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Abstract

This article considers both presidential approval and party brand differentials, as measured
by the generic ballot, to forecast the 2024 U.S. presidential and congressional elections.
While both variables are leveraged to forecast collective partisan election outcomes, we
consider the variables together as distinct determinants of partisan fortunes at both the
executive and legislative levels. First, using a novel time-series of mass national opinion since
1937, we show that presidential approval and generic brands are distinct conceptual and
empirical measures of mass public assessments of collective institutions. Second, in a series
of fully specified models validated with out-of-sample predictions, we show that presidential
approval is the main predictor of presidential elections while, perhaps surprisingly, the vast
bulk of the incumbent party’s performance in congressional elections is explained by partisan
brands. Lastly, we forecast the 2024 U.S. national elections and find that Republicans are well
positioned to both win back the White House this November. By contrast, our model forecasts
control of both chambers of the U.S. Congress to be essentially a tied contest.
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1 The Historic, Yet Competitive, 2024 U.S. National Elections

For the first time since 1968, the 2024 presidential election features an eligible incumbent
President that declined to seek re-election. Given President Biden’s exit from the presidential race
in late July 2024 following “a disastrous debate with Donald Trump that raised doubts about the
incumbent’s fitness for office” and pressure by Democratic elites, Vice President Kamala Harris
assumed the President’s place at the top of the Democratic ticket to oppose former President
Donald Trump despite not winning the nomination during the primary season.! In the aftermath
of President Biden’s decision to forgo a rematch of the 2020 election, press accounts argue that
Vice President Harris is “riding a wave of momentum since announcing her candidacy” and polling
suggests that this decision reenergized the chances of a Democratic victory in November from
likely defeat with President Biden at the top-of-the-ticket.2 However, despite a change in the
Democratic nominee and the renomination of a historically unpopular formerly defeated
Republican President, the 2024 presidential contest remains hotly contested with election
prognosticators, such as the The Economist, rating the race as a toss-up and noting the historic
unpopularity held by the retiring President.3

Extending beyond the presidential backdrop, the battle for both chambers of the U.S. Congress
appears to be a very competitive contest. Despite being saddled with an outgoing president facing
a historically low job approval, congressional Democrats are locked in a very competitive contest
to flip control of the U.S. House and maintain control of the U.S. Senate. Despite the historical
narrative portrayed in the media regarding the 2024 U.S. national elections, the backdrop of this
election cycle takes place during a time of incredible partisan continuity and electoral
predictability. Current research shows that the percentage of major party vote-switchers in
American elections to be less than 3% (Shino, McKee & Smith, 2023) while the bivariate
correlation between the presidential and congressional vote to be approaching one (Algara, 2024).

Moreover, scholars note that the polarized era coincides with a decline in the number of



battleground states at the presidential level (Cervas & Grofman, 2017), competitive House and
Senate races (Algara, 2024), and even competitive U.S. counties (Amlani & Algara, 2021). In short,
while the current 2024 election cycle is portrayed as historic and uncertain given the dramatic
mid-summer decision by an unpopular President to decline re-election, the cycle is taking place
during a period of remarkable partisan consistency in subnational voting patterns and relatively
even partisan competition over a small subset of battleground constituencies.

We make three key contributions to the forecasting literature in this research note. First, we
introduce new measures of presidential approval and incumbent party brand since 1937 and show
that, while both concepts are related, they are distinct theoretical and empirical concepts that can
be leveraged to predict collective national election outcomes using a unified model of collective
accountability. We contribute to the broader forecasting literature by developing a model
forecasting the collective accountability of the incumbent party as a function of two core
predictors, that of presidential approval and the incumbent party brand.* Secondly, we use these
two main predictors to test how well each predicts the election outcomes of interest
encompassing: (1) the presidential popular vote; (2) presidential electoral votes; (3) the number
of U.S. Senate seats won by the incumbent party; and (4) the number of U.S. House seats won by
the incumbent party. We also leverage out-of-sample predictions to test the accuracy of our
forecasting model predicts presidential and congressional elections from 1938 to 2022. Lastly, we
use our models to make predictions regarding collective accountability of the incumbent party
(i.e., the Democratic Party) at each level of national partisan competition under a set of potential

scenarios.

2 Presidential Approval & Party Brands as Distinct Concepts

Perhaps no variable is used more frequently by scholars to predict American elections than

presidential approval. As Victor (2021) points out, the conventional model forecasting presidential



elections is Abramowitz’s (1988) “Time for Change” model that leverages three foundational
predictors: party incumbency, status of the national economy, and presidential approval. By
contrast—and generally within the context of making midterm election predictions—some
congressional election models leverage the partisan differential on the generic ballot as their main
predictor of seats won in legislative elections (Bafumi, Erikson & Wlezien, 2010; Abramowitz,
2006). This lack of congruence between presidential and congressional election models can be a
bit perplexing, particularly given the literature suggesting that the president plays a large role in
shaping the parameters of partisan competition in congressional elections (see Key, 1966; Tufte,
1975, for foundational work). Theoretically, there are institutional reasons to believe presidential
approval and partisan brands are two distinct concepts. First, while presidential popularity can
motivate popularity of their party (Algara, 2024), presidential popularity does not always translate
to partisan accountability. Indeed, the literature on presidential coattails notes that presidential
popularity plays a limited role in getting weak co-partisan candidates elected (Campbell &
Sumners, 1990). Second, as an institutional matter, while presidents are the leaders of their party,
partisan brands in the eyes of voters are generally thought of being decentralized, weaker, and
more ambiguous (Hetherington, 2001). While presidents are held individually (and collectively)
accountable since they are the sole elected occupant of the executive branch, parties are a
collective of organized interests and individual politicians without the power to directly control
their images to voters given the lack of formal powers to control nominations.

Presidents may be individually popular but this may fail to translate directly to the popularity
of their partisan brand, suggesting that these two mass opinion assessments are distinct concepts.
To test this proposition, we construct new measures of presidential approval and the incumbent
party’s partisan brand, as constructed by the differential on the congressional generic ballot, from
survey marginals. The congressional generic ballot is a poll that is “generic” in that it measures
partisan preference in the upcoming congressional election rather than asking about specific

candidates or races, with the resulting generic congressional ballot measure providing a



preference for one party relative to the other party. We collected 8,412 survey marginals from 148
unique pollsters to estimate the quarterly trend in the congressional generic ballot and the Roper
Center provided 6,597 survey marginals across 99 unique pollsters to construct presidential
approval ratings from 1937 through August 2024.> We use Stimson’s (1998) dyad ratios latent
variable model to identify shared variance across differently worded surveys designed to measure
generic ballot preferences and derive smoothed quarterly estimates of both concepts. In total, we
estimated the presidential approval and incumbent party brand for 349 quarters from 1937 Q3 to
2024 Q3.

In Figure 1 we show the bivariate correlation between quarterly presidential approval and the
president’s party differential on the congressional generic ballot from 1937 to 2024. Higher values
of the generic ballot measure indicates greater preference for the incumbent party (i.e., the
president’s party).® As one can see in Figure 1, presidential approval and the incumbent party’s
generic brand are weakly correlated at p= 0.287. This is also articulated in the relatively weak
slope of the bivariate regression line. Moreover the R? of the bivariate model is 0.08, indicating
that the president’s job approval among the mass public does not explain much variation in their
party’s lead on the generic ballot. As the Figure shows, popular presidents with greater than 50%
approval may still preside over relatively weak parties, just as President George W. Bush’s
65.8% approval rating in 2002 Q1 failed to translate to a meaningful boost for the Republican Party
brand on the generic ballot, with Republicans receiving 49.6% on the measure. In Table 2 of the
appendix, we confirm this substantive finding in more systematic hypothesis testing across four
quarterly regression models showing a similar weak relationship between both concepts as
conveyed in Figure 1. Taken together, we find support that while presidential approval and the
incumbent party’s standing on the congressional generic ballot are weakly correlated, they are

two distinct concepts that can be used collective accountability of the incumbent party.



Figure 1: Presidential Approval & Incumbent Party Congressional Generic Percentage

70%4 corr=0.287

65% -

o)

o

2
1

55% A

50% -

45% -

40% -

Quarterly Incumbent Party Generic
Ballot Electoral Brand

35% -

35I°/o 40I°/o 45l°/c 50I°/6 55‘°/o 60’0/6 65‘0/0 7d°/o
Quarterly Presidential Approval

Note: N = 349 quarters from 1937 Q3 to 2024 Q3. Bivariate OLS model results for Figure 1: B - 0.11 [H2 Robust Std.
Error = 0.02; 95% Cl: (0.073, 0.153); RZ = 0.08]. Appendix Figure Al shows the temporal variation in presidential
approval and incumbent party generic ballot percentage over time, while Appendix Figure A2 shows within president
correlation in presidential approval and incumbent party generic ballot percentage. Appendix Table 2 shows similar
relationship between presidential approval and incumbent party electoral brand across four differing model
specifications as bivariate relationship presented in Figure 1.

3 Predicting U.S. National Elections, 1938-2022

Now that we have established presidential approval and party brands as distinct theoretical
and empirical concepts, we can now turn to leveraging them as key individual predictors of
collective outcomes in U.S. national elections since 1938. To that end, we specify a comprehensive
full model predicting the presidential in-party’s electoral performance in U.S. national elections
as measured by the: (1) two-party percentage won in the national popular vote; (2) number of
electoral votes won; (3) number of U.S. Senate seats won by the in-party; and (4) number of U.S.
House seats won by the in-party. We predict variation in each of these four outcomes as a function
of presidential job approval, the incumbent party brand, a dummy variable indicating if the

president’s party is Republican or Democratic, a variable indicating the number of quarters the



president’s party has controlled the White House heading into election day (i.e., “time in power”
counter variable), the unemployment rate at the quarter of the election, and annual growth in the
gross domestic product (GDP) at the time of the election. In the congressional election models,
we include a dummy variable coded 0 for a presidential election cycle and a 1 for midterm election
cycle. Our two key covariates of presidential approval and the incumbent party brand are
measured in the third quarter of the election year or, in other words, in the quarter preceding the
national election.

Figure 2 shows of our fully specified model for each outcome variable with respect to our two
key covariates, with 95% confidence intervals estimated from HC2 robust standard errors shown.
As one can see, presidential approval is the only key covariate that predicts the popular vote
percentage and electoral votes won by the president’s party, with the incumbent party brand
being an insignificant predictor of these two presidential outcomes.’” By contrast, our model finds
that presidential approval does not predict congressional election outcomes at the House or
Senate level while the incumbent party brand does, indicating that congressional election
outcomes are shaped by the relative popularity of the parties while presidential contests are
shaped by the mass public’s assessment of presidential job performance. In appendix Tables 4-7,
we present the result of additional models predicting each outcome variable—including two
bivariate models with just one of our key covariates of interest—and confirm that same
substantive result that presidential approval does not predict congressional election outcomes

and party brands do not predict presidential election outcomes.



Figure 2: Marginal Effect of Presidential Approval & Party Brands on Election Outcomes
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Note: Full model results available in appendix Tables 4-7. The results in Figure 2 articulate the point-estimates for
the full comprehensive model, or Model 5 (6) in the presidential (congressional) context, in each of the appendix
Tables. We also articulate summary statistics for the annual election models in Appendix Table 3. 95% confidence
intervals reported in Figure 2 estimated from HC2 robust standard errors.

Now that we have evaluated the independent relationship between election outcomes and
both of our covariates of interest, we can turn to evaluating the accuracy of our models using a
series of jackknife tests to derive out-of-sample predictions for each election in our sample and
calculating the error between these predictions and observed election results for each of our
four types of election outcomes. These jackknife tests consists of dropping out a given election
year out of the data, re-estimating the model, and then predicting the out-of-sample year to
derive an out-of-sample estimate. We do this for all election years present in the data. For
example, to calculate the out-of-sample popular vote prediction for the 2020 election cycle we
drop 2020 from the dataset and re-estimate the model without this observation and predict the
2020 popular vote percentage for the incumbent party from this re-estimated model results. We

then compare this out-of-sample estimate for a given election year with the observed result to



calculate the absolute error between the estimate and observed result, providing us with a
measure of the accuracy of the model. For theoretical cohesiveness, we specify our core
collective accountability model with our two predictors of interest taking the form of

presidential approval and incumbent party brands.?

Results of these out-of-sample predictions are presented in Figure 3 and appendix Tables 8-11
for each presidential election outcome. On the x-axis is the incumbent-party model outof-sample
prediction produced by our jacknife test for a given outcome while the y-axis shows the observed
election result. The 45 degree line indicates perfect congruence between our outof-sample model
prediction and the observed election result, with observations below the line indicating an
incumbent party under-performance relative to our prediction and observations above the line
indicating an over-performance relative to our model predictions. Each panel of Figure 3
articulates our accuracy test for each election outcome. The median absolute error difference
between our out-of-sample predictions and the observed results was 1.68% for the presidential
popular vote model, 75.16 electoral votes for the electoral vote model, 4.48 seats in the U.S.
Senate seats model, and 17.11 seats for the U.S. House seats. In terms of discrete predictions, our
model correctly predicts the winner of the presidential popular vote in 19/21 elections since 1940,
with the only misses being the 1960 and 1976 elections in which our model predicted popular
vote majorities for Vice President Richard Nixon and President Gerald Ford. Perhaps reflecting the
growing polarization and continuity of partisan preferences found in contemporary election
cycles, the average out-of-sample absolute error in our popular vote model since 2000 is 1.26%,
with the error being 1.18% and 0.02% for the recent 2016 and 2020 election cycles, respectively.
Turning to the other election outcomes, our model correctly predicts the: (1) electoral college
winner in 15/21 presidential elections since 1940; (2) the Senate majority party in 29/43 election
cycles since 1938; and (3) the House majority party in 35/43 election cycles since 1938. Of note,

our model accurately predicts the correct House majority in over three-fourths of the elections



since 1938. Taken together, our forecasting model shows a good degree of predictive power across

each of our electoral outcomes.



Figure 3: Forecasting Model Out-of-Sample Predictions & Accuracy

(a) Presidential Popular Vote Percentage Model

(b) Presidential Electoral Votes Model
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4 2024 Election Predictions from Forecasting Models

Now that we validated the accuracy of our forecasting models, we can turn to making
predictions for the forthcoming 2024 U.S. national elections. To do this, we take our core collective
accountability model for each electoral context and estimate a prediction of the 2024 election
over potential values of our key predictor of interest given observed values of the covariates at
the time of the prediction. To best articulate this prediction method, consider the example of
making a prediction of the 2024 two-party popular-vote percentage for incumbent President Joe
Biden. First, we take the core model which predicts this outcome variable as a function of our two
key covariates of presidential approval and the incumbent party brand. After estimating the
parameters of this model, we then estimate the predicted value of the two-party popular vote
percentage over a series of potential values of our key predictor presidential approval ranging
from 38% to 55% while holding all observed values of the covariates constant at what they are
currently observed at the time of the prediction. As such, we set the observed value for the
incumbent party generic ballot covariate at 50.60% since this is what was reported on August 19t",
2024 by FiveThirtyEight when this prediction was derived.

We repeat this process for all election outcomes, with one key difference for congressional
elections. Since we find that the generic ballot is the key predictor for congressional election
outcomes rather than presidential approval, we derive 2024 predictions for the Senate and House
outcomes over potential values of the generic congressional ballot (i.e., party brand) while holding
presidential approval constant. As of August 19™, 2024 President Biden’s approval rating stood at
40.64% according to the polling aggregator FiveThirtyEight, which we consider the observed value
for the calculation of the 2024 prediction. We report our forecasting estimates with 95%

confidence intervals estimated from HC2 robust standard errors.
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Table 1: 2024 Presidential Popular Vote Prediction Over Presidential Approval Levels

Presidential Approval Popular Vote 95% Votes Lower 95% Votes
Upper
Rating Level Percentage Estimate Bound CI Bound ClI
38.00 45.60 43.15 48.05
39.00 46.14 43.84 48.43
40.00 46.68 44.52 48.83
41.00 47.21 45.20 49.22
42.00 47.75 45.88 49.63
43.00 48.29 46.54 50.03
44.00 48.83 47.20 50.45
45.00 49.37 47.85 50.88
46.00 49.90 48.49 51.31
47.00 50.44 49.11 51.77
48.00 50.98 49.72 52.24
49.00 51.52 50.30 52.73
50.00 52.05 50.87 53.24
51.00 52.59 51.40 53.78
52.00 53.13 51.91 54.35
53.00 53.67 52.40 54.93
54.00 54.21 52.87 55.54
55.00 54.74 53.32 56.17

Predictions derived from Model (3) & observed covariate values on 8/19/2024.

95% confidence intervals around the forecast estimates derived from HC2 robust standard errors.

Table 1 shows our popular vote percentage forecasting estimate for President Joe Biden in the
forthcoming 2024 elections this November over potential values of his approval rating. As
demonstrated, assuming about a roughly 41% approval rating which is observed at the time of
this writing, our model forecasts Democrats winning 47.21% of the popular vote [95% Cl: 45.20,
49.22]. Assuming that President Biden does not improve on his relatively low presidential approval
rating, our model forecasts as narrow loss in the presidential popular vote for Democratic nominee
Vice President Harris. As Table 1 further shows, a dramatic increase in President Biden’s approval

rating to 49% would predict a robust popular vote majority at 51.52% with the lower bound of the
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95% confidence interval being over 50%, indicating a very high degree of confidence of this
majority at this presidential approval level.

Table 2: 2024 Presidential Electoral Vote Prediction Over Presidential Approval Level

Presidential Approval Electoral Votes 95% Votes Lower 95% Votes Upper

Rating Level Won Estimate Bound CI Bound ClI
38.00 124.37 41.57 207.17
39.00 138.89 60.59 217.19
40.00 153.42 79.54 227.29
41.00 167.94 98.39 237.49
42.00 182.46 117.13 247.79
43.00 196.99 135.74 258.23
44.00 211.51 154.18 268.84
45.00 226.03 172.42 279.64
46.00 240.55 190.42 290.69
47.00 255.08 208.12 302.03
48.00 269.60 225.46 313.74
49.00 284.12 242.36 325.88
50.00 298.65 258.75 338.54
51.00 313.17 274.55 351.79
52.00 327.69 289.70 365.68
53.00 342.21 304.18 380.25
54.00 356.74 317.97 395.50
55.00 371.26 331.13 411.39

Predictions derived from Model (3) & observed covariate values on 8/15/2024.

95% confidence intervals around the forecast estimates derived from HC2 robust standard errors.

By contrast, the 2024 forecast is much less optimistic for Democrats with respect to the
Electoral College. Our model forecasts Vice President Harris would secure about 168 electoral
votes [95% Cl: 98.39, 237.49] assuming a presidential approval rating of 41% on election day. Given
the fact that the upper bound of our 95% confidence interval for this electoral college vote
forecast sits at 237.49, our model is very pessimistic regarding Democratic chances of holding the
White House with a co-partisan president sitting at a roughly 41% approval rating. If this observed

approval rating holds, President Biden would have the third lowest incumbent party presidential
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approval rating since 1940 according to our estimates, only besting the 35.9% approval rating for
President Bush heading into the 2008 election and 39.2% approval for President Truman on the
eve of the 1952 election. Reflecting this unpopularity in retiring incumbent approval, the 1952 and
2008 elections ushered in Electoral College landslides for the out-party in each case along with
robust congressional majorities.’ Given these preceding cases, it is clear why our model is fairly
pessimistic regarding Democratic odds in the Electoral College given the current incumbent’s

approval at the writing of this manuscript.

Table 3: 2024 U.S. Senate Prediction Over Generic Ballot Levels

Generic Ballot U.S. Senate Seats 95% Votes Lower 95% Votes Upper

Support Level Won Estimate Bound ClI Bound ClI
47.00 45.45 42.33 48.57
48.00 47.36 44.13 50.59
49.00 49.27 45.84 52.71
50.00 51.18 47.46 54.91
51.00 53.09 49.01 57.17
52.00 55.00 50.52 59.49
53.00 56.91 51.99 61.84

Predictions derived from Model (4) & observed covariate values on 8/15/2024.

95% confidence intervals around the forecast estimates derived from HC2 robust standard errors.

Turning to the U.S. Senate in Table 3, our model is also fairly optimistic regarding Democratic
chances to hold the chamber this November. Assuming the current observed generic ballot
percentage for Democrats at the time of this writing at roughly 50%,0urmodel forecasts
Democrats to control about 51 Senate seats [95% Cl: 47.46, 54.91]. However, we note the fairly
large confidence intervals around our forecast estimate, suggesting volatility in this estimate.
Reflected across all potential values of generic ballot support percentage ranging from 47% to
53%, the confidence intervals show a great degree of volatility, perhaps owing to the traditional
finding that Senate races are much more idiosyncratic candidate-driven contests that can buck

national partisan tides (Algara, 2024). This is perhaps reflected in the fact that political
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prognosticators currently rate the two pivotal Senate races as being those found in Montana and
Ohio, where three-term Democratic Senators Jon Tester and Sherrod Brown are polling fairly
competitively against potential Republican challengers despite the two states being considered

electorally safe for the Republicans at the presidential level.

Table 4: 2024 U.S. House Prediction Over Generic Ballot Levels

Generic Ballot  U.S. House Seats 95% Votes Lower 95% Votes Upper

Support Level Won Estimate Bound CI Bound ClI
47.00 192.49 181.21 203.77
48.00 202.31 191.04 213.58
49.00 212.13 200.70 223.56
50.00 221.96 210.20 233.71
51.00 231.78 219.54 244.01
52.00 241.60 228.75 254.45
53.00 251.42 237.84 265.00

Predictions derived from Model (4) & observed covariate values on 8/15/2024.

95% confidence intervals around the forecast estimates derived from HC2 robust standard errors.

Lastly, we turn to the 2024 forecasts for the U.S. House found in Table 4. As the forecast shows,
Democrats are highly competitive in their quest of reclaiming the majority lost in 2022. At roughly
50% in the generic congressional ballot, Democrats are predicted to hold 222 seats [95% Cl:
210.20, 233.71] which would mirror the number of Democratic seats following the 2020 U.S.
House elections that netted the narrowest Democratic majority since 1942. If the incumbent party
can increase their generic ballot percentage by roughly 0.4% to 51%, they would be forecast to
win about 232 seats [95% Cl: 219.54, 244.01], which is fourteen more than required for retaking
the majority in the U.S. House of Representatives and would be similar to what Democrats won

during the 2018 midterm elections.
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5 Discussion: Looking Towards November

In this research note, we make two contributions. First, by leveraging new estimates of
presidential approval and party brands, we show that these two considerations are distinct and
thus could potentially be used as independent predictors of U.S. national election outcomes
within the same collective accountability model. Indeed, while presidential approval and party
brands are weakly correlated, we show a large degree of variation in the incumbent party brand
that is not explained by the mass public’s job evaluation of the president, who by definition is the
leader of the incumbent party. Second, we validate our unified collective accountability model by
showing that presidential elections are largely a story of the mass public’s approval of the
president while congressional elections are decided by the mass public’s assessment of the
incumbent party relative to the out-party. Out-of-sample predictions further validate the accuracy
of our model.

In terms of our 2024 forecasts, we find evidence that Republicans are favored to win a robust
Electoral College majority and a narrow popular vote majority due to President Joe Biden’s
historically low approval rating weighing down Vice President Kamala Harris’ electoral fortunes.
This disconnect between our forecasting predictions in the popular vote and Electoral College
perhaps reflects the pro-Republican bias found in the Electoral College during contemporary
elections (Erikson, Sigman & Yao, 2020), with Republicans being more strongly favored in carrying
a majority in the Electoral College as opposed to the popular vote. In terms of congressional
elections, our forecasts show that Republicans are well suited to win a majority in the U.S. Senate
while control of the U.S. House is essentially a toss-up contest. We conclude with a potential
limitation of our forecasting approach. To begin, in addition to standard economic and contextual
predictors, our model only considers presidential approval and party brands to generate 2024
election forecasts. This can be potentially limiting given recent work. Indeed, we concur with
recent scholarship by Highton & Stone (2024) showing that presidential election outcomes are

more than just mere referendums on the incumbent’s performance in the mind’s of voters, but
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rather about candidate choice presented to the mass public. Indeed, our model does not
incorporate a differential measuring a relative advantage or disadvantage of the incumbent party’s
nominee relative to the challenger independent of other traditional predictors of electoral
outcomes such as presidential approval or economic considerations. However, as Highton & Stone
(2024) alludes to, such pre-election measures of candidate-based differentials on dimensions such
as valence and policy are far less systematically collected as opposed to pre-election measures
such as presidential approval.l® Nevertheless, for our purposes, this could be a salient variable to
include in forecasting the 2024 presidential elections given the unpopularity of former President
Donald Trump and the replacement of an unpopular president at the top-of-the-ticket. But for
now, our forecasting model is pessimistic regarding Democratic chances in the presidential
election and the ability of congressional Democrats to convincingly garner a majority in both

chambers of the U.S. Congress.

Notes

1The Associated Press: Biden drops out of 2024 race after disastrous debate inflamed age concerns. VP Harris
gets his nod.

2USA Today: Kamala Harris heads to DNC in Chicago with momentum and a big opportunity.

3The Economist: Kamala Harris has put the Democrats back in the race.

“We note that Abramowitz (2006) leverages presidential approval and the generic ballot to make congressional
election predictions at both the Senate and House level; but this model is only fitted on midterm election data while
our forthcoming model considers congressional election outcomes for both midterm and presidential cycles.

SFrom 1937-2018, we collected generic ballot survey marginals data from the Roper Center and RealClearPolitics
while post-2018 we collected data from the FiveThirtyEight repository.

8In Figure A1 we show the quarterly time-series individually and in A2 we present the forthcoming correlations
within presidential administration confirming that both concepts are weakly correlated.

’Given the open-seat nature of the 2024 race, in Appendix A.3.6,we show that this relationship between

presidential approval and outcomes still holds in open-seat races in large detail. Specifically, we show that including
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an interaction to our models conditioning the relationship between approval and outcomes by open-seat/incumbent
re-election does not alter the substantive conclusion presented here.

8We add a simple dummy variable indicating a presidential election cycle to the core congressional election
models.

%0ut of presidential re-election bids, President Biden would have had the lowest approval since 1940, with his
approval rating being lower than the 41.97%, 42.37%, and 43.11% held by Presidents Carter, H.W. Bush, and Trump
ahead of their re-election defeats in 1980, 1992, and 2020, respectively.

®We note that these candidate-based differentials are measured from post-election data provided by the
American National Election Study beginning in 1952, thus contributing to greater difficultly with respect to evaluating

this theoretical framework prior to the election, which is of interest to election forecasters.
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