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E very state wants to be “the” state that
selects the next president. Every state

wants the attention of the presidential
candidates and wants its voters to have a
say in the presidential nomination pro-
cess. But since the early 1980s, presiden-
tial nomination events in more and more
states have essentially been meaningless
as the parties’ nominations have effec-
tively been wrapped up before citizens
have cast their primary ballots or at-
tended their local caucuses.

In response to this, states have
adopted two strategies in an attempt to
secure the recognition of the candidates
and be relevant in the selection process:
front-loading their nomination events and
participating in regional primaries. Front-
loading is the moving forward of a nomi-
nation event toward the early weeks of
the nomination calendar and it has re-
sulted in an increasing concentration of
nomination events in those early weeks.
Some have written of the potentially
negative consequences of this front-
loaded calendar, citing a lack of voter
learning, poor quality campaigns, and
less competition through the process
~Mayer and Busch 2004!. Despite these
potential problems, front-loading contin-
ues. Currently, over 20 states have Dem-
ocratic primaries or caucuses scheduled
for February 5, 2008—the earliest date
allowed under Democratic Party rules for
all but four states. And, recently, both

Michigan and Florida decided to defy
those national party rules by holding
their nomination events in January.

The other approach that states have
taken to gain the recognition of the can-
didates is to join in a regional primary.
The most recent attempt has been in the
West, where officials in several western
and Rocky Mountain states have worked
toward the goal of holding presidential
primaries on the same date. Their hope is
to maximize candidate attention to their
states’ interests and the issues of the re-
gion. Their effort will be at least par-
tially realized on February 5, 2008, when
five of the eight states in the region—
Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico,
and Utah—hold nomination events on
the same day. And political leaders in
other Rocky Mountain states are working
to join that group, hoping to create a true
western regional primary that could rival
“Super Tuesday” in political importance.
That, combined with the recent elevation
of Nevada’s Democratic Party caucuses
to January 19 ~Barabak 2006! and the
Democrats’ choice of Denver to host
their 2008 National Convention ~Cillizza
2007!, clearly suggests the emerging im-
portance of the West as a region in presi-
dential political selection.

Despite the importance of both pri-
mary front-loading and regional prima-
ries, little is known about the political
impacts of these two phenomena. Our
investigation therefore focuses on two
questions: How much of an impact does
the timing of a state’s nomination event
~how front-loaded it is! have on candi-
date attention ~in the form of advertising
and state visits!? Second, how much of
an impact does holding a regional pri-
mary have on the amount of recognition
that states receive from the candidates?
In order to answer these questions, we
use data from the 2000 and 2004 nomi-
nation races on both candidate advertis-
ing and candidate travel patterns. We
then extrapolate from these data to make
predictions about one particular case,
asking how much attention the states

participating in the western regional pri-
mary will receive in 2008.

New Hampshire and the
Politics of Front-Loading

As the traditional “first in the nation”
primary, the New Hampshire primary has
the effect of setting the stage for the
presidential contenders early in the pri-
mary season. Studies have demonstrated
that the “New Hampshire effect” plays a
role in determining the final ranking of
candidate finishes ~Steger, Dowdle, and
Adkins 2004!. The press coverage from
this attention ~and the media’s “horse-
race” coverage of primary campaigns!
effectively motivates donors to contribute
more money to political candidates—
either to make up lost ground if behind
or to continue to succeed with positive
momentum if ahead ~Mutz 1995!. Candi-
dates who do well in New Hampshire
tend to get their party’s nomination
~Scala 2003!.

The importance of the early primaries
~especially New Hampshire! is cemented
by recent primary front-loading. Under
threat of having their primary date
usurped, New Hampshire has taken action
several times ~beginning in 1971 from
Florida! to maintain its “first in the na-
tion” status by moving its primary date
from early March to early February and
even January ~Mayer and Busch 2004!.
Because of the advantages to the states
hosting early primaries, other states have
followed New Hampshire’s march for-
ward in the election calendar. Front-
loading has the clear effect of ensuring
candidate attention to the issues of the
state ~also called “special policy conces-
sions”! and provides an economic boon
for the states hosting the primary ~Mayer
and Busch 2004, 27!. Media coverage was
also greater for candidates in early prima-
ries; moving one’s primary up by one
month increased the expected television
coverage of a state’s campaign by 159
seconds ~Mayer and Busch 2004, 35!.
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Regional Primary History
and Implications

The history of front-loading and re-
gional primaries is intertwined, for it was
the rise of Super Tuesday as a southern
regional primary that caused the front-
loading process to take “a huge leap for-
ward” ~Mayer and Busch 2004, 13!.
After sustaining lopsided presidential
electoral losses in 1980 and 1984, the
Democratic Party hoped to devise a strat-
egy that would minimize a growing Re-
publican advantage in the south and
reenergize their electoral primary poli-
tics. The creators of the Super Tuesday
primary hoped it would provide more
clout for the South and that “more candi-
dates, including moderate or conservative
candidates, would contest in these prima-
ries” ~Norrander 1992, 7!. Norrander
~1992! notes that the 14-state Super
Tuesday primary was a “child of the
Democratic Party in the South,” although
the eventual effect of the event was to
assist Republicans in gaining the support
of conservative Democrats ~28!. The pri-
mary may also have assisted “outsider”
candidates, such as Al Gore in the 1988
elections ~Busch 1997!.

The emergence of the southern re-
gional primary, scheduled early in the
primary calendar, meant that candidates
who won ~or placed highly! in the New
Hampshire primary could parlay that
success immediately into the Super
Tuesday contest, which featured a large
number of the delegates needed to se-
cure the nomination ~see Stanley and
Hadley 1987, 94!. However, the effect
of this front-loading was short lived as
several states in the southern regional
primary moved their primaries to sub-
stantially later dates after the 1988 elec-
tion ~Mayer and Busch 2004!, leaving
no major regional primary on the politi-
cal scene.

Since the McGovern-Fraser reforms in
1968, several smaller regional primaries
have emerged. Of course, the Super
Tuesday southern regional primary was
the largest and most visible of these at-
tempts. But, in 1996, a New England
regional primary ~including every state
except New Hampshire! called the “Yan-
kee primary” was scheduled for early
March, and four large midwestern states
~including Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, and
Wisconsin! all scheduled primaries on
the same day in mid-March calling their
experiment the “Big Ten Primary”
~Mayer and Busch 2004, 99!. While
these were both important attempts to
connect regional concerns through a pro-
vincial primary, neither of these smaller
regional primaries transformed the land-
scape of presidential nominations.

Moving the Conversation
West?

Western states have also recently at-
tempted to alter the nomination calendar
by linking their political future. In 1998,
representatives from several western
states met as the Western Presidential
Primary Task Force ~participating states
included Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Mon-
tana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and
Wyoming! to investigate the idea of a
western primary. However, little came of
this effort and a regional primary did not
materialize, although Utah, Colorado,
and Wyoming all held caucuses or pri-
maries on the same day in 2000 ~Massey
2004!. This proposal was reinvigorated
in 2004 when the Western Governor’s
Association issued a management direc-
tive to invite interested states to join a
regional primary in 2008.1 Since then,
Utah, Colorado, and Arizona—and Dem-
ocrats in Idaho and New Mexico—have
jumped on board, and several other
states are considering joining them on
February 5.

In practice, however, organizing a
western primary has been fraught with
logistical and monetary difficulties. One
significant obstacle is that the national
parties set strict rules about the nature
of primaries and the earliest date on
which primaries can be held, making
systematizing primary rules across
several states problematic. Recent rule
changes by the Democratic National
Committee also may penalize candidates
who campaign in states with primaries
before the New Hampshire primary by
denying candidates delegates from those
contests ~Nagourney 2006!. The Demo-
cratic National Committee also prohibits
the use of mail ballots before the first
Tuesday in March, a rule that may
prohibit states from relying on non-
traditional election techniques. Further,
finding economic motivation from sev-
eral states to alter their electoral laws to
engage in a primary has proved difficult.
Costs of between $1 and $5 million to
fund separate primaries or to move ex-
isting primaries have limited the states
that may be involved in a western pri-
mary ~Vergakis 2006!.

Data and Modeling
Our goal in this research, first, was to

estimate the impact of both primary tim-
ing and regionalism on the amount of
candidate attention a state receives.
Moreover, given the potential importance
of a western states primary, we sought to
estimate how much recognition the west-
ern states would receive—collectively
and individually—should they band to-

gether and implement a regional primary
in 2008. To do that, we studied patterns
of candidate activity in the 2000 and
2004 presidential nomination campaigns,
which allowed us to extrapolate to a hy-
pothetical campaign environment in
2008. The dependent variable in our
analysis, then, is candidate attention to a
state. We measure this concept through
both ~1! the number of ads candidates
aired ~per media market!2 and ~2! the
number of appearances they made in
each state.3 Advertising data come from
the Wisconsin Advertising Project at the
University of Wisconsin-Madison. These
data, processed and coded by students at
the university, were collected originally
by the Campaign Media Analysis Group
~CMAG!, a commercial firm.4

Data on candidate travel come from a
couple of different sources. The data on
visits in 2000 come from an extensive
search of the Washington Post archives
on Lexis-Nexis. Data from 2004 come
from National Journal’s Hotline, a politi-
cal “gossip sheet” that is published each
day and reports on the campaign sched-
ule of each candidate.5 In both years, a
coder noted each mention of a candidate
on the campaign trail and recorded the
state the candidate was visiting. Table 1
provides some summary data, including
the number of ads aired ~per media mar-
ket! and the number of candidate visits
during each campaign in each state.
Clearly, there was much variation in the
amount of attention that the candidates
paid to each state. While media markets
in Iowa, New Hampshire, and South Car-
olina were inundated with advertising,
other states saw no advertising at all.
The same variation is true for candidate
visits. Candidates made over 800 appear-
ances in Iowa leading up to the state’s
2004 presidential caucuses, but the can-
didates failed to show up even once in
Alaska, Montana, South Dakota, Utah,
and Wyoming.

How can we explain this variation in
candidate attention across states? To pre-
dict the number of political spots aired in
each state and the number of candidate
visits, we considered several possible
explanatory factors:

Nomination Event Timing

The closer a state’s primary or caucus
date to that of New Hampshire ~which
traditionally holds the first primary!, the
more attention that state is likely to re-
ceive. Using data on the timing of each
nomination event obtained from the Fed-
eral Election Commission,6 we calculated
the number of days following New
Hampshire that each state held its nomi-
nation event.
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Type of Nomination Event

Traditionally, campaigns have per-
ceived primaries as more important than
caucuses or party conventions because

the news media give them more cover-
age. This is a result of ~1! the greater
number of citizens who generally partici-
pate, and ~2! the easier task reporters
have in explaining the results of prima-

ries. Thus, we created a dummy variable
indicating a state held a primary as op-
posed to a caucus or party convention.

Number of Candidates

The number of candidates seeking
their parties’ nominations was not equal
across the two years or across the two
parties. Given this, we controlled for the
number of candidates contesting each
race, believing that more candidates
would lead to more attention for a state.

Number of Delegates

Because the candidate with the most
delegates pledged to him or her wins the
presidential nomination, one might ex-
pect candidates to devote more of their
attention to states with large numbers of
available delegates.7

Number of Same-Day Events

We hypothesized that states that held
isolated primaries or caucuses were
likely to receive more candidate attention
than those states that held nomination
events the same day as many other
states. The simple reason is that cam-
paigns only have a limited number of
resources, in terms of both time to make
campaign appearances and money to buy
advertising. Thus, the greater the compe-
tition, the less attention any one state is
likely to receive.

Number of Events in Prior Week

Our logic was similar here to our pre-
vious measure. Even if a state is the only
one to hold its nomination event on a
particular day, it still may face competi-
tion for the resources of the candidates
from other states holding nomination
events in the previous week.

Regional Events

One way to assess how successful in-
dividual states and a new regional pri-
mary would be in attracting candidate
attention is to examine whether contigu-
ous states holding simultaneous nomina-
tion events are able to attract more
candidate attention than non-contiguous
states holding simultaneous nomination
events. Presumably, a candidate who is
in a state to campaign would be more
likely to pay a visit to a neighboring
state than one located across the country.
We therefore coded for each state the
number of contiguous states holding
nomination events on the same day.

Table 1
Ad Airings and Candidate Visits by State

Ads per Market Visits

State Dem ’00 Rep ’00 Dem ’04 Dem ’00 Rep ’00 Dem ’04

Alabama 0 0 0 0 0 5
Alaska 0 0 0
Arizona 1,560 0 2,770 12 0 72
Arkansas 0 0 0 0 0 10
California 846 1,058 4 8 12 219
Colorado 121 0 0 0 0 10
Connecticut 0 456 0 1 0 31
Delaware 1 0 16
Florida 3 0 0 1 2 101
Georgia 0 0 764 0 2 32
Hawaii 0 0 0 4
Idaho 0 1 1
Illinois 0 16 0 0 1 57
Indiana 0 0 0 0 0 6
Iowa 1,531 1,132 6,579 24 24 860
Kansas 1 0 0 0 0 2
Kentucky 0 0 0 0 0 5
Louisiana 0 0 0 0 0 4
Maine 109 319 786 0 0 24
Maryland 172 554 0 1 2 52
Massachusetts 0 0 4,249 1 2 51
Michigan 2,202 0 332 5 1 67
Minnesota 0 11 0 0 0 18
Mississippi 0 0 0 1
Missouri 88 159 169 0 3 27
Montana 0 0 0
Nebraska 0 0 0 0 4
Nevada 0 0 0 0 0 9
New Hampshire 6,942 4,879 7,743 66 37 800
New Jersey 0 0 0 0 6
New Mexico 1 0 3,127 0 0 41
New York 730 735 198 3 12 182
North Carolina 0 0 0 0 0 21
North Dakota 0 0 8
Ohio 612 9 382 1 3 62
Oklahoma 0 0 2,810 0 0 55
Oregon 0 0 0 0 0 7
Pennsylvania 0 0 1 0 0 32
Rhode Island 1 365 0 1 1 3
South Carolina 5,070 0 4,473 13 1 183
South Dakota 0 0 0
Tennessee 0 0 980 0 3 44
Texas 0 0 55 2 0 69
Utah 1 0 0 0 0 0
Vermont 866 1 0 27
Virginia 1,755 0 1,201 1 0 47
Washington 0 0 99 1 2 30
West Virginia 0 0 0 0 0 1
Wisconsin 0 0 1,002 0 0 74
Wyoming 0 0 0

Blank entries indicates states for which no ad data were available.
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Year 2004
We also included in our analysis a

dummy variable to indicate the year
2004. This should account for differences
in the count of candidate visits owing to
our use of different data sources in the
two different years.

To estimate the number of ads aired
per market in each state and the number
of candidate visits in each state, we em-
ployed ordinary least squares regression.
Importantly, because the dependent vari-
able in both instances was skewed, we
took the natural log of both ads per mar-
ket and visits. This helped to eliminate
the heteroskedasticity observed in plots
of the model residuals.8

Results
Table 2 shows the predictors of the

number of ads aired ~logged! in each
media market in each state where the
unit of analysis is the state-party-year.9

In other words, each case is the one
state’s nomination event in one year. So
California’s Democratic primary in 2000
is treated separately from California’s
Republican primary in 2000 and
California’s Democratic primary in 2004.
The results reveal several important
things about the predictors of candidate
attention. First, the number of days after
New Hampshire’s primary that a state
held its primary played a strong role in
predicting how much attention a state’s
nomination event received. This com-
ports with Aldrich’s ~1980! expectation
that candidates would spend more money
in early primaries rather than late prima-
ries. The further from New Hampshire,
the less advertising a state received.
Front-loading appears to work in draw-
ing the attention of the candidates. By
contrast, the number of simultaneous
nomination events in contiguous states—

our variable designed
to capture the influ-
ence of holding a re-
gional primary—was
unrelated to the
amount of candidate
advertising that a state
received. Being part
of a regional primary
seems to be unhelpful
in drawing candidate
advertising.

Additional findings
deserve some discus-
sion. The first is the
positive relationship
between holding a
primary and receiving
candidate attention.
This relationship,
however, is only sug-

gestive as the coefficient just failed to
reach conventional levels of statistical
significance ~p � .155, two tailed, p �
.078, one tailed!. Second, the number of
nomination events held in the previous
week has a strong negative influence on
the amount of advertising a state re-
ceives. This suggests that the more
crowded the calendar, the less likely any
one state will receive candidate attention.
Surprisingly, though, the number of si-
multaneous events had no statistically
significant influence on the number of
ads aired, and the number of candidates
in the race and year had no impact on
the amount of advertising received. Fi-
nally, the number of delegates a state had
to be won had no discernible impact on
the amount of advertising it received. We
had hypothesized that larger states would
receive more attention, but clearly other
factors, such as position on the calendar,
were more important, allowing small
states such as Iowa, New Hampshire,
and South Carolina to
garner substantial
media attention.

We performed a
similar analysis pre-
dicting the number of
candidate visits to
each state. Again, the
unit of analysis was
the state-party-year,
so that Democratic
visits to Nevada in
2000 were treated
separately from Re-
publican visits to Ne-
vada in 2000 and
Democratic visits to
Nevada in 2004. The
results, shown
in Table 3, over-
whelmingly confirmed
our expectations.

First, states that held their nomination
events longer after New Hampshire were
much less likely to receive a candidate
visit. Front-loading clearly matters. The
number of simultaneous nomination
events in contiguous states, however,
had no impact on the frequency with
which the candidates visited a state.
This finding supports our earlier evi-
dence that regional primaries do little
to attract the attention of the candidates
to individual states.

We also found that primary states re-
ceived more visits than caucus states,
and, in contrast to advertising, the size
of the state mattered for candidate visits.
States with larger numbers of delegates
to be won received considerably more
candidate visits than states with small
numbers of delegates. That size mattered
for candidate visits but not for advertis-
ing is not surprising. As Shaw ~2006!
has noted, the cost of a visit is essen-
tially the same whether a candidate
visits a large or small state, but the
benefits of visiting a large state are
greater because free media coverage
reaches a larger audience. By contrast,
the costs-benefit ratio for advertising
does not change between large and
small states because the rate charged
for advertising rises as the audience
increases.

The crowded nature of the calendar
around a state’s nomination event also
helped to predict the number of candi-
date visits. As the number of same-day
events increased, the attention given to a
state declined. The number of visits a
state received also declined as the num-
ber of nomination events in the prior
week increased. Moreover, consistent
with our change in coding visits between
2000 and 2004, states received more vis-
its in 2004 than in 2000.

Table 3
Predictors of Candidate Visits (logged)

Coef. S.E. t-score p-value

Primary 0.342 0.191 1.790 0.075
Number of Cands 0.057 0.047 1.200 0.234
Days after NH −0.019* 0.002 −8.900 0.000
Delegates 0.007* 0.001 6.250 0.000
Same-day Events −0.053* 0.022 −2.480 0.014
Week-prior Events −0.063* 0.016 −3.960 0.000
Contiguous States 0.000 0.091 0.000 0.999
Year 2004 1.946* 0.192 10.130 0.000
Constant 1.217* 0.319 3.810 0.000

N 150
R-squared .72

*Indicates significance at .05 level.

Table 2
OLS Predictors of Ads Aired (logged)

Coef. S.E. t-score p-value

Primary 0.836 0.584 1.430 0.155
Number of Cands 0.066 0.136 0.490 0.627
Days after NH −0.062* 0.006 −9.630 0.000
Delegates 0.002 0.003 0.570 0.570
Same-day Events −0.019 0.060 −0.320 0.749
Week-prior Events −0.217* 0.043 −5.040 0.000
Contiguous States −0.097 0.245 −0.400 0.691
Year 2004 0.201 0.545 0.370 0.713
Constant 5.607* 0.945 5.930 0.000

N 121
R-squared 0.53

*Indicates significance at .05 level.
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Predicting Candidate
Attention

Overall, the results of the two models
in the previous section reveal that the
amount of candidate attention that a state
receives is predictable and depends on a
variety of factors. But how does moving
a primary closer to New Hampshire in-
fluence the number of visits a state re-
ceives? How does an increase in the
number of previous-week nomination
events influence the number of ads aired
in a state? And what does this all mean
for the western states primary? In order
to be able to speak more precisely about
the attention to political primaries in
2008 and effects of the proposed western
states primary, we predicted the number
of advertisement airings and candidate
visits that each western state would re-
ceive based on the coefficients in the
previous statistical models and various
assumptions about the characteristics of
the 2008 nomination calendar.

Table 4 shows the expected number of
Democratic ads per market in each of the
western states, progressively adding the
number of days after New Hampshire
that the nomination event is held and
altering the number of nominating events
in the previous week.10 These predictions
were based on the assumptions that each
state would have the same number of
Democratic delegates that it did in 2004,
that each state would maintain its same
type of nomination procedure ~primary
or caucus!, that there would be 10 simul-
taneous nomination events ~eight in the
western states and two elsewhere!, and
that the number of candidates with their
hats in the ring would be the same as in
2004. These, of course, are large assump-
tions, and one should not place too much
confidence in the specific predicted val-
ues. A better use for these predictions is
to examine how the amount of candidate

advertising or number
candidates visits
changes as the sched-
uling of western states
primary changes.

One important mes-
sage of Table 4 is that
the timing of the west-
ern states primary is
important for how
much attention it
would receive. For
every 10 additional
days past New Hamp-
shire, the predicted
number of ads aired
per market in each of
the states fell by al-
most half. For exam-
ple, New Mexico is

predicted to receive 383 television ads
~assuming no primaries in the previous
week! if it holds its primary just 10 days
after New Hampshire, but that number
declines to just 111 predicted ads if it
were to hold its primary 30 days after
New Hampshire.

Of course, the “crowdedness” of the
nomination calendar matters as well. In-
creasing the number of events in the pre-
vious week from 0 to 10 decreased the
predicted ad count by over eight-fold.
For example, the predicted number of
ads in Utah dropped from 357 to 39.
Clearly, the schedulers of a regional pri-
mary, assuming they wanted to maximize
candidate attention, would want to nego-
tiate between having the primary close to
New Hampshire and also having the pri-
mary on a relatively isolated part of the
calendar. It is the late scheduling prob-
lem that likely sunk the “Yankee” ~New
England! and “Big Ten” ~midwestern!
regional primaries.

Table 5 further illustrates the relation-
ship between the timing of a primary; its
location in a crowded or uncrowded spot
on the primary calen-
dar; and the expected
amount of candidate
attention. As the num-
ber of days post-New
Hampshire a primary
is scheduled increased,
the expected number
of Democratic candi-
date visits falls. Mov-
ing from 10 days post-
New Hampshire to
30 days post-New
Hampshire decreased
the expected visit
count by about a third.
This can be seen in
Arizona, where the
expected number of
visits falls from 27 if

the primary were held 10 days after New
Hampshire to 18 if the primary were held
30 days after New Hampshire. Similarly,
moving from an uncrowded spot on the
nomination calendar ~no events in the
previous seven days! to a more crowded
spot ~10 events in the previous seven
days! resulted in a decline in the expected
number of candidate visits by almost one-
half. Again, a good illustration of this is
in Arizona where the predicted number of
candidate visits fell from 27 to 14 ~as-
suming the primary was held 10 days
after New Hampshire!.

Conclusions
Generally we find that the earlier the

primary in the season, the more attention
the state will receive from the candidates.
Specifically, our analyses have shown
that the closer the primary is scheduled
to New Hampshire’s first-in-the-nation
presidential primary, the more likely it is
to attract the attention of the candidates.
Indeed, if their goal was to attract the
attention of the candidates, then the
schedulers of a western states primary
have chosen wisely in selecting early
February 2008 as its date. Of course, all
states know that attention comes from
scheduling an early primary, and so the
calendar is going to be a crowded one in
early February 2008. And that bodes
poorly for attracting the candidates to the
West, as the more crowded the primary
calendar is surrounding a state’s nomina-
tion event, the less likely the candidates
are to pay attention.

The good news for the western states
is that having a high delegate count—
something most western states do not
have—is less important than when the
primary is scheduled. According to our
statistical models, large states were
able to attract more candidate visits, but
they did no better than small states in

Table 5
Predicted Number of Democratic Candidate
Visits by State in 2008

Days after NH 10 20 30 10 20 30
Previous week

events
0 0 0 10 10 10

Arizona 27 22 18 14 8 4
Colorado 20 17 14 11 9 7
Idaho 15 13 10 8 7 6
Montana 21 17 14 11 9 8
Nevada 16 13 11 9 7 6
New Mexico 17 14 11 9 7 6
Utah 22 18 15 12 10 8
Wyoming 15 12 10 15 12 10

Total 153 126 104 88 69 55

Table 4
Predicted Number of Democratic Ads per
Market in 2008

Days after NH 10 20 30 10 20 30
Previous week

events
0 0 0 10 10 10

Arizona 383 206 111 42 22 12
Colorado 172 92 50 19 10 5
Idaho 158 85 46 17 9 5
Montana 352 189 102 38 21 11
Nevada 161 87 47 18 9 5
New Mexico 163 88 47 18 10 5
Utah 357 192 103 39 21 11
Wyoming 157 85 45 17 9 5

Total 1,904 1,024 551 207 111 60
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attracting the candidates’ political adver-
tising. These findings differ slightly from
Mayer and Busch’s ~2004! finding that
candidates spend more money in states
with larger delegate totals ~31!. The pro-
liferation of early primaries in 2000 and
2004 seems to have reshaped candidate
spending and advertising strategies less
towards going after larger delegate pools
and more towards participating in early
contests.

Perhaps somewhat surprising was our
finding that the number of contiguous
states holding simultaneous nomination
events—our admittedly crude indicator
of a regional primary—was in no way
related to the amount of candidate atten-
tion that a state received. We had ex-
pected that the geographic proximity of

other nomination events would help draw
candidates to campaign in a state, but
our data did not support such a conclu-
sion. One possible explanation for this
somewhat counterintuitive finding is that
there were no true “mega-primaries” in
2000 or 2004 of the type that would at-
tract considerable candidate attention.
The largest regional event was a New
England primary on March 7, 2000,
when five states—Maine, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, New York, and Vermont—
held primaries on the same day.

Of course, it also may be the case that
this counterintuitive finding was a true
finding: that regional primaries attract no
more candidate attention than the individ-
ual states in a region would attract if they
held their primaries on separate dates.

This does not, however, discount the
other potential benefits of holding a re-
gional primary ~such as getting candi-
dates to talk about regional issues or a
boost to the regional economy!. In addi-
tion, despite low numbers of delegates
and smaller populations, the regional ac-
cumulation of Latino voters ~traditionally
trending Democratic! and conservative
voters ~traditionally trending Republican!
in the western states may engender addi-
tional candidate attention to a western
regional primary—especially if a
candidate’s home state is involved ~see
Norrander 1993!. But our findings do
suggest that when it comes to candidate
decision-making about where to cam-
paign, timing trumps all else.

Notes
1. See www.westgov.org0wga0policy0040

caucus.pdf ~accessed August 21, 2006!.
2. This was an important rescaling as dif-

ferent states have different numbers of media
markets. Using the total number of ads aired in a
state, without taking into account the varying
number of media markets, would lead to biased
and misleading conclusions.

3. Ads aired by interest groups on behalf of
a candidate are also included in these calcula-
tions, though such ads are very small in number.
In 2000, for instance, 96% of the ads aired dur-
ing the primaries were aired by the candidates
themselves.

4. CMAG is now known as TNS Media
Intelligence0CMAG. The company employs ad-
vertising detectors in the largest media markets
in the United States, which record the time, date,
and station of airing of each political ad. During
the 2000 nomination campaign, the 75 largest
media markets in the U.S. were tracked. During
the 2004 nomination campaign, the number of

media markets tracked expanded to 100, about
86% of the country’s homes with television.

5. The Hotline data are much more exhaus-
tive than the data from the Washington Post, and
they cover a longer period of time ~beginning
January 1, 2003, as opposed to October 1, 1999!.
As a result, the number of recorded visits during
the 2004 campaign is substantially higher ~3,380
versus 252 in 2000!. To account for this differ-
ence, we include a year dummy variable in each
of our statistical models. This should resolve any
problems of comparing different metrics, assum-
ing data collection was not systematically biased
in one year toward any particular state or states,
and we have no reason to believe that was the
case.

6. We obtained the dates of all the
nomination events from 2000 at www.fec.gov0
pages02kdates.htm and obtained the dates
for 2004 from www.fec.gov0pubrec0fe20040
2004pdates.pdf ~both accessed on September 7,
2006!.

7. Our source for the delegate count for
each party and each state was thegreenpaper-
s.com ~accessed on September 7, 2006!.

8. Technically, a Poisson ~or negative bi-
nomial! count model would have been more ap-
propriate for the data generating process. But
given the small sample sizes we were dealing
with, we ran into issues of convergence with
maximum likelihood estimation and thus decided
to report the OLS coefficients.

9. This should leave us with 150 cases: 50
states each for the Democratic race in 2000, the
Republican race in 2000 and the Democratic
race in 2004. But because we had no advertising
data from some states with no large media mar-
kets ~e.g., Wyoming, North Dakota, South Da-
kota, Montana!, we were left with only 121
observations.

10. In the interest of conserving space, we
do not report these same calculations for the Re-
publican race, but the numbers are very similar
to the Democratic numbers.
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