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Abstract
This paper explores the impact of congressional-presidential relations on presidential approval. My theory contends that divided government leads presidents to moderate their policy stances. The public, however, prefers presidents with moderate rather than extreme policy positions. Thus, during periods of divided government, as presidents’ moderate, they will gain a boost in approval. I test this theory in two stages. First, I demonstrate the impact of divided government on presidential policy stances. Second, using American National Election Study (1984-2004) data, I show that the public can accurately identify the president’s policy positions and that the public approves of presidents who it perceives as moderate compared to presidents perceived as extreme. Finally, I account for why the public prefers moderate presidents. One, presidential moderation reduces the policy preference distance between presidents and the mass public on average. Two, policy moderation, especially during divided government, leads to higher presidential success with Congress, and more successful presidents generate stronger public support than less successful presidents. And three, the public feels that moderate presidents represent the nation better than more extreme presidents.


The Congressional Roots of Presidential Approval
What is the impact of presidential-congressional relations on presidential approval? Despite the volume of research, the literature on presidential approval rarely raises this question. Rather it has focused on the impact of the economy, events (especially foreign events), presidential public appearances and rhetoric, media coverage, and war, etc., on presidential approval.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The literature on presidential approval is massive. See Gronke and Newman (2003) for a review; major recent studies include Lebo and Cassino (2007), Althaus and Mie (2006), McAvoy (2006), Druckman and Holmes (2004), Newman (2004, 2003, 2002), Burden and Mughan (2003), Baum (2002). ] 

Several hints that presidential relations with Congress may affect approval appear in the literature on presidential approval. Ostrom and Simon (1985) and Brace and Hinckley (1992), for example, show that presidential success in Congress boosts public approval. Nicholson, Segura, and Wood (2002) demonstrate that presidents receive higher approval under divided than united government.[footnoteRef:3] This is a scant amount of research attention given the volume of studies on presidential approval and the likelihood that presidential-congressional relations may have a major impact on how the public views the president.[footnoteRef:4] [3:  Groeling (2008) provides another reason for this increase in approval during divided government-- the opposition party mutes its criticism of the president in order to more effectively work with the president in the production of public policy and take some credit for that policy production.]  [4:  In their encyclopedia and exhaustive review of the presidential approval literature, Gronke and Newman (2003) do not even mention that presidential relations with Congress may affect public opinion.] 

There are good reasons to argue that presidential relations with Congress may affect public evaluations of the president. First, presidential interactions with Congress receive substantive news coverage because of its importance in policy making. For example, from 1947 through 2003, nearly 34% of front page stories in the New York Times on the president and/or his administration that deal with public policy also mention Congress.[footnoteRef:5] Thus, presidential-congressional interactions are highly visible. Second, the tenor of presidential-congressional relations may affect public perceptions and images of the president, which in turn may affect public approval. Presidential success with Congress may enhance his leadership image and reputation with the public. The public is more likely to approve of a president when Congress passes his policy proposals than when it defeats them (Ostrom and Simon, 1985; Brace and Hinckley, 1992). Third, presidential interactions with Congress often require the president to stake out a position on issues and policies. By taking such positions, the public may come to view the president as prudent or not; partisan or bipartisan; serving the public versus special interests; as liberal, moderate, or conservative, etc. These public perceptions, in turn, may affect the approval. [5:  To calculate these figures, I use the New York Times data from the Policy Agendas Project, http://www.policyagendas.org.] 

This paper investigates how the interactions between the president and Congress affect approval. I argue that divided government provides incentives for presidents to moderate their policy stances. The public can accurately discriminate the degree of presidential policy moderation and prefers moderate to extreme presidents. Presidential approval will be higher when they take moderate as opposed to extreme policy positions for several reasons. One, since the public is generally moderate, presidential moderation reduces the policy distance between the public and the president on average. Two, presidential moderation, especially during divided government, increases presidential success with Congress, which leads to higher approval ratings. And third, the public believes that moderate presidents better represent the nation than extreme presidents.
The paper proceeds as follows: First I show how divided government and party polarization, major elements of the congressional environment, affect presidential policy position taking. Then I show that the public can accurately locate the president on a left-right continuum. The next section demonstrates that moderate presidents enjoy higher approval than extreme presidents. Finally, I show that the public prefers moderate presidents because 1) moderation reduces the policy distance between the public and the president and 2) presidential moderation increases success in Congress and higher success leads to higher approval. And even controlling for policy distance and presidential success with Congress, moderate presidents still receive higher approval, which I argue derives from the public belief that moderate presidents do a better job representing, leading, and serving the nation than extreme presidents. The conclusion puts the findings into perspective.
The Congressional Environment and Presidential Moderation
The first link in the causal chain from the congressional environment to presidential approval looks at the implications of congressional environment on presidential policy positions, focusing on two important aspects of the congressional environment, divided government and party polarization. The theory argues that divided government leads presidents to moderate their policy positions. At the same time, party polarization creates incentives for presidents not to moderate. 
The model begins by assuming that presidents possess incentives to produce public policy. Producing policies may allow presidents to, among other things; address and alleviate problems, to which voters may hold him accountable; to act on promises made in his election campaign; to repay voters for their electoral support; to attract and/or maintain support; to establish an image of an active president; to burnish his reputation as a leader, etc. Thus presidents possess incentives to produce policy. Although presidents have several ways of producing public policy, enacting legislation is a primary method.
Assume a simple spatial model in which the president and the “pivotal” member of Congress must come to an agreement if Congress is going to pass legislation.[footnoteRef:6] Second, assume that unless this pivotal member and the president hold the same policy preference, the president and that pivotal member must compromise, they must move from their ideal points to an acceptable point between them. Third, assume that members of the president’s party are closer to the president than members of the opposition party, a standard and realistic assumption. Fourth, assume that during united government the pivotal member comes from the president’s party, but during divided government the pivotal member comes from the opposition party. By definition, thus, divided government will require larger movements (or compromises) by the president than united government. [6:  This model owes much to the spatial models of policy production, like Krehbiel’s (1998), but differs in one important respect. Where the Krehbiel and related models seek to understand the policy proposals that can defeat the status quo policy, my model focuses on the positions that the president and congress take, not whether those positions will in fact defeat the status quo. In my model, some of these positions will defeat the status quo and others will not. What is important for my purposes is that all the positions that presidents take will affect public perceptions of the president’s policy tendency, whether the president is liberal, moderate, or conservative, and the degree of liberalism, moderation, or conservatism. These perceptions, I argue, in turn will affect presidential approval. 
] 

Presidents will be willing to enter such compromises with an opposition Congress because, as noted above, they value policy production or enactment. But entering such compromises with the opposition is not costless to the president. Compromising with the opposition allows it to share with the president the credit for the production of policy. This will burnish the image of the opposition party as a responsible member of government, which should help it in the upcoming election. Two, the president’s party may impose costs on the president for entering into compromises with the opposition, primarily the threat to withdraw its support for the president on this and other policies. 
As the policy distance between the parties’ increases, that is, as party polarization rises, the costs for presidents to entering compromises with the opposition party will also increase. Thus, the amount that the president (and the opposition) must move from their ideal points to the compromise point increases as party polarization widens. The more that the president must move from his ideal point, the lower will be his utility for the compromise. At some point the amount that a president must move to forge a compromise will be more costly than the benefit he will receive from the compromise policy solution. Perhaps more important, the greater the polarization between the parties, the more likely that the president’s party will withdraw its support for the president, and the policy compromise with the opposition. The threat of such a loss of support will restrict how much a president feels that he can move toward the opposition party and away from his own.
With polarized parties and divided government, presidents have an optimization problem to solve—how to maintain their leadership and support of their party while also gaining some legislative accomplishments, the latter requiring a presidential compromise with the opposition party. During united government none of these problems presents to the president. He can simply negotiate with his own party, which will tend to be located near the president’s ideal point anyway and which will require little if any policy moderating by the president. This leads to two hypotheses:
H1: Presidents will be more policy moderate during divided than united government.
H2: The degree of presidential moderation during divided government will abate as political party polarization increases.
Testing the Congressional Environment-Policy Moderation Hypothesis
	To test hypotheses 1 and 2 requires data on presidential policy positions, divided government, and party polarization over a relatively long period of time. I use Bailey’s (2007) presidential ideal point estimates to measure presidential positions. These data cover a long time span, providing annual estimates from 1951 through 2002, locating the president’s position on a scale that is comparable from year to year.[footnoteRef:7] Since Bailey’s presidential ideal point estimates indicate direction, with negative scores denoting a liberal stance and positive scores a conservative stance, I “fold” the scale at its midpoint, “0”, to produce extremism scores. Higher values indicate relative extremism, lower values moderation. Figure 1 plots these presidential extremism scores. At the simple level, these data provide initial support that divided government moderates presidential policy positions: Under united government, presidents score 1.05 compared to .62 for divided government. [7:  The Bailey ideal point estimates are useful because they are based on all presidential public positions, including cases before the Supreme Court and other public pronouncements irrespective of congressional activity on the policy. All public expressions of presidential policy preferences provide useful information to the public about the president’s policy stances, and thus may enter into the public’s evaluation of the president. ] 

Figure 1 about here
	To measure party polarization, I use the Poole-Rosenthal DW-nominate scores. For each congress from 1951 through 2002 (82nd through 107th congresses), I take the absolute value of difference between the Democratic and Republican medians for both chambers of Congress, which I then average to create a “congressional party polarization score”. Divided government is measured with a dummy variable coded “1” when the opposition party controls at least one house of Congress. To capture the interaction effect I multiply the divided government dummy by the congressional polarization measure. In years of united control, this interaction assumes a “0” values; during years of divided government it assumes the congressional polarization value. To fully estimate the interaction effects requires entering both elements of the interaction term, divided government and congressional polarization, as separate variables (Friedrich, 1982; Brambor, Clark, and Golder, 2006). The basic equation for estimation is:
Presidential Extremism = constant + Divided Government + Congressional Polarization + {Divided Government * Congressional Polarization}
Before proceeding with estimation one must diagnose the series for temporal issues, such as stationarity. Dickey-Fuller and Augmented Dickey-Fuller tests indicate that all variables are non-stationary (see table 1). While differencing produces stationary variables, nonstationarity in both the dependent and at least one independent variable raises the possibility of cointegration. To account for cointegration, I use a one equation error correction model (Durr, 1993; Voeten and Brewer, 2006), in which each independent variable is entered in levels, lagged one period (year), as well as in differenced form, and the dependent variable is also expressed as a difference.[footnoteRef:8] Table 2 presents the results. The full model includes all independent variables in both levels and differenced form, while the reduced form model only includes the statistically significant variables necessary to estimate the interaction model completely. As these results indicate, none of the levels variables reaches statistical significance. Presidential extremism over this long time period is a function of short term change in the congressional environment. [8:  The differenced form subtracts the preceding value (t-1) from the current value (t1).] 

Tables 1 and 2 about here
The results indicate that when Congress changes from united to divided, presidents moderate their policy stances by 1.8 units on the Bailey scale. This is a substantively impressive effect. The year to year change in presidential ideal points can move from -1.15 to 1.02, or 2.17 Bailey units.  The shift from united to divided government accounts for about 80% of the possible year-to-year change in presidential policy positions.
In contrast, party polarization leads presidents toward more extreme policies, but only during divided government. The polarization variable does not reach statistical significance, but its interaction with divided government does. To understand the conditional effects of party polarization, consider that if congress shifts from united to divided government but polarization does not change, presidents will moderate their policy positions from one year to the next by 1.8 units. Now if party polarization increases by one standard deviation (.23), then presidents will moderate by about 1.26 {1.8 – (2.35 * .23)}, a 30% reduction in moderation. In contrast, an increase in party polarization by its maximum amount (.76) will virtually wipe out or negate any moderation in presidential policy positions {1.8 – (2.35 * .76)}.
As hypothesized, as the congressional parties become increasingly polarized under divided government, presidents will moderate their policy positions less than when the parties are not so polarized. These results support the first link in the casual chain from the congressional environment to presidential approval. Presidential policy positions respond to the congressional environment. But is the public’s perception of presidential policy positions accurate? Can it distinguish accurately whether a president is liberal (conservative) or moderate? The next section turns to that question.
The Accuracy of Public Perceptions of Presidential Policy Behavior
It is one thing to show that presidents moderate their policy positions under divided and that party polarization conditions presidential policy moderation. It is a whole other matter to argue that the public can accurately locate the president’s policy position and that the public can make relatively fine distinctions, such as that between liberal and very liberal presidents.
Several factors may impede the public from accurately placing the president along the liberal-conservative policy continuum. First, many in the public do not understand what the terms “liberal” or “conservative” mean, which undermines their ability to use these terms and thus to locate the president on the liberal-conservative continuum. Second, and related, the public on average is notorious for its low levels of political knowledge and information (Delli Carpini and Keeter, 1997). Moreover, the tenor of news reports and criticisms of the president, especially those from the opposition party, may paint the president as being more extreme than he really is. The degree that people rely on the news and the views of such political leaders for their understanding of politics and the president’s position may affect how they perceive the president. The president’s public rhetoric may also affect public perceptions of the president’s policy tendencies. Sometimes in the face of opposition, the president may try to paint the opponent as resistant and extreme, but the president as reasonable, moderate, and closer to the mainstream. Other time presidents may have to sell to the public their steadfastness on key issues to bolster his leadership image with the public. In as much as the rhetorical “going public” strategies deviate from the president’s actual policy position, the public may become confused and/or have difficulty in assessing where the president stands along the liberal-conservative continuum. Thus, characteristics of the public, the information environment, and presidential rhetoric may erect barriers for the public in discerning the president’s actual policy posture.
We can test how accurately the public places the president along the liberal-conservative policy dimension with ANES data, which has been asking respondents to place the president on a seven point scale liberal-conservative scale since 1972.[footnoteRef:9] Figure 2 plots average annual respondent perceptions and the presidential ideal point (Bailey) estimates, for the corresponding years, from 1972 through 2000. To make the figure easier to read, ANES respondent mean presidential placement scores have been rescaled so that the midpoint (“moderate” or “middle of the road”) equals “0”, like the ideal point estimates. Comparing the two trend lines indicates close correspondence. For all years in which the president is liberal (conservative), the public perceives the president as liberal (conservative). Moreover, it appears that in the aggregate the public quite accurately perceive gradations of presidential liberalism or conservatism, that is, the public can distinguish slightly from extremely liberal (conservative) presidents. The aggregate correlation between the two series is .89 (p = 0.000). [9:  The variable is VCF9080 from the Cumulative ANES 1948-2004 data set. The categories are: extremely liberal, liberal, slightly liberal, moderate (or middle of the road), slightly conservative, conservative, and extremely conservative. Unfortunately, this question was not asked in 2002.] 

Figure 2 about here
Such an aggregate analysis may hide variation at the individual level. The strong aggregate correspondence may be due to large numbers of errors canceling out, with only a small number of individuals being accurate in their perceptions, the aggregation effect (Page and Shapiro, 1992; Erikson, MacKuen, Stimson, 2002; for alternative perspectives on aggregation see Althaus, 2003; Caplan, 2007). Table 3 presents the percentage of respondents who place presidents in each of the seven ideological categories by year from 1972 through 2004. 
Table 3 about here
How many respondents locate the president “correctly” along this dimension? To answer such a question requires a definition of what constitutes “correct” and “incorrect” placement. Let us begin with a restrictive definition of correct/incorrect placement that begins with the assumption that Democrat presidents uniformly locate on the left and Republicans on the right. Define incorrect placement as those who see Democrats as either conservative or extremely conservative and Republicans as either liberal or extremely liberal. By the same token, define correct placement as those who see Democrats as liberal or extremely liberal and Republicans as conservative or extremely conservative. For this restrictive definition, assume that moderate and slightly liberal (conservative) placements are neither correct nor incorrect. The columns labeled “incorrect’ and “correct” presents the percentage of respondents who fit this restrictive definition.
Table 3 about here
For the most part, relatively small numbers of respondents “incorrectly” locate the president. From 1972 through 2004, the percentage of so defined “incorrect” placements range from 5.4 to 13.0, averaging 9.3 percent. In contrast, the percentage of correct placements averages 47.2 percent, a figure that is brought down because relatively small numbers of respondents “correctly” place Carter in 1978 and 1980. However, notice that from about one-fifth to one-quarter of respondents classify Carter as slightly liberal.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  A case can be made that these respondents are correct in so classifying Carter. News reports during the Carter administration generally identified him as moderate and often pointed out the difficulties that he had with Democrats in Congress, who were often painted as more liberal than the president. Too Ted Kennedy challenged Carter for the presidential nomination in 1980, claiming that Carter was not liberal enough for the party. And it also appears that Carter’s own political rhetoric stressed his middle of the road approach to policy (Cohen, 1997). But viewing Carter as a moderate is somewhat at odds with the Bailey ideal point estimates, as displayed on Figure 1. Although Democrats Kennedy and Johnson are clearly more liberal than Carter, Carter’s scores resemble Truman, not someone known for his political moderation on most issues. Similarly, around 20 percent of respondents see Clinton as slightly liberal across all four surveys when he was president. Again a reasonable case can be made that classifies Clinton as slightly liberal.
If we recalculate the correct placements by scoring those who see Carter and Clinton  “slightly liberal” as correct, then the average percent correct across all years rises to 55.2, ranging from 41.6 to 64.5 per year. Using similar reasoning we might want to also reclassify as correct those who see George H. W. Bush as only slightly conservative.] 

“Actual” Presidential Policy Location and Public Estimates
Instead of using this restrictive definition of presidential policy location, to which many may object (see footnote 9), we can turn to the Bailey ideal point estimates and ask how well those estimates predict respondent placement of the president. Initial bivariate analysis, which regresses respondent placement of the president on the Bailey scores for the year of the ANES survey from 1972-2000, indicates a very strong correspondence between the Bailey presidential scores and respondent placement of the president on the liberal-conservative continuum (b =.88, SE = .01, t = 69.7, R2 = .19, n = 20895).
But factors beside the president’s policy positions may affect where respondents place presidents on the liberal-conservative continuum. Does the president’s actual policy behavior, measured using the Bailey scores, still influence respondent placement of the president once controlling for these other factors? If so, then we can make the case that respondent use actual presidential behavior in locating the president along the liberal-conservative continuum. This is a necessary linkage for arguing that the policy positions that presidents take affects public attitudes of the president. 
The multivariate model that follows begins by entering into the analysis controls for respondent demographics political attitudes, knowledge, which may affect public perceptions of presidential liberalism-conservatism, the dependent variable. Demographic controls variables include age, gender, and education, while the model also controls for whether the respondent is of the same party (co-partisan) and share the ideological leaning of the president (shared ideology), with the idea that people may project their own partisan and ideological orientations onto the president.[footnoteRef:11] A third set of variables looks at respondents’ interest and knowledge about the political system. Such individuals should be more accurate in their presidential placement than less interested and knowledgeable respondents. I also created an interaction variable between respondent knowledge and presidential policy positions, with the hypothesis that more knowledgeable people should more accurately classify presidents.[footnoteRef:12] Finally, the model controls for a time trend and whether it is a presidential election year or not. The year counter picks up any trends over time, while one might expect greater placement accuracy during presidential election years, when more information about politics is available due to intense media coverage of the presidential election campaign. Do actual presidential policy positions continue to affect public perceptions of presidential liberalism-conservatism in the face of these controls? [11:  These variables are simply the respondent’s partisanship and ideological self-identification, such a high value (7) indicates a strong partisan of the same party as the president and a “1” denotes a strong partisan of the opposition party. In the case of ideology, liberal self identification is associated with Democratic presidents and conservatism with Republicans. Thus a high value (7) indicates very liberal (conservative) when the president is a Democrat (Republican) and a “1” indicates a respondent identifies as a strong conservative (liberal) when the president is a Democrat (Republican).]  [12:  I used one knowledge question, whether the respondent knew which party controlled the House of Representatives, the same question that Nicholson, et. al. (2002) rely on in their study and which becomes useful in the analysis that follows.] 

Table 4 about here
Table 4 presents results of this estimation, offering strong support for the hypothesis that presidential policy positions affect respondent perceptions of presidential policy location.[footnoteRef:13] Furthermore, more knowledgeable respondents are more accurate in their placement of the president on the liberal-conservative continuum than less knowledgeable respondents. The positive signs on these variables indicate that respondents used presidential behavior accurately in locating the president on the liberal-conservative space. When the president is more liberal (conservative) based on the Bailey ideal point estimates, the public sees the president as more liberal (conservative).The regression coefficients are quite strong and unequivocal. A one unit change in presidential policy behavior leads to a corresponding .56 shift in public placement of the president (SE = .02, t = 22.9, p = 0.000).[footnoteRef:14] The public appears quite sensitive to movement in presidential policy location from year to year. [13:  Table 4 presents results of OLS, even though the dependent variable, presidential liberal-conservative placement is an ordered nominal variable. Analyses using ordered probit and logit find the same results as the regression analysis. I present the regression results because of its intuitive and ease of interpretation compared to the ordered models. Results of the ordered models can be obtained from the author.]  [14:  This result remains if we cluster the data by year. Doing so produces the same b (.59), but as the standard errors grow, the t value drops to 14.0 from 23.96, still impressive.] 

On top of this effect, knowledgeable respondents move another .57 steps on the liberal-conservative 7-point scale for each 1 unit change in presidential policy behavior (SE = .03, t = 19.5, p = 0.000). Thus, for each 1 unit shift in presidential policy behavior, knowledgeable respondents’ perceptions of presidential location move a combined 1.13 steps. Notably, many of the control variables operate as hypothesized, which reinforces our confidence in the direct effects of presidential policy behavior on public perceptions of presidential liberal-conservative location. Importantly, presidential behavior affects respondent location of the president’s position controlling for shared partisanship and ideology.[footnoteRef:15] More than partisan projection is going on here. [15:  The shared ideology variable has the wrong sign because of its strong correlation with co-partisanship. ] 

The public seems able to locate the president on the left-right political spectrum with some degree of accuracy and it seems to make relatively refined distinctions, such as between liberal (conservative) and very liberal (conservative) presidents, based on presidential behavior. This finding establishes the second link in our causal chain from presidential policy positions to public approval. But do presidential policy positions affect approval, which is the next linkage in our causal chain from the congressional environment to public approval? The next section turns to that question.
The Impact of Presidential Positions and Public Perceptions on Approval
	Our key hypothesis predicts that presidential approval will be lower when the president is or is perceived to be ideological extreme as opposed to moderate. The previous section establishes that the public can locate the president accurately on the liberal-conservative policy spectrum, and that the public uses the actual behavior of presidents in locating them on the liberal-conservative dimension.
Nicholson, et. al. (2002) offer a strong rival explanation, that presidential approval increases during divided as opposed to united government, because the public has a harder time attributing blame during periods of divided government. This hypothesis presents a strong rival because, as shown above, presidents moderate their policy positions during divided but not united government. Is it divided government and blame attribution (Nicholson, et. al., 2000) or is it presidential extremism, or possibly both, that affect presidential approval? This analysis proceeds in two steps, first using aggregate data and then individual level data. Since the Nicholson, et. al. (2002) divided government hypothesis poses a strong rival explanation, the analytic approach here follows as closely as possible their model estimation decisions.
Aggregate Analysis
	As in Nicholson, et. al. (2002) the dependent variable is quarterly presidential approval, with controls for approval lagged one-quarter, an event variable[footnoteRef:16], and three economic variables—quarterly unemployment, inflation, and growth in GDP. The only difference between their estimation and this one is the time frame, which runs from 1949-1996 in Nicholson, et. al. but 1951-2002 here, because our key variable of interest, presidential policy extremism, (from the Bailey ideal point estimates) spans the 1951-2002 period. Thus, while we lose the cases for 1949-50, we gain the years from 1997-2002. This change in time matters little in replicating Nicholson, et. al.’s basic finding, that presidential approval ticks up during divided government. [16:  I use the lists of events from Brace and Hickley (1992), Gronke and Brehm (2002), Nicholson, et. al. (2002), and Newman (2002) for 1951 through 2000. For events for 2001-2002 I followed the procedures mentioned in those cites.] 

	Table 5 presents the results of the regression analysis, using an AR1 and robust standard errors.[footnoteRef:17] Model 1 replicates the Nicholson, et. al. (2002) divided government model. Approval lagged, the event dummy, and inflation affect presidential approval as expected, although neither change in GDP nor unemployment reach statistical significance. Critically, the divided government dummy is significant and its coefficient indicates that president approval is about 1.8 percentage points higher for divided than united government, which is comparable to the Nicholson, et. al. estimates which run from 1.8% to 2.2% depending upon their specification. [17:  Dickey-Fuller tests indicate the approval series is stationary, allowing us to use regression, but other diagnostics detected a first order auto-regressive process in the series, thus the AR1 correction. Further, there are some outliers in the series residuals, which the robust standard errors remedy. This specification differs from Nicholson, et. al. (2002) who present three estimations: OLS, Cochrane-Orcutt to deal with auto-regression, and robust standard error regression. I also ran each of these specifications; all produce the same findings as reported in Table 5 for the main variables of interest, the divided government dummy and the presidential extremism variable. The effect of divided government and presidential extremism seem insensitive to model specification.] 

Table 5 about here	
	Model 2 on Table 5 reports results of the impact of presidential extremism, without divided government in the model. The other variables perform the same as before. Presidential extremism, as hypothesized, significantly affects presidential approval (p = 045). Each one unit change in the extremism measure leads to a 2.1% shift in approval. The extremism measure varies from .25 to 1.64. The most extreme president will find his approval about 2.9% lower than the least extreme president.
Finally, Model 3 reports results from an estimation that includes both the divided government dummy and presidential extremism variables. The other variables continue to behave as in prior estimations and the overall model performance is comparable. But now neither divided government nor presidential extremism are statistically significant due to multicollineality between the two. This makes sense given the earlier result that presidents moderate their policy behavior under divided government. But unfortunately, it also means that this aggregate analysis can not untangle the separate effects of divided government and presidential extremism on presidential approval. Either one or a combination of both may affect presidential approval. The next section turns to an individual level analysis to see whether both still affect presidential approval and whether we are able to disentangle the effects of divided government and presidential extremism on presidential approval.
Individual Level Analysis 
This analysis turns to individual level data, the cumulate ANES 1972-2002 data file, again using the Nicholson, et. al. (2002) model as a baseline. The baseline model includes controls for events, whether the respondent is of the same party and ideological leaning as the president, economic prospections and retrospections, a midterm dummy, whether the respondent can correctly identify the party controlling the House of Representative, and a divided government dummy. For the co-ideology variable I exclude those who fail to identify themselves on the liberal-conservative self-identification scale.[footnoteRef:18] Into this base equation, I add both public perceptions and the Bailey ideal point estimates for the corresponding year of the survey, both folded at their midpoints, to create presidential extremism measures. For these two measures, then, low scores indicate presidential moderation, high scores extremism. Since our hypothesis suggests that extreme will lower presidential approval, we expect negative signs. Finally, following Nicholson, et. al. (2002) I use probit analysis.[footnoteRef:19] Table 6 presents the results of this analysis on data for 1984-2000.[footnoteRef:20] [18:  In the analysis below I construct a policy distance variable between the president and the respondent. Including the “don’t knows” would affect the calculation of their policy distance, inducing a degree of error into that variable, which is critical in later analyses.]  [19:  The ANES question allows for categories, distinguishing between strong (dis)approval and approval. Since Nicholson, et. al. (2002) collapse the strong and (dis)approve categories, I do also. However, separate analysis using multinomial probit on a four-category approval variable reports the same substantive results as the binary probit analysis.]  [20:  ANES only began asking respondents about presidential location in 1984 and did not ask respondents that question in 2002, thus restricting out analysis to the 1984-2000 period.] 

Table 6 about here
First, all the control variables attain statistical significance, replicating Nicholson, et. al. (2002). As expected, events affect approval, and individuals of the same party and ideological leanings are more likely to approval of the president than opposition identifying individuals. Similarly, those with positive attitudes about the economy are more likely to approve of the president than those with less positive economic attitudes. The midterm variable has a negative sign, indicating that approval dips during the midterm, a common finding. Also replicating Nicholson, et. al. (2002), presidents receive higher approval during divided than united government and among more knowledgeable respondents. Based on these results, a respondent has about a .3 higher probability of approving of the president during divided as compared to united government, while the more knowledgeable have a .05 higher probability of approving of the president compared to less knowledgeable people.
Despite this battery of strong controls, both public perceptions and actual presidential positions significantly affect approval in the expected direction. Each one unit movement on the four (0-3) point perceptions scale from moderate to extreme will lower the probability of approval by .03. A person who views the president as moderate (0) will have a .09 higher probability of approving of the president than when the individual views the president as most extreme (3). Aggregated, this can be read as a 9 percentage point shift in approval, a substantively significant amount. Actual presidential extremism also reports strong effects. In these data, presidential extremism varies from .29 to 1.64. Comparing a respondent when the president is most extreme in these data (1.64) to a respondent when the president is least extreme (.29) produces a .24 shift in approval {(1.64 - .29) * .18}. Again aggregating from the individual level, this can produce a 24% shift in approval. Combined the effects of perceptions and actual presidential positions roughly equals the effect of divided government (.09 + .24 = .33; .30). Most important from a theoretical perspective, presidential policy positions, whether real or perceptual, affect presidential approval, controlling for divided government.
Policy Distance versus Preferences for Moderate Leadership
	The above analyses establish the linkage between the congressional environment and presidential approval. When the congressional environment forces the president to moderate his policy stances, the public rewards him with non-trivial increases in approval. Having established this linkage, the question arises, why does presidential moderation affect approval? At least three possibilities come to mind.
	First, moderation may affect approval because it reduces the ideological (or policy) distance between presidents and the public. In terms of ideological self identification, the public bunches in the moderate categories. Using the 1972-2004 ANES study, combining all years and excluding “don’t know” responses, 34.1% identify as “moderate or middle of the road,” the largest single category. Further, if we add slightly liberal and slightly conservative to this, fully 66.2% of respondents can be said to be moderate.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  The actual figures for all seven categories are Very Liberal-2.2%; Liberal-10.3%; Slightly Liberal-12.7%; Moderate (Middle of the Road)-34.1%; Slightly Conservative-19.4%; Conservative-18.3%; Very Conservative-3.2%.] 

Second, in as much as presidential moderation, especially during divided government, improves presidential success with Congress, approval may rise because of heightened policy success with Congress. There is some indication that presidential policy moderation is associated with higher congressional success, but only for divided government. For instance, from 1953-2002 the correlation between success and moderation is .67 (p = .000, n = 32) for the House when government is divided, but -.12 (p = .65, n = 18) when the president’s party controls the House. The results are more equivocal for the Senate, with an r = .21 (p =. 14, n = 28) for divided government and r = .12 (p = .59, n = 22) for united government.[footnoteRef:22] [22:  This is for the years 1953-2003, using annual data. The success rates, the percentage of times that the president’s side won on roll calls in which he took a position, come from Stanley and Niemi, 2007, Table 6.7. Moderate is defined using the Bailey ideal point estimates, folded, but here high values indicate moderation and low values extremism.] 

Ostrom and Simon (1985; also Brace and Hinckley, 1992) find that in the aggregate, presidential success with Congress is associated with higher approval.[footnoteRef:23] Success with Congress may improve the president’s leadership image, and the public may be more inclined to approve of a successful leader than one viewed as not successful. Further, the public may be more inclined to follow a president when Congress supports the president’s policies than when Congress resists or opposes presidential policies. Such Congressional support may be read as broad agreement among the nation’s leaders for the president’s policies, in effect a one-message information environment, as opposed to a two-message information when the president does not receive high levels of support for his policies in Congress (see Zaller, 1992 and Brody, 1991).  [23:  More specifically, Ostrom and Simon (1985) argue for simultaneity between approval and success, in which approval boost success and legislative success also leads to higher approval.] 

Third, the public may prefer moderate presidents, feeling that such presidents do a better job of representing the nation as a whole than more extreme presidents. The public may feel that extreme, as opposed to moderate presidents, are more likely to put party, ideological, or special interest concerns ahead of broader, national concerns. Some scattered and indirect survey evidence relates to this point, although it reveals an ambivalent public. For instance, three times since 1993 Princeton Survey Research Associates have asked the public how essential it is for the president 1) to be willing to compromise, 2) to say what one believes even if it is unpopular, 3) to have consistent issue positions, and 4) to be loyal to one’s party (See Table 7).
Table 7 about here
Being willing to compromise may be the essence of moderation, while taking consistent policy positions define ideologues. A president can not simultaneously be willing to compromise but remain consistent on issue positions. Here we see large majorities wanting a president to do both, with from 62-76% desiring a president willing to compromise but somewhat larger percentages (77-79%) wanting issue consistency. This may be another example of the public asking contradictory things from presidents and government. Large majorities, from 74-80%, also prefer that a president say what he believes, even if it is unpopular. We may read this as a public preference for the president to put national interests ahead of all other concerns, even public opinion. But the public is split over presidential loyalty to his party, with roughly one-half thinking loyalty to party is important and one-half taking the opposite position. These data provide indirect and ambiguous support for the notion that the public prefers moderate to extreme presidents.
We can test the ideological distance and presidential success hypotheses, but not the moderation preference one. To test the ideological distance hypothesis, I take the absolute value of the difference in respondent’s ideological identification and the respondent’s placement of the president on the seven-point ideological scale. If the respondent and the president have the same ideological classification, their ideological distance is “0” with a maximum distance of 6. The mean of this variable is 1.7 with a standard deviation of 1.4. To test the presidential success hypothesis, I use the percentage success rate for the year of the ANES survey (Stanley and Niemi, 2007, Table 6.7). For the years in question, presidential success varies from 43 (1992) to 88 (2002), with a standard deviation of 13.3. These two new variables are added into the model estimated on Table 6. Results with these two additional variables are presented on Table 8.
Table 8 about here
Results indicate that the addition of the policy distance and presidential success variables improves model performance as the peudo-R2 increases from .23 to .28, a statistically significant increment. Further, of the baseline control variables, all but co-ideology and the midterm dummy remain statistically significant. Importantly, not only is the divided government dummy significant, but its impact surges. With these additional controls the difference in approval under divided versus united government doubles, from a probability impact of .31 to .66.
These results also show that ideological distance and presidential success significantly affect presidential approval, as hypothesized. Each one unit increase in ideological distance lessens the probability of approving of the president by .09. This cumulates into a .54 probability difference of approval from a person who perceives their ideological distance at “0” compared to a person who perceives the maximum distance (6). Presidential success with congress also exhibits strong affects on presidential approval. Each 1% increase in success leads to a .02 increases in the probability of approving of the president. A one standard deviation shift in success (13%) will increase the probability of approval by a strong .26.
With these strong controls, perceived presidential extremism no longer is statistically significant, but actual presidential extremism, the folded Bailey ideal point estimates, is, although at a slightly weaker level than found on Table 6. Now a one standard deviation (.78) increase in presidential extremism will lower the probability of approval by .11 (-.14 * .78), where the least extreme president in these data (.29) will have a .19 higher probability of approval than the most extreme president (1.64).[footnoteRef:24] This finding that presidential policy extremism results in lower approval allows the possibility that everything else being equal, Americans prefer moderate as opposed to extreme presidents, perhaps because they view moderate presidents as doing a better job of representing the nation as a whole than more extreme presidents. [24:  This is based on this calculation {(1.64 - .29) *-.14}= .19.] 

Conclusion
	Few topics have received as much attention as the factors associated with presidential approval. Despite this massive literature, little attention has been paid to the possibility that presidential relations with Congress might affect public approval of the president. Scattered evidence suggests that success with Congress lifts approval (Ostrom and Simon, 1985; Brace and Hinckley, 1992) and that president approval marginally rises under divided government because the public has a harder time attributing blame under divided as opposed to united government (Nicholson, et. a., 2002) and the opposition party has fewer incentives to criticize the president when it controls Congress, which results in less critical news reporting on the president (Groeling, forthcoming).
	In this paper, I argue that the structure of Congress affects presidential policy positions, which in turn affect approval. Motivated to show some policy accomplishments, when the opposition party controls Congress, presidents will moderate their policy positions. Policy moderation during divided government has several implications. First, it leads to higher success with Congress, which leads to higher approval, since the public is more approving of successful presidents. Second, policy moderation reduces the ideological/policy distance between the president and the public, because the public tends to be ideological moderate. This reduction in ideological/policy distance further lifts presidential approval, as the public on average prefers presidents closer to them than farther away in ideological/policy terms. Still, there is a hint in these data that the public prefers moderate presidents for another reason—moderate presidents do a better job of representing the nation than more extreme presidents, who the public may feel puts party, ideological, and/or special interests ahead of the nation.
	This research suggests a different understanding of public judgments of the president that the extant literature. When it comes to policy, the existing literature stresses the impact of valence issues, like the economy and peace and war, on approval. Such a perspective is consistent with the large body of literature that finds the public relatively ill-informed and lacking in political sophistication. This research, while not objecting to the existing research, suggests that some, perhaps many people, are more discriminating about politics. They can identify how moderate or extreme a president is in the policy positions that he takes, can roughly calculate the policy distance between themselves and the president, and that they take into account the degree of presidential policy moderation and ideological/policy distance from the president when judging whether the approve or disapprove of the president.
	Such a public opinion environment complicates the task of a president who wants high approval levels, legislative policy accomplishments, but must also answer to his party. That the public can discern the reality of presidential policy positioning with relative accuracy means that presidents can not easily rely on image management and public rhetoric to make the public think he is something (moderate) that he is not (extreme). That parties push the president toward more extreme positions may undercut the president’s quest for approval and success with Congress, especially under divided government.

	The results here also speak to the impact of party polarization which has increased in recent decades. Party polarization, especially when government is divided, tends to reduce the degree that presidents can moderate their policy stances. By restraining the president from moderating, polarized parties not only lead to lower presidential approval levels but also reduce the prospects for president success with Congress. In as much as the president is the party’s standard-bearer and personifies the party in the public mind, polarization may harm the president’s party in upcoming elections by undermining the president’s reputation. 




	Table 1. Dickey-Fuller Unit Root Tests for Variables Included in the Analysis

	Variable
	Levels
	Changes

	Presidential Extremism
	-2.51
	-7.08

	Divided Government
	-3.10
	-6.95

	Party Polarization
	 1.49
	-8.45

	Interaction of Divided Government and Party Polarization
	-2.64
	-6.97

	Critical Value at .01
	-3.58
	-3.58

	Source: Bailey, see text





	Table 2: One Equation Cointegration Analysis of Presidential Extremism, 1951-2002

	
	Full
	Reduced

	Variable
	b
	SE
	p*
	b
	SE
	p*

	Divided Government (levels, lag)
	0.35
	0.64
	0.29
	----
	
	

	Polarization (levels, lag) 
	0.13
	1.04
	0.45
	----
	
	

	Interaction (levels, lag)
	-0.56
	1.12
	0.31
	---
	
	

	Divided Government (changes)
	-1.71
	0.75
	0.02
	-1.80
	0.63
	0.001

	Polarization (changes)
	1.19
	2.19
	0.30
	0.83
	2.09
	0.35

	Interaction (Changes)
	2.20
	1.26
	0.04
	2.35
	1.05
	0.02

	Constant
	-0.10
	0.57
	0.17
	-0.02
	0.04
	0.30

	n/ R2 / Adj. R2
	51
	0.37
	0.28
	51
	0.35
	0.31

	DW
	2.18
	
	
	2.10
	
	

	LM (4)
	1.06
	
	0.30
	1.60
	
	0.21

	Q-lag 1
	0.45
	
	0.50
	0.15
	
	0.70

	Q-lag 2
	1.84
	
	0.40
	1.09
	
	0.58

	Q-lag 3
	2.03
	
	0.57
	1.15
	
	0.76

	Q-lag 4
	2.94
	
	0.57
	2.16
	
	0.71

	* one-tailed test





	Table 3. Accuracy of Public Perceptions of Presidential Policy Location, 1972-2004

	Year
	Ex Lib
	Lib
	Sl.
Lib
	Mod
	Sl.
Con
	Con
	Ex Con
	Party
	Incorrecta
	Correctb
	Net Correctc

	1972
	1.78
	3.76
	7.46
	21.96
	28.86
	29.96
	6.22
	R
	5.54
	58.82
	53.28

	1974
	2.13
	5.11
	8.19
	30.21
	27.02
	22.87
	4.47
	R
	7.24
	49.89
	42.65

	1976
	1.09
	5.21
	7.31
	17.45
	31.14
	32.73
	5.07
	R
	6.30
	63.87
	57.57

	1978
	3.86
	14.17
	24.88
	29.81
	17.56
	7.32
	2.40
	D
	9.72
	18.03
	8.31

	1980
	5.95
	16.54
	21.95
	26.81
	14.05
	11.35
	3.35
	D
	14.70
	22.49
	7.79

	1982
	4.03
	4.62
	6.04
	8.65
	14.45
	43.13
	19.08
	R
	8.65
	62.21
	53.56

	1984
	3.78
	8.76
	8.70
	11.3
	14.43
	39.51
	13.51
	R
	12.54
	53.02
	40.48

	1986
	4.12
	8.89
	7.60
	14.29
	14.08
	34.26
	16.76
	R
	13.01
	51.02
	38.01

	1988
	4.03
	5.73
	5.86
	12.59
	14.92
	36.78
	20.09
	R
	9.76
	56.87
	47.11

	1990
	2.40
	6.82
	7.95
	18.5
	22.73
	33.52
	8.08
	R
	9.22
	41.60
	32.38

	1992
	3.20
	4.54
	7.69
	15.42
	19.31
	37.75
	12.09
	R
	7.74
	49.84
	42.1

	1994
	14.71
	30.63
	20.42
	18.45
	8.69
	5.01
	2.09
	D
	7.10
	45.34
	38.24

	1996
	10.45
	29.48
	22.51
	21.14
	7.65
	5.91
	2.86
	D
	8.77
	39.93
	31.16

	1998
	12.51
	25.36
	19.02
	25.19
	8.74
	6.26
	2.91
	D
	9.17
	37.87
	28.7

	2000
	17.77
	27.33
	20.73
	19.36
	6.83
	7.06
	0.91
	D
	7.97
	45.10
	37.13

	2004
	5.26
	6.55
	6.00
	10.24
	12.36
	38.01
	21.59
	R
	11.81
	59.60
	47.79

	a calculated by adding the percent who classify Democratic presidents as extremely conservative or conservative, and Republican presidents as extremely liberal or liberal.
b calculated by adding the percent who classify Republican presidents as extremely conservative or conservative, and Democratic presidents as extremely liberal or liberal.
c calculated by subtracting the percent incorrect from the percent correct.
Source: ANES Cumulative Data File, 1972-2004





	Table 4: Impact of Presidential Positions on Public Perceptions of Presidential Policy Positions, ANES 1972-2002, OLS 

	Variable
	b
	SE
	p

	Education
	.04
	.01
	.000

	Trend
	-.04
	.002
	.000

	Same Party as President
	.08
	.01
	.000

	Same Ideology as President
	-.03
	.01
	.000

	Presidential Election Year
	-.06
	.02
	.02

	Political Interest
	.07
	.02
	.000

	Age
	-.005
	.001
	.000

	Female
	-.03
	.02
	.23

	Know House of Representatives Party
	-.08
	.03
	.005

	Presidential Positions
	.60
	.02
	.000

	Know HR * Presidential Positions
	.55
	.03
	.000

	R2 / Adj. R2 / n
	.31
	.31
	15467

	





	Table 5. Impact of Divided Government and Presidential Extremism on Presidential Approval, 1951-2002*

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3

	Variable
	b
(SE)
	p
	b
(SE)
	p
	b
(SE)
	p

	Approval (lagged)
	.73
(.06)
	.000
	.74
(.07)
	.000
	.73
(.06)
	.000

	Events
	2.38
(.80)
	.002
	2.33
(.77)
	.002
	2.37
(.78)
	.001

	Inflation
	-219.47
(94.63)
	.01
	-221.55
(95.84)
	.01
	-219.04
(95.23)
	.01

	Unemployment
	-.30
(.36)
	.20
	-.12
(.34)
	.36
	-.23
(.33)
	.25

	GDP Growth
	.16
(.11)
	.075
	.17
(.12)
	.075
	.17
(.12)
	.065

	Divided Government
	1.81
(1.14)
	.055
	------
	
	1.19
(1.43)
	.21

	Presidential Extremism
	------
	
	-2.10
(1.23)
	.045
	-1.38
(1.56)
	.19

	Constant
	17.09
(5.30)
	.001
	18.83
(.09)
	.001
	18.16
(6.14)
	.002

	AR1
	.18
(.09)
	.04
	.18
(.09)
	.05
	.18
(.09)
	.025

	sigma
	5.81
(.49)
	.000
	5.81
(.47)
	.000
	5.79
(.48)
	.000

	n
	208
	
	208
	
	208
	

	Log pseudo-likelihood
	-661.00
	
	-661.00
	
	-660.54
	

	Wald Χ2 / p
	561.66
	.000
	553.13
	.000
	566.42
	.000

	* Quarterly data, AR1 with robust standard errors.
** Two-tailed p values. All other p values are based on one-tailed tests.




	Table 6: Impact of Presidential Extremism on Approval, 1972-2000 ANES

	Variable
	B
	SE
	p
	Impact*

	Events
	.67
	.04
	0.000
	.26

	Co-partisan
	.26
	.01
	0.000
	.10

	Co-Ideology
	.11
	.01
	0.000
	.04

	Economic Prospections
	.14
	.02
	0.000
	.06

	Economic Retrospections
	.30
	.02
	0.000
	.12

	Midterm Dummy
	-.19
	.05
	0.000
	-.08

	Divided Government Dummy
	.80
	.06
	0.000
	.31

	Know Party Controlling House Dummy
	.10
	.03
	0.001
	.04

	Perceptual Presidential Extremism
	-.11
	.02
	0.000
	-.04

	Bailey Presidential Extremism
	-.52
	.06
	0.000
	-.20

	Constant
	-2.26
	.10
	.000
	

	n / Pseudo R2
	9279
	.23
	
	

	* probability change for one unit shift in variable or discrete change from 0-1 if a dummy variable



Into the above table add results from table 8 and robustness tests.

	Table 7. Public Preferences for Presidential Characteristics, 1995-2003

	
	1995
	1999
	2003

	
	Important*
	Unimportant*
	Important
	Unimportant
	Important
	Unimportant

	Willingness to Compromise
	63
	35
	62
	36
	67
	31

	Saying What one Believes, even if unpopular
	80
	18
	78
	20
	74
	22

	Having consistent positions on issues
	79
	19
	78
	20
	77
	20

	Loyalty to one’s party
	40
	58
	47
	52
	46
	52

	Source: Princeton Research Associates, Pew Research Center, (survey dates: November 11, 1995; November 11, 1999; September 9, 2003) (Accessed from the Roper Poll Archive)
[bookmark: ORIGHIT_1][bookmark: HIT_1][bookmark: ORIGHIT_4][bookmark: HIT_4][bookmark: ORIGHIT_5][bookmark: HIT_5][bookmark: ORIGHIT_6][bookmark: HIT_6]Question wording:  Next, I'm going to read you a list of personal characteristics or qualities. If '5' represents an absolutely essential quality in a president and '1' a quality that is not too important, where on this scale of 5 to 1 would you rate.”
* Important is defined as the percentage who answer 4 or 5; Unimportant is defined as the percentage who answer 1, 2, or 3. Important + Unimportant percentages do not add to 100% because of “Don’t Know” responses.




	Table 8: Impact of Presidential Extremism on Approval Controlling for Policy Distance and Presidential Success in Congress, 1972-2000 ANES

	Variable
	b
	SE
	p
	Impact*

	Events
	.60
	.04
	0.000
	.23

	Co-partisan
	.24
	.01
	0.000
	.09

	Co-Ideology
	.02
	.01
	0.07
	.01

	Economic Prospections
	.12
	.02
	0.000
	.05

	Economic Retrospections
	.27
	.02
	0.000
	.11

	Midterm Dummy
	.005
	.05
	0.93
	.002

	Divided Government Dummy
	2.46
	.10
	0.000
	.66

	Know Party Controlling House Dummy
	.17
	.03
	0.000
	.07

	Perceptual Presidential Extremism
	.01
	.02
	0.75
	.002

	Bailey Presidential Extremism
	-.36
	.06
	0.000
	-.14

	Policy Distance
	-.22
	.02
	0.000
	-.09

	Presidential Success with Congress
	.05
	.002
	0.000
	.02

	Constant
	-5.95
	.25
	0.000
	

	n / Pseudo R2
	9279
	.28
	
	

	* probability change for one unit shift in variable or discrete change from 0-1 if a dummy variable
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		Year		Bailey		Mean		Know HR		Don't Know HR		Positions		Perceptions		Know HR		Don't Know HR

		1972		0.29		4.87		4.98		4.69		0.29		0.87		0.98		0.69

		1974		0.56		4.61						0.56		0.61

		1976		0.56		4.91		4.98		4.71		0.56		0.91		0.98		0.71

		1978		-0.94		3.75		3.61		4.08		-0.94		-0.25		-0.39		0.08

		1980		-0.94		3.74		3.63		4.13		-0.94		-0.26		-0.37		0.13

		1982		0.79		5.31		5.69		5.05		0.79		1.31		1.69		1.05

		1984		0.91		4.96		5.26		4.59		0.91		0.96		1.26		0.59

		1986		1.19		4.95		5.29		4.75		1.19		0.95		1.29		0.75

		1988		1.64		5.19		5.43		4.8		1.64		1.19		1.43		0.8

		1990		0.81		4.85		5.05		4.62		0.81		0.85		1.05		0.62

		1992		0.81		5.05		5.32		4.58		0.81		1.05		1.32		0.58

		1994		-0.78		2.99		2.79		3.69		-0.78		-1.01		-1.21		-0.31

		1996		-0.72		3.15		2.95		3.71		-0.72		-0.85		-1.05		-0.29

		1998		-0.6		3.22		3.06		3.62		-0.6		-0.78		-0.94		-0.38

		2000		-0.42		2.95		2.75		3.18		-0.42		-1.05		-1.25		-0.82
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Figure 1. Folded Bailey Ideal Point Estimates of President Policy Positions, 

1951-2002
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Figure 2. Presidential Policy Positions and Public Perceptions of Presidential Positions, 1972-2000
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