














activities of his were gaining the spot-light. It doesn’t take much of an imagination to
figure out that the Clinton campaign’s responses. to allegations were eclipsing his
messages. Nineteen percent of Clinton’s campaigning was-taken up by scandals and
gaffes, compared to only 9% for Bush. The Clinton campaign spent almost one-fifth
of its major campaién activity on reacting to negative news about their candidate.
Both candidates saw 36% of their major campaign time consumed by primary
elections and outside news stories, such as Hurricane Hugo. Clinton was able to
expend slightly more time on what one can call party-building activities, like the
national convention and debates. Eight percent of Clinton’s campaigning went to

these activities, whereas Bush spent six percent of his major campaigning on these.

The Impact of Major Events

‘As mentioned earlier, all available public and private trial ballots have been
assembled from 1992. These can be used to construct estimates of the margin
between the major party candidates for each day of 1992.% From the margins, one
can measure the impact of campaign events on voters’ preferences during the 1992
presidential election. When one looks at the change in the margin associated with

candidates’ events, three things stand out from this campaign: (1) Bill Clinton was the

$ As in Chapter Four, for days with more than one trial ballot, an average margin was

calculated; for days with no trial ballots, a margin was calculated using generalized least squares
regression techniques on the anterior and posterior data points.
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beneficiary of movement during the year, and this advantage was almost entirely due
to the effect of the Democratic National Convention, (2) Ross Perot’s surprisingly
strong showing and the diminution of the two-party vote was driven by the reaction to
Perot’s performance in the presidential debates and (3) George Bush's campaign

messages were almost completely ineffective.

The Conventions

The effectiveness of the 1992 Democratic Convention is apparent in Figure
5.5. The bounce after the New York City affair was six percentage points greater than
any other national convention since the advent of polling. Furthermore, the 11
percentage point difference between the Democratic and Republican Convention
bounces was the largest in contemporary history. Part of the bounce may have been
due to Perot’s exit. His departure meant 30% of Americans were left without a
candidate just as the curtain was rising on Clinton’s big show. The disjuncture
between support for the incumbent and the perceived condition of the nation was
another factor. Put differently, the magnitude of the bounce was undoubtedly aided by
the fact that Bush was artificially high in the polls given the state of the economy and
widespread anxiety amongst voters. But the fact remains that the Democrats grabbed
a huge percentage of disgruntled voters with their performance in New York City and

never lost them.
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The Debates "

In many ways, the presidential debates were Ross Perot’s convention. A
variety of data indicate that Ross Perot not only won-the debates, but in doing so
convinced approximately 10 percent of the electorate to vote for him. Tracking polls
conducted in the afténnath of the debates show that Perot was perceived to be the
clear winner in presidential debates one and three (by 19 and $ percentage points,
respectively). These data are displayed in Table §.5.

In reality, Perot did even better than these impressive numbers suggest. Perot’s
performance in the debates is minimized in the aggregate survey data because strong
Republican and, more particularly, strong Democratic identifiers preferred their party’s
candidate in the debates. These opinions somewhat overwhelmed the opinions of less
committed voters.

Focus groups went further in attesting to Perot’s effectiveness. The Bush
campaign gathered voters in strategically selected locales for each debate. The
participants were screened so that the groups consisted of undecided voters.” In
addition to monitoring the reactions of voters to the debate, a series of pre- and post-
debate questions were asked of participants. These pre- and post-debate perceptions

dramatically demonstrate Perot’s effectiveness. Perot was thought to have done the

® No strong partisans, straight-ticket voters or people who strongly supported Bush, Clinton
or Perot were admitted. Participants had to be from the middle-income bracket (making between
$15,000 and $75,000 a year) and a gender balance was sought. Lawyers, post-graduates, social
scientists and government employees were excluded from the studies.
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best job, had the best moment, been the most believable and been the most sincere in
each of the three presidential debates (see Table_ 5.6). His share of the vote increased
by 12, 9 and 17 percentage points after each of the respective debates. While not
generalizable to the American electorate as a whole, the focus group data strongly
imply that Perot’s effectiveness in the debates was dramatic among swing voters. This
is a compelling corroboration of the survey findings. Furthermore, Perot’s particular
strength among swing voters is key to understanding Perot’s 10 percentage point rise

in the trial ballot during the debates and his strong showing on Election Day.

The Messages

While Clinton sky-rocketed in the polls after the Democratic Convention and
Perot flirted with a quarter of the popular vote after the debates, George Bush was
unable to produce an event which generated comparable movement. Throughout the
months of September and October of 1992, Bush and his campaign searched for an
issue or message around which opposition to Clinton might crystallize.

Not that such an event was impossible. The survey data suggested several
issues -- including Clinton’s record on crime, children and the environment as
governor of Arkansas -- which a majority of undecided voters said would make them
less likely to vote for the Democratic challenger. However, these messages were not

conveyed to voters. Many of these messages were introduced, but often in a half-

19



hearted way, insuring that they received little media or public attention. Still other
messages -- especially those concerning Clinton’s record as goveror of Arkansas --
were countered by the Clinton campaign and characterized as "negative”. And some

were simply not effectively articulated by the candidate himself.

The Impact of All Campaign Events

While focusing on the watershed campaign events of 1992 shows that
candidates were differentially successful in affecting changes in voters’ preferences in
1992, it remains to be proven that campaigning generally produced changes or that
campaigning generally favored Clinton over Bush. To more broadly examine the
impact of campaigning on the electorate, one must expand the number of events under
scrutiny. The simplest approach is to measure the average movement associated with
each class of campaign events (this recreates the analytical design applied in Chapter
Four). Testing for changes in voters’ preferences is quite simple. For each campaign
event, the margin that existed one day before the event is compared to the average
margin which existed from one to three days afterwards. The change in the margin is
thus an estimate of the immediate effect of the campaign event on voters’ preferences.
For a given campaign event category, changes associated with every event within that
category are summed and divided by the total number of events to yield a measure of

the event’s average influence.
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Table 5.7 displays the average change in the trial ballot margin associated with
each category of campaign event for Bill Clinton-_ and George Bush. The significance
-of the movement is measured by difference <;f means tests. - T-tcsis - onc—tailéd for
events with anticipated consequences (messages, conventions, party unity activities,
scandals and foul-ups) and two-tailed for events that create ambiguous expectations
(debates, outside events and primary elections) -- were used to generate measures of
the events’ significance compared to zero.'® While statistically significant effects are
noteworthy, we do not have many cases and should be wary of downplaying effects
just because they do not achieve arbitrary levels of significance.

There is considerable variation across the different campaign event categories,
both in terms of the magnitude and the direction of effects. Let us start at the bottom
of the typology listed in Table 5.7. Party primaries improved Bill Clinton’s status by
an average of 2 percentage points, while George Bush was diminished by the same
rate. This effect existed in spite of the fact that Bush won all of the Republican
primaries. This is understandable in retrospect; the incumbent president’s triumphs
over Pat Buchanan were less than impressive to many, while Clinton’s ability to

recover from the scandals of January and February seemed to shore up his national

19 Movement associated with days on which no major campaign events occur is assumed to
be zero insofar as survey error will, on average, have a net effect of zero on the trial ballot
margin. Empirically, this assumption is supported by the regression analysis of the preceding
section which suggested that the average movement in the trial ballot margin during the campaign
was approximately one tenth of a percentage point per day.
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standing.
As might have been expected, outside occurrences were not related to dramatic

changes in voters’ preferences in any given direction in 1992. This is understandable

beéauéé there is no rcason_to think events such as_the Los. Ar”xg_e-lcs" Riots and
Hurricane Hugo-woilld consistently advantage the-Democratic or the Republican
candidate. The outside events of 1992 tended to reduce George Bush’s share of the
vote, because these events were linked to the inability of the executive branch of the
federal government to act effectively. For instance, the problems with disaster relief
for South Florida in the aftermath of Hurricane Hugo highlighted the domestic
lethargy of the Bush Administration in the minds of some voters.

Gaffes hurt both Clinton and Bush in 1992. The magnitude of the effect was 2
percentage points, and the candidates committed just about the same number of
mistakes: four by Bush and five by Clinton. However, the effect of scandals was not
even. Though Clinton was plagued by numerous scandals throughout the campaign --
the most famous of which involved his alleged evasion of the military draft -- these
events did not hurt him. Rather, the influence of his five scandals was to increase his
standing. This lends cvidcncc to those who argued that Clinton’s early problems
inoculated him from subsequent allegations. Bush, conversely, lost 2 percentage
points over the revelation that the State Department had authorized an investigation of

Clinton’s passport file, as well as the file of Clinton's mother.
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Party unity activities helped both candidates, though Clinton was able to move
more voters. Party unity activities for both candidates involved fence-mending with
vanquished primary challengers, suc;h as Paul Tsongas and -Bob Kerrey for Bill
Clinton, and Pat Buchanan for George Bush. Clinton’s activities gained him 1
percentage point, on average; they were consistently positive enough to register
statistical significance. Clinton’s activities did not include any singular events with
Jesse Jackson, backing up the observation that Jackson was kept at arms length during
the campaign. Though Bush received a boost from these events on the whole, their
impact was variable.

The presidential and vice-presidential debates were related to increases in
Bush’s share of the vote against Clinton. The effect was 1 percentage point for the
vice-presidential encounter, but only 0.3 percentage points for the presidential debates.
Thus, Bush did manage to improve his position over the course of these ten days in
October. However, Bush’s performance was (1) lost in the resurgence of Ross perot,
and (2) judged against the standard of whether he did enough to turn the race around.
Both of these evaluative criteria made Bush success appear minimal.

As discussed earlier, each convention produced a favorable bounce for its
candidate, but the Democratic surge dwarfed Republican gains. The 11 percentage
point difference speaks for itself and I need not belabor the point.

As far as messages go, Clinton managed to best the minimal impact of Bush’s
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messages. Clinton did consistently well with his prospective messages, gaining about
3 percentage points on average. He was slightly-_ less successful with his retrospective
and valence messages, though the movement associated with these messages was
positive. Clinton’s attack messages fared poorly, inducing negative movement on the
whole. By contrast, Bush’s attack messages were the only reliable message he had
going for him, improving his status by an average of 1 percentage point per message.
Bush produced negative movement with his prospective, retrospective and valence
messages, substantiating the argument made in the preceding section (though,

admittedly, this negative movement was not statistically significant).

CONCLUSION

Americans showed an unusual awareness and involvement in the 1992
presidential election campaign. Long term downward trends in interest and turnout
were reversed. Voters’ preferences shifted in response to stimuli provided by the
campaign. Post-election surveys showed that a majority of voters did not commit to
their candidate until well into the fall campaign. If the election of Bill Clinton was a
foregone conclusion, Americans were deluded into thinking of themselves as
uncommitted and investing inordinate amounts of energy following the campaign.

The data reviewed in this chapter show there was no delusion. The 1992

presidential campaigns produced movement in the aggregate distribution of voters’
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preferences. How significant was this movement for the election? One particular

event, the Democratic Convention, provided Bill Clinton with the means for turning a

deficit into a comfortablc_y_ig_gpxy.__lfgrtbp_nﬂc)_rt_:_,_;t_h_c; success of Clinton’s campaign
may have been responsible for the minimal effects generated by Bush’s campaign in
September and much of October. The Democratic campaign succeeded in dictating
the agenda throughout the summer of 1992 and deftly deflected all attempts by the
Republicans to regain the initiative in the fall. Finally, Ross Perot’s startling success
was almost completely attributable to his campaign performances, especially in the
debates.

The relationship between candidates’ activities and voters’ preferences which
existed in 1992 undoubtedly exists in every presidential election, though one would
assume the magnitude of this association to be variable. The potential variability of
this relationship cannot obscure the fact that campaigns convey the information voters
use to make decisions. A slightly different question is whether campaigning had an

impact beyond the contextual realities of the political universe in 1992, 1t is toward

this question that we turn in Chapter Six.
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Appendix 5.1

Description of Campaign Event Categories

—

Campaign Event Types | Definitions | Examples
—_—

Prospective Messages

statement on which policies will
be undertaken by the candidate

Clinton’s pledge to raise taxes on
those making $200,000 a year

Retrospective/Comparative
Messages

statement on changes in the
country’s condition during the last
term

Clinton’s charge that Americans
are working harder for less
money

Valence/Values Messages

statement on the values embodied
by, and which will guide the
candidate

Quayle’s "Murphy Brown"
speech on "family values”

Attack Messages

statement criticizing an opponent’s

Bush’s attack on Clinton and

personality or qualifications Gore as "bozos"
National Conventions quadrennial party nominating Republicans in Houston
conventions Democrats in New York City

Presidential Debales

formal, televised debates between
the major presidential candidates

Three presidential debates of
1992

Vice-Presidential Debates

formal, televised debates between
the major VP candidates

One vice-presidential debate of
1992

Party Unity Activities

event in which candidate appears
with leader of a "dissident™ faction
of the party

Buchanan’s endorsement of Bush
prior to the GOP Convention

Outside Events

natl’ or int’l political (but non-
campaign) event

Saddaam Hussein's confrontation
with UN. inspectors

Scandals

accusation of impropriety

Clinton’s "marital infidelities"

Gaffes/Foul-Ups

mistake or mis-statement by
candidate

Clinton calling Patriot Missiles
"smart bombs"

Primary Elections

state-wide party primary election

Series of primaries in 1992




Table 5.1

Voter Attentiveness to Political Advertising in 1992

| What do you remember from the campaign advertisements?
Percent mentioning (5 Total Number mentioning
. mentions possible)
mentioned specific Bush Ad 22% 544
didn’t like Ads/ 20 © 503
negative campaigning
didn’t pay attention 16 402
mentioned specific Clinton Ad 14 358
disliked Bush Ads 9 224
mentioned specific Perot Ad 8 203
liked Perot Ads 4 88
disliked Clinton Ads 3 75
disliked Perot Ads 2 40
liked Bush Ads 1 28
liked Clinton Ads 1 23
SUMMARY:
Recalled specific Ads/ 64% 1583
had general feeling
Paid no attention/ 36% 905
intentionally ignored/
said no information
provided by Ads

Notes: Data are from National Election Study 1992 Post-Election Survey (N=2487).




Table 5.2

Changes in Presidential Trial Ballot Margins for 1992

. ____1 Average Trial Ballot Margin .. Number of Change from
(Bush - Clinton) Polis Previous Month
E—————_———ee e —————— = ———\
January 14.6 5 XX

(5.8)

February 10.0 9 -4.6
2.8

March 7.2 13 -2.8
(5.9)

April 11.8 25 +4.6
(5.3)

May 6.2 13 -56
29

June 42 15 -20
@1

July -16.5 28 -20.7
(123)

August -13.8 28 + 2.7
6.7)

September -11.7 26 +2.1
(3.4)

October -11.5 61 +02
3.1

November -83 3 +32
25)

Notes: Figures are calculated from all available public and private polls.



Table 53

Regression Analaysis of Changes in Voters’ Preferences During 1992

(Estimates are derived from OLS regression analysis of trial ballot margin change over time. The dependent
variable is the Bush vote minus the Clinton vote, meaning negative numbers indicate a Clinton lead.)

. :ﬂ_; ——— — —i |
Pre- Inter- Early Middle Late Last Few
Democratic | Convention | Campaign | Campaign Campaign Days
Convention
a1-113) (7-18/8120) (8/24-9/30)_[ (10/1-10/19) (10120-10/29) (10/30-11/3)
Coefficient 0.06 *** 0.33 *%= - 0.02 -0.15 % 0.86 ** - 0.58
(standard errors) ©.0) (©0.06) ©07) 0.09) (0:20) (1.19)
Intercept -30 11.7 - 126 - 162 -59 -69
Number of Cases 86 43 30 33 22 06
Adjusted R-
Squared 021 041 | o003 o005 016 | 04

“** indicates t-statistic significance at the 0.01 level.
** indicates t-statistic significance at the 0.05 level.
* indicates t-statistic significance at the 0.10 level.



Table 5.4

1992 Presidential Campaign Event Frequencies

‘TH—F_requency Bush Clinton

MESSAGES _ |

Prospective 14 10 3
Retrospective 7 4 2
Valence 9 3 6
Attack 10 5 3
PARTY ACTIVITIES

Conventions 2 1 1
Presidential Debates 3 3 3
Vice-Presidential Debates 1 1 1
Party Unity Activities 6 2 4
MISTAKES

Scandals 7 1 5
Foul-Ups 10 4 5
EXTERNAL EVENTS

Outside Events 13 7 7
Party Primary Elections | 12 12 12
94 53 52

Notes: A description of these campaign event categories is provided in Appendix 5.1. Some events involve more
than one candidate (for example, debates and some outside occurrences). Therefore, the summation of the
candidates’ events exceeds the total number of events. there are 82 different campaign occurrences, 9 events are
double-coded and 1 event is triple-coded to reflect the multi-dimensional character of certain events. For instance,
Mary Matalin’s mention of "bimbo eruptions” in her August, 1992 campaign newsletter could be considered either
an attack or a gaffe.



Table 55
Survéy.Data on Ross Perot’s Debate Success

(Data are from Market Strategies, Inc. *s National Tracking Polls conducted on the two days immediately
following the debate (N=600, 300 for each day). Percentage thinking a candidate won the debate include those
who thought it was a tie between that candidate and one of the others. For example, the percent under the
"Clinton/Gore Won" category include not only those who thought Clinton won the debate outright, but also those
who thought Clinton and Bush tied and those who thought Clinton and Perot tied.)

e—

Debate -I Reactions to Debates
Audience (percent thinking . . .)
Saw/ Heard Bush/ Clinton/ Perot/ Else
Debates Quayle Gore Stockdale
Won Won Won
Presidential Debate 1 2% 15% 26 45 14
(October 10)
Presidential Debate 2 76% 17% 53 19 11
(October 14)
Presidential Debate 3 79% 27% 30‘ 36 7
(October 18)
Vice-Presidential Debate 69% 37% 50 7 6
(October 12)
— ﬁ




Table 5.6 !
Focus Group Data on Ross Perot’s Debate Success
(Data are from focus groups conducted by Market Strategies, Inc. . Groups were chosen so that only undecided

voters were included. Group sizes ranged from 32 (for debate 1) to 42 (for debate 3). More detailed
information on the composition of the groups is provided in the text.)

George Bush Bill Clinton F Ross Perot
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
———_—lw_—'-—,’— ——'___\ #

Pre-Debate 22% 38% 20% 8% 21% 26% 16% 12% 11%
Support

Post-Debate 28% 36% 23% 31% 19% 29% 28% 29% 29%
Support

Change in Support +6 2 +3 -7 -2 +3 +12 +17 +18
Best job 13% 17% 17% 16% 29% 14% 50% 43% 49%
Worst job 25% 38% 43% 34% 14% 20% 13% 17% 11%
Best moment 9% 12% 20% 6% 12% 20% 81% 67% 60%
Worst moment 31% 36% 46% 28% 29% 29% 19% U% 11%
Most relaxed 13% 24% 9% 13% 40% 29% 66% 21% 46%
Least relaxed 38% 36% 60% 25% 21% 14% 9% 17% 9%
Most believable 25% 33% 14% 16% 21% 17% 50% 40% 60%
Most convincing 25% 19% 17% 22% 36% 26% 44% 33% 57%
Most sincere 25% 19% 23% 13% 24% 6% 41% 45% 66%




Table 5.7

Effect of Presidential Campaign Events for George Bush and Bill Clinton

(Average change in the trial ballot margin produced by the giver category of campaign events are presented.

Traditional measures of significance are also given, though the limited number of cases for some event types

(such as conventions and vice-presidential debates) limit their utility.)

] George Bush Bill Clinton
Average Net Effect Average Net Effect
H MESSAGES

Prospective -0.9 30
Retrospective -1.5 10

Valence -1.7 09

Attack 1.0¢ -0.7
PARTY ACTIVITIES

Conventions 50 16.0

Presidential Debates 0.3 -0.3

Vice-Presidential Debates 1.0 -1.0
Party Unity Activities 0.5 1.0**
MISTAKES N

Scandals 20 0.8
Foul-Ups -2.0 -2.0**
EXTERNAL ACTIVITIES

Outside Activities B NALL 2.0
Party Primary Elections -23 2.1%+*
TOTAL 53 52

_|

*** indicates t-statistic significance at the 0.01 level.
** indicates t-statistic significance at the 0.05 level.
* indicates t-statistic significance at the 0.10 level.




Figure 5.1
Voters' Recall of Campaign Events in 1992

(Data are from Market Strategies, Inc.’s 1892 U.S. National Post-Election Survey; N = 848)

100 -
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Figure 5.2
Voters' Recall of the Candidates' Campaign Themes in 1992

(Data are from Market Strategies, Inc.'s 1992 U.S. National Post-Election Survey, N = 848)

George Bush's Main CampaignThemes Bill Clinton's Main Campaign Themes

@ Economic Message Bl Attacks on Character O Experience B Economic Themes ElHeaith Care CIPutting People First
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Ml Economic Themes E1Change the System



Figure 5.3

The Timing of Voters' Decisions, 1984-1992
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on election day
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Figure 5.4 ,
Comparative Convention Bounces, 1960-1992

{Data are from the Gallup Organization's Polls conducted immediately prior to and after the parties' nationai conventions.

25 The "bounce” is the increase in the candidate's percentage of the vote associated with the national convention.)
i Democrats Republicans
(mean=6.9) (mean=6.0)

20 |-

1960 1964 1968 1972 1976 1980 1984 1988
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Figure 5.5

80

60

Candidate Support Movement Across 1992

(Data are from all public and private trial ballots. Three-way ballots are used when Perot was a candidate, two-ways when he was not.)

George Bush Bill Clinton Ross Perot

Phases of the campaign

1 2 3 45

307 294 280 267 254 241 228 215 202 189 176 163 150 137 124 111 98 85 72 59 46 33 20 7

Days before the election






CHAPTER SIX

Conditions, Campaigning and the 1992 Presidential Election

This chapter examines the association between candidate support and
camﬁaigning in 1992, while controlling for economic and other conditional variables.
The analysis considers the possibility that campaign events were merely the vehicles
through which external circumstances influenced the 1992 presidential vote. The
expectation, though, is that campaigning had an independent effect on voters’
preferences in the 1992 race. This expectation is based the theoretical conception that
process can have an independent effect on outcome, as well as on the differential
effectiveness of campaign events noted in Chapter Five.

The chapter pursues a two-pronged attack. The first focuses on the explanatory
power of conditional variables for 1992. This section includes a consideration of
partisan, economic and retrospective variables as predictors of voters’ preferences.
Although other factors are scrutinized, the most important feature of this first analysis
is the review of macroeconomic models of the 1992 presidential vote. The second
prong analyzes the simultaneous effects of campaign and conditional variables on

voters’ presidential preferences. The presentation and interpretation of these data go a



long way towards shedding light on.the issue of how campaigns impact presidential.

elections.

NON-CAMPAIGN VARIABLES IN 1992, . . ..
Party Identification

Partisanship is perhaps the most powerful practical and theoretical variable we
have to understand voting in the United States. The relationship' between party
identification and the vote is so well-documented in American politics’ literature that it
has become one of our fundamental truths. From the descriptions of the phenomenon
in Berelson, Lazarsfeld and McPhee'’s Voting, to its rigorous explication in Campbell,
Converse, Miller and Stokes’ The American Voter, to the recent reconsideration of
leaning partisans by Wolfinger, Westlye, Keith, Magelby, Orr and Nelson in The Myth
of the Independent Voter, partisanship has been the key factor in contemporary studies
of voting.

As a voting model, party identification has a specific manifestation. In its most
simplistic terms, party identification can predict the vote in the absence of any short-
term forces or factors. In other words, if an election were held tomorrow between
unknown Republican and Democratic candidates, Republicans would cast their ballots
for the Republican and the Democrats would mark the box next to the Democrats’

name. The outcome would therefore depend upon the distribution of partisan



preferences in the electorate. Applying this logic to the 1992 presidential election, Bill
Clinton would be the predicted winner (all thingg being equal) because the Democrats
held a 47% to 45% partisan advantage on Election Day.! A Republican victory
requires a deviation from the model. Deviations occurred in 1992, but Table 6.1
shows that Clinton’s party identification advantage was not undercut by the defection
that hampered recent Democratic candidates.

In Table 6.1 one sees that 65% of Americans voted consistent with their party
identification. Of the remaining 35%, almost two out of every three were Democrats
or Republicans who did not vote for their party’s candidate. The remainder were
independents who, by definition, did not have any partisanship. Of the 23% who were
partisan defectors, roughly one-third voted for the other party’s candidate and two-
thirds voted for Ross Perot.

The rate of defection was similar across party lines. Just under 4% of the
electorate were Republicans voting for Bill Clinton, while slightly over 4% were
Democrats casting ballots for George Bush. Eight percent of voters were Republicans
voting for Perot and 7% were Democrats voting for the Texas billionaire. The fact that

there was no party bias to the defection pattern distinguished 1992 from the

! Data are from the National Election Study’s Post-Election Survey.



presidential elections of the 1980°’s.> Obviously, it also meant that the majority party
candidate would win. |

However, party alone cannot cxplain~thef1992.clection. Thirty-five percent of
voters were not guided by their party identification. An advantage among this
segment comparable- to that which existed in 1988 would have swung the election to
George Bush. Partisanship provides a base-line, but other factors were equally critical

to the 1992 election.

Economic Models

To the extent that presidential elections deviate from a straight party vote,
observers have viewed the state of the economy as a primary explanation for the
variance. Political scientists have long noted the relationship between economic

performance and political success.” The basic logic of all economic models of the

? The lack of defection could also be seen as eveidence for Fiorina's argument that
party identification is actually a "running tally" reflecting one’s previous partisanship and
recent political events. The interpretation would be that short-term forces caused people
to identify with the Democratic Party and that their votes were then consistent with this
identification. This was a slight departure from previous elections. A pro-Republican
movement in party identification did occur in 1984 and 1988, though ticket-splitting was
much more common in these elections than changes in partisanship.

* Louis H. Bean. 1972. How to Predict the 1972 Election. New York: Quadrangle
Books); Edward Tufte. 1975. "Determinants of the Outcomes of Midterm Congressional
Elections," American Political Science Association 69: 812-826; Ray Fair. 1978. "The
Effect of Economic Events on Votes for President," Review of Economics and Statistics
60: 159-172.



vote is roughly the same: voters reward an incumbent (or an incumbent party) if that
incumbent has produced economic prosperity. prcver, there are many opinions as to
which measures of economic prosperity are most associated with the vote.

Five models stand out from the rest because they are both well-specified and
historically accurate. These models come from Tufte, Fair, Lewis-Beck and Rice,
Abramowitz, and Campbell and Wink.* The present analysis examines these models
and their estimations of the 1992 vote, pointing out inaccuracies and suggesting ways
in which errors may have occurred.

Tufte’s and Fair’s electoral models were center-pieces of the macroeconomic
modeling literature which burgeoned in the 1970’s and 1980°’s. These models are
probably the most purely economic. The Tufte model predicts the two-party vote
using the change in real disposable personal income for a one year period (October to
October) prior to the presidential election.’® Fair’s model relies on two variables: (1)
the growth in per capita GNP for the second and third quarters of the election year
and (2) the rate of inflation for the two years before the election. Though these
models are the most economic of the five, they also include non-economic

determinants of the vote. For 1992, Fair introduced a model for incumbency, in effect

4 Steven Rosenstone’s model is notably absent from this list. This is due to the
difficulty in reconstructing Rosenstone’s measures.

5 Tufte. "Determinants of the Outcomes of Midterm Congressional Elections,” 812-
826.



giving "bonus" points to a sitting president because of voters’ proclivity to favor
incumbents.® Tufte, who has presumably movcd_ onto other research, did not adjust
his model in 1992. Thus, Tufte’s model is the phrest in the sense that it does not
introduce political terms to “correct"” its predictions.

The three "second generation” models include political variables. For example,
Lewis-Beck and Rice’s model openly acknowledges that political contexts influence
voting. Specifically, Lewis-Beck and Rice model the two-party vote by using the
incumbent president’s approval rating from the mid-Summer Gallup Poll and the
results from the midterm elections for the House of Representatives, together with
GNP growth between the third and first quarters prior to the presidential election.’
Their economic indicator, in addition to being modified by political variables, is thus
lagged. The assumption is that reactions to economic reality take time to filter into
voters’ consciousness.

Similarly, Abramowitz uses the standard GNP growth and presidential
popularity measures, but he also includes what he calls the “time for a change"
variable. Abramowitz contends that a party that has held the White House for eight
years pays a considerable penalty when its candidate seeks to extend the streak to a

third term. He explains Bush’s 1988 success under much the same circumstances by

S Fair. "The Effect of Economic Events on Votes for President,” 159-172.

’ Michael Lewis-Beck and Thomas Rice. 1992. Forecasting Elections. (Washington,
D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press).



pointing out that "Dukakis ran such a terrible campaign ... Bush would have to be
awfully lucky to have the same thing happen again."®* This explanation and
acknowledgement of the significance of a campaign is, needless to say, unusual for a
someone championing a macroeconomic model of the vote.

Finally, Campbell and Wink’s forecasting model includes both GNP growth
and presidential performance indicators, but also takes into consideration recent voting
histories of the states and presidential preference polls from two months prior to the
election.” Obviously, Campbell and Wink’s electoral model goes farther than any of
the others towards incorporating political effects. And not just political effects, but
campaign effects. The model’s predictive power is diminished by this, as one has to
wait until the fall before a final prognostication can be made.

Campbell and Wink’s model is particularly useful for this analysis because its
results for 1992 may be compared to the more overtly economic models. Indeed, we
have more than a simple selection of macroeconomic models; we have a selection of
models which vary markedly as to the extent to which they emphasize economic
variables. At one end of the spectrum, Tufte’s model uses only economic variables to
explain the presidential vote. On the other end, Campbell and Wink’s model treats the

economy as one of several variables which play a crucial role in determining

& quoted in The Washington Post, September 6, 1992: section A, p. 1.

® James A. Campbell and Kenneth A. Wink. 1990. "Trial Heat Forecasts of the
Presidential Vote," American Politics Quarterly 18: 251-269.



presidential election outcomes. Because of this, it is possible to comment on whether
reliance on economic variables helped or hindered prediction in 1992.

Table 6.2 shows the models’ prcdjctions..(as, of September, 1992) and the
actual vote for 1992. Every model except Abramowitz’s underestimated Clinton's
share of the two-pafty vote. The electoral vote estimations were similarly understated.
The models which are more purely economic met with limited success. The Fair
model not only missed the final vote by over seven percentage points, but erroneously
predicted that Bush would be re-elected. Tufte’s model had Clinton winning the
election, though the actual margin was almost four percentage points greater than
Tufte predicted.'® Given the relative inaccuracy of these predictions, one is led to
infer that something more than aggregate macroeconomics drove the 1992 vote.

The hybrid economic-political models faired only slightly better. The Lewis-
Beck and Rice model picked Bush to win based on the September data. In fact, it
estimated that Clinton would win only 42% of the Electoral College, which missed the
actual outcome by 144 electoral votes. I should remark that their revised estimates,
based on October data, had Clinton winning with a 50.3% share of the two-party vote.
However, even this second estimate missed Clinton’s actual vote by three percentage

points. Campbell’s model had the correct winner and was within two percentage

' One must assume that Tufte and Fair’s models were computed using September to
September data. The effect of using these data as opposed to the October to October data
is generally less than two-tenths of a percentage point on the vote estimation.



points and fifteen electoral votes of the actual outcome. This is an impressive result,
but not as impressive as Abramowitz’s. The Abl"amowitz model was accurate to the
tenth of a percentage point on the two-party prcsidential vote. Perhaps his "time for a
change" variable was an insight necessary to understand 1992.

Out of the five respected models in the study, two (Fair and Lewis-Beck &
Rice) had the wrong winner. Another, the Tufte model, predicted a two percentage
point Clinton win, thereby projecting a cliff-hanger and not the solid Clinton victory
that actually occurred. Clearly, something was missing.

There is reason to believe the models were insufficiently political. Within
Bush’s Republican campaign, the economic models were applied with adjustments for
political factors. The Republican National Committee combined personal income
growth and the mid-summer Gallup Organization Poll’s presidential approval rating,
hoping to "add to the best economic indicator a variable to capture something of the
voters’ evaluations of the character and competence of the candidates"." This model
predicted that Clinton would win 53.2% of the two-party vote for the 1992 presidential
election, missing the actual outcome by a tenth of a percentage point. There is little
doubt that the critical variable was the survey rating of Bush’s popular standing.

The mispredictions of the economic models should not obscure the fact that

they were not wholly inaccurate predictors of the vote in the 1992 presidential

111992 Post-Election Report for the Republican National Committee.



election. Omitting Fair, on average the predictions had Clinton winning 51.2% of the
two-party vote. This is within 2.1 percentage po_ints of his actual vote. The rough
congruence between prediction and reality suggésts that 1992 was not a completely
anomalous year; much of what occurred in 1992 was consistent with the way voters
usually react to particular circumstances.

Still, one cannot help but note that the actual margin was not two but six
percentage points. This is the difference between a cliff-hanger and a rout.
Furthermore, predictive differences among the models exist and indicate that objective
reality may not have been cut-and-dried in 1992. The limited accuracy of these
models offers evidence that other factors besides macroeconomics are necessary to
explain Clinton’s victory. Models incorporating political factors such as presidential
approval were, on the whole, closer to the actual vote. This fact is evidence that
politics mattered in 1992. Insofar as politics mattered, it is plausible that campaigns

could have influenced voters’ preferences.

Retrospective Voting

If partisanship leaves approximately 40% of the 1992 vote unexplained, and the
economic models offer decidedly mixed projections for the residual variance, other
factors must account for Bill Clinton’s victory over George Bush. A retrospective

model of the vote holds promise. Theoretically, the retrospective voting model is
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simple. It is based on the notion that voters use elections to pass judgement on the
performance of those in power.” An election is understood to be a referendum on
the incumbent office-holder or, if there is no incumbent running, the incumbent party.
Projections of the candidates’ future performances on key issues are calculated using
past performance. If the incumbent is generally thought to have done a good job, he
will be re-elected. If not, the incumbent’s success depends on (1) the magnitude of
the disaffection and (2) the strength of the challenger.

The retrospective model is not only simple for the analyst, but for the voter as
well. This model places limited demands on voters’ knowledge or interest. It is, in
this sense, consistent with the standard conception of Americans as disinterested and
somewhat unconcerned with the details of politics.

Retrospective models are not perfect, though. Indeed, they are a mixed
blessing for researchers. On the plus side of the ledger, retrospective evaluations have
been strongly correlated with past votes. For the 1960 presidential election, Fiorina's
two-stage probit vote equations explained 73% of the variance. In 1976, his equations
explained 83% of the presidential vote variance.”® On the debit side, it is difficult to
test these models with more recent data. The problem is rooted in the fact that

Fiorina’s models are constructed after a given election with an eye toward explanation

12 Morris Fiorina. 1981. Retrospective Voting in American National Elections. (New
Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press).

B Fiorina. Retrospective Voting, 161-170.
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of the outcome. They do not purport to be predictive. This tends to make them
somewhat dependent upon the idiosyncracies of the modeler and difficult to construct
on one’s own. - P N

Rather than develop a tepid version of Fiorina’s model for the 1992
presidential clcction; this analysis will rely on an examination of the simple
retrospective evaluations of voters. As could be expccfcd, most voters had negative
retrospective evaluations of incumbent George Bush in 1992. In fact, survey
responses indicate that George Bush should have been resoundingly repudiated. The
data are clear about the basis of this defeat; Bush’s ratings were the same or worse
than Jimmy Carter in 1980, and Carter lost by eight percentage points and over two
hundred electoral votes. Seventy-three percent of respondents said they were worse
off in 1992 than they were in 1988; 82% said the country was on the wrong track;
54% disapproved of the President Bush’s handling of his job." Going by the
retrospective evaluations of the electorate, the question is not why George Bush lost,
but how he managed to lose by only five percentage points.

Table 6.3 shows how retrospective appraisals were associated with the
presidential vote. Sixty-seven percent of voters who thought the country was moving
in the right direction voted for Bush, while only 31% of those saying the country was

on the wrong track voted for the Republican incumbent. The pattern is similar for the

14 Data are from the 1992 NES (N = 1,348).
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“are you better off today than four years ago” question. Bush camied 68% of those
who said they were "better off”, but polled only 25% of those who claimed they were
"worse off." These two questions undoubtedly influence presidential approval, which
should be a more proximate and powerful determinant of the vote. Indeed, Bush
received only 11% of the vote from those who disapprove of his handling of the
presidency. Conversely, he garnered 71% support from those approving of his job
performance.

The power of retrospective evaluations can be estimated by summing the
percent of respondents who vote against their appraisals; those in the off-diagonals of
Table 6.3. Seventy-four percent voted consistent with their response to the "are you
better off now . . ." question. The track question was the least predictive, though it
produces accurate estimates 64% of the time. As expected, the approval question was
most connected with the vote as 81% of Americans voted consistent with their opinion
on George Bush’s job performance.

The discrepancies between retrospective evaluations and the vote appear to
have favored George Bush in 1992. Sixty-nine percent of those who voted
inconsistently with their response on the track question cast their batlots for Bush. For
the "are you better off . . ." question, over three out of four mispredicted respondents
voted for Bush. The problem is that a vast majority of Americans took a negative

view of the country, meaning that Clinton could afford to lose some of those people to

13



Bush. Moreover, there was no pattern among those voting out of line with their
opinion on the presidential approval question. T_hc retrospective questions do not give
an obvious explanation for the narrow margin between Clinton and Bush.

Despite the ambiguity of the data, there is an explanation for the election’s
closeness which is consistent with the retrospective model: Bill Clinton and Ross
Perot were as unattractive to the electorate as George Bush. It should be remembered
that although retrospective voting emphasizes the record of the incumbent as a cue to
voters® preferences, it also acknowledges the relative merits of all candidates. That is,
a negative retrospective judgement is a reason not to vote for the incumbent; however,
one still needs a reason to vote for the challenger. The challenger may have a poor
record, or simply be unattractive enough in other ways to minimize the influence of an
incumbent’s negative retrospective standing.

For 1992, Clinton’s narrow victory may have been a function of his own
unpopularity, given he was running against someone who was widely seen to be a
“failed" president. This is evidenced by the fact that although 38% of voters thought
there was more risk in electing George Bush than in electing Bill Clinton, 46% said
there was greater risk in electing Bill Clinton than in re-electing George Bush."®

Data on candidate favorability do show Clinton increased his favorability over the

¥ Data are from November 11-17, 1992 U.S. National Post-Election Survey
conducted by Market Strategies, Inc. for the Republican National Committee.
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course of the campaign -- to an average rating of 57 on a 0-100 point scale.' This
number is not high in historical terms, though, as four out of the last five presidents
entered with higher ratings. Clinton was regardeﬁ more highly than Bush, but not by
much.

The retrospective voting models’ failings, such as they are, appcar to be limited
to overstating the extent of Bush’s repudiation. Aside from this, the model tells a
convincing story of the 1992 presidential election: a president who was perceived to
have made the country worse off during his term was rejected in favor of the
challenger. That the challenger had considerable short-comings of his own was not
enough to prevent voters from punishing the incumbent. The logic of retrospective
voting (especially its emphasis on quick, easy to understand political perceptions and

their connection to accountability) is therefore compelling for 1992.

CONDITIONS AND CAMPAIGNING IN 1992

Constructing a Test for Campaign Effects
On the whole, factors such as party identification, the economy and
retrospective appraisals of the nation’s condition appear to have been related to voters’

1992 presidential preferences. However, this association was far from perfect. We do

¢ Data from Market Strategies, Inc. show Clinton’s ratings rose dramatically during
the Convention. Moreover, by late October evaluations of Clinton came to be almost as
important to the vote intention as were ratings of Bush.
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not have a very complete explanation of the vote. A controlled analysis of the impact
of conditional variables and campaign factors on voters’ presidential candidate
preferences is needed.

Support for the presidential candidates is measured from public opinion
surveys. For the préscnt analysis, the candidate support measure developed in Chapter
Five will be used. This measure includes estimates of the trial ballot margin for every
day of 1992."7 While acknowledging the importance of Ross Perot’s independent
candidacy, the margin estimated is the difference in support for the major party
candidates.

Both conditional and campaign variables are structured in much the same way
as the candidate support margin variable. The conditional variables include four
measures: (1) presidential approval, (2) consumer confidence, (3) perceived condition
of the country, and (4) partisanship. These variables are estimated for each day of

1992. The approval, party identification and perceived condition of the country

17 To reiterate the method used previously, if one trial ballot existed for a given day
it was used to estimate the margin between the candidates. If more than one survey
existed, the average of the trial ballot margin was used. If no survey existed, an estimate
was calculated using (1) the trend suggested by the most immediate anterior and posterior
data points, and (2) data from National Election Study. NES survey respondents from the
given day, as well as from the day before and the day after, were culled and weighted by
age/gender, race/region and partisanship to provide an appropriate estimate of the trial
ballot margin. A generalized least squares procedure was then used to create an estimate
of the trial ballot margin using the trend and the NES data. The GLS procedure derives
a measure of support by weighing the input estimates by the inverse square of their error
terms.
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measures come from survey data.'® Each variable is coded so that anti-Bush
responses are subtracted from pro-Bush responses. For instance, if 45% approve of
Bush’s job performance while 55% disapprove, the approval variable for that day
would be -10. The variable values can therefore range from -100 to +100. Estimates
of these variables for inter-survey periods are derived by calculating linear trends
suggested by anterior and posterior survey data points."”

The same approach to estimation is done for campaign variables.” Campaign
events are collapsed into three categories: positive, negative and neutral events. The
campaign event typology used in Chapters Four and Five are condensed so that there
are more cases are available to estimate the relationships in the multivariate
analyses.?! Positive campaign events are meant to refer to activities which should

"positively" affect the support for the candidate undertaking them. These events

' These variables are constructed from the monthly (roughly) national polls

conducted by Market Strategies, Inc. during the 1992 presidential campaign.

' The one exceptional conditional variable is consumer confidence. The consumer
confidence index is an estimate of consumer sentiment against an historical baseline
(February, 1986). A rating of one hundred would mean consumer confidence equals that
of the baseline. For 1992, this measure reaches a high of 69 and a low of 49. The
ratings come from a monthly survey of 5,000 United States’ households. As with the
other conditional variables, estimates of consumer confidence over the course of a given
month are calculated by the linear trend of the most immediate anterior and posterior data
points. Thus, each of the conditional variables are estimated for every day of 1992.

¥ For all of the analyses, the campaign variables are lagged to account for the delay
in the relationship between their occurrence and changes in the candidate support margin.

2 The universe of campaign events is the same used in Chapter Five.
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include prospective, retrospective, valence and attack messages, conventions and party
unity activities. Negative campaign events are cgpccted to reduce the standing of the
candidate associated with them. This category cilcompasscs scandals and foul-ups.
Neutral campaign events could work either for or against a particular candidate. These
events include debates and outside occurrences, such as an international or domestic
incident. These three campaign event types are thus treated as separate variables.

The operationalization of positive and negative campaign events consists of a
"running tally," or cumulative score, for these events throughout 1992.2 As an
example, for positive campaigning, the measure starts out at "0" on January 1, 1992.
It remains there until February 15, when it goes to "+1" because George Bush
articulated a prominent prospective message on that day. It goes to "+2" when Bush
conducted another positive event, and back to "+1" when Clinton undertook his first
nationally prominent positive activity. This ebb and flow continues until November 3,
1992. For negative campaign events, the running tally method is used in a similar
fashion. The only variation is that Clinton’s negative events are added to the total
while Bush’s are subtracted. The result is two variables whose effect on fluctuations
in presidential support in 1992 can be directly tested.

Neutral campaign events do not require a cumulative score. Because there is

no expectation of how support will fluctuate in response to debates or world events (at

2 The "running tally" idea was suggested by an anonymous paper reviewed by the
author.

18



least in the abstract), it would be problematic to use a running tally. One would not
know, a priori, whether one should add to the tal_ly (presuming the event should
correlate with positive movement in the margin, understood here as increased support
for George Bush), or subtract from it (assuming the opposite). Instead, a dummy
variable is used to identify those days associated with the occurrence of neutral events.
The main problem -- that the margin could go either way for any given event, so that
a strong, unpredictable effects could be obscured -- remains. This set-up makes the
issue more tractable, though.?

In order to interpret relationships and understand subsequent analyses, it should
be pointed out that all but two of the variables are expected to have a positive
relationship with changes in the dependent variable. A decline in consumer
confidence (or presidential approval, or the occurrence of a positive campaign event
for Bill Clinton) is posited to vary positively with an increase in Clinton’s share of the
vote. Conversely, the occurrence of a positive campaign event for George Bush (or an
increase in consumer confidence or presidential approval) should be positively

associated with an increase in Bush’s support.”

2 Specifically, an insignificant regression coefficient with a large standard error is
a red-flag that a relationship between neutral events and voters’ preferences may exist ,
but is hidden by the multi-directional nature of the association.

* There are two exceptions. The first exception is neutral campaign events. The
dummy variable set-up ("1" for days with neutral events, "0" otherwise) means that a
positive relationship is when neutral campaigning is related to increased support for Bush,
while a negative association exists if neutral campaign events produce more support for
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Controlled Analyses of Campaign Effects ,

At this point, an empirical analysis of chgnges in the margin between the
presidential candidates is called for. One wants io account for simultaneous and
interactive effects between conditional and campaign factors and the margin. A
multivariate rcgrcssibn model allows for these effects. Table 6.4 presents the results
of an ordinary least squares regression analysis in which changes in the support
margin are explained by conditional and campaign variables. The model explains a
89% of the variance in the margin. This suggests that the combination of conditional
and campaign variables goes a long way towards explaining candidate preference
variance.

The relationship between campaign events, both positive and negative, and
support margin changes corroborates the evidence from Chapter Five. The campaign
variables have regression coefficients with signs in the expected direction. The model
estimates that positive campaign events produced a change in the trial ballot margin of

1.9 percentage points. Even given that these events were the most notable from the

campaign, this relationship is still striking. For scandals and gaffes, a 0.6 percentage

Clinton. The second exception is the negative campaign event category. This variable
is coded so that negative relationships between the variable and the candidate’s standing
are expected. This coding makes meaning of the relationship more intuitive. Specifically,
a negative correlation indicates that negative events produced a decrease in support for
the candidate associated with them. Thus, a negative campaign event for Bill Clinton is
conceptualized as inducing a reduction in Clinton’s standing. A negative and significant
correlation or regression coefficient would confirm this understanding.
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point change in the margin was associated with each event.” Both positive and
negative campaign variables were significantly associated to oscillations in the
candidate support margin at the 0.01 level of significance. - The significance
measurements of the regression coefficients’ t-statistics show that presidential approval
was the variable mo;t strongly correlated with the candidate support margin measure,
followed by positive campaign events. Consumer confidence and party identification
were the next most correlated, with negative campaign events being slightly less,
though still highly, associated with changes in the candidates’ support. Among the
campaign variables, only neutral campaign events were not related to the margin in a
statistically significant way.*

In spite of the model’s ability to explain the variance in the margin, there is
reason to suspect that a straight-forward multivariate regression distorts the causal
chain. In 1992, voters’ preferences -- which ultimately drive the candidate support
margins -- could have been a function of presidential approval, which was influenced
by changes in consumer confidence, changes in general appraisals of the country’s
direction, and campaign variables. Changes in party identification could have had an

independent impact on a number of variables, including the margin, presidential

* That neutral campaign events are not as strongly related to predictable changes in
the vote is not unexpected. As suggested earlier, the large standard error term for neutral
campaign events may indicate that these events are related to the vote, but not so that one
can predict whether these events would have generally helped Bill Clinton or George
Bush in 1992.
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approval and conditional preceptions.

A linear structural equation model can specify this two-stage relationship. This
model is illustrated in Figure 6.1. As is evident from the diagram, conditions are
conceptualized as a factor, with consumer confidence and opinions about the direction
of the country drivﬁg this factor. Similarly, campaigns are conceived of as a factor
determined by positive, negative and neutral campaign events. Party identification is
simply a measured variable. The simultaneous influence of party identification and
campaigns on perceptions of conditions is to be estimated by the model. The object of
the first stage of the model is presidential approval, with the impact of campaigning,
conditions and party identification on this variable being gauged. The second stage of
the model estimates the effect of these variables and factors on change in the support
margin between the candidates. The results of the linear structural equation model
are presented in Figure 6.2.

The ability of the model to accurately explain variances can be gleamed from
two statitics: (1) the chi-sqaure statistic divided by the degrees of freedom and (2) the
comparative goodness of fit index. The first measure strongly evidences the accuracy
of the model. Roughly speaking, anything below five qualifies as significant and the
measure for this model is below one. The comparative goodness of fit index should
be over 0.90 to indicate a well-specified model; the statistic for this model is

approximately 0.92. Our model does a good job of accounting for variance in the
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dependent variables.
The relationships between variables (and -between variables and factors) are
estimated by regression coefficients derived from analyses of mean and covariance

structures.® Figure 6.2 presents these coefficients within the diagram. Three

findings are worth emphasizing:

(1) The campaign factor had a significant affect on changes in the support margin.
The path coefficient’s standard error was relatively high, but the effect was significant
at the 0.05 level. The central question of the chapter has thus been answered:

campaign events affect voters’ preferences, even when controlling for other factors.

(2) Conditions were influenced strongly by campaigning and by oscillations in party
identification. However, despite these influences, conditions still had a significant

independent affect on changes in candidate support.

(3) Presidential approval was not as important for the margin as were campaigning

and conditional perceptions. Conversely, party identification had a greater affect on

% The EQS program, developed by Peter Bentler, was used to analyze the data. The
program differs slightly from factor analytic simultaneous equation models (or LISREL),
though the resulting coefficients are comparable. For a detailed account of the EQS
approach, or of the differences between EQS and LISREL, see Peter M. Bentler. 1989.
EQS: Structural Equations Program Manual (Los Angeles, Calif.: BMPD Statistical
Software, Inc.).
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the margin than any of the other factors.”

This examination has produced strong evidence for the contention that
campaigns affect voters’ preferences. The most interesting finding is the persistence

of this influence in the face of controls for conditional variables which are generally

thought to overwhelm campmgh effects. There is evcn ‘evidence that campalgn events

influence conditional variables. This brings into question the whole notion that
campaigns merely activate latent predispositions and raising the possibility that

campaigns both condition and activate these latent predispositions.

DISCUSSION

Economic conditions, perceptions of the condition of the country, and

presidential approval all influenced the dynamics of support between the presidential

?7 This last finding can be explained by the amount of variation in the dependent
variables. There was a notable lack of variation in presidential approval over 1992;
George Bush’s approval rating was in the mid to low 40’s throughout the election year.
However, party identification showed a surprising amount of variation over the
presidential campaign. According to the measure employed in this chapter, the
Democratic lead in terms of identifiers ebbed at +1 and peaked at +14. This variance
raises the possibility that party identification ought to have been treated as a dependent
variable for 1992 (as Fiorina and others have suggested in previous years). Resolving this
issue is beyond the scope of the present analysis, as recalibrating partisanship to take into
account possible inputs would involve individual-level data. It is also doubtful that such
an undertaking would alter the finding that campaigning significantly influences changes
in the support margin.
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candidates in 1992. The evidence shows that campaigns act to convert conditions into
support for candidates. The data also show that campaigns affect perceptions of
conditions and exert an indpendent affect on the vote. In both of these capacities, they
serve an important function.

From all of these data, there is no reason to believe that campaigns simply
translate, in a mechanical way, broad perceptions into support for one or the other
candidate. Campaign events were not randomly successful in 1992, Furthermore,
analyses from previous chapters show that some campaign events have worked and
some have failed in American presidential elections. Effective campaign events said
the right things to the right people; one cannot just say anything to anybody and
assume voters will flock to one’s candidacy, even if that candidacy is fortuitously
situated. If one is able to articulate an effective theme to a sympathetic group, one
stands a chance of affecting both perceptions of the country’s condition, as well as the
vote.

More specifically, for the 1992 presidential election the notion that conditional
realities conspire to create predictable vote outcomes seems. at odds with the dynamics
of the race. If Clinton was destined to rise to a certain share of the vote in 1992, why
did he rise "too high" (according to objective indicators) in the aftermath of the
Democratic Convention? Similarly, if Clinton’s ascendancy created the need for a

Bush counter-surge (to achieve an equilibrium consistent with objective reality), why
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didn’t this surge occur after the Republican Convention? Why did Bush’s surge not
occur until after the third presidential debate? One could go on and on with other
questions about the specific timing of oscillations in candidate support which are not
explained if one relies solely on conditional factors.

The bottom-line is that both conditions and campaigns appear to be important
in presidential elections. Even if one believes exogenous factors determine elections,
how conditional factors come to be realized is an important question. It is clearly one
that cannot be answered without taking into account the means by which information

about politics and candidates and issues are conveyed to the electorate.
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Table 6.1

Party Identification and the 1992 Presidential Election

3-Way Presidential Race - 2-Way
Presidential Race
T T T T e S

Bush Clinton | Perot || Bush | Clinton Total
Party
Identification
Strong Democratic 4% 91 5 5% 95 18%
Weak Democratic 16% 66 18 20% 80 17
Leaning Democratic 9% 65 26 8% 92 14
Independent 26% 35 39 43% 57 11
Leaning Republican 62% 11 28 80% 20 12
Weak Republican 64% 13 23 75% 25 13
Strong Republican 87% 3 10 93% 7 15
SUMMARY:
Democratic 9% 76 15 11% 89 49%
Independent 26% 35 39 43% 57 11
Republican 1% 9 20 85% 15 40

Notes: Data are from 1992 National Election Study (N=1,348).



Table 6.2

Macroeconomic Voting Models and the 1992 Presidential Election

(Popular and Electoral College vote predictions
are for the two-way Clinton vote in the 1992 presidential election.)

September Actual Deviation Electoral Actual Deviation
Prediction Vote
Prediction

Fair

Lewis-Beck and
Rice

Campbell

Abramowitz

-1.7

0.0

XX

226

355

XX

370

370

-15

XX




Retrospective Measures and the 1992 Presidential Election

Table 63

Clinton Bush Perot Total
Are you better off than you were four years
ago? -
Better Off 14% 68 17 19%
Worse Off 56% 25 18 81
Direction of Country
Right Direction
Wrong Track 22% 67 11 18%

48% 31 21 82

Presidential Approval
Approve 13% 71 16 46%
Disapprove 68% 11 22 54

Notes: Data are from the 1992 NES (N=1,348).




Table 6.4

’

Correlational Analyses of Candidate Support Margin and Independent Variables

(Data are daily measures of these variables for each day of 1992 (measurement is explained in the text).
Cell entries are correlation coefficierits.)

Trial EC Prez. CCI Track PID Pos. Neg. Neu.

Ballot Vote °~ App. Event Event Event
presidential
approval B2k 50+
consumer
confidence A3 ) L S
direction of
country A4 (07 O3%% 40w
party

identification B0** 70+ 59*+ 10 31+
positive
campaigning JO*x 46%* GB** 3THx 4o%%x G]¥*

negative
campaigning -42%* - 08 -60%* - 60**  -5T**  21** . 38¥%

neutral
campaigning -.035 -4 -.04 -.13 -.05 -03 -.10 -04

** = significant at 0.01.
* = significant at 0.05.



Table 6.5
Regression Analysis of Conditions, Campaigning and Changes in the Candidate Support Margin

(Data are from daily measures of the variables for each day of 1992 (measurement explained in text).)

Model of Candidate Support Margin

Regression Standard | T-Statistic

Coefficient Error Significance
Conditional Variables i
Presidential Approval 0.78 0.06 .00
Consumer Consumer Index 0.45 0.06 .00
Direction of Country 0.10 0.10 35
Party Identification 1.37 0.18 00
Campaign Variables
Positive Campaign Events 1.87 0.15 .00
Negative Campaign Events -0.59 022 .01
Neutral Campaign Events -1.24 0.80 12
Adjusted R-Squared 0.89
Standard Error 4.14




Figure 6.2
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