997) does himself. 



21 
 

I do not test Kernell’s full going public model here. Nor do I find the 

signaling/commitment model compelling because of the previously mentioned lack of 

any theoretical mechanism explaining why legislators would heed the president’s public 

words. Instead, I posit that we do not need to determine whether or not the president has 

moved public opinion as long as it is reasonable to believe that members of Congress 

perceive that the president moved public opinion. As long as this perception holds, 

members of Congress will change their behavior to act in a manner as if the president did 

in fact move public opinion in favor of his policy position. This idea closely follows a 

theory of electoral mandates put forth by Peterson, Grossback, Stimson, and Gangl 

(2003) who suggest that, accurate or not, perceptions that an election carries a mandate 

will change the behavior of legislators as long as the flow of information supports this 

perception. Members of Congress who wish to be reelected may follow the president’s 

publicly stated position as long as they perceive that the public is moving or could move 

to support the president’s position, just in the same manner as Peterson et al (2003) find 

that legislators act upon their perceptions of an electoral mandate. 

According to Kernell’s (1997) theory of going public, the only presumed 

motivation for members of Congress to support the president is the fear of backlash from 

their constituency. This explicitly violates the bargaining process by imposing mostly 

costs and no benefits. This strategy puts the reelection of members of Congress at risk, 

which, frankly, cannot be something that they appreciate. For legislators, supporting 

presidents’ policies when they go public is a double-edged sword. If they choose to vote 

with the president’s position, then they do not risk making the administration a political 
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opponent, but they also risk a record of support for a president whose approval ratings are 

historically almost guaranteed to fall in the coming years (Stimson 1976). Thus when a 

president goes public, both a vote for the president and a vote against the president could 

hurt the political career of any legislator. This may make members of Congress 

increasingly resent the president the more often he goes public and could possibly make 

them less and less accommodating of his policy preferences over time. Kernell (1997, 5) 

in fact argues that, “to choose one strategy of leadership makes it increasingly difficult to 

undertake the other. And since they cannot be naively combined, the decision to go 

public at one juncture may preclude and undermine the opportunity to bargain at another, 

and vice versa. All this means that the decision to bargain or to go public must be 

carefully weighed.”  Given this tradeoff, Kernell (1997, 12) suggests that presidents 

might be better off choosing to go public, especially when one takes into account the 

looser coalitions and more individualistic members in Congress compared with fifty 

years ago. 

Combining Public and Private Strategies 

Studies investigating the effectiveness of a staying private strategy as suggested 

by Edwards (2003, 2009) and Neustadt (1990) have been slow to come, much less any 

study combining the two strategies of staying private and going public. This may be due 

to a lack of observable data, as going public can easily be evaluated with a search through 

the Public Papers of the Presidency that document public statements and speeches. 

Finding information about private correspondence, phone calls, and so on between the 

administration and Congress is less readily available, if it is available at all. Case studies 
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have been done using archival data and interviews showing how Eisenhower and 

Kennedy (Covington 1987) and Ford (Greenstein 1982) all pursued private legislative 

strategies instead of going public at one time or another, gaining some legislative success 

in doing so. Such qualitative work is definitely a step in the right direction, but there is 

still much to be done. 

More recently, Conley (2003) looks at data from Statements of Administration 

Policy (SAPs) and other letters uncovered in the archives of the George Bush Presidential 

Library. He illustrates with descriptive statistics that veto threats do not have to be made 

public in order to be effective in halting legislation in Congress. He hypothesizes that 

such threats may be effective strategies because of the president’s reputation in 

Washington and Congress’s willingness to believe that the president will actually carry 

out his veto threat. Though only looking at the 102nd

Taking a step back, I want to explore the theoretical implications of combining a 

public and a private strategy. Kernell’s (1997) theory is largely inconsistent with 

Neustadt’s (1990) original ideas, as Neustadt argues that presidents would be wise to 

keep politics within Washington while Kernell argues for an approach that takes the 

president far beyond the Beltway. Going beyond the bargaining table jeopardizes 

presidential success in Congress because it goes over the heads of those whom the 

president is trying to win over. Going public is more akin to force than bargaining, 

essentially setting members of Congress up for a fall come election time unless they 

support the president. It provides costs to members of Congress for not supporting the 

 Congress, this study presents clear 

evidence that staying private may gain legislative influence. 
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president but essentially no benefits for supporting the president. Going public then is 

fundamentally incompatible with bargaining, which offers more benefits than costs 

(Kernell 1997, 3). Yet, presidents have not hesitated to use both strategies to gain support 

for the same policy issue, and they have alternated tactics for the dozens of policies they 

advocate during their years in office (Conley 2003). How might this pairing of strategies 

affect presidential legislative success on each policy? How does this affect congressional 

support for presidential policies over a president’s time in office? 

When presidents choose to use both strategies in the pursuit of a single policy, it 

makes bargaining very difficult, as presidents may have already declared a firm stance or 

commitment on particular aspects of the policy (Kernell 1997, 4). It is impossible for 

presidents to back down on these public stances without looking like a flip-flopper, a 

curse which Senator John Kerry would advise avoiding at all possible costs. President 

George W. Bush encountered just such a problem with the policy commitments he made 

so publicly in pursuit of Social Security reform. His public commitment to privatization 

of Social Security accounts precluded him from considering any alternative proposals, 

from his own party or from the opposing party, which did not include this specific option 

(Edwards 2007, ch. 6). Without all of the options on the table to form a compromise, 

Bush was unable to reach a middle ground that would satisfy enough members of 

Congress to win approval for his policy. Often though, the public commitments 

presidents make on policy issues are quite broad and similar to campaign slogans 

(Edwards 2009). This allows for discussion and bargaining over policy details later on in 

the president’s use of a private strategy. 
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Another issue presidents often face is that once they go public, the option of 

staying private can be all but out of the question, as many members of Congress resent 

the pressure put on them to support presidents’ positions (Kernell 1997, 5). Members of 

Congress hope not to be publicly pressured but rather seduced with the perks that come 

with the give and take of a private bargaining strategy (Edwards 2007, 267). Nebraska 

Senator Ben Nelson lays it all out very clearly, saying, “It’s pretty hard to make peace 

and war at the same time” (quoted in Edwards 2007, 186-187). 

The strong approach of a campaign for a policy issue also creates an environment 

of all or nothing, win or lose. Framing an issue in such a manner obviously leaves little 

room for policy concessions on either side. It also makes the tactic of offering policy 

compromises to past opponents in Congress difficult for presidents to use. The campaign 

style of governing that is going public draws issues into black and white, simplifying 

them into catch-phrases and slogans, and in a campaign, there is always a winner and a 

loser. In contrast, when presidents use a staying private strategy, negotiations may not be 

civil but cooperation fosters compromise with opponents rather than complete defeat of 

opponents (Edwards 2007, 285-287). When presidents “win” on an issue they have taken 

public, members of Congress who opposed them are not likely to soon forget their bitter 

defeat. Resentful legislators are not likely candidates to be won over in future policy 

battles (Kernell 1997, 4). Thus there is much tension between the two major strategies 

available to presidents to pursue their policies, but we still have to consider the finer 

points of these theories to understand how they can be combined. 
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However, if the president’s public campaign is geared more toward keeping the 

issue salient with the public than toward pressuring members of Congress, presidents 

may avoid the tension with legislators. Further, presidents may not always be targeting 

every member of Congress with their public campaign. As mentioned earlier, Kernell’s 

(1997) theory does not distinguish between public pressure put on opposition party 

members and public pressure put on members of the president’s party in Congress. 

Presidents may in fact be going public on an issue on behalf of their own party’s 

interests, acting in their role as head of the party. Seen from this perspective, legislators 

of the same party as the president may not feel resentment from being pressured to 

support the president’s position. Rather, they may appreciate the president’s public 

campaign, as the issue is likely one with which they agree. The president merely saves 

legislators time and money by explaining the issue to the public and garnering public 

support for the issue among their constituents. Beyond party, presidents frequently travel 

to specific locations to target specific legislators, not every member of Congress 

(Edwards 2007, 272). This allows presidents to apply a public strategy to gain influence 

over the votes of some members of Congress, while still allowing them to use a private 

strategy to influence the votes of others. This fine-tuning of public and private strategies 

can help us to understand how both strategies can effectively be combined to influence 

the policymaking process in Congress. 

Contextual Factors in Congress 

The president’s position is not the only factor influencing how legislators vote on 

any given policy issue. Contextual factors must be considered. Party, ideology, and media 



27 
 

attention all affect legislators’ decisions to support the president’s position or not. Absent 

any of these factors, presidents would likely have an easier time persuading members of 

Congress to support their policy positions, but as the major theories of Congress have 

shown, attention must be paid to the motivations and opportunities that members of 

Congress have to support the president. 

Partisan Constraints 

Over the last several decades, divided government has been far more common 

than unified government, meaning that even if the president could rely on the support of 

every single last member of his own party to support his position, it still would likely not 

be enough. The few presidents who have had partisan majorities in either the House or 

the Senate have only tended to enjoy slim majorities in either chamber (Beckmann 2010, 

6-7). A majority in the House can be particularly helpful for presidents, as they can 

normally rely on their own party to set favorable special or closed rules for floor debate 

to protect their party’s policies from potentially damaging amendments on the floor of the 

chamber. They also can rely on their own party to get their policies onto Congress’s 

already packed agenda. This action by the majority party follows the procedural cartel 

theory, as the majority party monopolizes legislative institutions, such as rules for floor 

debate, for its advantage (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005). In addition, when there is a 

well-known agreement on a policy issue among members of the majority party, it is 

expected that party leaders would use rules and the whip system to push the policy 

through the House (Rohde 1991). This aspect of conditional party government theory 

could potentially benefit presidents who have the benefit of unified government, as party 
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leaders would be expected to assist them in passing policies on which the party members 

agree.  

Aside from the advantages of unified government, partisan influences can play a 

much larger role. Parties have become increasingly homogenous over time, and many 

congressional seats, particularly in the House, are not what anyone would call very 

competitive (Edwards 2007, 171). This translates into more difficult policy compromises 

for presidents, since members of the opposition party will be less likely to support the 

president’s policies if the differences between the parties are greater. But presidents must 

not only win over members of the opposition party. Often, they have to spend 

considerable resources trying to win over members of their own party. As Neustadt 

(1990, 29) points out, presidents and their fellow party members rely on different sets of 

constituents for reelection, so if the president’s fellow party members determine that their 

constituents would not support the president’s position, they may vote against him. While 

members of the president’s own party do have an incentive to create a strong track record 

for the president and thus their own party, they may still vote against the president “when 

they believe he has chosen the wrong path” (Beckmann 2010, 6). Mayhew (2004) would 

agree with this decision to vote against the president, as position taking in these instances 

would help legislators show preferences that may be attractive to voters and thus help 

them get reelected. Consequently, while presidents tend to enjoy more support from 

members of their own party (Bond and Fleisher 1990; Fleisher and Bond 2000), it is not 

guaranteed and must not be taken for granted. In the end, members of Congress must 
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remember that “the president is the leader of his party, even if he is inept at the task or 

out of step with his party cohorts” (Edwards 1989, 7). 

Ideological Constraints 

Beyond partisanship, presidents must carefully examine the ideological makeup 

of Congress before proposing policies or deciding upon what strategies to use to pursue 

those policy outcomes. Krehbiel (1998) suggests that presidents will only be able to attain 

their desired policy outcomes if the pivotal voters in Congress (the median voter in the 

House and the filibuster pivot in the Senate) have favorable ideological preferences. 

Simply put, if presidents want their policies to pass Congress, they must have the support 

of 60 senators and 218 representatives. This makes their success dependent upon gaining 

the support of the pivotal voters in the House and the Senate in order to get the 60th vote 

needed in the Senate and the 218th

Media Attention 

 vote needed in the House. Identifying the pivotal voter 

on every issue though is nearly impossible, as it would change from policy to policy. Not 

only that, but “policymakers’ preferences are neither preset nor preordained” (Beckmann 

2010, 45). More simply then, if Congress is more ideologically polarized, then it will be 

more difficult for presidents to navigate an acceptable policy through both chambers, as 

that last necessary vote for passage will require that presidents go farther in their 

strategies than they would have to if Congress were less polarized. 

Members of Congress try to stay abreast of whatever issues to which their 

constituents are directing their attention. Presidents can influence media coverage of an 

issue (Peake and Eshbaugh-Soha 2008) even though they may not always be able to 
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easily attain television coverage of their speeches today (Edwards 2007, 87). Media 

attention can be difficult for presidents to attain since television ratings of their speeches 

no longer receive the 80 percent ratings they used to in the 1950s and 1960s. Ratings now 

are down to less than a third all television audiences, even for State of the Union 

addresses (Edwards 2007, 82-83). This large drop in ratings is probably due to the many 

alternatives cable television now provides viewers (Baum and Kernell 1999). With media 

attention now a limited resource, presidents are constrained in the number of times they 

can use a going public strategy. Although I have argued that president need not 

necessarily move public opinion in favor of their policy positions, they still must put on a 

convincing show for members of Congress to believe that they have. Any issues that 

receive a lot of media attention will be believed by a member of Congress to be important 

to them in the upcoming election because the issue will likely be on the minds of voters. 

If a president goes public on an issue that receives little attention from the media, 

legislators will presumably be less convinced by the president’s going public strategy and 

feel less pressure to support the president’s policy positions. Alternatively, when 

presidents choose to use a private strategy, less media attention to an issue would provide 

a more protected environment for deals and compromises to be made, since legislators 

would be willing to go further in those compromises if few people would find out 

anyway. 

Focus and Organization of the Dissertation 

The chapters that follow explore the impact that presidential strategies can have 

on presidential success given the environment in Congress. I aim to understand how the 
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choice of presidential strategy can affect presidents’ legislative success and failure and 

how the constraints of party, ideology, and the media come into play. Going public, 

staying private, and using both are all common strategies for presidents to use, but they 

are not well understood because most studies do not simultaneously take all of these 

strategies into account. By examining them collectively, the effectiveness of each 

strategy alone and when combined can become apparent, and the factors affecting 

presidents’ successes and failures can become more transparent. 

Chapter 2 will detail President George W. Bush’s use of private and public 

strategies in his pursuit of education reform. Having been at the forefront of Bush’s 

election campaign in 2000, education reform took center stage during Bush’s honeymoon 

period after the election. Once he took office, Bush traveled to twenty-eight states and 

gave more than fifty speeches to promote his education reform plan, which he termed 

“No Child Left Behind.” In his public strategy, I show how Bush used repeated 

drumming of his message in dozens of speeches, feeding the media a constant stream of 

his major points for reform. In his private strategy, I show how Bush used private 

lobbying, especially getting members of Congress on board with education reform early 

in the policymaking process. He also allowed members of Congress to hash out the 

details of the legislation on their own, and only use a private Statement of Administration 

Policy later to address his main concerns with what they had developed. This private 

strategy – quiet compromises and getting key members of Congress on board early in the 

process – worked well within the political context Bush was given. His party had a 

majority in the House but a split Senate, and without a mandate in the 2000 election, 
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Bush would never have been able to see the same success had he only chosen a public 

strategy. 

Chapter 3 follows President George W. Bush’s attempts to pass immigration 

reform. With this issue, the Bush administration was far less adept at dealing with 

members of Congress and was unable to create the same necessary policy compromises 

to get a comprehensive immigration reform package through Congress. I will discuss all 

of the factors that hampered the administration’s efforts on immigration reform, including 

split public opinion and a divided Republican party. President Bush needed to persuade a 

divided public and a divided Congress to unite behind a single plan. To do so would call 

for far more than exploiting an opportunity ripe for change. By analyzing the path 

immigration reform took through Congress, I find that the strong public stances Bush 

made during his going public strategy hindered his efforts at using a private strategy, that 

his public appeals failed to shift public opinion in favor of his policy positions, and that 

Bush failed to unify even his own party members on this issue in his private strategy. 

In Chapter 4, I look at the renewal of Andean Trade Preference Act which 

received very little attention from the media, unlike education reform and immigration 

reform. This lowered media attention presented very different circumstances for 

President George W. Bush in his use of public and private strategies. Ultimately though, 

the Bush administration’s efforts at going public and staying private met with a twist 

provided by the Senate in its process of amending the original House bill. This twist 

paired this lesser known bill with another much more publicized issue, which allowed it 

to pass both chambers of Congress and become public law. Ultimately though, personal 
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contact, party, and presidential coattails were the major significant factors in the final 

votes on this issue, and without majority party control in the House and key policy 

compromises, Bush’s strategies probably would have failed. 

Chapter 5 casts a wider net, examining all policies on which the president took a 

position between 1997 and 2008 in order to gain a general understanding of the success 

and failure presidents see when they choose a particular strategy. I look at both 

presidential opposition to policies and presidential support of policies to determine how 

successful they are in gaining their desired outcomes in Congress given the partisan and 

ideological makeup of Congress. I also consider the impact that presidential approval 

ratings and media visibility have on presidential legislative success. I find that 

presidential influence in Congress appears to depend upon a complex set of factors, 

ranging from whether or not it is an election year to the degree of ideological and partisan 

polarization in Congress. What strategies presidents choose to use, as well as what their 

particular goal is regarding a bill, whether this means to stop a bill from passing or to 

push a bill through, both play an important role. This means that presidents can in fact 

dramatically affect their own chances of success. They do not have to wait strategically 

for a popular issue to arise or pray that their party gains a majority in Congress. However, 

they must carefully craft their goal and choose the correct strategy given their political 

resources at hand and the lay of the land in Congress. 

Finally, Chapter 6 takes into account the broader contributions for evaluating and 

understanding presidential legislative success and failure given the circumstances in 

Congress and the president’s choice of strategy. I consider the implications my study has 



34 
 

for presidents’ future choices of strategy, how they can work around the given 

constraints, and what this means for presidents’ ability to influence policy and for public 

expectations of the president. I also discuss the limitations on the research conducted in 

the previous chapters and the implications for future research on presidential-

congressional interactions. 
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2. MAKING THE GRADE ON EDUCATION REFORM 
 

When the 107th

At a time when Americans are evenly divided about their choice of leaders, they 
are united in their demand for action. Polarized positions are an indulgence, an 
indulgence that the Senate cannot afford and our nation will not tolerate. 
Republicans and Democrats come to this floor with different philosophies, 
different agendas. We believe in the power of ideas together, Republicans and 
Democrats. We believe in fashioning those ideas into sound policy…In this 
divided government, in spite of the passion with which we hold these ideas, in 
spite of the fervor with which we come to the floor to represent them, we are 
required to find common ground and seek meaningful bipartisanship. As I’ve said 
before, real bipartisanship is not a mathematical formula; it is a spirit. It is not 
simply finding a way to 50 plus one. It is a way of working together that tolerates 
debate. It means seeking principled compromise and respecting the right of each 
senator to speak his or her mind and to vote his or her conscience (CQ Almanac 
2001a). 

 Congress convened for the first time on January 3, 2001, both 

Senator Tom Daschle (D, South Dakota), the senate minority leader, and Senator Trent 

Lott (R, Mississippi), the senate majority leader, expressed their desire to work together 

in the first ever Senate to be split exactly fifty-fifty between the parties (CQ Almanac 

2001a). Vice President Richard Cheney’s vote gave control of the Senate to the 

Republican Party. On May 24, 2001, when Senator James Jeffords from Vermont 

switched parties and declared himself no longer a Republican but an independent instead, 

this threw the majority leadership role to the Democratic Party. When Senator Tom 

Daschle assumed his new role as the senate majority leader, he again expressed his desire 

to work together with the Republican Party: 

 
Senator Lott, who would then be assuming the role of minority leader again, also 

seemed quite willing to work together to find policy compromises, though he was far 

more specific in his policy interests and seemed more concerned with rallying his troops 

than sharing in Senator Daschle’s philosophical moment. Lott asserted: 
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Now we have a challenge before us that is different for me and will be different 
for Sen. Daschle: Can we come together? Can we find a way to work with this 
president, President Bush, and find common ground, even on the bill that's 
pending before us now, education? We all say we want education reform. And we 
want a responsible increase in the spending that will go for education. The 
American people say they want it—the people in every state, the president and so 
do we. And yet, we haven't gotten it done yet. Can we come together on 
education? I think we can. It's going to take work. It's going to take some 
sacrifice. Sen. [Edward M.] Kennedy [D-Mass.] is going to continue to push it 
aggressively. And he's probably going to have to cast some votes he doesn't 
particularly like, and so am I, and so will Sen. [Judd] Gregg [R-N.H.]. But can we 
do no less? Can we afford not to finally make progress on education reform and 
take some steps for the federal government to be helpful in improving education 
in America? I believe we can do it. It may take a little more time. But that will be 
our first test. And I pledge to work with the managers and with Sen. Daschle to 
make that happen (CQ Almanac 2001b) 
 
With such an air of collegiality and determination in the Senate, was education 

reform bound to happen? Not quite. Passing education reform required many 

compromises and an unusual move by a Republican president. Education has traditionally 

been perceived as an issue “owned” by the Democratic Party, meaning the general public 

is inclined to view the Democratic Party as better able to handle the issue of education 

than the Republican Party (Petrocik 1996). For President George W. Bush to have placed 

education reform as the centerpiece of his 2000 election campaign then would be 

considered unusual. This strategic move follows what Hayes (2005) calls “trespassing” 

into areas where the other party is normally viewed as being stronger. By choosing to 

trespass and run on education reform, George W. Bush could gain an electoral advantage 

by appearing stronger in an area than voters expected him to be. 

This chapter looks at the strategies used by Bush in his efforts to push education 

reform through Congress. I will first look at the history of education reform to see where 

past efforts have failed and succeeded, particularly focusing on the political environment 
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in each case. I will then examine the public and private strategies used by Bush to get No 

Child Left Behind passed in 2001. By examining the bill’s path through Congress, results 

show that the private strategy used by Bush was more successful in gaining congressional 

support than was his public campaign for the bill. 

History of Education Reform 

Before the 2000 election, education reform had been attempted and had failed. 

The 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), the main piece of federal 

legislation guiding federal aid to public schools, had last been reformed and renewed in 

1994, under the name Improving America’s Schools Act. This latest reform, though, 

expired in 2000, and Congress was unable to either renew it or pass alternate legislation, 

and for the first time since 1965, the ESEA was not renewed. As a holdover, Congress 

funded the programs of ESEA under the Labor, Health and Human Services, and 

Education appropriations law for one year, thus bringing up the real need for something 

to be done on education after the 2000 election (Mantel 2005). This presented a perfect 

opportunity for George W. Bush to place education at the center of his 2000 presidential 

election campaign, as the education reform that had passed under him when he was 

Governor of Texas was showing wonderful results in reducing dropout rates and 

increasing test scores (Rudalevige 2003b). 

Having been at the forefront of Bush’s election campaign, education reform then 

took center stage during Bush’s honeymoon period after the election. Once he took 

office, Bush traveled to twenty-eight states and gave more than fifty speeches to promote 

his education reform plan, which he termed “No Child Left Behind.” The basis of his 
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new plan was accountability, whereby each state would design and implement tests of 

student performance and would have to meet the standards they set for themselves in 

order to receive federal education funding. Should schools repeatedly fail to meet the 

standards set by their state, they would be subject to penalties, such as being forced to 

give away a portion of their federal funding to voucher programs for private schools or 

tutoring programs for disadvantaged students (Mantel 2005). 

Accountability, broadly speaking, was not a new concept to be introduced to 

education reform. It first become a rallying cry after the A Nation at Risk report was 

released by the Reagan administration in 1983. After the education summit in 

Charlottesville, Virginia in 1989, then President George H. W. Bush began touting 

voluntary national testing as part of his America 2000 plan (Rudalevige 2003a). 

Unfortunately for President George H. W. Bush, his plan was blocked by a filibuster in 

the Senate by his own party which objected to implementing such national standards. The 

Republican Party at the time believed that national standards would create a national 

curriculum, taking away the freedom and power of the states. No more movement was 

made to enact any sort of accountability standards until 1994, when President Bill Clinton 

managed to pass Goals 2000 with a Congress controlled by the Democratic Party. Goals 

2000 did not actually implement accountability standards, though; it simply provided 

grants to states that wanted to develop them (Rudalevige 2003a). Later in 1994 when the 

ESEA was up for reauthorization, Democrats added provisions to require states to 

develop both content and performance standards for public schools. Yet as there were no 

actual consequences in the law, only seventeen states developed such standards by 1997, 
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the original deadline (Rudalevige 2003a). Democrats were reluctant to go any further at 

the time, as the party faithful believed that required testing would lead to “teaching to the 

test” and less time spent in the classroom on a more rounded education (Rudalevige 

2003b). 

Given this partisan history of education reform, especially where it concerns 

accountability in schools, getting accountability-based education reform through 

Congress would require careful maneuvering. President George W. Bush would have to 

make both Senator Lott and Senator Daschle abide by their previously expressed desire to 

work together in order to avoid the same partisan breakdown that had kept the renewal of 

the ESEA from passing in 2000. Considering that it took tremendous lobbying by Bush in 

2000 to keep the Republican Party from calling for the abolition of the Department of 

Education in its platform that year, he had his work cut out for him (Rudalevige 2003b). 

President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies 

In his efforts to get education reform through Congress, Bush would use both a 

public and a private strategy, something that Kernell (1997, 5) would probably not 

advise. Effectively combining both strategies in the pursuit of one policy can be difficult, 

considering that it essentially means combining public force with the measured give and 

take of private negotiations. Bush would have to be careful in his public commitments to 

each aspect of his proposed education reform, and he would have to be sure that his 

public campaign for education reform would not create a partisan tone of all or nothing, 

win or lose. In his public strategy, I will show how Bush used repeated drumming of his 

message in dozens of speeches, feeding the media a constant stream of his major points 
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for reform. In his private strategy, I will show how Bush used private lobbying, 

especially getting members of Congress on board with education reform early on. He also 

allowed members of Congress to hash out the details of the legislation on their own, and 

only used a private Statement of Administration Policy later on to address his main 

concerns with what they had developed. 

As his first step in his private strategy, Bush invited twenty members of Congress 

to Austin, where he had served as governor of Texas, as soon as he was declared the 

official president-elect. Among the attendees were the expected Republican leaders: 

Congressmen John Boehner (Ohio), chair of the House Education and Workforce 

Committee; Judd Gregg (New Hampshire), the ranking Republican member of the Senate 

Health, Education, Labor and Pensions Committee; and James Jeffords (Vermont), Chair 

of the Senate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions Committee. Democrats attended as 

well: Evan Bayh (Indiana), chair of the Democratic Leadership Council; Tim Roemer 

(Indiana), sponsor of nearly every important education bill in the House since 1991; Zell 

Miller (Georgia), a Democratic Senator known to support most Republican positions; and 

George Miller (California), or “Big George” as Bush would come to call him, the senior 

Democrat on the House Education and Labor Committee (Rudalevige 2003b). This group 

of legislators would be instrumental in the passage of No Child Left Behind, no doubt 

due to the key position each held in Congress. By inviting these specific legislators to 

meet with him, Bush was able to get a sense of what provisions would be important to 

include in his education reform bill in order to obtain the necessary support to pass the 

bill in Congress. 
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Many of the proposals included in the basic outline of No Child Left Behind that 

was first presented to Congress in January 2001 were in fact pieces of proposals that had 

been presented to Congress in years past. Each of these pieces had gained some favor 

with some members of Congress, but a package had yet to be put together to attract 

enough votes overall to be passed. By inviting these members of Congress to meet 

privately with him in Austin, Bush would be able to get them on board early, as they 

would have taken part in “creating” the original points to be included in the final bill 

(Rudalevige 2003b). This is an essential feature of a staying private strategy. Neustadt 

(1990, 40) in fact argues that “the essence of a President’s persuasive task, with 

congressmen and everybody else, is to induce them to believe that what he wants of them 

is what their own appraisal of their own responsibilities requires them to do in their 

interest, not his…Persuasion deals in the coin of self-interest with men who have some 

freedom to reject what they find counterfeit.” By having key members of Congress help 

him “create” the original points of No Child Left Behind, Bush essentially gave these 

members of Congress the sense that this bill for education reform was what they wanted 

and that passing it would be in their interest. 

As another part of his private strategy, President Bush did not send to Congress a 

detailed bill. Rather his administration sent over a thirty-page blueprint of his proposed 

reforms and decided to leave the details up to Congress. Thus, Bush allowed Congress to 

argue over the finer points while setting up the White House to take credit for anything 

that passed (Rudalevige 2003a). By having members of Congress draft the actual bill, it 

again created the sense that the bill was theirs and in their own interest to pass. This 
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blueprint approach also played well into Bush’s public strategy, as it gave President 

Bush’s critics very little to criticize. There was no specific language yet to analyze or 

argue over, keeping discord among political elites quiet and thus not providing fodder for 

the media. The blueprint was also not a unique approach that Bush took on just this piece 

of legislation but rather something his administration used for many of its important 

issues including Social Security reform proposed later in his presidency (Edwards 2007, 

268). 

This lack of criticism no doubt helped fuel the relatively positive press coverage 

that No Child Left Behind received, and it received quite a lot of press coverage. More 

than 164 total articles appear in a search for the bill in the LexisNexis archives from May 

2000 to May 2001, when the House first voted on the bill on the floor of the chamber. 

Much of this press coverage examined the extensive travel that President Bush undertook 

as part of his public strategy to promote support for education reform. He visited more 

than a dozen schools, including elementary schools, high schools and colleges. He hosted 

town hall meetings and leadership forums, and he talked to unions and business 

conventions. Most of his speeches were not unique with original arguments for No Child 

Left Behind but rather repeated the same points he had been making throughout his 

presidential campaign in 2000. Repetition in presidential rhetoric is not a new 

development. The most important point President Bush hammered home every time he 

got the opportunity, was, as he put it, “I’m going to make the case here, and I’ll continue 

to make the case to anybody who will listen that in order to make sure every child is 

educated – I mean every child – we must measure – we must understand whether or not 
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children are learning, because the likelihood of poor children being shuffled through the 

system is increased if we don’t measure” (Weekly Compilation of Presidential 

Documents, 1/24/2001, 220). This emphasis on accountability was the major policy 

commitment Bush made in public, making it the one major point that he would be unable 

to back down from when it came to private policy compromises. 

With Bush’s repeated drumming of his message, a core piece of any 

administration’s public strategy (Kellner 2007), Bush managed to garner significant 

media attention for education reform. This could be a significant factor in some of the 

poll results he saw through 2001. As shown in Figure 2.1, for example, in polls 

conducted by ABC News/Washington Post, in May, July, and September of 2001,1

With positive poll results in hand, any particular points that the administration 

wanted to include in the bill were pointed out a few months after the administration had 

given its blueprint to Congress and, of course, after Congress had already developed a bill 

to be debated on the floor of the House. These points were made privately, rather than 

publicly, in the third step of his private strategy in a Statement of Administration Policy 

(SAP) issued on May 15, 2001, and addressed to Rep. John Boehner (R, Ohio) and the 

 there 

is a steady increase in the number of respondents saying that they trust President Bush 

more than they trust Democrats in Congress to handle education. This is no small coup, 

considering again that the Democratic Party is supposed to “own” the issue of education 

and that Bush won the 2000 election in such a controversial manner only months earlier. 

                                                            
1 The polls were conducted from May 31-June 3, July 26-30, and September 6-9 of  2001. The question 
reads, “Who do you trust to do a better job handling education, (George W.) Bush or the Democrats in 
Congress? 
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bill’s cosponsors. A private statement was likely used in place of a public statement 

because the House was controlled by the Bush’s own Republican Party at the time. Going 

public against his own party to debate the finer points of the bill would have hurt 

President Bush’s image as the head of his own party and made the Republican Party 

appear in disarray. Some of the important points made in the SAP include asking, in a 

very non-forceful manner, for the inclusion of the president’s plan for school choice 

programs, more commonly known as voucher programs where, given specific 

circumstances, the government would provide monetary assistance for students to attend 

private schools. The administration also asks for decreased appropriations levels in the 

amount of $5 billion in order to adhere to the rest of the president’s budget plan. Neither 

of these points, though, include any sort of veto threat, as is mentioned in many other 

SAPs if particular points are more objectionable to the administration. Thus the lack of a 

veto threat indicates that although the administration would prefer these amendments to 

the bill, they probably would not be deal-breakers. In addition to asking for these specific 

changes, the SAP also expresses the administration’s concerns regarding specific 

amendments it believes could be offered to the bill later on. One notable provision that 

the administration seems to believe could be offered is a possible amendment to delay 

implementation of annual assessments, but neither this nor the other two amendments 

were ever offered on the floor, which could very well be due to the strict rules for debate 

to be discussed below. 

No Child Left Behind – Beginning in Congress 
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No Child Left Behind was formally introduced in the House as H. R. 1 on March 

22, 2001, and was immediately referred to the House Committee on Education and the 

Workforce. It is important to note that Congressman Boehner, the chair of this 

committee, was one of the attendees at Bush’s informal gathering in Austin just a few 

months earlier. Thus it would appear that Bush’s private strategy of obtaining early input 

from Congressman Boehner was successful, as the Committee on Education and the 

Workforce reported the bill out of committee less than two months later. This is not to 

say that the exact bill President Bush wanted was what came out of committee. The final 

bill reported by this committee actually received complaints by conservatives who 

believed that not enough of the GOP priorities were being held onto or pushed for hard 

enough by Bush (CQ Almanac 2001c). 

One major compromise made in the House committee regarded funding, which 

the administration had asked in its SAP to be reduced. In order to secure sufficient 

Democratic support in committee, the proposed funding levels for education were nearly 

doubled in some areas. President Bush’s push for faith-based after-school programs to 

receive federal funds also was abandoned. The most notable change, though perhaps not 

surprising to many, was the compromise to drop vouchers from the bill. To calm the 

nerves of upset conservative interest groups such as the Family Research Council and 

Focus on Family, Bush publicly announced that he would support a House floor 

amendment to restore the vouchers plan to the bill, even if his congressional liaisons let it 

be known privately that the White House was ready to declare victory with or without 

vouchers (CQ Almanac 2001c). The requirement for annual testing barely made it 



46 
 

through, if it even truly may not have. According to the CQ Almanac (2001c), “Betty 

McCollum, D-Minn., offered an amendment to strip out the testing, graining enough 

support to indicate that she might have a strong chance of winning. To prevent a crippling 

blow to Bush’s education plan, Miller persuaded McCollum not to ask for a roll call vote, 

and Boehner declared the amendment defeated on a voice vote.” It would be these key 

compromises that would keep a coalition of both Republicans and Democrats intact 

through a series of amendments offered on the floor later on and help the legislation pass 

the House. With these changes, the legislation was voted out of the Education and 

Workforce Committee. 

From the House Committee on Education and the Workforce, the bill, in a 

sequential referral, went to the House Judiciary Committee under the rule that allowed it 

one day for consideration before it had to be reported back out. Bush’s No Child Left 

Behind received this favorable rule because the Republican Party controlled of the 

House. After the Judiciary Committee’s thoughtful one day of consideration, the bill was 

reported back to the floor and placed on the Union Calendar. The rule for consideration 

of the bill, H. Res. 143, was decided upon by the Rules Committee the next day. It 

contained the following strict regulations for floor debate: 

1. “All points of order against consideration of the bill are waived” 

2. “General debate shall be confined to the bill” 

3. “…And shall not exceed two hours equally divided and controlled by the 

chairman and the ranking minority member of the Committee on 

Education and the Workforce” 
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4. “After general debate the bill shall be considered under the five-minute 

rule” 

5. “Each…amendment may be offered only in the order printed in the report, 

may be offered only by a Member designated in the report, shall be 

considered as read, shall be debatable for the time specified in the report 

equally divided and controlled by the proponent and an opponent, shall not 

be subject to amendment, and shall not be subject to a demand for division 

of the question in the House or the Committee of the Whole” 

6. “All points of order against such amendments are waived” (H. Res. 143). 

This type of special rule is not unusual in today’s Congress. As Sinclair (2007, 

29) notes, “Special rules can be used to save time and prevent obstruction and delay, to 

focus attention on the critical choices, and sometimes to structure the choices members 

confront on the floor in a way that promotes a particular outcome.” The specific rule used 

for consideration of No Child Left Behind sets up an orderly, if staged, debate for the 

House floor for the first part of consideration of the bill as reported from committee, with 

all amendments essentially already known prior to floor consideration. This allowed the 

Republican Party to be sure it had enough votes to pass whatever amendments it wanted 

to pass ahead of time, as well as enough votes to ensure any amendments it disagrees 

with would fail. The rule passed by a very partisan vote of 219 Yeas to 201 Nays, with 

217 of those Yea votes from Republican members of the House, and 200 of the Nays 

coming from Democratic members of the House. For procedural votes such as this one, 

there is always an expectation of supporting one’s own party. Members of the majority 
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party in particular are likely to vote for special rules because “the amendments at issue 

often are ones the member believes to be bad public policy but politically difficult to vote 

against” (Sinclair 2007, 31). This pattern of partisan votes on the rule and strict time 

limits on committees so far holds up the procedural cartel theory of Congress (Cox and 

McCubbins 1993, 2005), whereby the majority party acts as a cartel, monopolizing all 

major legislative institutions for its advantage. This includes using the House rules in 

order to push through potentially vulnerable legislation past the other party by not 

allowing controversial amendments and endless floor debate. 

The Republican Party in fact succeeded in not allowing amendments to the bill 

which would jeopardize its passage, including any of the three potential amendments 

which the administration had mentioned in its SAP. Some of the amendments that were 

offered were to “allow funds in the bill to be used for CPR training in schools” 

(Amendment 44, offered by Rep. Capps); to “authorize the use of innovative education 

program funds to establish smaller learning communities” (Amendment 46, offered by 

Rep. Hill); and to “require states and school districts to provide a comparison of student 

subgroups with the state’s annual goals and provide a description of the state’s 

accountability system” (Amendment 49, offered by Rep. Dooley). 

The most controversial amendments offered, if they can be called controversial at 

all, were to “strike the requirement for annual state reading and math tests for grades 

three through eight and retain current law for state assessments” (Amendment 48, offered 

by Rep. Hoeksta); to “authorize local school districts to sign performance agreements 

with the Secretary of Education to allow them to consolidate non-title I formula grant 
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programs together” (Amendment 51, offered by Rep. Tiberi); and to “require those 

secondary education institutions that accept federal funds to allow military recruiters to 

visit the school” (Amendment 50, offered by Rep. Vitter). None of these amendments 

came down to one crucial vote for passage, and in fact, almost all either passed or failed 

either by voice vote or with more than 420 votes on one side of the issue. The closest 

vote was on the Tiberi amendment, which passed by a roll call vote of 217 Ayes and 209 

Noes. Like the vote on the rule, this vote was also highly partisan with 213 of the Ayes 

being Republican votes and 209 of the Noes being from Democratic Party members. This 

again shows the party cartel hard at work on the floor, making sure that when the vote 

counts, its party members are in line. 

At this point, the “general debate” could commence, which according to the rule, 

would also be highly regulated and subject to time constraints, though amendments were 

still allowed to be offered during this time period. General debate in the House is 

traditionally time set aside to debate the overall merits of the bill, as well the merits of 

each specific section of the bill. For most bills, general debate is only scheduled to last 

for one hour, but for more complex bills that were referred to more than one committee, 

such as No Child Left Behind, two hours of debate are scheduled. The total time is then 

divided equally between the two major parties in the House (Schneider 2008). Many of 

the amendments offered during this part of the debate for No Child Left Behind were also 

non-offensive, including one amendment to “authorize the Secretary of Education to 

work with the state administrators to promote and advocate the use and establishment of 

state-sponsored college savings plans during a student’s elementary years” (Amendment 
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54, offered by Rep. Rogers). The most controversial amendments offered during general 

debate were made regarding voucher programs, which President Bush had already made 

clear during his informal meeting in Austin would not be a sticking point for him if they 

were not included in the bill. This gave the Republican Party and the leaders of the 

Republican Party far less force to exert upon their members when asking for a party-line 

vote, especially as public opinion polls failed to indicate any sort of overwhelming public 

support for vouchers.2

The first of these two amendments on vouchers “sought to authorize private 

school choice for students who have attended low performing schools for at least 3 years; 

allow private school choice as a local use of funds under title IV of the Innovative 

Education Grants for Disadvantaged Students; and allow private school choice for 

students in unsafe schools or who have been victims of crime on school premises” 

(Amendment 57, offered by Rep. Armey). This amendment on vouchers failed by a vote 

of 155 to 273, with 204 of the votes against the amendment coming from Democrats and 

152 of the votes for the amendment coming from Republicans. The second was 

essentially a much weaker version of this first amendment, indicating that Rep. Armey 

might have known that his amendments would not find much favor on the floor of the 

House. This second amendment “sought to authorize $50 million for grants for not more 

than 5 research projects that demonstrate how school choice options increase the 

 Without the president’s backing, both amendments concerning 

vouchers, or “school choice” programs failed. 

                                                            
2 Princeton Survey Research Association/Newsweek poll, conducted March 9-10, 2000, and based on 803 
telephone interviews [USPSRNEW.031100.RIIB]. Poll indicates 54% of the public would favor a voucher 
program, while 40% would not, 2% don’t believe the issue matters, and the remaining 4% don’t know. 
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academic achievement of students, schools, and local educational agencies” (Amendment 

58, offered by Rep. Armey). This weaker version of the amendment also failed by a vote 

of 186 to 241, with 203 of the Noes coming from Democrats and 182 of the Ayes coming 

from Republicans. The weaker version did gain the support of a greater proportion of the 

Republicans in the House but still not enough to pass. Again, this was a highly partisan 

vote, but unlike the other amendments on issues like CPR training, this one caused a 

greater rift within the Republican Party. 

This could be a major factor in President Bush’s strategic decision not to push too 

hard for school choice options, as his administration may have known that had they stood 

firm on this particular aspect of the bill, it never would have passed the House, where 

they had a good size majority, much less the Senate, which was split between the parties. 

If President Bush had publicly insisted on including a provision on vouchers, the bill 

likely would have never passed the Senate. Without any hope of getting sixty votes to 

break a filibuster in the Senate, Bush’s strategic move to privately take vouchers off the 

table early and publicly focus on accountability instead of vouchers in his honeymoon 

period was crucial in getting education reform passed. Some education reform would be 

better to offer voters than no reform, especially if it was a major part of his 2000 election 

campaign. Failing on this issue so early in his term on would not have sent a message of 

leadership to the voters and the members of Congress. It would not have spoken well for 

his abilities to lead through the rest of his term, especially given his controversial win in 

the 2000 election. 
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With such amendments out of the way, the bill finally came to a vote on passage 

on the floor of the House, with 384 Ayes and 45 Noes. In order to analyze each of the 

important factors influencing the vote of each member of Congress, I have used a logistic 

regression with the dependent variable being whether or not the member of Congress 

voted for the legislation. To assess the president’s influence on the vote of legislators, I 

have included a variable indicating whether or not President Bush visited the district of a 

member of Congress. This variable is coded as the number of times President Bush 

visited the district or a city in a member’s district, given that local news outlets are not 

confined to congressional districts but rather general metropolitan areas. According to 

this coding scheme, the president visited 81 districts, most of them only once but a few 

up to four times. 

I have also included a variable for personal contact, which includes those whom 

the SAP was addressed to, as well as those who attended Bush’s education summit in 

Austin. This is coded as one if the SAP was addressed to the legislator or if the legislator 

attended the summit in Austin, and zero otherwise. To determine whether the president’s 

coattails played any role in the decision of legislators, I use the difference between the 

president’s percentage of the vote in a legislator’s district and the percentage of the 

legislator’s vote in their own district. Presumably if the president did better in a 

legislator’s district, then that legislator may feel that it is in their political interests to 

support the policies of the president (Edwards 2007, 182). Besides these variables, I have 

included ones to account for ideology and party. In order to look at the effect of ideology 

in this case, I have used the absolute value of the difference between the president’s 
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ideology and the legislator’s ideology.3

Results of this analysis are reported in Table 2.1 in the column labeled “Vote on 

Passage.” Only two variables prove to be statistically significant. The first being personal 

contact, which could in this case be indicative of the effectiveness of President Bush’s 

private strategy, getting those members of Congress with whom he had some sort of 

personal contact to support the bill on the floor. Legislators who were contacted were 

2.279 times more likely to vote for the bill, holding all other variables constant. However, 

the SAP was also addressed to the bill’s sponsor and co-sponsor, which already makes 

them predisposed to support the bill, though not all sponsors or co-sponsors of all bills 

actually end up supporting whatever bill it is on the floor, as is the case here. In fact, five 

of the bills co-sponsors voted against the bill. 

 The greater this ideological difference is, the less 

likely a member of Congress should be to support the No Child Left Behind bill. To 

account for party, I have included a dummy variable indicating whether the member of 

Congress belongs to the same party as the president, coded as one, or not, coded as zero. 

Finally, I have included an interaction term of the ideology and party variables, which, if 

negative, would provide some evidence that Republicans closer to the president’s 

ideology would be more likely to vote for the bill. 

The second variable that proves to be statistically significant in the model is 

actually in the opposite direction than was expected, considering that this indicates that 

the further a legislator was from the president ideologically, the more likely they were to 

                                                            
3 The data to compile the ideology variables used in this chapter are from Michael A. Bailey at Georgetown 
University’s Department of Government and Public Policy Institution and can be found at 
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/baileyma/Data_AJPSIdealPoints_Oct2009.htm. 
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vote for the bill. Specifically, for every standard deviation increase in the ideological 

distance between a legislator and the president, legislators were 2.067 times more likely 

to vote for the bill, again, holding all other variables constant. This seems to be indicative 

of the compromises made earlier in the House Committee on Education and the 

Workforce which went a long way in forging a compromise with Democrats while 

isolating strong Republican conservatives who did not believe the bill went far enough. 

Looking at the distribution of votes just by a simple distribution of ideology, there is no 

clear pattern of votes in favor of or against the bill, though there are slightly more votes 

against the bill by conservatives. This could again reflect some of the compromises made, 

and it shows that the further presidents go in making compromises, the more risk they 

take in losing the votes of legislators who are closer to them in ideology and even the 

votes of legislators who are in their own party (Bond and Fleisher 1990). 

From here, the bill moved on to the Senate, where after all this work, the Senate 

voted to strike everything in the bill except for the enacting clause and replace it with 

their version of the bill, S. 1. The Senate version of the bill had been through much the 

same process as H. R. 1 at this point. It had been reported from the Committee on Health, 

Education, Labor and Pensions. Just as Bush had allies on the committees that the House 

version went through, Bush also had allies on this Senate committee. Sen. Judd Gregg 

(New Hampshire) was the ranking Republican member on the committee, and Sen. James 

Jeffords (Vermont) was the chair of the committee. Both had been a big part of Bush’s 

private, informal Austin gathering in December. This could be an important reason why, 

despite the Senate striking everything from H.R. 1 when it arrived, only slight differences 
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emerged between the Senate and House versions of the bill. The House version only 

provided for a five-year reauthorization bill, while the Senate version provided for a 

seven-year reauthorization bill. The House version gave states three years to begin new 

testing, while the Senate version gave states four years. An amendment had been offered 

by Sen. Gregg to include a provision for private school vouchers, but he later withdrew 

the amendment, thus leaving this part of President Bush’s proposal out of both the Senate 

and House versions (CQ Almanac 2001c). 

The major partisan sticking points in the Senate turned out to be funding, with 

Democrats wanting much larger increases in funding than Republicans. An unlikely ally 

in the Senate, though, helped to guide the bill safely to passage. Senator Ted Kennedy 

and President George W. Bush might have only ever agreed on a handful of policies, but 

education reform happened to be one of them. While Kennedy did not attend Bush’s 

Austin gathering in December, he did later get on board with the president’s proposals 

after President Bush invited him to the White House on his second day in office. Sandy 

Kress, the main White House lobbyist for education in 2001, commented, “I don’t think 

the two expected to like each other, but they did. The president was very impassioned 

about this and very knowledgeable about it, and I think that surprised Senator Kennedy. 

That was not the image he had of George W. Bush. Kennedy, on the other hand, was 

open, respectful, more interested in partnership than the president probably expected” 

(quoted from Baker 2007). 

With the help of Sen. Kennedy guiding No Child Left Behind through the Senate, 

the bill made it through with many of the same compromises that had been made in the 
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House, including leaving out the voucher program. The most notable compromise made 

in the Senate was funding for the bill. The funding levels agreed to in the Senate were far 

above what was originally proposed by President Bush. The Senate, through an 

amendment offered by Sen. Chris Dodd (D, Connecticut) and Sen. Susan Collins (R, 

Maine), authorized a $132 billion increase over ten years to ensure that Title I aid to poor 

schools would reach all eligible children. This amendment passed by a vote of 79 to 21, 

with all 50 Democrats voting for it, along with 29 Republicans (CQ Almanac 2001c). 

The vote on passage of H. R. 1 in the Senate, essentially what had been S. 1, was 

overwhelming, with 91 Senators voting for the bill and only 8 voting against it. Due to 

the large margin of victory and the fewer number of Senators, there is no need for a 

logistic regression to analyze the votes on passage in the Senate. All but two of the 

Senators who voted against the bill were Republicans. The two Democrats who voted 

against the bill scored among the highest as being furthest away ideologically from the 

president, while the Republicans who voted against the bill were all relatively close 

ideologically to the president. Interestingly, the president received a higher percentage of 

the vote than all but one of the senators voting against the bill did in their states. The one 

senator who did better at the polls than Bush is the only one who was up for election in 

2000. The president did seem to attempt to put some public pressure on two of these 

senators, as he made two trips to each of their states, North Carolina and Ohio, home to 

Sen. Jesse Helms (R) and Sen. Voinovich (R) respectively. Apparently though, President 

Bush’s appearances in their home states made little difference in their vote. It would 

appear that any leverage that Bush had tried to place on Senators via a public strategy 
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was ineffective, while every Senator who had attended Bush’s private summit in Austin 

voted for the bill. 

Almost immediately after the Senate’s vote on passage, the polling organizations 

tried to gauge public opinion on the issue. One such poll conducted by NBC News/Wall 

Street Journal indicates that the public did not have an overwhelming sense of optimism 

regarding the potential changes of No Child Left Behind, though the public did seem to 

believe it would have some positive effect. 4 Of those polled, 14 percent believed that the 

bill would improve education a lot, 27 percent believed it would improved education a 

fair amount, and 29 percent believed it would improve it some. On the other hand, only 8 

percent responded that the bill would not improve education at all. In the same poll, 

respondents were asked how they perceived the public school system worked at the 

time.5

                                                            
4 Survey by NBC News, Wall Street Journal. Methodology: Interviewing conducted by Hart and Teeter 
Research Companies, June 23 - June 25, 2001 and based on 806 telephone interviews. Sample: national 
adult. [USNBCWSJ.01JUNE.R14B]. Question wording: “As you may know, the Senate recently passed an 
education reform bill that will substantially increase federal funding for education, give states greater 
authority over how these funds are spent, require that states test most students every year in grades three 
through eight, and hold schools accountable for their students' performance. Assuming this bill is signed 
into law, how much do you think it will improve the quality of education in this country--will it improve it 
a lot, a fair amount, some, a little, or not at all?” 

 Only 7 percent responded that it worked pretty well now, while 36 percent 

responded that some changed were needed but basically should be kept the same and 34 

percent responded that major changes were needed. Further, 20 percent responded that a 

complete overhaul was needed. This kind of public pressure for some change to happen 

could well have contributed to the bipartisan support in Congress. However, with the 

limited optimism that the public seemed to have for No Child Left Behind more 

5 Question wording: “Turning to the issue of education, I'd like to know how well you think our public 
schools are working. When it comes to education in grades K through twelve, please tell me whether you 
think our public schools work pretty well as they are now, some changes are needed, but basically they 
should be kept the same, major changes are needed, or a complete overhaul is needed.” 
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specifically, it would be difficult to say that President Bush’s public campaign put 

overwhelming public pressure on members of Congress to support the bill. 

At this point, the House and the Senate had each passed a different version of H. 

R. 1, and both chambers were refusing to accept the other’s version. This led to a 

conference committee, to which the Senate appointed twenty-five total conferees, 

including Kennedy, Jeffords, Gregg, and Bayh who had attended Bush’s private Austin 

meeting and had been instrumental thus far in the bill’s progress. Sen. Jeffords, though, at 

this point was no friend of the White House, as on May 24, 2001, he had declared himself 

no longer a Republican but an independent and thrown the majority in the Senate to the 

Democratic Party. The House appointed fifteen total conferees, including Boehner and 

Roemer who had also attended Bush’s private Austin meeting and also had been key in 

getting the bill this far. Negotiations commenced in late July 2001, and began to drag on 

until mid-December when the conference committee finally agreed to file a conference 

report. 

Part of the reason for the delay was that No Child Left Behind was being 

criticized by all sides. Local officials did not trust nor want national norms. Teacher 

unions did not want mandatory annual testing. Strong conservatives argued that without a 

provision for vouchers, the bill would not go far enough in creating new reforms 

(Rudalevige 2003a). Then on September 11, 2001, the terrorist attacks occurred in New 

York and Washington, D.C., and the focus was no longer on education. The urgency of 

passing President Bush’s domestic policy proposals seemed to disappear (CQ Almanac 

2001c). Despite party leaders in Congress wanting to delay No Child Left Behind, those 
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who had been key in the bill’s progress so far were not ready to give up yet. 

Representatives John Boehner and George Miller, along with Senators Ted Kennedy and 

Judd Gregg began meeting regularly to work out the differences between the House and 

Senate versions of the bill (CQ Almanac 2001c). 

There were five main areas where compromises were reached. The first area was 

special education. Plans to make special education funding mandatory were left out of the 

final conference report, which Democrats agreed to in the hopes that it would free up 

funds for spending on ESEA Title I programs to help poor school districts. The second 

area was Title I funding, where they agreed to authorize more than twice the fiscal year 

2001 appropriation and have the amount of funding increase each year for the next five 

year. The third area was testing and accountability. Here the conferees agreed more with 

the Senate version of the bill where states would have four, rather than three, years to set 

up and implement annual testing. Rather than agree to abide by national testing results, 

which conservatives and liberals were wary of, the conferees agreed to have states 

administer a national independent test to a small sample of children, though states would 

still set up their own standard test scores and goals to be reached. 

The fourth area concerned local control. The Republican Party has a long standing 

reputation as proponents for local control and states’ rights and tried to give school 

districts as much flexibility as possible to reallocate federal funding programs. Conferees 

ended up adopting the Senate’s much stronger version of the bill in this area, where seven 

states would act as a pilot program. These seven states would be able to shift more of 

their federal money among programs if their test scores improved. The House version of 
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the bill had only allowed three school districts to participate in this pilot program, but in 

the compromise that went with the Senate version, up to 150 school districts would be 

allowed to participate. The final area concerned hate crimes. Republicans felt that federal 

funding granted by the Education Department to teach children about hate crimes was 

being used to portray certain religious groups as extremists. In the compromise version of 

the bill, however, the Education Department was still allowed to continue issuing grants 

for programs that would prevent hate crimes (CQ Almanac 2001c). 

Meanwhile President Bush had been focused on foreign policy issues after the 

September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks. Between the date that the Senate passed their 

version of the bill and September 11, 2001, Bush had given twenty more public speeches 

regarding No Child Left Behind in eleven different states. Most of his visits were 

concentrated in states where the member of Congress had supported the bill in their first 

vote on passage in either the House or the Senate. Given that most of the districts and 

states that he visited were ones where he did more poorly in the 2000 election than the 

member of Congress from that district or state had done, he may have been trying to 

shore up support from those members of Congress who would have been on the fence 

about the likely compromises to be made in the conference report. Of course, after 

September 11, 2001, President Bush’s approval rating was hovering around eighty 

percent, making members of Congress reluctant to say no to his most important domestic 

policy concerns (CQ Almanac 2001c). 

The conference report was finally filed on December 13, 2001, and was 

immediately sent to the floor of the House for debate. The rule was passed by a voice 
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vote and was far less detailed than the original rule under which the House considered No 

Child Left Behind on the floor, considering that this time the conference report was a 

carefully crafted compromise between the Senate and the House, conservatives and 

liberals. This time, it was simply states that “all points of order against the conference 

report and against its consideration are waived. The conference report shall be considered 

as read” (H. Res. 315). Conference reports can be considered under a special rule or 

closed rule, but a closed rule would protect the compromises made in the conference 

committee because no amendments would be allowed on the floor (Saturno 2004). After 

one hour of debate, the issue was brought to a vote, and it passed the House with 381 

Ayes and 41 Noes. Again, to analyze this House vote more closely, I have used a logistic 

regression model with the same variables used to analyze the first House vote on passage. 

Results are reported in Table 2.1 in the column labeled “Vote on Conference 

Report.” The same factors that contributed to the votes of members of the House the first 

time around are again the most important factors on this vote. The variable indicating 

personal contact is significant and positive, showing that these members of Congress who 

were contacted by the president were 3.340 times more likely to vote for the bill and 

therefore may have been influenced by the president. Still, even though those addressed 

in the SAP were the sponsors of the bill, four of these sponsors actually voted against the 

bill. The second variable to note is the variable for the ideological difference between the 

president and the member of Congress, which is significant and again not in the expected 

direction. It indicates that for every standard deviation increase in the ideological distance 

between the president and the legislator, legislators are 2.785 times more likely to vote 
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for the bill. This could point to the compromises made throughout the legislative process 

which went a long way in forging a lasting compromise with Democrats while isolating 

strong GOP conservatives who did not believe the bill went far enough, especially since 

the final version of the bill did not include a provision for a voucher program. This may 

be why slightly more conservatives again voted against the bill at this stage, and why 

there is no pattern of more liberal members of Congress voting against a bill supported by 

a conservative Republican president. That the variable for presidential visits is not 

significant in this model or the model for the first vote on passage provides some 

evidence that Bush’s public pressure on members of Congress was far less successful in 

getting votes on the floor than were Bush’s private tactics. 

This second model should indicate very similar results as the first model for votes 

on passage, as 393 members of Congress did not change their votes. A total of 364 who 

had voted for passage of the bill the first time around, voted for it again the second time 

around, and 29 of those who had voted against the bill the first time, voted against it the 

second time. The conference report gained the support of 14 of those who had voted 

against the original version and lost the support of a dozen others. 

Once the conference report passed the House, the final hurdle it had to overcome 

before reaching the president’s desk was passing in the Senate. Most of the floor debate 

in the Senate was guided by Sen. Ted Kennedy, who had been an ally with President 

Bush on this issue since Bush’s second day in office. After an orderly floor debate with 

no surprises, the bill passed overwhelmingly by a vote of 87 to 10. Those in the Senate 

voting against the bill were Senators Bennet (R, Utah), Dayton (D, Minnesota), Feingold 
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(D, Wisconsin), Hagel (R, Nebraska), Holllings (D, South Carolina), Jeffords (I, 

Vermont), Leahy (D, Vermont), Nelson (D, Nebraska), Voinovich (R, Ohio), and 

Wellstone (D, Minnesota). Despite the severe compromises in the minds of many 

conservatives, only three of those voting against No Child Left Behind in the Senate were 

Republicans. Only six of those who had voted for the bill the first time around voted 

against it the second time around, while only three of those who had voted against it the 

first time around voted for it the second time around. Looking at the distribution of votes 

just by ideology alone does not provide any pattern to explain votes for against the bill, 

but six of those voting against the conference report were more than one standard 

deviation away from the president in terms of ideological distance. Only two of them 

would be up for reelection the following year. This could indicate that some of those 

furthest from the president and not near an election felt less pressure to support the 

president’s policy issues, even with President Bush’s public campaign for the bill. All of 

the Senators who had attended Bush’s private Austin meeting voted for the bill, except 

for Sen. Jeffords who had switched from being a Republican to an Independent about six 

months before the vote. 

No Child Left Behind was finally signed by President Bush on January 8, 2002, 

and he had quite an audience on hand at Hamilton High School in Hamilton, Ohio when 

he did. In the speech Bush gave before signing the bill, he specifically thanked 

Congressman George Miller: “I call him Big George, Jorge el Grande…George and I 

aren’t from the same political ideology; except when I met with George in Austin, I could 

tell he shares the same passion I share for making sure that every child gets educated. 
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And he, like me and other others, realize that a system that simply shuffles children 

through the schools is a system that’s going to leave people behind, and so we made up 

our minds right then and there to do something about it” (Weekly Compilation of 

Presidential Documents, 1/8/2002, 27). He also specifically thanked Senators Gregg, 

Kennedy, Bayh, and DeWine for their efforts on the bill. Regarding Representative John 

Boehner, Bush remarked, “I’m signing this bill here because it’s the home of the 

chairman, John Boehner. John did a really good job. He shepherded the process. He made 

sure people showed up for the meetings. He was dogged in his determination to get this 

bill done. It would not have happened without his leadership” (Weekly Compilation of 

Presidential Documents, 1/8/2002, 27). Part of the risk in going public on a bill as Bush 

did for No Child Left Behind is that policy compromises may be more noticeable and 

could bring more criticism. Bush did not mention any of the policy compromises he had 

made from his original plan, the most notable of which was the lack of a provision for 

school vouchers. His speech gave the impression that he was completely satisfied with 

the end results and thought the bill would significantly improve the progress of students 

in public schools. 

Interestingly, even though the White House handled relations with Congress 

seemingly very adeptly for this bill, its handling of key members of Congress on other 

issues was lacking. Senator Ted Kennedy, who had been instrumental in pushing No 

Child Left Behind through Congress could not believe that just a month after No Child 

Left Behind was signed into law, President Bush released a budget without full funding 

for the programs Kennedy had asked for. “Kennedy was shocked when an aide came in 



65 
 

with the news. With [Representative George] Miller, he marched to the press gallery to 

vent his outrage. Miller recalled it as a seminal moment. ‘That just really poisoned the 

well,’ he said” (Baker 2007). So while the Bush team may have succeeded on No Child 

Left Behind, their neglect to continue to foster the partnerships made during the 

legislative process would hurt their future relations with members of Congress and thus 

impede the progress of many of his other policy initiatives. 

Conclusion 

From this discussion of President Bush’s use of strategies in pushing for No Child 

Left Behind, it seems clear that the more effective strategy was his private rather than 

public strategy. Publicly, Bush made dozens of speeches on No Child Left Behind, but 

his public campaign seemed to put little if any pressure on members of the House or the 

Senate to support the bill at any point in the legislative process. Instead it seems that 

Bush’s private strategy played a major role. The major tactic that set up his success early 

on was his decision to have twenty members of Congress who would be in key positions 

throughout the legislative process come to his private meeting in Austin to discuss 

education reform before the new Congress was even seated. Bush’s decision to keep 

negotiations and compromises quiet also worked to his advantage. He used a SAP to 

address his points of concern with No Child Left Behind, rather than publicly airing them 

out for the media to use to stir up controversy. These quiet compromises and Bush’s 

ability to get key members of Congress on board early in the process worked well within 

the political context Bush was given. His party had a majority in the House but a split 
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Senate, and without a mandate in the 2000 election, Bush would never have been able to 

see the same success had he only chosen a public strategy. 
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3. NO MOVEMENT ON THE BORDER 
 

Along with Social Security reform, immigration reform was one of President 

George W. Bush’s top priorities during his second term, and just like Social Security 

reform, major immigration reform always seemed to be just out of reach (Edwards 2009, 

185). Whereas we saw how Bush succeeded in passing No Child Left Behind with 

careful handling of Congress and quiet policy compromises, with immigration reform the 

Bush administration was far less adept at dealing with members of Congress and was 

unable to create the same necessary policy compromises to get a comprehensive 

immigration reform package through Congress. There are far more factors that hampered 

the administration’s efforts on immigration reform than on education reform, not the least 

of which was public opinion. On education reform, Bush mainly needed to exploit the 

opportunity presented to him with ESEA needing renewal and public opinion pointing 

toward some consensus on Bush as the man to bring about fresh changes. In contrast, 

with immigration reform, President Bush needed to persuade a divided public and a 

divided Congress to unite behind a single plan. To do so would call for far more than 

exploiting an opportunity ripe for change. 

This chapter looks at the strategies used by Bush in his efforts to push 

immigration reform through Congress. I will first look at the history of immigration 

reform to see where past attempts have failed and succeeded, particularly focusing on the 

political environment in each case. I will then examine the public and private strategies 

used by Bush in his attempts to confront immigration reform. By analyzing the path 

immigration reform took through Congress, I find that the Bush’s strong public stances 
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hindered his efforts at using a private strategy, that his public appeals failed to shift 

public opinion in favor of his policy positions, and that Bush failed to unify even his own 

party members on this issue. 

History of Immigration Reform 

Immigration reform has a long and complicated history in the United States. 

Although the U.S. is a nation of immigrants, most waves of immigrants have been less 

than welcomed. The first major piece of immigration legislation passed that discriminated 

against certain groups was the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, an act that passed because 

of strong public opinion favoring cutting off the stream of cheap immigrant labor from 

China (Fennelly 2007). This act used classifications by race to categorize “undesirable 

aliens ineligible for entry or citizenship” (Fennelly 2007, 5). During World War I, a 

concern for the need for labor arose when many young American men were sent overseas 

to fight in Europe. To make up for the labor shortage, the U.S. allowed for the temporary 

admission of immigrants from Mexico. In 1924, Congress passed the Johnson-Reed Act 

which created a quota system to try to stem flows of immigrants from eastern and 

southern parts of Europe, and it denied entry to any immigrants from Asia. The act did 

not, however, apply the quota system to immigrants from Mexico, as states like Texas 

and Arizona had an economic dependence upon these immigrants for cheap agricultural 

labor (Fennelly 2007). A separate act, the Labor Appropriation Act, passed that same 

year and created the Border Patrol with 450 total officers to patrol the entire U.S. border 

with Canada and Mexico (Karaim 2008, 755). The Border Patrol had little effect on the 

immigration of Mexicans until the Great Depression hit, and thousands of legal and 
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illegal immigrants from Mexico were deported. This rush to deport workers from Mexico 

reversed with U.S. involvement in World War II, when young American men were again 

sent overseas to fight, and the U.S. again faced a labor shortage. This led Congress to 

create the Bracero Program, which allowed Mexican immigrants temporarily into the 

U.S. to again make up for the labor shortage (Fennelly 2007). 

At the end of World War II when soldiers returned home looking for jobs, 

immigrants from Mexico found themselves less than welcome yet again. Many had 

moved north, looking for better paying jobs during the economic boom, but this did not 

comply with the Bracero Program, resulting in an increase in the number of illegal 

immigrants residing the United States. In response, Congress passed the Immigration and 

Nationality Act with a new quota system that favored immigrants coming from Northern 

Europe. The notable exception in this act was that Mexican farm workers in Texas were 

exempt from the new quota system (Katel 2005, 405). This did not mean that immigrants 

from Mexico were welcome, which was made very clear in 1954 with the launch of 

“Operation Wetback” (Karaim 2008, 755). Local and federal authorities did sweeps of 

known immigrat neighborhoods and deported thousands of people. With the end of the 

Bracero program in 1964, laborers were still needed for agricultural jobs in the 

Southwest, and without any simple legal method of entry, many immigrants from Mexico 

continued to come seasonally to fill the jobs (Fennelly 2007). 

In 1965, Congress passed the Immigration and Nationality Act to abolish 

immigration quotas based on national origin, instead giving preference to permanent 

resident aliens, skilled workers, and relatives of U.S. citizens (Karaim 2008, 755). With 
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the number of illegal immigrants rising again during the 1970s, President Carter tried to 

get some sort of legislation to address illegal immigration passed in 1977, but even with 

61 fellow Democrats in the Senate and 291 fellow Democrats in the House, his proposal 

went nowhere. Instead, Congress set up the Select Commission on Immigration and 

Refugee Policy the following year to research the issue further and propose measures for 

comprehensive immigration reform (Laham 2000). One slight problem for President 

Carter was that this commission failed to issue a final report until March 1, 1981, after 

Carter had left office. This left the issue up to President Reagan, even though it hadn’t 

been an issue he had planned to make a priority in his first term. In Reagan’s words, 

“Good Lord. We’re back to immigration already” (Quoted in Anderson 1988, 273). 

Because the commission’s report was released just a few weeks into his first term, 

even if Reagan did not plan to address immigration or have any personal desire to do so, 

the Reagan administration knew it had to do something at this point. In response, 

President Reagan set up the President’s Task Force on Immigration and Refugee Policy, 

also with the same goal of researching the issue and coming up with recommendations 

for comprehensive immigration reform. The task force released its report just a few 

months later on July 16, 1981, but President Reagan was not thrilled with their main 

suggestion to stem the flow of illegal immigration. The task force had suggested that 

every citizen be given a national identification card so that employers would know who 

was a citizen and who was an illegal immigrant and would thus know not to hire illegal 

aliens. President Reagan considered this suggestion both potentially too costly and too 

similar to communist policies of the Soviet Union (Martin 1988, 275). 
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Instead, President Reagan sent proposals to Congress that year for a 

comprehensive immigration reform package that included employer sanctions, a path to 

legalization for illegal immigrants currently living in the U.S., and stronger measures to 

enforce immigration laws (Reagan 1986, from the Public Papers of the President). 

However, it wasn’t until five years later that Congress passed the Immigration Reform 

and Control Act (IRCA) of 1986 which did contain some form of these measures (Laham 

2000). In his signing statement, Reagan noted, “The act I am signing today is the product 

of one of the longest and most difficult legislative undertakings of recent memory. It has 

truly been a bipartisan effort, with this administration and the allies of immigration 

reform in Congress, of both parties, working together to accomplish these critically 

important reforms” (Reagan 1986, from the Public Papers of the President). 

IRCA stood as the main U.S. policy toward immigration until ten years later when 

Congress passed the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigration Responsibility Act. 

This act came just as voters in border states like California were becoming concerned 

with the public cost of illegal immigrants due to their use of some social, educational, and 

health services, as well as the huge growth in the overall number of illegal immigrants, 

then estimated at about five million (Katel 2005, 405). The main point of the new 

legislation was to strengthen border security by appropriating more funds for motion 

sensor technology, increasing the size of Border Patrol, and providing for more 

Immigration and Naturalization Service investigators. Because of business groups 

voicing their concerns regarding immigration issues, the new act did not oblige 

authorities to go after employers who knowingly employed illegal immigrants. The new 
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legislation was actually done more on the part of the Congress, which had just recently 

been under new majority party control by the Republican Party. President Clinton played 

very little role in passing this legislation compared with the efforts of the Republican 

Party (Greenblat 2008). 

From this brief history of legislation on immigration, we can see that public 

sentiment and economic conditions can go a long way in dictating what the policies will 

be, even going so far as to discriminate against immigrants of specific nationalities or 

making special exceptions due to economic needs. However, President Carter’s efforts to 

pass immigration reform, even with public sentiment was on his side and his own party 

controlling both chambers of Congress, amounted to little more than the creation of a 

fact-finding commission during his time in office. This left President Reagan to deal with 

the issue, but even the Great Communicator took five years to get anything passed. 

President Clinton put little priority on the immigration reform passed during his time in 

office. In this instance, it was the united Republican Party in Congress that got the work 

done. Given this history where economic tides have more say in immigration reform than 

presidents, President George W. Bush could have known that passing new immigration 

reform would require a monumental effort. 

President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies 

When Bush was elected in 2000, the issue of immigration was not even an option 

as a response in most surveys and exit polls to the usual question regarding the most 

important issue to voters. Even in 2004 when immigration was on the map as an issue in 

the campaign, only 4 percent of the survey respondents named immigration as the most 
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important issue in their vote for president.6

When immigration came up as in issue in the 2004 presidential campaigns as an 

offshoot of discussions on preventing future terrorist attacks, President Bush’s response 

was to focus on calling for comprehensive immigration reform. His plan included a 

number of controversial aspects. The main points of his proposal included a guest worker 

program, penalties for employers who knowingly hired illegal immigrants, plans to make 

it easier for employers to verify the legality of their employees, increased border security, 

and a path to citizenship for illegal immigrants already residing in the U.S. (Weekly 

 This even came after the September 11, 2001 

terrorist attacks which tied national security concerns to immigration policy issues. All 

the 9/11 hijackers had legally entered the U.S. on temporary visas through normal ports 

of entry like the Los Angeles International Airport, and this fact angered many who then 

called for reforming immigration laws (Karaim 2008, 750). In response, Congress 

followed President Bush’s plan to abolish Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) 

in order to allow the new Department of Homeland Security to take over jurisdiction on 

immigration. The idea behind the creation of the Department of Homeland Security was 

to bring together those agencies responsible for preventing and responding to natural 

disasters and terrorist attacks occurring on U.S. soil. As part of the largest government 

reorganization in over half a century, focus among the general public turned toward 

scrutinizing the new bureaucracy and later toward the “war on terror” in Iraq and 

Afghanistan (Karaim 2008). 

                                                            
6 Survey by Washington Post, Univision, Tomas Rivera Policy Institute. Methodology: Interviewing 
conducted by Washington Post, October 4 - October 16, 2004 and based on 1,603 telephone interviews. 
Sample: hispanic registered voters in the 11 states with the largest latino electorate including: california, 
texas, florida, new york, arizona, illiniois, new mexico, new jersey, colorado, virginia, and massachusetts.. 
Interviews were conducted by Interviewing Service of America. [USWASHP.102804.R15]. 
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Compilation of Presidential Documents, 5/15/2006, 962). The major points of his 

proposal remained fairly consistent from the time of his 2004 reelection campaign up to 

his last push for immigration reform in 2008. Unlike the widespread travel he made in his 

effort to push for No Child Left Behind, President Bush made only eleven stump 

speeches and only visited six states to push for immigration reform. This is less than half 

of the public effort his administration put forth for No Child Left Behind, even though 

Bush was pushing for a much more controversial and detailed proposal. Instead of 

extensive travel, Bush gave one major prime time nationally televised address that 

garnered some attention for the issue but not necessarily support for his proposal. To 

compensate for this less concerted effort at going public, it would be logical to believe 

that Bush’s administration simply decided to use a strong private bargaining strategy with 

Congress on this issue given its controversial nature. But this was not the case. 

With No Child Left Behind, President Bush began the process by inviting key 

members of Congress to Austin for a meeting on education reform. With immigration 

reform, there were no similar meetings to get any key members of Congress on board or 

even a gesture for assistance in crafting the significant features of the proposal. Bush did 

not seem to personally insert himself into the congressional debate over immigration 

reform until April 2006, months into the debate. With No Child Left Behind, President 

Bush had the support of Republican Party leaders in Congress to help shepherd the bill 

through each chamber with less time allowed for revising the bill in committees and 

special rules for floor debate. With immigration reform, President Bush did not manage 

to put together a plan that would unify the Republican members of Congress much less 
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draw the same kind of strong bipartisan coalition that supported No Child Left Behind. 

The Bush administration’s efforts this time centered around a going public and staying 

private strategy with both seeming to fall far short of those efforts that had gained him 

such success on education reform. With the long and drawn out battle over immigration 

reform that had faced previous presidents such as Reagan and Carter, it was a curious and 

failed strategy for President Bush to put so few resources toward immigration reform. 

Immigration Reform – Beginning in Congress 

The House and the Senate each passed their own versions of immigration reform 

in the 109th

The differences between the two bills were quite large. The Senate version called 

for an additional 4,000 border agents and another 2,500 port-of-entry inspectors, while 

the House version only called for 250 new port-of-entry inspectors to be added during 

each of the next four years to keep costs down. The Senate version of the bill authorized 

the Department of Homeland Security to use unmanned aircraft, sensors, and cameras to 

 Congress (2005-2006), but significant differences between the two versions 

kept any bill from reaching the president’s desk for a signature. The House passed H. R. 

4437 in December 2005 after months of debate, while the Senate passed S. 2611 in May 

2006. Neither bill received much support from interest groups on either side of the issue. 

Business groups, immigrants’ rights advocates, and religious leaders all argued that the 

bills would make illegal immigrants felons despite providing significant labor pools for a 

wide range of industries from construction to agriculture. Protests led by Latinos were 

covered extensively by the 24-7 news cycle, not helping Bush’s proposed points on 

immigration reform get through Congress (CQ Almanac 2006). 



76 
 

create a virtual fence across the U.S.-Mexico border. In contrast, the House version 

would have authorized construction of a double security fence, access roads, sensors, and 

cameras along a large portion of the U.S.-Mexico border. Concerning employee 

verification, the Senate version would slowly phase in a program run by the Department 

of Homeland Security for all employers to check Social Security numbers of new 

employees, and it would also hire another ten thousand agents to enforce employee 

verification. The House version would implement the system for all employers over just 

six years (CQ Almanac 2006). 

Regarding the guest worker program for which President Bush had been pushing, 

the Senate version would create such a program to allow 200,000 people to fill empty 

non-agricultural jobs with visas that could be renewed for three years before they would 

become eligible to apply for permanent residence. The House version contained no 

provisions for a guest worker program. The Senate version of the bill also had a program 

to allow 1.5 million agricultural workers to be eligible for permanent legal residence in 

the U.S. if they could prove that they worked in agriculture in the U.S. before the bill was 

enacted and continued to work in agriculture for another three to five years. The House 

version of the bill did not contain any provision for a program like this either. The Senate 

version gave illegal immigrants who had been in the U.S. since 2001 and had worked for 

three years the chance to apply to a path to legal status, where they would have to pass a 

background check, learn civics and English, pay a $2,000 fine, and pay back taxes. The 

House version again contained no provisions for such a path to legal status (CQ Almanac 
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2006). It would be these last few provisions concerning granting any sort of legal status 

to illegal aliens that would not allow for a reconciliation of the two bills. 

The House version of the bill for immigration reform was first assigned to the 

House Judiciary Committee, as well as the House Committee on Homeland Security on 

December 6, 2005. Neither committee kept the bill for more than a week before 

discharging it. The bill was then referred to the House Committee on Education and the 

Workforce and the House Committee on Ways and Means, but according to the rule, the 

bill had to be discharged by the following day. Both committees complied, and neither 

committee added any amendments to the bill. 

President Bush issued a Statement of Administration Policy (SAP) on December 

15, 2005, just one day before debate on the floor was to begin and months after debate in 

the general public and in Congress had begun. The SAP was addressed to Congressman 

James Sensenbrenner (R, Wisconsin), who was the sponsor of H. R. 4437, and the 35 

cosponsors of the bill. In this SAP, the administration expresses its overall support for the 

bill, but also expressed concern over funding the border fence. The administration 

seemed generally supportive of the enforcement-only provisions contained in the House 

bill but strongly hints at a desire for more complete immigration reform. This essentially 

gave the White House’s blessing for the bill, even if it encouraged the House to only 

consider this as a first step toward further immigration reform. This White House backing 

encouraged the Republican House leadership to try to usher the bill through the debate 

process on the floor, and their first step in doing so was to use a restrictive rule for 

debate. Without a restrictive rule, there would be little chance for the bill to make it 
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through debate on the floor and remain intact. This was largely because the bill was 

coming under fire from both sides. House Democrats supported another version of the 

bill that required the government to create a more comprehensive strategy for policing the 

borders, which included adding surveillance equipment at the border with Mexico. This 

was far more extensive than the bill’s authorization to build a fence along the border. 

House Republicans also had qualms about the bill. A group of about twenty Republican 

House members, led by Congressman Tancredo, believed that the bill did not go far 

enough in cracking down on illegal immigrants (CQ Almanac 2005). Thus the restrictive 

rule for consideration of the bill on the floor, H. Res. 610, stated that  

1. “All points of order against consideration of the bill are waived” 

2. “General debate shall be confined to the bill and shall not exceed two 

hours” 

3. “After general debate the bill shall be considered for amendment under the 

five-minute rule” 

4. “No further amendment to the bill, as amended [by the House Judiciary 

Committee], shall be in order except those printed in part B of the report 

of the Committee on Rules” 

5. “Each further amendment may be offered only in the order printed in the 

report, may be offered only by a Member designated in the report, shall be 

considered as read, shall be debatable for the time specified in the report 

equally divided and controlled by the proponent and an opponent, shall not 
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be subject to amendment, and shall not be subject to a demand for division 

of the question in the House or in the Committee of the Whole” 

6. “All points of order against such further amendments are waived” (H. Res. 

610). 

All major legislation is brought to the House floor through a set of rules issued by 

the House Rules Committee, which is controlled by the majority party in the House. In 

this case, it was Bush’s own Republican Party. According to procedural cartel theory, the 

majority party will use all legislative institutions to its advantage (Cox and McCubbins 

1993, 2005). Controlling the rules for debate on the floor allows the majority party to 

exercise wide leverage in executing its goals in Congress. Accordingly, just as No Child 

Left Behind had a special rule for debate, immigration reform in the House also had a 

special rule for debate. Such a special rule would be necessary for Republican Party 

leaders to get the bill through the floor debate without any amendments being offered that 

would have completely fractured Republican Party support. Specifically, the rule did not 

include any amendment to be offered regarding a guest worker program, which was 

opposed by the most conservative Republicans in the House. In total, 128 amendments 

were offered to the bill on the floor of the House, and this was just the limited number of 

amendments that were allowed to be offered. 

Among the amendments offered on the floor was Amendment 23, offered by 

Congressman Norwood, to withhold federal funding to state and local governments that 

enacted laws or policies forbidding local law enforcement officials from asking about 

someone’s immigration status (CQ Almanac 2005). The amendment passed by a vote of 
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237 to 180, despite its opponents’ argument that it would create a situation where illegal 

immigrants would stop reporting crime to police. Amendment 19, offered by 

Congressman Sensenbrenner, would have reduced the criminal penalties for illegal 

immigrants, but the amendment failed by a vote of 164 to 257. One of the stranger 

amendments offered was Amendment 4. Congressman Rick Renzi (R, Arizona) argued 

that Border Patrol uniforms had to be made in the United States. At the time, they were 

being made in Mexico, and Congressman Renzi believed that people would steal them 

and try to cross the border illegally, dressed as U.S. Border Patrol agents. The 

amendment passed by voice vote (CQ Almanac 2005). 

After all of the amendments had been offered and debated, the bill finally came 

up for a vote on passage on December 16, 2005. It passed by an overall vote of 239 to 

182. Just as I did for No Child Left Behind, in order to get a better sense of the overall 

factors affecting the individual votes of House members, I have used a logistic regression 

with the dependent variable being whether or not the member of Congress voted for the 

legislation. To assess the president’s influence on the vote of legislators, I have included 

a variable indicating whether or not President Bush visited the district of a member of 

Congress. This variable is coded as the number of times President Bush visited the 

district or a city in a member’s district, given that local news outlets are not confined to 

congressional districts but rather general metropolitan areas. 

I have also included a variable for personal contact, which includes those to 

whom the SAP was addressed. This is coded as one if the SAP was addressed to the 

legislator and zero otherwise. To determine whether the president’s coattails played any 
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role in the decision of legislators, I use the difference between the president’s percentage 

of the vote in a legislator’s district and the percentage of the legislator’s vote in their own 

district. Presumably if the president did better in a legislator’s district, then that legislator 

may feel that it is in their political interests to support the policies of the president 

(Edwards 2007, 182). Besides these variables, I have included ones to account for 

ideology and party. In order to look at the effect of ideology in this case, I have used the 

absolute value of the difference between the president’s ideology and the legislator’s 

ideology.7

These are all the same variables used to look at House votes on No Child Left 

Behind, but this time there are far different results, which can be seen in Table 3.1. A 

visit by the president to the district of a member of Congress should make that member 

feel more pressure to support the president’s policy position, as presumably the voters in 

the districts the president visited should have rallied behind the president’s position and 

put pressure on their member of Congress. This is all according to Kernell’s (1997) going 

public theory, but the going public theory did not seem to pan out very well for President 

 The greater this ideological difference is, the less likely a member of Congress 

should be to support immigration reform. To account for party, I have included a dummy 

variable indicating whether the member of Congress belongs to the same party as the 

president, coded as one, or not, coded as zero. Finally, I have included an interaction term 

of the ideology and party variables, which, if negative, would indicate Republicans who 

are closer to the president’s ideology are be more likely to support immigration reform. 

                                                            
7 The data to compile the ideology variables used in this chapter are from Michael A. Bailey at Georgetown 
University’s Department of Government and Public Policy Institution and can be found at 
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/baileyma/Data_AJPSIdealPoints_Oct2009.htm. 
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Bush in this case. For a standard deviation in the log of the visits made by the president to 

a legislator’s district, legislators were 0.686 times more likely to vote against immigration 

reform. This is likely due to the fact that the public was split on issues of immigration 

reform and that even President Bush’s speeches to the public could have been failing to 

move public opinion, at least to the point where it would have been a noticeable pressure 

for members of Congress. Also unlike the models for No Child Left Behind, the variable 

for personal contact (those to whom the SAP is addressed) is not significant, even though 

it was addressed to the sponsors of the bill. The variable for coattails is significant and 

positive, showing that for a standard deviation increase in this variable, legislators were 

2.121 times more likely to vote for immigration reform. This could be a strong factor 

suggesting that members of Congress were already thinking about what they wanted their 

record of support for the president to be for the midterm elections in 2006, just under a 

year later. Those members of Congress who believed that their districts supported Bush, 

at least in the 2004 election, seem to be more likely to support the immigration reform 

backed by Bush. 

The variables for ideology work out as expected. A standard deviation increase in 

the legislator’s ideological distance from the president makes legislators about 0.206 

times less likely to vote for immigration reform. This variable had been negative for No 

Child Left Behind, a bill that enjoyed much more bipartisan support. Here, it is a strong 

indicator of the polarizing nature of the immigration issue. Far more liberal legislators 

voted against the bill than did conservative legislators, though there were still a fair 

number of votes cast against the bill by conservative legislators. Concerning the variable 
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for party, it is not significant. However, the interaction term between party and ideology 

is significant, actually indicating that for each standard deviation increase in the 

ideological distance from the president, Republican legislators were 1.652 times more 

likely to vote for immigration reform. This variable also points to the polarizing and 

partisan nature of this House bill, as well as the difficulty Bush faced in unifying his own 

party.  

The Senate version of the bill for immigration reform, which took a similar path 

as the House bill, was first assigned to the Judiciary Committee after having been 

carefully designed by its sponsor, Senator Arlen Spector (R, Pennsylvania), to win 

enough votes to make it through committee markup sessions by March 27, 2006. This 

deadline was set by Senate majority leader, Bill Frist (R, Tennessee) who had threatened 

to introduce his own version of the bill which would have included enforcement-only 

measures for immigration reform, similar to the House version. Sen. Frist’s bill contained 

large portions of legislation (S. 1033) that had been cosponsored by Senators John 

McCain (R, Arizona) and Ted Kennedy (D, Massachusetts) and had been introduced on 

May 12, 2005 but had not gone any further. Sen. Frist’s bill, however, was reported out 

of the Judiciary Committee. It contained a guest worker program and a path to 

citizenship, both of which passed in committee because they had been main provisions in 

the McCain-Kennedy plan and thus were designed to earn some bipartisan appeal (CQ 

Almanac 2006). Note that there no mention of President Bush’s plan. That is because this 

was not a proposal sent to Congress by President Bush but rather one developed solely by 

members of Congress. 
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President Bush, rather, intervened mid-stream. After the Senate version of the bill 

for comprehensive immigration reform had been voted out of committee, he invited a 

bipartisan group of senators to the White House on April 25, 2006. Attendees included 

the Senate minority leader, Harry Reid (D, Nevada). Differences over procedural issues 

were jeopardizing the bill’s passage, and Bush seemed to have worked out the differences 

during his conference with Senate leaders. After this conference, he gave a prime time 

nationwide address in which he called for Congress to act on immigration reform. 

Nationally televised addresses are an opportunity for the president to reach a wide 

audience and address the people directly without the interpretation of the media. More 

importantly, when presidents address the nation, they do not “appear as a partisan, but 

rather as a statesman usually speaking from the dignified surroundings of the Oval Office 

or before a joint session of Congress” (Edwards 2007, 78). In this case, it was the Oval 

Office. In his address, he reiterated his major points for immigration reform, including 

the guest worker program that was part of the Senate version of the bill but not the House 

version. Rather than frame the guest worker program primarily as an issue of compassion 

or step toward accepting immigrants, President Bush stressed that “a temporary-worker 

program would add to our security by making certain we know who is in our country and 

why they are here” (Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, 5/15, 2006, 933). 

This essentially tied this issue back to one of security and hence back to 9/11. In a poll 

done after the speech, 40 percent of respondents said that they had watched President 

Bush’s speech on immigration reform.8

                                                            
8 Conducted by CBS News, May 16 - May 17, 2006 and based on 636 telephone interviews. Sample: 

 Apparently it was enough to get the Senate to 
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continue with its immigration reform package, but it is difficult to tell whether this 

success was due to Bush’s private meeting with Senate leaders or the public pressure he 

put on them with his nationally televised address or perhaps some combination of the 

two. 

When the bill reached the floor of the Senate, Senators John McCain and Ted 

Kennedy had put together a bipartisan coalition to defeat every potentially disastrous 

amendment that would have killed the bill. As a reminder, the Senate is not permitted to 

use the same restrictive rules that the majority party in the House may impose for floor 

debate, and non-germane amendments are generally allowed in the Senate. Those 

amendments that were adopted on the floor made mostly minor changes to the bill. One 

such amendment (Amendment 3981) was proposed by Senator Jeff Bingaman (D, New 

Mexico), and it proposed to lower the total number of guest worker visas granted each 

year to 200,000. It passed by a simple voice vote, making a minor change to the bill. 

Another amendment proposed to increase the amount of fencing along the U.S.-Mexico 

border (Amendment 3979), and this amendment also passed by a vote of 83 to 16. One 

amendment that barely failed would have put a sunset clause on the guest worker 

program (Amendment 4049), but this amendment failed by a vote of 48 to 49. An 

amendment to bar convicted felons, repeat misdemeanor offenders, and certain illegal 

immigrants from obtaining legal U.S. residency status (Amendment 4027) was easily 

passed by a vote of 99 to 0. Another pair of amendments would require immigrants trying 

to become permanent legal residents to prove that they had learned English (Amendments 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
national adult. [USCBS.051806.R30]. 
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4064 and 4073), and both of these amendments also passed by votes of 62 to 35 and 58 to 

39 respectively. Amendments such as these made small changes to the bill at the margins 

but left the bill intact overall, which in turn kept the bipartisan coalition formed by 

Senators McCain and Kennedy intact. 

At the close of the debate on the Senate floor, the bill cleared a vote on passage, 

62 to 36. Only four of those voting against the bill were Democrats, indicating the wider 

support for the bill among the Democratic Party than among members of the Republican 

Party. Those who split from the Republican leadership to vote against the bill were 

mostly conservative Republican senators who hoped more for an enforcement-only 

version of immigration reform similar to the House version of the bill. More 

conservatives actually voted against the bill than did liberals. In fact, most of the votes 

against the bill came from the most conservative senators. Both senators from Alabama, 

Georgia, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Texas, and Wyoming all 

voted against the bill. Most of these states represent some of the stronger anti-

immigration sentiments in the South, especially in states that were experiencing rapid 

growth in the number of Hispanic immigrants residing there (Greenblat 2008, 101). Thus 

it would seem that constituents’ opinions on the issue, as well as personal ideological 

beliefs were the main influencing factors in decided how senators voted on this bill. It is 

interesting to note that Bush played little traceable role in the Senate aside from his one 

meeting and national address. Most of the floor debate and votes on the floor seemed 

more influenced by the efforts of McCain and Kennedy rather than anything done visibly 

by Bush. 
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At this point, either the House or the Senate would have had to agree to begin 

work on the other chamber’s bill, but neither chamber seemed eager to move or make any 

compromises from the bill they had already passed. The Senate ended up referring the 

House bill to the Senate Judiciary Committee in January 2006 but never took any further 

action. The House never did anything with the Senate bill after the Senate had voted to 

pass it. Thus two separate bills were left to fade away after only passing one chamber. 

The most vocal member of the House, Congressman Sensenbrenner, was very outspoken 

in his opposition to the Senate bill. In an effort to force the hand of the Senate, 

Republican members of the House decided to hold over twenty public meetings around 

the country during the congressional recess in August 2006. While these hearings created 

considerable buzz in the local media, there was no uprising of grassroots support for the 

approach taken in the House bill. Rather, these House members discovered that their 

main audience at these events were voters who already supported their bill. Given how 

much attention they were stirring up among their constituencies on the issue of 

immigration, Republican members of the House were now urging their leaders in 

Congress to introduce some kind of legislation that they could vote on to create a record 

of being tough on illegal immigration, something to back up all of the talk their leaders 

had sent them out to do during campaign season in 2006 (CQ Almanac 2006). Like the 

Senate, though, the main factors influencing the actions of members of the House seemed 

to be constituency opinion and House leaders, not President Bush. 

As a result of the demands by rank and file Republican legislators, House GOP 

leaders generated a series of small bills on immigration, most of which went nowhere but 
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which allowed their rank and file members to create the voting record they wanted on the 

issue of immigration. This demand by Republican legislators mirrors the ideas put forth 

in conditional party government, which assumes that when there is widespread policy 

agreement among legislators of the majority party, the leadership of that party must use 

all the tools available to them to push bills ahead. The party’s members in Congress must 

get the national policy outcomes that their constituents want in order for them to be 

reelected, and they rely on their party leadership to deliver (Rohde 1991; Aldrich 1995; 

Rohde and Aldrich 2001). The smaller bills in this instance mostly came from pieces of 

H.R. 4437, their comprehensive immigration reform package that they had failed to get 

through the Senate. H. R. 4830 criminalized tunneling to get across the U.S borders with 

Mexico and Canada. This bill passed in the House by an overwhelming vote of 422 to 0 

and then was passed on to the Senate where it died in committee. H. R. 6094 made it 

simpler for the Department of Homeland Security to deny entry to and deport immigrants 

who had gang affiliations. This bill was also passed by an overwhelming vote of 328-95, 

and it too was passed on to the Senate where it died in committee. H. R. 6095 allowed 

local law enforcement officials to enforce federal immigration law, though it did not 

require them to do so. This bill also passed by a large margin, 277 to 140, and it also went 

on to the Senate where it again died in committee. H. R. 6160 allowed the U.S. Border 

Patrol to hire retired Border Patrol agents for up to five years and to also offer retention 

and recruitment bonuses. This bill passed by voice vote in the House, was passed on to 

the Senate, and, like the others, died in committee (CQ Almanac 2006). 
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A more significant piece of legislation that actually made it through Congress was 

the Real ID Act, which would create national standards for state-issued identification. 

These standards would require proof of identity and legal status, which would be checked 

against state and federal databases, when obtaining a driver’s license. The main reason 

why this particular piece of legislation had little trouble getting through both the House 

and the Senate was that most did not see it as very controversial, since the 9/11 

Commission Report had found that thirteen of the nineteen hijackers had obtained legal 

driver’s licenses, which allowed them to pass through airport security without raising any 

eyebrows. Introduced in the House as H. R. 418 and sponsored by Congressman James 

Sensenbrenner (R, Wisconsin), the bill passed the House by a vote of 261 to 61, with 

more Republican than Democratic support. After the House vote, the bill went on to the 

Senate where it was referred to the Senate Judiciary Committee, which sat on the bill and 

did nothing with it. As a tactical move, Rep. Sensenbrenner decided to attach the bill as a 

rider to another bill, H. R. 1268, the Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act for 

Defense, the Global War on Terror and Tsunami Relief. The House passed the 

appropriations bill with the rider attached by a vote of 388 to 43 and then sent it on to the 

Senate. The Senate did not particularly appreciate this move, and even considered an 

amendment to the bill on the Senate floor (Amendment 395) to “express the sense of the 

Senate that the text of the Real ID Act of 2005 should not be included in the conference 

report.” The amendment was ruled non-germane. The Senate passed the bill anyway by a 

vote of 99 to 0, and the bill was sent on to a conference committee to work out the 

differences between the House and Senate versions. The Real ID Act survived this 
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process and was again passed the House by a vote of 368 to 58 and the Senate by a 

unanimous vote. It is arguable that this bill never would have passed the Senate had it not 

been tacked on to funding the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as funding tsunami 

relief. A vote against a bill like this would have had potentially negative political 

consequences for many legislators during the next election. 

Enforcement of the Real ID Act has not gone well so far. The original bill, signed 

into law in May 2005, called for all states to be in compliance by May 2008. But by May 

2008, less than half of the states were in compliance, and the other half were refusing to 

cooperate. The Department of Homeland Security, knowing that this would likely be the 

case in 2008, decided in March of 2007 to postpone enforcement until December 2009. 

By January 2008, the Department of Security did not believe much progress had been 

made and decided to delay enforcement again until 2011 (Greenblat 2008). 

One provision of the Real ID Act that was passed is not stressed quite as often. 

This provision authorizes the secretary of the Department of Homeland Security to waive 

any and all legal requirements to expedite construction of border fences (Karaim 2008). 

This authority would be used by Homeland Security Secretary Michael Chertoff to waive 

any issues of not being in compliance with environmental laws in proceeding with 

construction of the border fence (Karaim 2008). 

One final piece of legislation the Republican Party was able to push through 

Congress at the end of 2006 just before the midterm elections was the Secure Fence Act. 

Sponsored by Representative Peter King (R, New York), the bill was introduced in the 

House on September 13, 2006, and was passed by a vote of 283 to 138 on the floor of the 
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House the next day. Of the 283 votes for the bill, 219 came from Republicans, and only 

64 came from Democrats. Six Republicans and 131 Democrats voted against the bill. The 

bill was quickly moved along to the Senate, where two weeks later it passed by a vote of 

80 to 19. The bill had full support of the Republican Party in the Senate, and all of the 

votes against the bill came from Democrats (and Sen. Jeffords who was technically an 

independent). The Secure Fence Act of 2006 was signed into law by President Bush on 

October 26, 2006, only about six weeks after it was introduced in the House. 

Public opinion polls done in April of 2006 show that the general public was 

evenly split on the issue of building the 700-mile-long security fence along the border 

with Mexico. Forty-eight percent favored such a fence, and forty-eight percent opposed 

such a fence.9

                                                            
9 Conducted by CBS News, April 6 - April 9, 2006 and based on 899 telephone interviews. Sample: 

 Figure 3.1 shows that public opinion overall about the seriousness of the 

issue of illegal immigration had remained fairly steady throughout 2006, though there 

were bumps around the spring of 2006 when Bush made his national address regarding 

immigration reform and made a few trips around the country trying to garner attention for 

the issue. There was no dramatic rise in the number of concerned individuals, and in fact, 

in polls were conducted directly before and after his national address on May 15, 2006. 

From this information, we can see that there is actually an immediate drop in the number 

of respondents believing illegal immigration to be a “very serious” problem facing the 

country and jumps in the number of people believing it to be only a “somewhat serious” 

national adult. [USCBS.041006A.R29]. The question asked, “Would you favor or oppose building a 700-
mil-long fence along the US (United States)-Mexico border to try to stop illegal immigration?” 
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or “not too serious” problem. This does not speak well for President Bush’s ability to 

move public opinion and rally public support around his position on immigration. 

Still, illegal immigration was an important issue for many respondents in an exit 

poll done after the 2006 midterm election, with 30 percent saying the issue was 

“extremely important” in their vote, 32 percent saying “very important,” 29 percent 

saying “somewhat important,” and only 8 percent of the respondents saying it was “not at 

all important.”10

                                                            
10 Survey by National Election Pool (ABC News, Associated Press, CBS News, CNN, Fox News, NBC 
News). 

 This does not necessarily mean the issue helped Republican House 

candidates in the 2006 midterm elections. In fact, it may well have hurt many of them in 

the election, considering that in this election, the Democratic Party won majority control 

of both chambers, with 51 Democrats in the Senate and 233 Democrats in the House. 

This was a net gain of seven seats in the Senate and thirty-two seats in the House for the 

Democratic Party. President Bush’s overall popularity probably did not help either. At the 

time of the 2006 elections, his approval rating was roughly 38% according to the Gallup 

Methodology: Interviewing conducted by Edison Media Research and Mitofsky International on November 
7, 
2006 and based on 13,866 self-administered and telephone interviews. Sample: national adult exiting 
voters. 
There were two forms of the questionnaire which included some questions in common and some that were 
unique. The study included a telephone survey of 1478 absentee/early voters conducted October 27-
November 5, 
2006 by Interviewing Services of America. The telephone data was combined with the self-administered 
exit poll 
data. [USMI.06NATELEC.QQ1]. The question asked respondents, “In your vote for US (United States) 
House (November 7,2006), how important was the issue of illegal immigration?” 
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Poll,11

With this changed makeup of Congress, President Bush would have an even 

harder time trying to get comprehensive immigration reform through Congress, 

especially with public opinion remaining stagnant throughout much of 2007 and the 

media backing off of immigration as an important issue. Bush would no longer be able to 

rely on Republican leaders in Congress to do the heavy lifting, especially since Bush had 

done relatively little to push for immigration reform either publicly or privately compared 

to the efforts his administration had made for No Child Left Behind. Thus with Congress 

controlled by the Democratic Party, Bush would have had to either step up his efforts or 

hope that the Democratic Congress would simply pass his proposal. By June 2007, the 

general public did not seem to be paying much attention to the issue of illegal 

immigration at all. Fifty-one percent of those surveyed responded that they “hadn’t heard 

enough to say” if Congress should pass a bill dealing with illegal immigration.

 and the public largely voted against the Republican Party because of their 

disapproval of Bush and the Iraq War (Jacobson 2007). 

12

                                                            
11 Data for approval ratings is compiled by Gerhard Peters for The American Presidency Project, hosted by 
the University of California at Santa Barbara and supported by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters 
<http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/data/popularity.php>. 

 Only 13 

percent responded that Congress should pass such a bill. These are not numbers of 

president would want to confront on an issue that was supposed to have been one of his 

major policy accomplishments of his second term. 

12 Conducted by CBS News, June 26 - June 27, 2007 and based on 505 telephone interviews. Sample: 
national adult. [USCBS.062807.R69]. Survey asked, “Congress is still working on passing a bill dealing 
with illegal immigration. Based on what you've heard or read about the debate over this legislation, do you 
think Congress 
should pass the bill as it stands now, should Congress not pass it, or haven't you heard enough to say?” 
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Still, some minor progress was made, even if the comprehensive immigration 

reform President Bush had wanted was in all reality out of the question after the 2006 

midterm elections. As part of the Consolidated Appropriations Act passed in 2007, a 

provision authorized the secretary of the Department of Homeland Security wide-ranging 

freedom to decide where to build fencing along the border, what kind of fencing to use in 

certain areas, when to build fencing, and how much fencing to build. This is quite a lot of 

discretion that Congress granted to Homeland Secretary Michael Chertoff, who then ran 

with his newly granted authority in an attempt to build over 650 miles of fencing along 

the U.S.-Mexico border by the end of 2008 (Karaim 2008). 

Conclusion 

While President Bush never got comprehensive immigration reform passed 

through Congress, he (or rather Republican leaders in Congress) did achieve several 

smaller steps that had been part of his initial call for immigration reform. Congress 

passed legislation to increase border security and to put in place a verification system for 

those applying for state-issued identification, even if neither is fully carried out just yet, 

considering the delays in the enforcement of the Real ID Act and the continual building 

and maintenance of the fence along the U.S.-Mexico border. Several major factors 

seemed to have prevented Bush from being able to get more done on the issue of 

immigration. First, public opinion never rallied behind the president’s proposed plan. In 

fact, protests against his immigration proposals were probably more common, or at least 

more visible, in 2006. This kept support in Congress at a minimum, with many legislators 

seemingly reluctant to make the necessary compromises to get a bill passed. House and 
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Senate members instead preferred the stalemate they had reached. Second, the Bush 

administration failed to work well with Congress on this issue. With No Child Left 

Behind, the administration was working closely with members of Congress before Bush 

was ever inaugurated. With immigration reform, Bush remained more distant and only 

intervened when necessary if he intervened at all. He failed to grease the wheels before 

the legislation was introduced in either chamber, unlike with No Child Left Behind where 

the administration made sure it had every key member of both the House and the Senate 

on board as key creators of the legislation. Interfering mid-stream in the policy process 

did little to persuade members of Congress to reach a policy compromise. 

Third, when President Bush went public on immigration, he specifically said 

again and again that he wanted a guest worker program and some sort of path to at least 

legal status for illegal immigrants already in the country. This made it impossible for him 

to back down on these specific issues at the bargaining table, as he had already 

committed to them. This precluded potentially many other policy compromises that could 

have been reached. Finally, Republican voters were split on this issue, reflecting the split 

of Republican Party members of the House and Senate. Business groups wanted to keep 

illegal immigrants in the country to continue to have a supply of cheap labor, while other 

more security-minded groups wanted employer sanctions for hiring illegal immigrants, as 

well as deportation of illegal immigrants who could be seen as a security threat. Both of 

these interest groups normally fall easily into different facets of the Republican Party, but 

they split on the issue of immigration, which mirrored a similar split within the 

Republican Party. 
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By the time the 2008 election rolled around, only 4 percent of survey respondents 

said that illegal immigration was the most important issue to them in deciding who they 

wanted to be president. The economy and jobs had taken over the slot as the most 

important issue with 54 percent of respondents identifying this as the main issue in 

deciding how they would cast their ballot for president.13 Thus President Barack Obama 

had little pressure to address the issue of immigration until Governor Jan Brewer of 

Arizona signed a controversial new immigration law that some argue allows for racial 

profiling. On Obama’s website, a plan to reform immigration is vaguely outlined. It 

includes measures to “secure our borders,” “improve our immigration system,” and 

“bring people out of the shadows.”14

                                                            
13 Conducted by CBS News, October 29 - October 31, 2008 and based on 1,390 telephone interviews. 
Sample: national adult. The interviews were conducted by land-line and cell phones. 
[USCBS.200810G.Q015]. Survey asked, “In deciding who you would like to see elected President this year 
(2008), which one of the following issues will be most important to you--terrorism and national security, 
the economy and jobs, health care, the war in Iraq, gas prices and energy policy, illegal immigration, or 
something else?” 

 Given many of the tough Republican Party stances 

on immigration over the least several years, many Hispanic voters now tend to vote for 

the Democratic Party (Greenblat 2008). If Barack Obama does end up having to confront 

comprehensive immigration reform, he will likely not have an easier time, as public 

opinion is again unlikely to move due to presidential appeals (Edwards 2009), and he too 

would likely face a divide among his core Democratic voters. Many lower-income 

Democratic voters would likely favor tougher immigration laws, while the newly 

Democratic Hispanic voters would likely not be in favor of such proposals. A private, 

behind-the-scenes approach would probably prove more fruitful in order to avoid a 

14 “Barack Obama on the Issues – Immigration.” 
<http://www.barackobama.com/issues/immigration/index_campaign.php>. 
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similar public conflict that Bush encountered. Some argue that immigration reform will 

continue to be an issue that presidents must confront, as “elected and appointed officials 

need stability and predictability in order to make and implement policies, but they must 

also accommodate major demographic shifts that inevitably change their tasks, especially 

in gateway cities and rapidly changing small towns” (Hochschild and Mollenkopf 2009, 

314). 
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4. MAKING TRADEOFFS 
 

Unlike immigration reform and education reform, the renewal of the Andean 

Trade Preference Act received very little attention from the media. In fact, in a search of 

LexisNexis, between November 2000 and November 2001 when it first came to a vote on 

the floor of the House, fewer than ten news articles appear relating to Andean trade 

promotion and the pursuit of drug eradication in the region. This lowered media attention 

presents very different circumstances for the Bush administration in their use of public 

and private strategies. Ultimately though, the Bush administration’s efforts at going 

public and staying private met with a twist provided by the Senate in its process of 

amending the original House bill. The twist paired this lesser known bill with another 

much more publicized issue, which allowed the trade act to pass both chambers of 

Congress and become public law. 

History of the Andean Trade Preference Act 

Originally enacted in December of 1991, the Andean Trade Preference Act 

(ATPA) was part of an effort to fight the growing drug trade in such Latin American 

countries as Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, and Peru. The belief was that if the United 

States could help expand the export base of these countries to products other than drugs, 

local farmers and workers in these countries would turn to the pursuit of these other 

economic activities and abandon the drug trade (Hornbeck 2002). Results of this 

experiment were far from conclusive. From 1992 to 2000, Bolivia saw declines in coca 

production of 68 percent, and Peru saw declines of 74 percent. Colombia, however, saw 

an increase of coca production of 267 percent (Hornbeck 2002). Obviously the ATPA 
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was not the only factor influencing these numbers, but it was difficult for policy analysts 

to make a solid case to members of Congress that renewing the ATPA would help 

eradicate the drug trade in these Latin American countries. Most policymakers agree that 

it is likely more of a smaller effort but that it is a symbolic representation of U.S. 

commitment to alternative counternarcotics strategies that do not include military 

operations. The ATPA was allowed to expire on December 4, 2001, but President George 

W. Bush extended it temporarily for 90 days on February 15, 2002 (Hornbeck 2002). 

President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies 

The bulk of President Bush’s going public effort was made during his time in 

front of the cameras pushing for the Andean Trade Preference Act during the World 

Affairs Councils of America Conference in January 2002. Other public mentions came 

during visits with President Andres Pastrana of Colombia, President Vicente Fox of 

Mexico, and President Alejandro Toledo of Peru. During these press conferences with 

foreign leaders, Bush would reference the importance of ATPA both for good economic 

relations and, after September 11, 2001, for fighting terrorism. In Bush’s own words, 

“You can’t alleviate poverty if there’s terror in your neighborhood. It’s impossible to 

achieve what we want if terrorists run free. And so I think one of the best things we can 

do to lay the foundation for a better tomorrow is to be tough and firm and not yield to 

threat” (Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, 3/23/2002, 501). 

This approach to going public with an issue is very different than the approach the 

Bush administration took with No Child Left Behind and immigration reform. With these 

two bills, President Bush made stops around the country to drum up public support for his 
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positions, and even made a major prime time address to promote immigration reform. For 

renewal of the Andean Trade Preference Act and his proposed new feature for drug 

eradication, Bush made mentions of it only when visiting with foreign leaders and during 

an important and very relevant conference with other nations. This made for far fewer 

public pushes of the ATPA than he made for either No Child Left Behind or immigration 

reform. The purpose seemed more to send a message on the president’s position than to 

rally public support. The going public strategy used here definitely did not result in a 

well-crafted public campaign that kept the public’s attention on the issue. The media 

certainly was not making this issue a daily headline, only granting it nine total articles 

between 2001 and 2002, the time during which the renewal of ATPA was being debated 

in Congress. Polling organizations also did not seem to register the renewal of ATPA as a 

significant issue, given that there were no specific polling questions asked concerning the 

subject by any of the major polling organizations. This makes it difficult to gage public 

opinion on this specific issue. The closest gage members of Congress would have been 

able to refer to would be the results of the more common question asking whether 

respondents “approve or disapprove of the way George W. Bush is handling foreign 

policy?” CBS’s poll results on this question are presented in Figure 4.1. Before 

September 11, 2001, Bush’s approval on foreign policy hovered around 50 percent. After, 

it soared to over 70 percent and remained there until the beginning of 2002 when it 

dropped off to plateau again around 65 percent. This bump in public approval regarding 

his handling of foreign policy may have helped him get the renewal of the ATPA through 

Congress. Even if polling numbers are quite broad, they would be the main indicator 
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legislators have as to how popular Bush’s foreign policy positions were among the 

general public. 

The Bush administration’s private strategy on this issue was apparently rather 

thin. It consisted mainly of lobbying by Robert Zoellick, the U.S. Trade Representative at 

the time, on behalf of the Bush administration (Hornbeck 2002). The Bush administration 

also issued two Statements of Administration Policy on the matter. The first came on 

November 16, 2001, in which the administration expressed its strong support for both 

extending and expanding the ATPA. The second came on May 8, 2002, in which the 

administration again expressed its support for renewing and expanding the ATPA, but not 

providing any new specific details or requests relating to the ATPA. Both were addressed 

to the sponsor of the House bill, H.R. 3009, Representative Philip Crane (R, Illinois) and 

the bill’s twenty-one cosponsors. 

The ATPA in Congress 

In the Senate, Senator Bob Graham (D, Florida) introduced S. 525, the Andean 

Trade Preference Expansion Act on March 13, 2001. It was read twice and referred to the 

Committee on Finance where it would remain until December of 2001. On May 8, 2002, 

Senator John McCain (R, Arizona) introduced S. 2485, the Andean Trade Promotion and 

Drug Eradication Act. This bill was read twice and never even referred to a committee. In 

the House, H.R. 3009 was introduced on October 3, 2001 by its main sponsor, Rep. 

Philip Crane (R, Illinois) and was originally called the Andean Trade Promotion and 

Drug Eradication Act. It was promptly referred to the House Committee on Ways and 

Means, which reported it out of committee less than a month later. It was considered on 
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the House floor under a closed rule (H. Res. 289), which passed by a partisan vote of 

225-191 with 198 of those voting for the rule being Republicans and 174 of those voting 

against the rule being Democrats. Just as with the votes on the rules for consideration of 

No Child Left Behind and immigration reform on the House floor, members of the 

majority party are likely to vote for special rules because “the amendments at issue often 

are ones the member believes to be bad public policy but politically difficult to vote 

against” (Sinclair 2007, 31). This pattern of partisan votes on the rules for consideration 

of bills on the House floor and strict time limits on committees continues to hold up the 

procedural cartel theory of Congress (Cox and McCubbins 1993, 2005), whereby the 

majority party acts as a cartel, monopolizing all major legislative institutions for its 

advantage. This includes using the House rules in order to push potentially vulnerable 

legislation through the legislative process by not allowing controversial amendments and 

endless floor debate, both of which would be tactics commonly used by the minority 

party if allowed. Because similar bills had already died in committee in the Senate, the 

renewal of the ATPA could absolutely be classified as potentially vulnerable legislation. 

H.R. 3009 was passed by a voice vote on November 16, 2001. Given Bush’s 

overall popularity among the public and, more specifically, his high approval ratings on 

foreign policy after September 11, 2001, many members of Congress probably preferred 

not to have a recorded roll call vote on this issue, even if perhaps a majority of members 

of the House disagreed with H.R. 3009. 

From there, the bill was sent to the Senate where it was referred to the Senate 

Committee on Finance, the same committee that had buried Senator Bob Graham’s 
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similar proposal only eight months earlier. The Committee on Finance did actually report 

the bill out of committee this time within a month of receiving it, but the committee 

decided to adopt the language of S. 525, with a few modifications, rather than accept the 

House version (Hornbeck 2002). A vote on a cloture motion was necessary before the 

Senate could begin consideration of the bill on the floor in May of 2002. The vote on 

cloture was 69 to 21, with 6 of those voting against being Republicans. The apparent 

compromise made to achieve floor consideration would seem to be that the committee 

substitute amendment was withdrawn immediately after the cloture vote. This means that 

H.R. 3009 was returned to the original language considered in the House. 

At this point, however, Senator Max Baucus (D, Montana) offered a major 

amendment to H.R. 3009. His amendment would tack on renewal of fast track trade 

authority, or as the Bush administration had termed it, “trade promotion authority” 

(TPA). Although Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution specifically grants Congress 

the power to regulate foreign commerce and impose tariffs, Congress has largely 

delegated this responsibility to the president over the last seventy years, giving presidents 

a wide berth in negotiating tariffs with foreign countries (Sek 2003). The amendment to 

renew this fast track trade authority was passed by voice vote in the Senate after almost 

two weeks of debate. The bill itself then passed by a roll call vote of 66 to 30. Only four 

Republicans voted against the bill: Senator Ben Campbell (Colorado), Senator Judd 

Gregg (New Hampshire), Senator Jeff Sessions (Alabama), and Senator Strom Thurmond 

(South Carolina). Senators Gregg, Sessions, and Thurmond all fell within the top 25 
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percent of the most conservative senators in the 107th Congress (2001-2002).15

Having the renewal and extension of the ATPA tied into renewal of trade 

promotion authority made passing the ATPA far more difficult. While the ATPA was not 

a high profile issue, renewal of TPA was. In 1994, Democrats in the House had opposed 

a new extension of the fast-track authority for presidents that had been in place since the 

1930s. In the 104

 They 

likely disapproved of the provisions on labor and environmental issues that they knew 

House Democrats would try to negotiate into the bill during the conference phase. The 

remainder of the votes against the bill were cast by more liberal senators who opposed 

granting presidents, especially a conservative Republican president, trade promotion 

authority. 

th Congress (1995-1996), President Bill Clinton had proposed an 

extension of the fast-track authority in order to extend NAFTA to Chile. House 

Democrats had refused to cooperate with Clinton due to disagreements over labor and 

environmental issues (Sek 2003). Clinton tried again during the 105th

                                                            
15 This information comes from the ideology scores complied by Michael A. Bailey at Georgetown 
University’s Department of Government and Public Policy Institution and can be found at 
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/baileyma/Data_AJPSIdealPoints_Oct2009.htm. 

 Congress (1997-

1998), but this time both Democrats and Republicans opposed his proposal because of 

labor and environmental issues. Because Clinton did not submit his proposal until after 

Labor Day in 1997 and because talks with Congress dragged on into the following 

September of 1998, legislators were unable to reach a compromise. The House voted 

down the bill, H.R. 2621, along party lines. Republicans claimed that Democrats did not 

want to vote against their labor supporters so close to the upcoming November elections, 
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while Democrats claimed that Republicans purposely scheduled the vote so close to the 

November elections to win support among business and agriculture groups (Sek 2003). 

With the 2000 presidential election quickly approaching, little more was done to 

reauthorize the president’s fast-track authority, leaving it up to the newly elected 

President George W. Bush to decide whether or not pursue reauthorization. Having this 

controversial measure folded into the renewal and extension of the ATPA was obviously 

going to complicate the situation. 

Bush also had used a public and a private strategy in pushing for TPA. He 

mentioned it briefly in his 2001 address to a joint session of Congress,16

                                                            
16 This address is informally considered the same as a president’s State of the Union address; however, 
during a president’s first year in office, speeches such as this one by President George W. Bush, are not 
officially considered as such even though they are made to a joint session of Congress at the same time of 
year as State of the Union addresses are traditionally done. 

 which became 

the start of his going public efforts to gain support for reauthorization of TPA. The Bush 

administration also changed the name of “fast-track authority” to “trade promotion 

authority” (TPA), hoping to correct what they believed to be a misnomer and create more 

favorable spin (Deans 2001). President Bush asked Congress to grant him such authority 

for another round of multilateral trade talks in the WTO, free trade agreements with 

Singapore and Chile, as well as a Free Trade Area of the Americas agreement (Sek 

2003). On the issue of TPA, Bush made numerous public addresses, which the news 

media followed extensively throughout Bush’s first year in office.  The type of public 

campaign that the Bush administration made on TPA resembled the public campaigns 

made for No Child Left Behind and immigration reform with stops in multiple states to 

make stump speeches to garner support for TPA. The Bush administration also issued a 
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Statement of Administration Policy on December 5, 2001 supporting H.R. 3005, which 

originally included provisions for TPA. The SAP was addressed to Rep. Bill Thomas (R, 

California) and the five cosponsors of the bill, and it was very specific in terms of 

expressing a desire to work with members of Congress to reach an acceptable 

compromise on TPA. 

After the Senate amended H.R. 3009 to include TPA, the fate of ATPA rested 

more with the debate over TPA, as the concerns of members of Congress over ATPA 

rated a distant second to their concerns over TPA. The House agreed to the Senate’s 

amended H.R. 3009 but only with a new amendment that they refused to withdraw. The 

next step was a conference committee to which the House appointed twenty 

representatives, including members of the Committee on Ways and Means and the 

Committee on Rules. The Senate appointed five members to the conference committee, 

which convened in July of 2002. A conference report was filed less than two weeks later, 

at which point the House took the bill up for consideration again. The rule for 

consideration was a closed rule, which would protect the compromises made in 

committee. The rule passed by a vote of 220 to 200, with 206 Republicans voting for it 

and 191 Democrats voting against it. Again, just as with the votes on the rules for 

immigration reform and No Child Left Behind, this was a very partisan vote in which 

majority party members are expected to follow their party. The House took only one day 

for debate on the bill, and because it was considered under a closed rule, no amendments 

were offered. The bill passed by a very narrow margin of 215 to 212. To better analyze 

the vote on H.R. 3009, I have used a logistic regression with the dependent variable being 
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whether or not the member of Congress voted for the legislation, just as was used to 

analyze the votes taken on No Child Left Behind and immigration reform. I have used the 

same set of variables in this analysis. To assess the president’s influence on the vote of 

legislators, I have included a variable indicating whether or not President Bush visited the 

district of a member of Congress. This variable is coded as the number of times President 

Bush visited the district or a city in a member’s district, given that local news outlets are 

not confined to congressional districts but rather general metropolitan areas. While 

President Bush did not make any special trips to promote ATPA, he did make sixteen 

stops to promote TPA in California, Ohio, Alabama, Texas, Missouri, Iowa, South 

Dakota, Connecticut, West Virginia, Florida, and New Mexico. Many of these states are 

considered battleground states where the Republican Party would have liked to gain 

support for the next presidential election in 2004, as well as the midterm elections in 

2002. 

I also included a variable for personal contact, which includes those to whom the 

SAP was addressed. This is coded as one if the SAP was addressed to the legislator and 

zero otherwise. To determine whether the president’s coattails played any role in the 

decision of legislators, I use the difference between the president’s percentage of the vote 

in a legislator’s district and the percentage of the legislator’s vote in their own district. It 

would seem that if the president did better in a legislator’s district, then that legislator 

may feel that it is in their political interests to support the policies of the president 

(Edwards 2007, 182). Besides these variables, I have included ones to account for 

ideology and party. In order to look at the effect of ideology in this case, I have used the 
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absolute value of the difference between the president’s ideology and the legislator’s 

ideology.17

The results are presented in Table 4.1. Only the variables for personal contact, 

coattails, and party reach statistical significance. Legislators contacted by the president, 

in this case, through the SAPs, were about 28.617 times more likely to support the bill. 

This variable is as expected, given that the sponsors of the bill were the ones the SAP 

addressed. For a one standard deviation increase in coattails, legislators were 2.022 times 

more likely to vote for the bill. This suggests that, although TPA is a complex issue, 

many legislators may still have been thinking about the record they would present in 

support of Bush in the upcoming November 2002 midterm elections. Members of the 

president’s own party were 17.220 times more likely to support the bill than were 

Democrats. This seems to suggest that TPA was still a highly partisan issue, just as it was 

during Clinton’s presidency. On such partisan issues, members of the majority party are 

expected to support their party’s position on the floor (Rohde 1991), so it should be no 

 The greater this ideological difference is, the less likely a member of 

Congress should be to support immigration reform. To account for party, I have included 

a dummy variable indicating whether the member of Congress belongs to the same party 

as the president, coded as one, or not, coded as zero. Finally, I have included an 

interaction term of the ideology and party variables, which, if negative, will provide 

evidence that Republican Party members who are closer to Bush’s ideology were more 

likely to support the bill. 

                                                            
17 The data to compile the ideology variables used in this chapter are from Michael A. Bailey at 
Georgetown University’s Department of Government and Public Policy Institution and can be found at 
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/baileyma/Data_AJPSIdealPoints_Oct2009.htm. 
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surprise that Republican Party members were much more likely to vote for the bill. 

Though the variable for the distance between the president’s ideology and the legislator’s 

ideology is not significant, if we consider just the distribution of ideology, more liberal 

legislators voted against the bill than did conservative legislators, following the same 

pattern set in the Senate. 

In the Senate, the conference report passed by a vote of 64 to 32, with only five 

Republicans voting against it: Senators Conrad Burns (Montana), Ben Campbell 

(Colorado), Jeff Sessions (Alabama), Richard Shelby (Alabama), and Strom Thurmond 

(South Carolina). Like the earlier vote in the Senate on H.R. 3009, these senators who 

voted against the bill are among the most conservative in the Senate, and they voted 

against the bill this time because of the compromises made on labor and environmental 

provisions (Sek 2003). 

President Bush signed the bill into law on August 6, 2002, in the East Room at the 

White House. In his speech upon signing the bill, the Andean Trade Preference Act 

received only a brief mention, mostly when President Bush acknowledged and thanked 

the Andean ambassadors for attending the signing ceremony. He mentioned the ATPA’s 

potential to “build prosperity, reduce poverty, strengthen democracy, and fight illegal 

drugs with expanding economic opportunity” (Weekly Compilation of Presidential 

Documents, 8/6/2002, 1318). Aside from this mention, it was clear that H.R. 3009 ended 

up being more about TPA than the ATPA. 

Conclusion 
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Although Bush had used both private and public strategies for both the ATPA and 

TPA, Congress ended up combining the two. By folding TPA into the bill originally 

including just the ATPA, Congress took away attention from the ATPA and allowed it to 

pass on the back of the efforts that the Bush administration and congressional party 

leaders had put into passing TPA. Ultimately though, personal contact, presidential 

coattails, and party were the significant factors in the final votes on the conference report 

for H.R. 3009 in both the House and the Senate. Without a majority of Republicans in the 

House and without the compromises made on environmental and labor issues to get 

Senate Democrats on board, the Bush administration likely never would have seen the 

renewal of both TPA and the ATPA. 
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5. PRESIDENTIAL USE OF STRATEGIES, 1997-2008 
 

Presidential influence in Congress depends upon which strategies or combination 

of strategies they choose to use over their time in office. We have known for years that 

presidents make use of both public and private strategies, often using both in an attempt 

to influence the outcome of a single piece of legislation, but we know little about the 

overall success rates of both strategies. In other words, how successful is a going public 

strategy compared to a staying private strategy? Or how successful are presidents when 

using both strategies for a single bill? What affects the president’s success or failure 

when using either strategy? By success, I should point out that I mean the presumed end 

goal. If a president issues a veto threat for a bill and that bill dies in Congress, then the 

president has succeeded in getting the ultimate outcome he set out to attain. If a president 

issues a statement of support for a bill and that bill passes both chambers of Congress, 

then the president has also succeeded in attaining his desired outcome. Much of what 

presidents do to influence the final outcome of a bill is, of course, done well before that 

bill ever reaches the floor of the House or the Senate for a final vote. In fact, for the data 

presented below, the president went public an average of 78 days, with a maximum of 

994 days, before the legislation ever went to a final vote on the floor of just the first 

chamber of Congress. This average drops down to just 6 days, with a maximum of just 

478 days, for staying private. But if the president’s tactics have been successful in 

influencing those members of Congress who need influencing, then the president would 

see legislative success in final passage votes taken on the floor of both the House and the 

Senate. 
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This chapter casts a wider net than the case studies laid out in the previous three 

chapters, examining all policies on which the president took a position between 1997 and 

2008 in order to get a general understanding of the success and failure presidents see 

when they choose a particular strategy. I look at both presidential opposition to policies 

and presidential support of policies to determine how successful they are in gaining their 

desired outcomes in Congress given the partisan and ideological makeup of Congress. I 

also consider the impact the presidential approval ratings and media visibility have on 

presidential legislative success. I find that presidential influence in Congress appears to 

depend upon a very complex set of factors, but most importantly, presidents must 

carefully craft their goal and choose the correct strategy given their political resources at 

hand and the lay of the land in Congress. 

A Closer Look at the Use of Each Strategy 

The data for instances of presidents going public come from two main sources. 

The first will be all bills upon which the president took a position, either in support of or 

in opposition to, as noted in the yearly editions of the CQ Almanac. These presidential 

positions are determined by Congressional Quarterly by examination of any of the 

president’s public statements, including speeches and addresses, White House press 

releases, and statements to Congress. In addition, to confirm specifically that each of 

these bills was an instance in which the president used a going public strategy, a search 

has been conducted for each bill in the Public Papers of the Presidency, which 

documents public statements and speeches made by each president. In order to identify 
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those bills for which presidents chose a staying private strategy, I use Statements of 

Administration Policy (SAPs) as my second main source. 

Information on bills in which presidents used a staying private tactic comes from 

the Statements of Administration Policy (SAPs). Since the 1970s, presidents have used 

Statements of Administration Policy to formally communicate with members of 

Congress. These statements are issued by the Office of Management and Budget and 

voice the administration’s support or opposition to specific legislation, such that each 

SAP almost always refers to only one bill. Essentially SAPs are detailed letters in which 

the administration may issue a formal veto threat, express opposition to specific 

provisions of a bill, ask for increases in funding for programs, express support for the bill, 

and so on. There are no SAPs issued during the years of this dataset that contain both a 

veto threat and a statement of support for a single bill. 

Since 1997 SAPs have been available to the public and easily accessible in online 

archives. Yet they differ from many other statements made by a presidential 

administration in that they are read almost exclusively by insiders in the policymaking 

process and not by the general public, that is to say, not by the average constituent of a 

member of Congress. Each SAP is addressed typically to key members of Congress such 

as the Senate majority leader or sponsors of the specific bill. In other words, the people 

who are most aware of SAPs are those inside the Beltway who hold a stake in the policy 

outcome. In this sense then they are a private rather than public strategy for the 

administration. Often they will include a simple statement encouraging future 
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cooperation in working through policy compromises, such as the following from a SAP 

issued by President George W. Bush’s administration in 2001: 

The Administration looks forward to working with Congress through the 
legislative process to achieve a result that best embodies the objectives of the 
President's plan.18

 
 

Thus SAPs will serve as an indicator of the use of a staying private strategy, and 

the availability of SAPs, only those dating back to 1997, also restricts the data. 

Consequently my dataset is restricted to the 105th through the 110th Congress, or 1997-

2008.19

There are also many bills on which presidents used both a going public and a 

staying private strategy, and these are determined by those bills which have both a SAP 

indicating support or opposition, as well as a noted position either for or against in CQ 

Almanac. Figure 5.1 illustrates how often presidents chose to use each strategy between 

1997 and 2008. President Bill Clinton used a public strategy more frequently than 

President George W. Bush, who used a public strategy more sparingly over both of his 

terms. Both presidents used only a private strategy most often, but this strategy was only 

used on roughly 15 policies per year. A public strategy by itself was used between 87 and 

59 policies per year for Clinton and between 51 and 21 policies per year for Bush. The 

choice to use both strategies for a single policy issue falls between Clinton’s and Bush’s 

 This covers former President Bill Clinton’s second term in office and former 

President George W. Bush’s first and second term in office. 

                                                            
18 Statement of Administration Policy on H.R. 3 – Economic Growth and Tax Relief Act of 2001, issued 
March 8, 2001. 
19 The particular resource used for finding the SAPs in this analysis is The American Presidency Project, 
hosted by the University of California at Santa Barbara and supported by John T. Woolley and Gerhard 
Peters: http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/index.php. 
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use of public and private strategies alone, except at the end of Bush’s time in office, when 

he used both strategies more often than either strategy by itself. 

The choice of strategy is particularly crucial for presidents, as they are rarely in a 

position to increase their political capital by any substantial measure, making their 

decisions regarding how to spend their political capital absolutely vital (Edwards 2007, 

152). After prioritizing which policies they wish to pursue, presidents must then decide 

what strategy will allow them the best chance to attain their policy goals, matching up 

their perceived political capital with their limited time and resources. One example of a 

major limitation on resources is their access to large television audiences. Television 

networks are only willing to carry a presidential address if it will not lead to a large loss 

of profit, which is especially likely to happen today given how much networks value 

prime time slots and how low the ratings tend to be for presidential addresses (Baum and 

Kernell 1999; Edwards 2007, 83; Welch 2003). The smaller the audiences are for such 

addresses, the less likely networks are to carry them. Presidents have tried to get around 

such a problem by traveling more and attempting to garner attention from local media, 

but preliminary evidence suggests that this strategy has had limited success (Edwards 

2007, 89). This limited resource of access to television audiences is a major constraint on 

how often presidents may be able to use a public strategy to gain support for their 

policies, hence a possible reason why a public strategy alone is the least used between 

1997 and 2008. A private strategy, not being limited in quite the same way, is thus far 

more widely used during this same time period. 
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Table 5.1 shows the choice of strategy given the president’s goal, to support the 

bill or to stop the bill. It appears that presidents are more likely to use a private strategy if 

they wish to support a bill and much less likely to use a public strategy. Going public 

strategies are most likely to be used when presidents issue a veto threat. This pattern may 

likely hold because presidents who wish to get a bill passed may know that some 

compromise is going to be necessary, and compromise is typically only an option when 

using a private strategy (Neustadt 1990). When presidents wish to stop a bill, however, 

compromise would be less necessary, given how common it is for bills not to make it 

through the legislative process. This would open up the option of using a public strategy, 

a strategy presidents would use when they simply wish to make something happen 

without having to give up anything in return (Kernell 1997). 

Tables 5.2 and 5.3 show the distribution of the visibility of each piece of 

legislation in the media according to what strategy presidents chose to use. Visibility in 

the media is determined by the number of hits that come up in a search for each bill in the 

LexisNexis newspaper archives. High visibility is coded as fifty-one or more articles, 

medium visibility is coded as between eleven and fifty articles, and low visibility is 

coded as ten or fewer articles. This categorization of media attention into measures of 

high, medium, and low presents a more useful picture of media attention, given that the 

distribution of media attention for each piece of legislation varies from zero articles to 

over nine hundred articles. The effect of one or two more articles written about a policy is 

quite small. Whereas, following Canes-Wrone and de Marchi (2002) and (Eshbaugh-

Soha 2010), the creation of categories for a media variable can provide a general 
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indicator of the effect of the different types of media environments that surround an issue. 

These specific cutoffs are used because of the groupings in the data that can be seen in 

Figure 5.2. 

Media attention can be very important for the success or failure of the president’s 

strategy, as media attention can often determine how salient an issue is to the public and 

thus in some ways how significant or trivial an issue is to any given member of Congress. 

If an issue receives a large amount of news coverage, then a member of Congress may 

reasonably believe that the issue will be important during her next reelection campaign 

and will be very careful with her vote on that issue. On the other hand, the lack of media 

attention when a president goes public can present a problem. If the media does not grant 

much coverage to the issues about which a president is trying to persuade the public, then 

presumably members of Congress will feel little pressure from their constituents to 

support the president on those issues as Kernell’s (1997) theory suggests. Alternatively, 

when presidents prefer to use only a staying private strategy, more media attention to the 

policy would make it easier for presidents threaten also using a going public strategy to 

influence those members of Congress who require extra persuasion. Conversely, 

presidents may prefer less media attention when staying private so as to keep deals and 

negotiations under the radar of voters, allowing members of Congress to feel freer to 

support the president on an issue. Thus either high or low media attention could 

theoretically provide some benefits to presidents when choosing only a private strategy. 

As seen in Tables 5.2 and 5.3, we find that, regardless of the president’s goal to 

defeat or support a piece of legislation and regardless of the media visibility of the bill, 
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most of the time presidents will use a private strategy over a public strategy. Secondly, 

presidents will use a combined public and private strategy more often than a public 

strategy alone. Interestingly when presidents used both strategies for the same bill, the 

use of a public strategy came an average 186 days before the use of the private strategy, 

and only for four bills did presidents use a private strategy before using a public strategy. 

This could very well be specific to the presidents included in this dataset, as Conley 

(2003) finds just the opposite when looking at George H. W. Bush and the 102nd

Returning to Tables 5.2 and 5.3, we see that most of the bills for which the 

president issues a veto threat have only medium visibility in the media, while most of the 

bills for which the president issues a statement of support receive low visibility in the 

media. This could very well be due to the media’s propensity to cover conflict more than 

anything else, but it also makes it very clear that presidents are constrained in their use of 

a public strategy. This might explain why presidents, more often than not, seem to prefer 

using a private strategy when issuing veto threats. According to Cameron (2000, 196), 

“the effect of political rhetoric is to constrain the speaker so he can’t retreat from his 

 

Congress (1991-1992). George H. W. Bush was less known for pushing for new and 

groundbreaking policies than for his attempts to moderate an active Democratic Congress 

(Conley 2003, 733-734). Both former Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush, 

however, were arguably more well known for actively taking their policy stances to the 

people, establishing what Edwards (2007, 28) calls the “permanent campaign.” From 

what we have seen so far from President Barack Obama, the permanent campaign and 

trends set by both Clinton and W. Bush may be long-lasting precedents. 
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position without paying a steep price.” If presidents keep their veto threats private, 

however, they do not necessarily face this constraint. Future research might look into the 

use of private veto threats as bargaining tools, as the costs for reneging are not what 

Cameron (2000) would posit for public veto threats. 

For now, I will keep the focus on generating the broader picture of presidential 

use of private versus public strategies before pursuing more specific research goals. 

When presidents support a policy, Table 5.3 shows that presidents also use a private 

strategy most often when there is low or medium visibility of the issue in public. On high 

visibility issues, presidents will use both strategies more frequently. Both Tables 5.2 and 

5.3 show that presidents may go public as often as they want and on as many bills as they 

want, but the media appears unlikely to grant extensive coverage to everything on the 

president’s agenda (Kernell 1997, 94-96). In addition, it shows that even though 

presidents may use a private strategy, there can indeed be extensive media coverage of an 

issue. This could mean that an opponent has taken the issue public or that it is generally 

an issue of interest to the public which causes the media to cover the issue regardless of 

whether or not the president takes a public stance. As long as presidents do not take a 

public stance, however, they remain free of prior policy commitments, making 

compromise easier, as the details of a policy are rarely thoroughly discussed in the media 

(and thus even more rarely understood by the public), a fact which former President 

George W. Bush seems to have bet on many times after making severe policy 

compromises and subsequently publicly claiming a policy victory (Edwards 2007, 

Chapter 5). 
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From Table 5.4, we can see the final outlook of bills according to what strategy 

presidents use and their goal, again to either support the bill or to stop the bill. It is 

immediately apparent that presidents are far more likely to see legislative success for bills 

they support than for bills they oppose in the first chamber. Bills presidents support are 

far more likely to pass the first, while bills presidents oppose are less likely to die in the 

first chamber. In the second chamber, bills presidents support have about a fifty percent 

chance of passing, while bills presidents oppose have about a sixty percent chance of 

passing. Thus presidents are slightly more likely to be successful when opposing bills in 

the second chamber than they are if they support bills in the second chamber. Yet 

presidents still see more success on average in each chamber when they support bills. 

This is counter-intuitive for anyone who has taken a basic introductory course in 

American politics, as every student is fully aware how much easier it is to kill a bill than 

it is to get one passed. With all of the obstacles bills must overcome in order to end up on 

the president’s desk and “in an era when a few opponents can effectively tie up bills, the 

odds are clearly against the White House” (Edwards 2007, 154). There may be several 

plausible yet simple explanations for this. First, the bills the president supports could be 

of a less partisan nature and generally less controversial, clearing the way for these bills 

to easily slide through any potential obstacles. This includes clearing the committee stage 

where the vast majority of bills never receive any congressional attention (Krutz 2005). 

This is not to say that these are trivial bills but rather that they could be bills that enjoy a 

consensus among at least members of the majority party, which expects its party leaders 

to push through legislation in areas of well-known policy agreement (Rohde 1991, 31). 
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Second, this pattern could be due to the overall lower level of media coverage for bills 

which the president supports than for those which the president opposes, again 

highlighting the likelihood that these bills which the president supports are generally less 

significant in nature. I will return with a more detailed response to the broader question of 

why presidents succeed or fail later on in this chapter. 

The president’s best chances of success, however, come when the president uses a 

private strategy and there is no media coverage of the issue. Table 5.5 shows the final 

outlook of bills across different levels of media coverage when presidents use only a 

private strategy. Theoretically, this would be about as private an environment as a 

president could hope for, but Neustadt (1990) has suggested that this media blackout zone 

could actually be worse for presidents than a situation with media attention. Compliance 

with presidential requests, Neustadt argues, is more likely if people know exactly what it 

is the president wants and that it is in fact him, the president, who wants it. Compliance is 

also helped by publicity, where others also become aware that someone has been told to 

do something (Neustadt 1990, 20). This seems to contradict the findings from Table 5.7, 

which show the final outlook of bills when presidents use only a staying private strategy 

for varying levels of media visibility. Media visibility is coded the same for this table as 

it is for the logistic regression models, except low media visibility is further separated 

into no media visibility (zero articles found for the bill) and low media visibility (1-10 

articles found for the bill). In the first chamber, presidents have the greatest chances of 

success when there is no media visibility, then low media visibility, then medium media 

visibility, and finally high media visibility, with better odds if presidents support a bill 
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than if they are trying to stop a bill. In fact, presidents have a 100% success rate when 

they support a bill and there is zero media visibility in the first chamber. This is not a 

statistic that presidents can afford to overlook when pressing for their bills in Congress. 

Though they cannot control media attention to an issue, if they have an environment with 

low media attention, they should take advantage of the context and these high odds of 

success by using a private strategy. 

This contrasts with the findings from the second chamber. These results from the 

second chamber support Neustadt’s (1990) argument slightly better. When presidents 

support a bill, their best rate of success comes when there is low media visibility. When 

presidents want to stop a bill, their best rate of success comes when there is medium 

media visibility. The media could perhaps play the role of enforcer, as Neustadt theorizes, 

but only in the second chamber. The critical stage, as Kernell and Kim (2006) suggest, is 

the second chamber of Congress that a bill must pass through. When a bill passes the first 

chamber, legislators may not have had sufficient time to mull over presidential requests 

or may still be pushing for further compromises, making the no media pressure 

environment more conducive to the hashing out of such compromises and thus more 

conducive to presidential success. Presidential influence may not need the pressure of 

some media attention for enforcement until the critical stage, the second chamber of 

Congress. 

Data and Method 

In order to consider more fully the factors that affect presidential legislative 

success, it is best to use a multivariate logistic regression. For the dependent variable, I 
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will use presidential success, coded as one if the president succeeded in obtaining failure 

of the bill on the floor of the chamber if he issued a veto threat, or passage of the bill on 

the floor of the chamber if the president issued a statement of support for the bill. It is 

coded as zero otherwise. Because of this success/failure coding of the bills, I am able to 

include even those bills that did not have roll call votes taken for them. In today’s 

Congress, many of the votes taken on final passage are either voice votes in the House or 

unanimous consent agreements in the Senate, including 340 votes on the bills 

investigated here. As Bond and Fleisher (1990, 68) notes, “many important decisions in 

Congress are made in places other than floor votes and recorded by means other than roll 

calls.” 

In order to look more specifically at what influence each factor has on specifically 

each goal the president has, to either support the bill and get it passed or to oppose the 

bill and stop it from passing, I will use two different models, one for statements of 

support and one for veto threats. Theoretically, it is a very different situation for a 

president to try to stop a bill and keep the status quo than it is for a president to try to get 

a policy passed, putting in a place a new status quo. As part of the procedural cartel 

theory, it has been shown that negative agenda power, exercised by every member of the 

majority party in Congress, is quite effective (Gailmard and Jenkins 2007). Members of 

Congress can easily get away with not doing anything major during their time in office, 

as they have 534 other members of Congress to blame when election time comes around. 

Thus negative agenda power suits them just fine. Presidents, on the other hand, are not 

able to get off the hook quite so easily. Presidents have a strong motivation to resist 
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Congress’s impulses to do nothing to provoking them to do something, but the politics of 

positive agenda power are very different. Positive agenda power is also held by every 

member of the majority party, but it only allows the party to act as a cartel when the 

majority party agrees on the issue at hand. Because of these differences in positive and 

negative agenda power, it is appropriate to use two different sets of models, one for 

statements of support and one for veto threats. In addition, because of the differences 

found in the first and second chamber, I will use two different sets of models, one for 

passage of the first chamber and a second for passage of the second chamber. 

The first independent variable in the model is approval ratings, taken from the 

Gallup Poll, which asks survey respondents, “Do you approve or disapprove of the way 

[first and last name] is handling his job as President?”20

                                                            
20 Data for approval ratings is compiled by Gerhard Peters for The American Presidency Project, hosted by 
the University of California at Santa Barbara and supported by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters 
<http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/data/popularity.php>. 

 Approval ratings have been 

linked to presidential legislative success (Brace and Hinckley 1992; Canes-Wrone and de 

Marchi 2002), where higher approval ratings allow presidents to gain more policy 

influence, as members of Congress generally view the public’s approval of the president 

as similar to the public’s approval of the president’s policies unless there are clear poll 

results showing otherwise (Edwards 2007, 206-207). Thus if presidents are doing well in 

the polls, they are likely to have an easier time convincing members of Congress to join 

the bandwagon. As Neustadt (1990, 73) states, “Because [Washingtonians] think about it, 

public standing is a source of influence for him [the president], another factor bearing on 

their willingness to give him what he wants.” Yet it is likely not simply the president’s 
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actual level of approval that members of Congress would analyze but rather whether they 

believe the president’s popularity is trending higher or lower. For example, would 

legislators truly want to “invest” their vote in the president’s proposed policies if they 

think the president’s numbers, though perhaps reasonably high, are going to continue to 

decline? After all, members of Congress want to be sure that they are on the same policy 

side as their constituents will be during the next election. If the president’s popularity is 

on the upswing, then they would be more likely to support the president than if the 

approval ratings were on a downward trend. For this reason, I have coded presidential 

approval ratings as the percentage point difference between the previous quarter and the 

quarter in which the vote on the floor was taken. 

The next variable to consider is the president’s workload. This is measured as the 

number of bills the president has taken a position on that are up for a vote that month. 

The more bills presidents have to juggle at one time, the fewer resources they will have to 

devote to each bill in terms of staff time, personal phone calls, and favors to arrange. Not 

only that, but when presidents go public, they must consider the “limited attention spans 

of the public and the availability of space on television” (Edwards 2007, 285). The more 

bills on which presidents choose to take a position on at any given time, the less likely 

they should be to see success on all of those bills. Presidents must be able to focus the 

attention of legislators on their policies to keep them from being drowned out on the 

maze they have to go through in Congress 

Similarly, the next variable in the model is the time spent by the president either 

staying private or going public. This is simply the number of days between the time the 
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president first went public or stayed private and the time the bill comes up for a vote on 

the floor. The more time spent by the president on a bill, the more likely they should be to 

succeed, as more time would presumably mean more resources spent on trying to 

influence the specific policy and votes in Congress. 

There are also a few dummy variables in the model, including one for the 

honeymoon period, traditionally the initial period after the president takes office. For my 

data, this is coded as one for all bills which went to the floor for a vote during Bush’s first 

year in office. During the honeymoon period, members of Congress have an incentive to 

work with presidents, as there is a great deal of uncertainty regarding the president’s ideal 

preferences early in the game (McCarty 1997). Dummy variables are also included for 

both presidential election years and for midterm election years. During these years, when 

presidents go public with an issue, they would have to compete for influence over the 

votes of legislators who would likely be tuning in more closely to the preferences of their 

constituents. However, when presidents stay private, they may have more influence over 

the votes of members of Congress looking to make a policy compromise on issues their 

constituents would likely be less aware of (because the president did not use a public 

strategy) in exchange for pork, help with campaign fundraising, or even a personal 

campaign appearance. During presidential, as opposed to midterm, election years, 

presidents would also presumably be working against the clock in effect due to the 

uncertainty of their own reelection chances, which may of course in part be riding on the 

final outcomes of policies either passing or getting stuck in Congress. 
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The visibility of an issue in the media is another major factor in the modern 

presidency, especially considering that Kernell’s (1997) going public theory rests on the 

president’s ability to get his message out to the public, and today the main way to 

accomplish this is through the media. High media visibility, though, could mean more 

media scrutiny and thus possibly more attention paid to an issue by the public, which 

should translate into lowered chances of success for presidents. Keeping a lower media 

profile on an issue should be a better bet for presidents. Media attention here is measured 

the same as it is for Tables 5.2 and 5.3, where visibility in the media is determined by the 

number of hits that come up in a search for each bill in the LexisNexis newspaper 

archives. High visibility is coded as fifty-one or more articles, medium visibility is coded 

as between eleven and fifty articles, and low visibility is coded as ten or fewer articles. 

Medium visibility is the base category in the logistic regression models. 21

There is also a dummy variable for whether or not the bill originated in the House 

or the Senate, coded as one if the bill originated in the House. This variable is meant to 

capture the significant differences between the House and the Senate, whereby the House 

is much more controlled by the majority party and the Senate still has a reputation for 

much more individual power among its members due in no small part to the filibuster. 

The last dummy variable in the model is to capture any differences there may have been 

between Clinton’s presidency and Bush’s presidency. This variable coded as one for 

Clinton, zero for Bush. There is no shortage of scholarly research indicating differences 

 

                                                            
21 An interaction variable for no media attention with a private strategy was originally included in the 
logistic regression models, but because of perfect prediction in one of the models, the variable was dropped 
from the analysis. 
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in personal styles and the effect of the specific skills possessed by presidents (for 

example, Neustadt 1990). 

I have also included four variables to measure the effects of parties and ideology 

on presidential success. The first is the distance between the party medians, coded as the 

difference between the median of the Republican party in the chamber and the median of 

the Democratic party in the chamber. This in effect gets at the degree of polarization in 

each chamber. Presumably, the greater the distance between the two parties, the more 

difficult it would be for presidents to negotiate policy compromises to suit both parties in 

Congress, for the further away from their own party they move a policy, the more likely 

they are to gain support from the other party and the more likely they are to lose support 

in their own party (Bond and Fleisher 1990; Edwards 2007, 176). The distance between 

the party medians is a good indication of how difficult it is for presidents to find 

bipartisan solutions, since “not only do partisan strategies often fail, but they also may 

provoke the other party into a more unified posture of opposition. Where there is 

confrontation, there can be no consensus, and consensus is often required to legislate 

changes on important issues” (Edwards 2007, 184). The greater the distance between the 

party medians, the less likely presidents should be to succeed. The second variable is the 

standard deviation of ideology in the chamber. The greater the standard deviation of 

ideology, the farther presidents must reach in order to create policy compromises that 

would give them that extra voting margin to either get the bill passed or keep it from 
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passing. The greater the standard deviation, the less likely presidents should be to 

succeed.22

The third variable is simply a dummy variable to indicate whether there was 

divided government, coded as one if the presidency and Congress were controlled by 

different parties and zero if the presidency and both chambers of Congress were 

controlled by the same party. I expect that it would be easier for presidents to gain 

support for their policies in Congress if both chambers of Congress are controlled by their 

own party. The fourth and final variable to measure the effects of party is the size of the 

president’s party in either the House or the Senate, measured as a percentage of the 

president’s fellow party members in the chamber. This has been found to be a key 

variable in predicting the success of the president’s legislative proposals (Edwards and 

Barrett 2000). Presidents are often assumed to be the head of their party and thus the 

spokesperson for their party’s issues (Davis 1992). Consequently, the larger the 

percentage of the chamber controlled by the president’s party, the more likely presidents 

will be able to obtain the necessary votes in the House or the Senate from their own party 

members to support their policy positions.  

 

Finally, I have included dummy variables to indicate which strategy the president 

chose to use, a public strategy, a private strategy, or both. The use of both strategies for a 

single bill will be the base category. From Table 5.4, we should expect that a private 

strategy will give the president better chances of success in the first chamber, while in the 

                                                            
22 The data to compile the variables for the standard deviation of ideology of the chamber and for the 
distance between the party medians of the chamber are from Michael A. Bailey at Georgetown University’s 
Department of Government and Public Policy Institution and can be found at 
http://www9.georgetown.edu/faculty/baileyma/Data_AJPSIdealPoints_Oct2009.htm. 
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second chamber, a public strategy will likely provide better odds for success, especially 

for the veto model. Information on the summary statistics of all of the independent 

variables for the models is provided in Tables 5.6 and 5.7. 

Results and Discussion 

Table 5.8 shows the results of the logistic regression for the president’s success in 

the first chamber of Congress, and Table 5.9 shows the results for the president’s success 

in the second chamber. The first thing to note is that there is only one variable 

consistently significant across all of the models, the variable indicating a midterm 

election year. This means that presidential success (or failure) cannot be simply explained 

by one dominating set of factors but rather it is far more complex. Beginning with 

approval ratings, this variable is significant and in the expected direction only when 

presidents support a bill and only in the first chamber, but it indicates that for one 

standard deviation increase in the trend of presidential approval ratings, their odds of 

success increase by a factor of 2.050, holding all other variables constant. This provides 

limited support for the idea that the president’s personal popularity among the public can 

be translated into greater support in Congress. This may be hindered by the fact that 

today, many of the issues on which the president takes a position have a separate polling 

question, allowing members of Congress to realize if public support of the president 

actually translates to public support of the president’s policies. 

The president’s workload was also only statistically significant in one of the 

models, when presidents support a bill in the second chamber. It is also not in the 

expected direction, as it indicates that the busier presidents are, the more likely they are 
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to succeed, though not by much. For a one standard deviation increase in the log of the 

president’s workload, the president’s odds of being successful are 1.290 times greater. 

This could possibly be explained by the fact that modern presidents have strategic 

advisors, which allows them to know when they may be overextending themselves and to 

step back. Or it could simply mean that presidents today, with their sizeable staffs and 

resources available to them, are no longer hindered by their workload, and thus is it no 

longer a restricting factor in the president’s policy successes and failures. 

The time spent by presidents on each bill is only significant in the models for the 

second chamber when presidents support a bill. Again, we have only some limited 

support for our original hypotheses, where the more time presidents spend working on a 

policy, the more likely they will be successful on that policy if their goal is to support the 

bill. For a standard deviation increase in the log of the time spent by presidents when 

supporting a bill, their odds of being successful are 2.734 times greater. But when their 

goal is to stop the bill from passing, the more time they spend on a private strategy, the 

less likely they are to be successful. For a standard deviation increase in the log of the 

time spent by presidents in this situation, their odds of being successful actually decrease 

by a factor of 0.684. For a private strategy, more time would simply allow presidents 

more chances to contact members of Congress and to work with them to find acceptable 

compromises, though this apparently does not seem to help them when they wish to kill a 

bill. 

The honeymoon effect is not significant in any of the models, perhaps because of 

the unusual year of former President George W. Bush’s honeymoon period after his 
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controversial election victory and after the events of September 11, 2001, changed the his 

agenda. The dummy variables for presidential and midterm election year are significant 

for all of the models, except for presidential election year in the model for support in the 

second chamber. It is interesting to note that for the models for veto threats, these 

variables have a positive effect, while in the models for support, these variables have a 

negative effect. The effects are sizable as well. For the first chamber, when presidents 

oppose a bill in a presidential election year, their chances of success are 4.779 times 

greater and in the second chamber, their chances are 1.781 times greater. During midterm 

election years, when presidents oppose a bill their chances of success increase by a factor 

of 2.208 in the first chamber and 2.710 in the second chamber. This could plausibly be an 

effect of members of Congress simply wanting to maintain the status quo before an 

election rather than be a part of passing new and potentially very visible legislation, some 

of which their constituents may disapprove. It would not unusual for Congress to be seen 

as deadlocked and not pass any given bill. 

Turning now to visibility in the media, we find that low media visibility presents 

the president with much better chance of success in the first chamber when their goal is to 

stop a bill. It actually seems to increase their chances of success by a factor of 2.311. 

High media visibility presents the president with a reduced chance of success in the 

second chamber when opposing a bill, by a factor of 0.445. Low media visibility also 

appears to have a positive effect when presidents support a bill in the second chamber, 

increasing their odds of success by a factor of 1.610. In a more detailed analysis of media 

attention and public support for former President George W. Bush’s policies, Edwards 
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(2007, 78-90) shows that the more media attention Bush’s policies received, the less 

likely the public was to support his policies or even just him overall. This pattern holds 

for both the war in Iraq (Edwards 2007, 99) and for Social Security reform (Edwards 

2007, 258). On these high media visibility issues, those most open to Bush’s policy 

proposals tended to be the least politically engaged in the debate and those who paid the 

least attention to the news, while those who were the most politically engaged and most 

attentive to the news were the most opposed (Edwards 2007, 258). It would seem that 

some degree of ignorance to the policies people are asked to support makes them more 

likely to actually support the president’s policies. Perhaps for presidents then, an ignorant 

public is bliss and the devil truly is in the details. This same trend of ignorance going 

along with support and knowledge going along with opposition has been known for 

decades in the area of presidential approval. The longer presidents remain in office, the 

more decisions they must make and the more the public will get to know presidents’ true 

policy preferences, replacing the public’s previous assumptions with policy realities 

(Mueller 1970). It is much simpler to get the public to support a broad idea than it is to 

get the public to support a detailed plan. This resistance and growing opposition may be 

exactly what President Barack Obama is currently encountering as more people realize 

the exact details of his “change you can believe in” slogan. 

We could expect that the differences between the House and the Senate would 

provide some nuance between presidential legislative success, especially in the second 

critical stage. However, it is interesting to note that the models show no statistically 

significant difference for the variable indicating whether the bill was originated in the 
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House or the Senate. Presidents do not appear to have an advantage or disadvantage when 

dealing with the House or the Senate. 

Despite evidence that personal styles might provide many differences in the 

legislative success presidents would see, we find that only in one of the models is there 

any difference between President Clinton and President Bush. Given the vast number of 

differences in the leadership styles of the presidents, if there were significant effects to be 

seen from personality and such, they would likely present themselves more prominently 

here, but we do not find much support. 

The hypotheses regarding the effects of party and ideology, like almost all of the 

other hypotheses, also receive only some support. The distance between the medians is 

only significant for the veto model in the first chamber, but its effect is quite large. 

According to the model, a one standard deviation increase in the distance between the 

party medians increases the president’s odds of success by a factor of 12.332. Polarized 

parties may be very beneficial to presidents in their pursuit of stopping policies they do 

not want. Thus party and ideology may play some role in presidents’ success, but it is far 

from the only factor affecting that success and only in specific circumstances. That the 

distance between the party medians plays a role in the model for vetoes seems to suggest 

that when the party medians are further apart, it is easier to get both parties to agree to do 

nothing, thereby killing the bill in the first chamber. Getting members of Congress to 

agree on what not to do would presumably always be easier than getting members to 

agree to do anything, especially since every legislator faces different constituency 

concerns.  When it comes to trying to get members of Congress to agree to pass 
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legislation, however, the standard deviation of ideology in the chambers provides some 

support for the original expectation that the further apart members of Congress are 

ideologically, the more difficult it would be for presidents to find compromise and get 

their bills passed, reducing their chances of success by a factor of 0.355 for every one 

standard deviation increase. However, this variable is only significant for the model of 

presidential support in the first chamber and thus does not fully support the original 

hypothesis, only some evidence that a more ideologically polarized Congress is more 

unmanageable for presidents when they want to get a policy passed. The variables for 

divided government and the size of the president’s party in Congress are not statistically 

significant in any of the models, showing no effect on the president’s ability to get 

support for his policy positions. 

The variables indicating which strategy presidents chose to use present a slightly 

more complicated pattern of significance. Figure 5.3 presents the predicted probability 

for each strategy type for both the first and second chamber, along with the 95% 

confidence interval. It appears that when presidents oppose a bill, the use of a private 

strategy gives them 3.555 times greater odds of success, a very large increase in odds 

over using both strategies, the reference category in the models. When presidents support 

a bill, it seems to hurt their odds of success in the first chamber by a factor of 0.201 over 

using both strategies. This does not present an altogether rosy picture of the president’s 

ability to succeed when staying private. This provides some evidence in support Kernell’s 

(1997) observations that the disappearance of protocoalitions in Congress and the more 

individualistic members of Congress hurt the president’s chances of success when staying 
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private, especially when they are trying to get a policy passed. When presidents are trying 

to stop a bill, though, a private strategy seems to help their chances of success, perhaps 

because it is easier to get at least handful of members of Congress to vote to do nothing 

than it is to get any number of legislators to vote to do something. On the other hand, the 

models also show that when presidents use a public strategy, it is only significant for the 

model of presidential support for a bill in the second chamber, increasing their chances of 

success by a factor of 138.3 over using both strategies, odds many presidents would 

probably like to see. Thus the models do not support Kernell’s (1997) ideas that going 

public could be a better strategy to get around the problems presidents encounter when 

staying private except when presidents support a bill in the second chamber. 

Conclusion 

Presidential influence in Congress appears to depend upon a very complex set of 

factors, ranging from whether or not it is an election year to factors affecting ideology 

and partisanship in Congress. What strategies presidents choose to use, as well as what 

their particular goal is regarding a bill, whether this means to stop a bill from passing or 

to push a bill through, both play an important role. This means that presidents can in fact 

dramatically affect their own chances of success. They do not have to wait strategically 

for an election year or pray that their party gets a majority in Congress. However, they 

must carefully craft their goal and choose the correct strategy given their political 

resources at hand and the lay of the land in Congress. 
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6. CONCLUSION: FINDING PRESIDENTIAL INFLUENCE 
 

The main goal of this dissertation was to explore the strategies used by presidents 

and to understand what factors affect their eventual success or failure in Congress. 

Previous research looked extensively at the presidential strategy of going public, first 

presented by Kernell (1997), who argues that going public is the best way for presidents 

to achieve their desired policy goals in Congress. Yet research has found limited support 

for the success presidents can achieve using this strategy, where at best they can 

influence legislators at the margins (Edwards 2003) or under particular sets of 

circumstances (Brace and Hinckley 1992; Canes-Wrone 2005; Canes-Wrone and de 

Marchi 2002; Eshbaugh-Soha 2010). Despite suggestions by Edwards (2003, 2009) and 

Neustadt (1990) to turn to investigating the effectiveness of private strategies, few such 

studies have been conducted. Case studies of Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy 

(Covington 1987) and Ford (Greenstein 1982) begin to look into the subject, and Conley 

(2003) looks at private veto threats made between 1991 and 1992. But each of these 

studies only begins to hint at the extensive use of private strategies by modern presidents. 

Aside from Conley (2003), studies on presidential strategies do not look at both 

public and private strategies used by presidents. This creates an omitted variable bias. 

From the research presented in Chapter 5, we can see that oftentimes presidents use a 

private strategy in conjunction with a public strategy, and not identifying that extra full 

court press used by presidents in our research leads to misunderstandings of presidential 

legislative success and failure. Unless both strategies are taken into account, we cannot 

determine whether public, private, or a combination of public and private strategies 
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actually leads to presidential legislative success, and we cannot understand the differing 

conditions that affect that success. Moreover, our theories of presidential use of private 

and public strategies do not suggest that both strategies can be combined, but the real 

world provides many instances of presidents doing just that. Chapter 5 shows that 

presidents combine both strategies in the pursuit of a single policy issue roughly one third 

of the time, and the case studies of No Child Left Behind, immigration reform, and the 

Andean Trade Preference Act all show the real intricacies of doing so. Kernell (1997, 3) 

asserts that going public is fundamentally at odds with a private bargaining strategy 

because a public strategy imposes only costs and no benefits to members of Congress, 

while a private strategy provides more benefits than costs. Neustadt (1990) emphasizes 

the risk presidents would taken in going over the heads of the very legislators with whom 

they are trying to make a deal, and as Edwards (2007, 186-187) notes, it is far from easy 

to both seduce legislators while also publicly coercing them. Thus we have a clear 

disconnect between our current theories and the reality of combining public and private 

strategies. It is this disconnect that I have addressed in each of the previous chapters. 

In looking closely at the strategies President George W. Bush used in pushing for 

No Child Left Behind in Chapter 2, I demonstrated how both a going public and a staying 

private strategy can be used to successfully navigate each step a bill must pass through in 

Congress. Bush’s travel around the country garnered a large amount of media attention 

for the issue, making it salient to voters and making Bush the public’s preferred actor on 

education reform, despite education being an issue typically “owned” by the Democratic 

Party. The tactics used in his private strategy complemented his public strategy by getting 
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his potential opponents on board with his proposal early, even if it meant compromising 

on school vouchers. Bush’s administration was careful to not fully commit Bush on the 

issue of school vouchers in his public strategy, which allowed for significant negotiation 

in his private strategy. This carefully thought out coordination between the public and the 

private strategies made it possible for Bush to push education reform through Congress 

where former President Bill Clinton had failed. 

Bush was less successful, however, in combining both strategies on immigration 

reform in his second term, as illustrated in Chapter 3. President Bush’s public strategy 

committed him to certain policy aspects that he could then not step back from in his 

private negotiations that came later on. The tactics he used in his private strategy did not 

go far enough in making the necessary policy compromises to unify even his own party’s 

members in Congress behind his policy position. His national address on immigration 

reform failed to create any illusion of public support for his proposal, given that polls 

clearly showed the lack of a public rally behind the main points of his plan. On this issue, 

Bush was unable to effectively combine both strategies, falling into the theoretical traps 

laid out by Kernell (1997) and Neustadt (1990). 

On a lesser known bill, the renewal of the Andean Trade Preference Act, I show 

in Chapter 4 how President George W. Bush made a smaller and less concentrated public 

push for this policy. His public appeals came mainly when visiting with foreign heads of 

state and during a conference with international leaders at the beginning of his second 

year in office. These public appeals did not garner much media attention for the issue. 

His private strategy also was considerably less than that used for either education reform 
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or immigration reform. Bush had Robert Zoellick, the U.S. Trade Representative at the 

time, do most of the heavy lifting in lobbying members of Congress for their support on 

this issue, and Bush also issued a strong statement of support for the renewal of the 

Andean Trade Preference Act in a Statement of Administration Policy. These efforts paid 

off in a way, in that the Andean Trade Preference Act was indeed renewed but only after 

Congress combined it with another, more well-known policy. This shows how even the 

president cannot tell Congress exactly what to do and expect to have exactly that done. 

Congress still follows its own agenda but may take into account the smaller issues 

presidents want passed by folding them into larger issues. It appears that in this instance 

with an issue that received little media attention, party and ideology played a much larger 

role in conditioning the success President Bush was able to achieve. 

Finally, Chapter 5 looks at all use of strategies by presidents: a going public 

strategy alone, a staying private strategy alone, and a combination of public and private 

strategies. Using validated information on public presidential positions taken from the 

CQ Almanac and information on private presidential positions collected from Statements 

of Administration Policy, I investigated 924 total bills brought before Congress between 

1997 and 2008. I examine both presidential opposition to and presidential support of 

policies to determine that using a private strategy alone increases a president’s chances of 

success when opposing bills but that it hurts a president’s chances of success when 

supporting bills. A public strategy alone provides better chances of success when 

supporting bills. There are other conditions that provide for better chances of success 

when presidents oppose a bill, namely if it is an election year, the bill garners less media 
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attention, and the parties in Congress are more polarized. When a president supports a 

bill, more favorable conditions are presented when it is not an election year, Congress is 

less polarized, there is less media attention on the issue, the president has an upswing in 

approval ratings, and presidents spend more time and resources in their push for the bill. 

These results show that presidents are not helpless when it comes to pushing their agenda 

through Congress. They do not have to cherry pick their issues based upon the issue’s 

popularity with the public, as Canes-Wrone (2005) and Canes-Wrone and de Marchi 

(2002) suggest. Presidents can use their strategic arsenal to their advantage by vigilantly 

selecting the appropriate strategy given the circumstances presented to them. 

This view of presidential legislative influence presents us with a much stronger 

image of the ability that presidents have to affect policy outcomes in Congress. This is 

not a cautionary tale about public expectations of the president being too high on many 

issues, nor is it a warning that presidents cannot influence policy outcomes in Congress. 

The data examined in Chapter 5 cover the second term of President Bill Clinton and both 

terms of President George W. Bush, a president who is regarded by historians at the 

seventh worst president in dealing with Congress.23

                                                            
23 According to C-SPAN’s 2009 Historians Presidential Leadership Survey, available at < http://www.c-
span.org/PresidentialSurvey/Relations-with-Congress.aspx>. 

 Only one of the logistic regression 

models in Chapter 5 showed that Clinton had any upper hand in gaining support for his 

policies in Congress. This provides some support for the idea that either C-SPAN’s 

survey has misleading results or that the presidency today does in fact yield effective 

policymaking tools and strategies. This is not to say that the person in office does not 

matter, far from it. Presidents themselves are still the ones who decide which strategies to 
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use in their pursuit of various policies and which policies to pursue in the first place, even 

if some, such as education reform, immigration reform, and the Andean Trade Preference 

Act end up on their agenda because of issues remaining from previous presidents. These 

choices will increase or decrease their chances of success on any given policy issue. 

Some qualifications remain regarding the findings presented here. First, obviously 

not all private conversations between presidents and members of Congress are recorded 

or available for public record, so there may be instances of presidents using a private 

strategy that are not included in the data for Chapter 5. Using the Statements of 

Administration Policy are a sound beginning for understanding when presidential 

administrations use a private strategy, as they are the best source available for finding out 

what private communications are passed between the presidency and Congress. Although 

SAPs are known and read by the stakeholders in the policymaking process, they are not 

known by the average member of the public, and thus are an indicator of a private 

strategy. Unfortunately, they still are not a comprehensive listing of every instance of 

presidents using a private strategy, just the best data currently available, and in the social 

sciences, this means we have to make do. 

A second qualification of the findings made in Chapter 5 is that they only cover 

twelve years and only one presidency in its entirety, a far cry from covering all of 44 

elected presidents in United States history. This constraint comes from the availability of 

Statements of Administration Policy, which have only been systematically archived and 

publicly available since 1997. This could mean that there would be more influence found 

from individual presidents if the data were to stretch back to the first George Bush 
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presidency, to Ronald Reagan, or even to Lyndon B. Johnson. It would be very 

interesting to reach further back in time to include more presidencies and a broader array 

of interactions with Congress, but even Statements of Administration Policy themselves 

only gained use in the 1970s. Still, a future area of research is to find Statements of 

Administration Policy, likely in presidential libraries where Conley (2003) has found 

some from the first Bush’s presidency, covering both presidential support and opposition 

to bills prior to 1997 to at least expand on the data as much as possible. 

Finally, the case studies done in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 illuminate the specifics of 

public and private strategies but only as they were used by President George W. Bush. 

Although previous research has of course covered other presidents, for example, 

Eisenhower and Kennedy (Covington 1987) and Ford (Greenstein 1982), there are far 

more tactics used by presidents over the past several decades that should be studied. A 

more refined study of the specific tactics included in the broader categories of a private 

and a public strategy would help to clarify what specific tactics are more effective and 

what specific conditions affect the use of those tactics. Beckmann (2010) begins to look 

at this area of research, studying the earlygame and the endgame tactics that he identifies. 

His study looks at the key roll call votes identified by Congressional Quarterly Almanac 

in the areas of civil rights, community and housing, education, energy, health, social 

welfare, and taxes from 1953 to 2004, to examine the significant influence that 

presidents’ earlygame strategies can have on policy outcomes. The main distinguishing 

factor in his study is whether presidents exerted most of their efforts early on in the 

legislative process or much later, not between public and private efforts. Adding 
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Beckmann’s (2010) concepts regarding earlygame versus endgame tactics would help 

break down Kernell’s (1997) and Neustadt’s (1990) broader concepts. 

Another area for future research would be to consider the effects of private and 

public strategies over time. Presumably, presidents would make more enemies than 

friends when using a public strategy, but more friends than enemies when using a private 

strategy. It would be instructive to look into how these relationships and networks with 

members of Congress are cultivated and lost over a president’s time in office. In other 

words, how do the president’s strategies on one bill affect his chances on the next bill he 

pursues given his changing relations with members of Congress? These more personal 

effects are not captured in the models used here in Chapter 5, but these effects could be 

studied using network analysis. 

Additionally, breaking down the different types of policy issues by policy area 

and complexity of the policy issue would probably yield helpful results for further 

explaining when presidents would be better off choosing one strategy over another. 

Eshbaugh-Soha (2010) has begun this line of research. He shows that a going public 

strategy is more effective for presidents when policies are salient to the general public 

and more complex, where complex policies are defined as regulatory issues and 

noncomplex policies are defined as social issues. He argues that this combination of 

salient and complex policies presents a unique situation in which legislators are urged by 

the public to act on an issue, but the public sends unclear signals. Presidents may be able 

to gain more influence on the votes of legislators due to the unclear signals of the 

constituents of members of Congress. A similar concept of complex versus noncomplex 
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issues may also be informative in understanding presidential legislative success when a 

public or a private strategy is used. Private strategies may be used by presidents more 

often on issues that are complex and less salient to the public, as the public would 

probably tune out if presidents tried to use a public strategy on such issues. 

Despite the qualifications mentioned and the needs for future research, I feel that 

the main goal of exploring the interactions of public and private strategies has been 

achieved, expanding upon the work of others to understand a conflict in our theories of 

presidential strategies. By shedding light on this area, I have found that presidents are in 

fact quite capable of influencing the policies they pursue. Although cautioned by Tulis 

(1987, 178), I do not believe that “with television now introduced into the Senate and 

House, we face the very real prospect of our two political branches talking past each 

other to a vast amorphous constituency.” Public presidential rhetoric will not hurt 

democracy in the United States, and it does not create an environment in which Congress 

is deprived of the deliberative role it is supposed to play. The true merits of a policy are 

examined exhaustively by presidents, congressional committees, party leaders, and every 

last member of Congress. This can be seen especially through the roles played by 

Congress in education reform and immigration reform. A public strategy is only part of 

the picture. Private strategies are often used by presidents, and often in conjunction with 

public strategies. They help facilitate the necessary compromises and deliberative aspects 

of democracy that scholars would expect to find. Scholars and presidents alike should 

understand this concept and understand that both private and public strategies can be used 
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to affect policy changes in Congress in the manner that the current general public expects 

of our presidents. 
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APPENDIX A: TABLES 
 
TABLE 2.1 NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND – PREDICTING VOTES OF MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE USING LOGISTIC 
REGRESSION 

 Vote on Passage Vote on Conference Report 
 

Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
Predicted 

Probability Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
Predicted 

Probability 
Presidential Visit to District 0.589  0.464  0.076  0.364  
Personal Contact 0.824 * 0.483 2.279 1.206 ** 0.537 3.340 
Coattails 0.007  0.009  0.000  0.010  
Ideology - Distance Between 
President and Legislator 

0.801 ** 0.360 2.067 1.134 ** 0.407 2.785 

Party -0.054  0.671  0.213  0.597  
Ideology X Party -0.366  0.534  -0.436  0.609  
Constant 1.392 ** 0.607  0.973 * 0.523  
       
N = 429 

14.730 
0.023 
0.060 

  421 
17.260 
0.008 
0.092 

  
Wald chi2() =      
Prob > chi2 =      
Pseudo R2 =      

 
Note: Predicted probabilities, which are one standard deviation changes for all variables except dummy variables, which are 
one-unit changes from 0 to 1, are reported only for those variables that reach statistical significance. 
* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05 
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TABLE 3.1 IMMIGRATION REFORM – PREDICTING VOTES OF MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE USING LOGISTIC 
REGRESSION 

 Vote on Passage 
 

Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
Predicted 

Probability 
Presidential Visit to District -1.464 ** 0.624 0.686 
Personal Contact 0.958  1.099  
Coattails 0.035 *** 0.009 2.121 
Ideology - Distance Between 
President and Legislator 

-1.743 *** 0.489 0.206 

Party 0.539  1.039  
Ideology X Party 1.234 * 0.644 1.652 
Constant 2.663 ** 0.926  
    
N = 422 

153.500 
0.000 
0.558 

  
Wald chi2() =    
Prob > chi2 =    
Pseudo R2 =    

 
Note: Predicted probabilities, which are one standard deviation changes for all variables except dummy variables, which are 
one-unit changes from 0 to 1, are reported only for those variables that reach statistical significance. 
* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05, *** p ≤ 0.001 
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TABLE 4.1 ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE ACT – PREDICTING VOTES OF MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE USING 
LOGISTIC REGRESSION 
 
 Vote on Conference Report 
 

Coefficient 
Standard 

Error 
Predicted 

Probability 
Presidential Visit to District 0.218  0.392  
Personal Contact 3.354 *** 0.926 28.617 
Coattails 0.035 *** 0.009 2.022 
Ideology - Distance Between 
President and Legislator 

-0.224  0.256  

Party 2.846 *** 0.509 17.220 
Ideology X Party 0.398  0.361  
Constant -0.730  0.444  
    
N = 433 

157.000 
0.000 
0.463 

  
Wald chi2() =    
Prob > chi2 =    
Pseudo R2 =    

 
Note: Predicted probabilities, which are one standard deviation changes for all variables except dummy variables, which are 
one-unit changes from 0 to 1, are reported only for those variables that reach statistical significance. 
*** p ≤ 0.001 
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TABLE 5.1 CHOSEN STRATEGY BY GOAL – SUPPORT OR VETO, 105TH THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS 

 Statement of Support Veto Threat 
Private 295 

63% 
225 
50% 

 
Public and Private 137 

29% 
165 
36% 

 
Public 39 

8% 
63 

14% 
 

Total 471 
100% 

453 
100% 

 
Note: Percentages are based on each column. 
Chi-square with 2 degrees of freedom = 17.3221, p = 0.000 
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TABLE 5.2 VETO THREATS BY TYPE AND VISIBILITY IN MEDIA, 105TH THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS 

 High 
Visibility 

Medium 
Visibility Low Visibility Total 

Private 58 
48% 

89 
51% 

79 
50% 

 

226 

Private and Public 50 
41% 

57 
33% 

58 
36% 

 

165 

Public 13 
11% 

28 
16% 

22 
14% 

 

63 

Total 121 
100% 

174 
100% 

159 
100% 

454 

 
Note: Percentages are based on each column. 
Chi-square with 4 degrees of freedom = 3.0614, p = 0.548 
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TABLE 5.3 STATEMENTS OF SUPPORT BY TYPE AND VISIBILITY IN MEDIA, 105TH THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS 

 High 
Visibility 

Medium 
Visibility Low Visibility Total 

Private 45 
49% 

97 
63% 

152 
67% 

 

294 

Private and Public 37 
41% 

44 
29% 

56 
25% 

 

137 

Public 9 
10% 

13 
8% 

18 
8% 

 

40 

Total 91 
100% 

154 
100% 

226 
100% 

471 

 
Note: Percentages are based on each column. 
Chi-square with 4 degrees of freedom = 9.2370, p = 0.055 
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TABLE 5.4 FINAL OUTLOOK OF BILLS BY STRATEGY TYPE AND GOAL, 105TH THROUGH 110TH

 
 CONGRESS 

 Passed First 
Chamber 

Died in First 
Chamber 

Passed Second 
Chamber 

Died in Second 
Chamber 

Private     
   Veto 149 

66% 
77 

34% 
67 

45% 
82 

55% 
 

   Support 252 
86% 

42 
14% 

124 
49% 

128 
51% 

 
 chi2 chi(1) = 28.3428, p = 0.000 2(1) = 0.6748, p = 0.411 
Public and Private     
   Veto 144 

87% 
21 

13% 
48 

33% 
96 

67% 
 

   Support 129 
94% 

8 
6% 

64 
50% 

65 
50% 

 
 chi2 chi(1) = 4.0909, p = 0.043 2(1) = 7.4530, p = 0.006 
Public     
   Veto 51 

81% 
12 

19% 
16 

31% 
35 

69% 
 

   Support 37 
93% 

3 
8% 

21 
57% 

16 
43% 

 
 chi2 chi(1) = 2.6221, p = 0.105 2(1) = 5.6704, p = 0.017 
 
Note: Percentages are based on rows within each chamber. 
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TABLE 5.5 FINAL OUTLOOK OF BILLS WHEN STAYING PRIVATE BY MEDIA VISIBILITY, 105TH THROUGH 
110TH

 
 CONGRESS 

  Passed First 
Chamber 

Died in First 
Chamber 

Passed Second 
Chamber 

Died in Second 
Chamber 

No Media     
   Veto 13 

54% 
11 

46% 
9 

69% 
4 

31% 
 

   Support 47 
100% 

0 
0% 

24 
51% 

23 
49% 

 
 chi2 chi(1) = 25.4910, p = 0.000 2(1) = 1.3579, p = 0.244 
Low Media 
Visibility 

    

   Veto 35 
64% 

20 
36% 

13 
37% 

22 
63% 

 
   Support 92 

88% 
13 

12% 
53 

58% 
39 

42% 
 

 chi2 chi(1) = 12.6809, p = 0.000 2(1) = 4.2545, p = 0.039 
Medium Media 
Visibility 

    

   Veto 60 
67% 

29 
33% 

18 
30% 

42 
70% 

 
   Support 80 

82% 
17 

18% 
34 

43% 
46 

58% 
 

 chi2 chi(1) = 5.6540, p = 0.017 2(1) = 2.2946, p = 0.130 
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High Media 
Visibility 
   Veto 41 

71% 
17 

29% 
27 

66% 
14 

34% 
 

   Support 33 
73% 

12 
27% 

13 
39% 

20 
61% 

 
 chi2 chi(1) =0.0876, p = 0.767 2(1) = 5.1542, p = 0.023 
 

Note: Percentages are based on rows within each chamber.  
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TABLE 5.6 SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES, FIRST CHAMBER 

 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Approval Ratings -0.346 4.894 -8.467 24.111 
Workload 11.412 5.392 1 23 
Time Spent - Private 6.602 34.820 0 478 
Time Spent - Public 80.621 146.071 0 994 
Honeymoon 0.070 0.255 0 1 
Presidential Election Year 0.173 0.379 0 1 
Midterm Election Year 0.210 0.408 0 1 
Low Media Visibility 0.413 0.493 0 1 
Medium Media Visibility 0.354 0.479 0 1 
High Media Visibility 0.233 0.423 0 1 
House 0.804 0.397 0 1 
Clinton 0.452 0.498 0 1 
Distance Between Party Medians 1.859 0.173 1.720 2.321 
Ideology Standard Deviation 0.912 0.207 0.091 1.155 
Divided Government 0.726 0.446 0 1 
Size of President’s Party in Chamber 48.970 2.824 45 55 
Private 0.546 0.498 0 1 
Public 0.115 0.319 0 1 
Public and Private 0.340 0.474 0 1 
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TABLE 5.7 SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES, SECOND CHAMBER 

 
Mean 

Standard 
Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Approval Ratings -0.168 4.647 -8.467 24.111 
Workload 11.687 6.539 1 28 
Time Spent - Private 52.606 95.403 0 602 
Time Spent - Public 103.514 173.658 0 1030 
Honeymoon 0.054 0.397 0 1 
Presidential Election Year 0.196 0.397 0 1 
Midterm Election Year 0.265 0.442 0 1 
Low Media Visibility 0.384 0.487 0 1 
Medium Media Visibility 0.345 0.477 0 1 
High Media Visibility 0.267 0.442 0 1 
House 0.804 0.397 0 1 
Clinton 0.452 0.498 0 1 
Distance Between Party Medians 2.118 0.174 1.720 2.321 
Ideology Standard Deviation 1.074 0.132 0.091 1.155 
Divided Government 0.737 0.442 0 1 
Size of President’s Party in Chamber 48.377 3.261 45 55 
Private 0.546 0.498 0 1 
Public 0.115 0.319 0 1 
Public and Private 0.340 0.474 0 1 
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TABLE 5.8 PREDICTING PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESS, FIRST CHAMBER 
 

 
Veto Support 

 
Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Predicted 
Probability Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Predicted 
Probability 

Approval Ratings -0.014  0.034  0.124 ** 0.049 2.050 
Workload -0.003  0.028  0.004  0.045  
Time Spent - Private 0.001  0.004  -0.004  0.003  
Time Spent - Public 0.001  0.001  -0.003  0.002  
Honeymoon 0.682  0.842  0.779  0.716  
Presidential Election Year 1.564 *** 0.383 4.779 -1.681 ** 0.784 0.186 
Midterm Election Year 0.792 ** 0.380 2.208 -1.195 * 0.681 0.303 
Low Media Visibility 0.838 ** 0.307 2.311 -0.055  0.429  
High Media Visibility -0.354  0.331  -0.125  0.430  
House 3.423  2.774  3.938  6.858  
Clinton -0.533  0.383  3.295 *** 0.858 26.970 
Distance Between Party Medians 13.838 ** 6.697 12.332 3.515  13.986  
Ideology Standard Deviation -1.717  1.635  -4.219 *** 0.869 0.355 
Divided Government 1.107  0.793  1.238  1.016  
Size of President's Party in Chamber -0.089  0.129  0.277  0.276  
Private 1.268 ** 0.401 3.555 -1.603 ** 0.801 0.201 
Public 0.626  0.450  0.417  0.896  
Constant -26.359 ** 10.877  -16.170  19.809  
         
N = 453    471    
Wald chi2() =  83.390    193.340    
Prob > chi2 =  0.000    0.000    
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Pseudo R2 =  0.240    0.430    
 
Note: Predicted probabilities, which are one standard deviation changes for all variables except dummy variables, which are 
one-unit changes from 0 to 1, are reported only for those variables that reach statistical significance. 
* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05, *** p ≤ 0.001 
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TABLE 5.9 PREDICTING PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESS, SECOND CHAMBER 
 

 
Veto Support 

 
Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Predicted 
Probability Coefficient 

Standard 
Error 

Predicted 
Probability 

Approval Ratings -0.050  0.040  0.017  0.025  
Workload -0.035  0.023  0.038 ** 0.020 1.290 
Time Spent - Private -0.004 ** 0.001 0.684 0.010 *** 0.003 2.734 
Time Spent - Public -0.001  0.001  -0.001  0.001  
Honeymoon -0.863  1.219  -0.456  0.591  
Presidential Election Year 0.577 * 0.326 1.781 -0.155  0.363  
Midterm Election Year 0.997 ** 0.432 2.710 -0.598 * 0.318 0.550 
Low Media Visibility -0.133  0.325  0.476 * 0.250 1.610 
High Media Visibility -0.810 ** 0.278 0.445 -0.147  0.302  
House -5.074  4.146  -0.885  3.356  
Clinton -0.665  0.912  0.070  0.760  
Distance Between Party Medians 8.593  9.039  2.234  7.154  
Ideology Standard Deviation 0.863  2.260  -1.108  1.199  
Divided Government 0.934  0.956  -0.401  0.536  
Size of President's Party in Chamber -0.124  0.280  -0.083  0.194  
Private -0.351  0.353  -0.453  0.338  
Public -0.065  0.380  0.868 ** 0.410 138.3 
Constant -8.167  10.837  0.893  5.623  

 
        

N = 344    418    
Wald chi2() =  42.250    36.290    
Prob > chi2 =  0.001    0.004    
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Pseudo R2 =  0.101    0.119    
 
Note: Predicted probabilities, which are one standard deviation changes for all variables except dummy variables, which are 
one-unit changes from 0 to 1, are reported only for those variables that reach statistical significance. 
* p ≤ 0.10, ** p ≤ 0.05, *** p ≤ 0.001 
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APPENDIX B: FIGURES 
 
FIGURE 2.1 PUBLIC OPINION POLL – TRUST TO DO A BETTER JOB HANDLING EDUCATION 

 
Note: Information from polls taken from ABC News/Washington Post, July 26 - July 30, 2001 and based on 1,352 telephone 
interviews. Sample: national adult. [USABCWP.080101.R07D]; by ABC News/Washington Post, May 31 - June 3, 2001 and 
based on 1,004 telephone interviews. Sample: national adult. [USABCWP.060401.R04E] ; and by ABC News/Washington 
Post, September 6 - September 9, 2001 and based on 1,009 telephone interviews. Sample: national adult. 
[USABCWP.091001.R08D]. 
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FIGURE 3.1. PUBLIC OPINION POLLS – “HOW SERIOUS A PROBLEM DO YOU THINK THE ISSUE OF ILLEGAL 
IMMIGRATION IS FOR THE COUNTRY RIGHT NOW? VERY SERIOUS, SOMEWHAT SERIOUS, NOT TOO 
SERIOUS, OR NOT AT ALL SERIOUS?” 

 
Note: Information from polls taken by CBS News using telephone interviews. Polls conducted January 5-8, 2006 
[USCBS.06JAN05.R52]; April 6-9, 2006 [USCBS.041006A.R23]; May 4-8, 2006 [USCBSNYT.050906A.R64]; May 16-17, 
2006 [USCBS.051806.R32]; July 21-25, 2006 [USCBSNYT.06JUL21.R46]; October 27-31, 2006 [USCBSNYT.110106.R77]; 
January 18-21, 2007 [USCBS.012207A.R84]; May 18-23, 2007 [USCBSNYT.052407A.R51]; December 5-9, 2007 
[USCBSNYT.121007A.R83]; and July 7-14, 2008 [USCBSNYT.071508B.R70]. 
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FIGURE 4.1 PUBLIC OPINION POLLS – “DO YOU APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE OF THE WAY GEORGE W. BUSH IS 
HANDLING FOREIGN POLICY?” 

 
Note: Information from polls taken by CBS News using telephone interviews. Polls conducted March 8-12, 2001 
[USCBSNYT.031301.R03]; April 4-5, 2001 [USCBS.040601.R02]; April 23-25, 2001 [USCBS.200104B.Q02]; May 10-12, 
2001 [USCBS.051401.R03]; June 14-18, 2001 [USCBSNYT.062001.R03]; August 28-31, 2001 [USCBS.090401.R04]; 
October 25-28, 2001 [USCBS.090401.R04]; December 7-10, 2001 [USCBS.090401.R04]; January 15-17, 2002 
[USCBS.02JAN18.R03];  January 21-24, 2002 [USCBSNYT.02JN26.R05]; February 24-26, 2002 [USCBS.022802.R03]; 
April 1-2, 2002 [USCBS.040302.R03]; April 15-18, 2002 [USCBS.200204B.Q03]; May 13-14, 2002 [USCBS.051502D.R04]; 
May 19-20, 2002 [USCBS.040302.R03]; June 18-20, 2002 [USCBS.062102B.R03]; July 8-9, 2002 [USCBS.071002.R03]; 
July 13-16, 2002 [USCBSNYT.071702.R04]. 
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FIGURE 5.1 CHOICE OF STRATEGY OVER TIME 
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FIGURE 5.2 DISTRIBUTION OF MEDIA 

 

Note: The number of articles is cut off at 100 in order to reduce the scale of the x-axis.  
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FIGURE 5.3 PREDICTED PROBABILITIES OF SUCCESS WITH 95% CONFIDENCE INTERVAL FOR EACH 
STRATEGY TYPE 

 

0.000

0.200

0.400

0.600

0.800

1.000

1.200

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
Pr

ob
ab

ili
ty

 o
f S

uc
ce

ss First Chamber Second Chamber 



168 
 

REFERENCES 
 
Aldrich, John H. 1995. Why Parties? The Origin and Transformation of Political Parties 

in America. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Anderson, Martin. 1988. Revolution: The Reagan Legacy. Stanford, CA: Hoover 

Institution Press. 
 
Baker, Peter. 2007. “An Unlikely Partnership Left Behind.” Washington Post, November 

5, 2007. 
 
Barrett, Andrew. 2004. “Gone Public: The Impact of Going Public on Presidential 

Legislative Success.” American Politics Research 32:338-370. 
 
Baum, Matthew, and Samuel Kernell. 1999. “Has Cable Ended the Golden Age of 

Presidential Television?” American Political Science Review 94:99-114. 
 
Beckmann, Matthew N. 2010. Pushing the Agenda: Presidential Leadership in U.S. 

Lawmaking, 1953-2004. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Bond, Jon R., and Richard Fleisher. 1990. The Presidenti in the Legislative Arena. 

Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Brace, Paul, and Barbara Hinckley. 1992. Follow the Leader: Opinion Polls and the 

Modern Presidents. New York: BasicBooks. 
 
Cameron, Charles. 2000. Veto Bargaining: Presidents and the Politics of Negative 

Power. New York: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Canes-Wrone, Brandice. 2005. Who Leads Whom? Presidents, Policy Making and the 

American Public. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Canes-Wrone, Brandice, and Scott  de Marchi. 2002. “Presidential Approval and 

Legislative Success.” Journal of Politics 64:491-509. 
 
Chiou, Fang-Yi, and Lawrence S. Rothenberg. 2003. “When Pivotal Politics Meets 

Partisan Politics.” American Journal of Political Science 47:503-522. 
 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1997-2008. Washington, D.C.: Congressional 

Quarterly. 
 
Conley, Richard S. 2003. “George Bush and the 102nd Congress: The Impact of Public 

and ‘Private’ Veto Threats on Policy Outcomes.” Presidential Studies Quarterly 
33:730-750. 



169 
 

 
Covington, Cary R. 1987. “‘Staying Private’: Gaining Congressional Support for 

Unpublicized Presidential Preferences on Roll Call Votes.” Journal of Politics 
49:737-55. 

 
Covington, Cary R., and Andrew A. Bargen. 2004. “Comparing Floor-Dominated and 

Party-Dominated Explanations of Policy Change in the House of 
Representatives.” Journal of Politics 66:1069-1088. 

 
Cox, Gary W. and Matthew D. McCubbins. 1993. Legislative Leviathan: Party 

Government in the House. Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press. 
 
Cox, Gary W. and Matthew D. McCubbins. 2005. Setting the Agenda: Responsible Party 

Government in the U.S. House of Representatives. New York: Cambridge 
University Press. 

 
CQ Almanac. 2001a. “As Senate Convenes, Daschle and Lott Express Hope a Consensus 

Can Be Found.” CQ Press Electronic Library, CQ Almanac Online edition, 
cqal01-106-6369-328044. Originally published in CQ Almanac 2001. 
Washington: Congressional Quarterly. 
<http://library.cqpress.com.ezproxy1.library.arizona.edu/cqalmanac/cqal01-106-
6369-328044>. 

 
CQ Almanac. 2001b. “Daschle, Lott Express Optimism, Vow to Keep ‘Working 

Together’ As They Trade Leadership Posts.” CQ Press Electronic Library, CQ 
Almanac Online Edition, cqal01-106-6369-328069. Originally published in CQ 
Almanac 2001. Washington: Congressional Quarterly. 
<http://library.cqpress.com.ezproxy1.library.arizona.edu/cqalmanac/cqal01-106-
6369-328069>. 

 
CQ Almanac. 2001c. “Landmark Education Bill Signed.” CQ Press Electronic Library, 

CQ Almanac Online Edition, cqal01-106-6389-328734. Originally published in 
CQ Almanac 2001. Washington: Congressional Quarterly. 
<http://library.cqpress.com.ezproxy1.library.arizona.edu/cqalmanac/cqal01-106-
6389-328734>. 

 
CQ Almanac. 2005. “"House Seeks to Tighten Borders." CQ Press Electronic Library, 

CQ Almanac Online Edition, cqal05-766-20098-1042134. Originally published in 
CQ Almanac 2005. Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly. 
<http://library.cqpress.com.ezproxy2.library.arizona.edu/cqalmanac/cqal05-766-
20098-1042134>. 

 
CQ Almanac. 2006. “Guest Worker,  Citizenship Issues Divide GOP and Stymie 

Overhaul." CQ Press Electronic Library, CQ Almanac Online Edition, cqal06-



170 
 

1421213. Originally published in CQ Almanac 2006, edited by Jan Austin. 
Washington: Congressional Quarterly. 
<http://library.cqpress.com.ezproxy2.library.arizona.edu/cqalmanac/cqal06-
1421213>. 

 
Davis, James W. 1992. The President as Party Leader. New York: Praeger. 
 
Deans, Bob. 2001. “Bush Wants ‘Fast Track’ – But Don’t Call It That.” Palm Beach Post 

A section, page 16A. Quebec. 
 
Edwards, George C. III. 1989. At the Margins: Presidential Leadership of Congress. 

New Haven, CT: Yale University Press. 
 
Edwards, George C. III. 2003. On Deaf Ears: The Limits of the Bully Pulpit. New Haven, 

CT: Yale University Press. 
 
Edwards, George C. III. 2007. Governing by Campaigning: The Politics of the Bush 

Presidency. New York: Pearson Education. 
 
Edwards, George C. III. 2009. The Strategic President: Persuasion and Opportunity in 

Presidential Leadership. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 
 
Edwards, George C. III, and Andrew Barrett. 2000. “Presidential Agenda-Setting in 

Congress. In Polarized Politics: Congress and the President in a Partisan Era, 
eds. Jon Bond and Richard Fleisher. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly 
Press. 

 
Eshbaugh-Soha, Matthew. 2006. The President’s Speeches: Beyond “Going Public.” 

Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers. 
 
Eshbaugh-Soha, Matthew. 2010. “How Policy Conditions the Impact of Presidential 

Speeches on Legislative Success.” Social Science Quarterly 91:415-435. 
 
Fennelly, Katherine. 2007. “U.S. Immigration, a Historical Perspective.” The National 

Voter, February. 
 
Gailmard, Sean, and Jeffery A. Jenkins. 2007. “Negative Agenda Control in the Senate 

and House: Fingerprints of Majority Party Power.” Journal of Politics 69:689-
700. 

 
Greenblat, Alan. 2008. “Immigration Debate.” CQ Researcher 18.5:97-120. 
 
Greenstein, Fred I. 1982. The Hidden-Hand Presidency: Eisenhower as Leader. 

Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press. 



171 
 

 
Hayes, Danny. 2005. “Candidate Qualities through a Partisan Lens: A Theory of Trait 

Ownership.” American Journal of Political Science 49:908-923. 
 
Hochschild, Jennifer L., and John H. Mollenkopf. 2009. “Understanding Immigrant 

Political Incorporation through Comparison.” In Bringing Outsiders In: 
Transatlantic Perspectives on Immigrant Political Incorporation, eds. Jennifer L. 
Hochschild and John H. Mollenkopf. New York: Cornell University Press. 

 
Hornbeck, J. F. 2002. The Andean Trade Preference Act: Background and Issues for 

Reauthorization. Report for Congress RL30790. Washington, D.C.: 
Congressional Research Service. 

 
Ingberman, Daniel and Dennis Yao (1991). “Presidential Commitment and the Veto.” 

American Journal of Political Science 35:357-389. 
 
Jacobson, Gary C. 2007 “Referendum: The 2006 Midterm Congressional Elections.” 

Political Science Quarterly 122:1-24. 
 
Karaim, Reed. 2008. “America’s Border Fence.” CQ Researcher 18:745-768. 
 
Katel, Peter. 2005. “Illegal Immigration.” CQ Researcher 15:393-420. 
 
Kellner, Douglas. 2007. “Bushspeak and the Politics of Lying: Presidential Rhetoric in 

the ‘War on Terror.’” Presidential Studies Quarterly 37:622-645. 
 
Kernell, Samuel. 1997. Going Public: New Strategies of Presidential Leadership. 

Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press. 
 
Kernell, Samuel, and Henry Kim. 2006. “Presidential Veto Threat as a Negotiating 

Instrument with the Bicameral Congress.” presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Political Science Association, Philadelphia. 

 
Krehbiel, Keith. 1998. Pivotal Politics: A Theory of U.S. Lawmaking. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 
 
Krutz, Glen S. 2005. “Issues and Institutions: ‘Winnowing’ in the U.S. Congress.” 

American Journal of Political Science 49:313-326. 
 
Laham, Nicholas. 2000. Ronald Reagan and the Politics of Immigration Reform. 

Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group. 
 
Mantel, Barbara. 2005. “No Child Left Behind: Is the Law Improving Student 

Performance.” CQ Researcher 15:469-492. 



172 
 

 
Mayhew, David R. 2004. Congress: The Electoral Connection. New Haven, CT: Yale 

University Press. 
 
McCarty, Nolan M. 1997. “Presidential Reputation and the Veto.” Economics and 

Politics 9:1-26. 
 
Neustadt, Richard E. 1990. Presidential Power and the Modern Presidents. New York: 

The Free Press. 
 
Page, Benjamin I., and Robert Y. Shapiro. 1992. The Rational Public: Fifty Years of 

Trends in Americans’ Policy Preferences. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Peake, Jeffrey, and Matthew Eshbaugh-Soha. 2008. “The Agenda-Setting Impact of 

Major Presidential TV Addresses.” Political Communication 25:113-137. 
 
Peterson, David A. M., Lawrence J. Grossback, James A. Stimson, and Amy Gangl. 

2003. American Journal of Political science 47:411-426. 
 
Petrocik, John R. 1996. “Issue Ownership in Presidential Election, with a 1980 Case 

Study.” American Journal of Political Science 40:825-850. 
 
Reagan, Ronald. 1986. “Statement on Signing the Immigration Reform and Control Act 

of 1986.” Public Papers of the President. 
<http://www.reagan.utexas.edu/archives/speeches/1986/110686b.htm>. 

 
Rohde, David W. 1991. Parties and Leaders in the Postreform House. Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 
 
Rohde, David W. and John H. Aldrich. 2001. “The Logic of Conditional Party 

Government: Revisiting the Electoral Connection.” In Congress Reconsidered, 
eds. Lawrence Dodd and Bruce Oppenheimer. New York: Congressional 
Quarterly Press. 

 
Rudalevige, Andrew. 2003a. “The Politics of No Child Left Behind.” Education Next 

3:63-70. 
 
Rudalevige, Andrew. 2003b. “’No Child Left Behind’: Forging a Congressional 

Compromise.” In., No Child Left Behind? The Politics and Practice of School 
Accountability, ed. Paul E. Peterson and Martin R. West. Washington, D.C.: 
Brookings Institution Press. 

 



173 
 

Saturno, James V. 2004. Floor Consideration of Conference Reports in the House. 
Report for Congress 98-736 GOV. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research 
Service. 

 
Schneider, Judy. 2008. General Debate in the Committee of the Whole. Report for 

Congress RS20200. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service. 
 
Sek, Lenore. 2003. Trade Promotion Authority (Fast-Track Authority for Trade 

Agreements): Background and Developments in the 107th

 

 Congress. Report for 
Congress IB10084. Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service. 

Sinclair, Barbara. 2007. Unorthodox Lawmaking: New Legislative Processes in the U.S. 
Congress. 3rd ed. Washington, D.C.: CQ Press. 

 
Snyder, James M., and Tim Groseclose. 2000. “Estimating Party Influence in 

Congressional Roll-Call Voting.” American Journal of Political Science 44:193-
211. 

 
Stimson, James A. 1976. “Public Support for American President: a cyclical model.” 

Public Opinion Quarterly 40 (Spring): 1-21. 
 
Tulis, Jeffrey K. 1987. The Rhetorical Presidency. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University 

Press. 
 
U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Rules. 2001. Providing for the 

Consideration of the Bill (H.R. 1) to Close the Achievement Gap with 
Accountability, Flexibility, and Choice, so that No Child is Left Behind. 107th 
Cong., 1st sess., H. Res. 143. 

 
U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Rules. 2001. Providing for the 

Consideration of the Bill (H.R. 3009) to Extend the Andean Trade Preference Act, 
to Grant Additional Trade Benefits Under the Act, and for Other Purposes. 107th

 

 
Cong., 1st  sess., H. Res. 289. 

U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Rules. 2001. Waiving Points of 
Order Against the Conference Report to Accompany the Bill (H.R. 1) to Close the 
Achievement Gap with Accountability, Flexibility, and Choice, so that No Child is 
Left Behind. 107th Cong., 1st sess. H. Res. 315. 

 
U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Rules. 2002. Waiving Points of 

Order Against the Conference Report to Accompany the Bill (H.R. 2009) an Act 
to Extend the Andean Trade Preference Act, to Grant Additional Trade Benefits 
under the Act, and for Other Purposes. 105th Cond., 2nd sess., H. Res. 509. 

 



174 
 

U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee on Rules. 2005. Providing for the 
Consideration of the Bill (H.R. 4437) to Amend the Immigration and Nationality 
Act to Strengthen Enforcement of the Immigration Laws, to Enhance Border 
Security, and for Other Purposes. 109th Cong., 1st sess., H. Res. 610. 

 
U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee of the Whole. 2001. No Child Left 

Behind. 107th Cong., 1st sess., 22-23 May. 
 
U.S. Congress. House of Representatives. Committee of the Whole. 2005. No Child Left 

Behind. 109th Cong., 1st sess., 15-16 December. 
 
U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee of the Whole. 2002. Trade Act of 2002. 107th Cong., 

2nd sess., 25-April – 23-May. 
 
U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee of the Whole. 2006. Comprehensive Immigration 

Reform Act of 2006. 109th Cong., 2nd sess., 15-25 May. 
 
Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents. Washington, D.C.: Government Printing 

Office. 
 
Welch, Reed L. 2003. “Presidential Success in Communicating with the Public through 

Televised Addresses.” Political Studies Quarterly 33:347-365. 
 
Wooley, John T., and Gerhard Peters. The American Presidency Project [online]. Santa 

Barbara, CA: University of California (hosted), Gerhard Peters (database). 
Available at <http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu>. 

 


	Title Page 7-1-10
	Table of Contents-Chapters 7-1-10
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	LIST OF TABLES………………………………………………………………………...6
	LIST OF FIGURES……………………………………………………………………….7
	ABSTRACT……………………………………………………………………………….8
	What Strategies?…………………………………………………………………..…11
	Staying Private……………………………………………………………………..11
	Going Public……………………………………………………………………..…15
	Combining Public and Private Strategies…………………………………………22
	Contextual Factors in Congress…………………………………………………..…26
	Partisan Constraints…………………………………………………………....….27
	Ideological Constraints…………………………………………………………….29
	Media Attention…………………………………………………………………….29
	Focus and Organization of the Dissertation………………………………………..30
	History of Education Reform……………………………………………………..…37
	President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies……………………………………39
	No Child Left Behind – Beginning in Congress……………………………………44
	Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………65
	History of Immigration Reform…………………………………………………….68
	Table of contents – Continued
	Immigration Reform – Beginning in Congress…………………………………….75
	Conclusion……………………………………………………………………………94
	History of Andean Trade Preference Act…………………………………………..98
	President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies……………………………………99
	The ATPA in Congress…………………………………………………………..…101
	Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………..109
	A Closer Look at the Use of Each Strategy……………………………………….112
	Data and Method…………………………………………………………………...122
	Results and Discussion……………………………………………………………...130
	Conclusion…………………………………………………………………………..136
	Appendix A: TABLES……………………………………………………………….147
	Appendix B: figures……………………………………………………………...162
	REFERENCES…………………………………………………………………………168
	List of Tables
	Table 5.8 Predicting Presidential Success, First Chamber……….158
	Table 5.9 Predicting Presidential Success, Second Chamber.......160
	List of figures
	Figure 5.1 Choice of Strategy Over Time………………………………...165
	Abstract
	What Strategies?
	Staying Private
	Going Public
	Combining Public and Private Strategies
	Contextual Factors in Congress
	Partisan Constraints
	Ideological Constraints
	Media Attention
	Focus and Organization of the Dissertation
	History of Education Reform
	President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies
	No Child Left Behind – Beginning in Congress
	Conclusion
	History of Immigration Reform
	President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies
	Immigration Reform – Beginning in Congress
	Conclusion
	History of the Andean Trade Preference Act
	President Bush’s Private and Public Strategies
	The ATPA in Congress
	Conclusion
	A Closer Look at the Use of Each Strategy
	Data and Method
	Results and Discussion
	Conclusion

	Tables and Figures 7-1-10
	References 7-1-10

