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* If we do a study of specific places, should we also try to have, variability across
places by studying more than one location? ’

* How much content analysis and event coding can we afford to|do if we study
multipke places? '

IV. Analysis Problems --- Dealing with Small Number of Cases Per Day

This is probably not the place to get into a full-fledged discussion of how to analysis rolling
cross-sections. But there has been a substantial amount of skepticism expressed over the
years by those who have wondered how anything could be done with just 75 cases per day.
The answer is that traditional techniques are limited, but modern statistical and graphical
technology has deveioped to the point where a great deal can now be doge.

A. Taking Daily Aggregates and Smoothing -— The simplest, and oftdn the most
illuminating way, to study rolling cross-sections is to take a daily agg (possibly of just a
subgroup such as all Tories or all those in Quebec) and to see how it chdnges over time,
There are two classes of techniques for doing this:

1. Sroothing Algorithms —- In the 1988 and subsequent studies, (we have found that
simple three, five, and seven day moving averages have often provided ore than enough
smoothing to reveal patterns that would otherwise be hidden. This is ve
a package like Harvard Graphics which has a simple command for com
moving averages. More sophisticated methods are also now available,
routine with is a local weighied regression routine. The Figures discussdd at the beginning of
this memorandum used this routine. There are also many other "smoothers” available and a
bady of software. See W. Hardle, Applied Nonparametric Regression, Cambridge University
Press, 1990.

2. Kalman FHtering — For those who want to do multivariate arjalysis and who have
stronger statistical skills, the Kaiman Filter provides an ideal way to anallyze time-series in
which there is a known amount of error in the time-series, In rolling crgss-sections, the daily
sampling error for each variable is very easy to compute because we know the sample size.
This means that the Kalman filter ¢an be used to smooth these data, See Nathaniel Beck,
“Estimating Dynamic Models Using Kalman Filtering,* Political Analysiy, Volume I,
Michigan University Press.

B. Using Micro-Data and Doing Time-Series Cross-Sectional Estimations --- These kinds
of analyses can be done in several different ways.

1, Instrumental Variables — Charles Franklin has developed a method for analyzing
cross-sections in his paper on "Estimation Across Data Sets: Two Stage uxiliary
Instrumental Variables Estimation," Political Analysis, Volume 1, Michi. University Press.
-In this paper, he shows how a regression of some putatively changing clfmcueristic such as
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2. Simultaneous Analysis of Ttme-serles versus Cross-sectional
1988 Canadian study, we took the daily mean of important independent 1
‘competence ratings and included that in regressions along with the in deviations from
that daily mean to see how each affected important dependent variables spich as vote choice or
thermometer ratings of leaders. This kind of analysis requires some assymptions about the
underlying processes generating the data, but we found them to be very for separating
out the well-known cross-sectional variation in many variables from the femporal changes that
we really cared about.

3. Using the Panel Feature of a Study with Both Rolling Cmss—.ﬁcriom and a Post-
Election Inierview --- We found that the best kind of analysis was probably using the panel
feature of our Canadian data to control for individual ("cross-sectional”) kffects so that we
could focus on true change over time. A description of this and the method described in (2)
above can be found in the Appendix to our book on the 1988 election, Lerzing the People
Decide.

VY. Concluslons

Our expenence suggests that a daily telephone rolhng cross-section with @ post-election
interview is the best design for studying campaigns. We have also found that content analysis
and event coding are useful and important sources of information about the campaign. As for
instrumentation, we recommend the use of batteries of items, questions about events (on the
rolling cross-sections and the post-clection interviews), and active probes|through experiments
and challenges.

In the American context, the most important decisions may be the follow]ng:
* When should we begin interviewing?
* Should we do a national study or a local study or several local Wstudies?

* How much content analysis and event coding should we do?

*

What instrumentation should we include? What baticries of itetns?

What cvents should be covered? What experiments and challehges
should be tried? .
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1980, Pre-Eleclion Vote Intention by Day
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1980, Mean Party Identification by Day
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1992, Mean Thermometers by Day

60
- LL S ~.‘~.. f..o' ) . l'.".-
55 - .-Q.l ......... . .-'.' 4 4---.'
_ ‘.‘u.-l--..‘-‘ '-.....-'
-""" .
. - T PP Lol P "
\__ﬂ“
4 h.
-
1 S
50+ S.,
45 4
40 4
] Clinton
J Busgh
35. Y T r . . . Perot
-10 -6 =50 -40 -30 -20 -ip . 0

LOVESS 40%

Figure 5




UWl—2q=1a384 lo~carf U. L. OURVETY RESEHRLA UNITR ols 043 82372 P.@13rEZ2

1892, "Is there anything that makes you want to vote for ...
by day
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1992, Party Identification by Day
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Debate Viewership and Perceptions of Turner'’s Competence
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