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Table 1
THE TWQO MOST IMPORTANT ISSUES IN. DETERMINING SUPPORT
IN THE PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION (OPEN-ENDED)a

||nonthb Feb | Apr |Jun {Jul | Aug |oOct OthI

Issuef 2-4 | 20-

22
Economy® 50 |37 |32 |36 |49 |56 |57

Ii
Health 25 17 13 16 13 19 18
| Care

Jobs 8 13 lé 22 14 17 18
Deficit 3 10 14 11 8 13 13
Taxes 11 11 9 19 19 12 12
Integrity/ 1 5 4 3 5 6 12
Candidate
Character
Abortion 4 17 14 21 18 13 11
Eduction 7 9 9 11 8 8 8
Foreign 5 6 4 5 6 6 6
Policy
Social 8 7 7 8 6 5 5
Issues
Environment 2 4 8 6 3 4 3

8 nThe Presidential election will be in November. What two

issues do you think will be of most importance to you in
determining who you will support?" Harris Poll, 1992.

b pata for February through July based on all adults. Data
from August to end based on "likely voters."

¢ Issues averaging three percent or fewer mentions include:
human/civil/women’s rights, -peace/world peace/neclear arms,
defense, crime, welfare, programs for the poor, farm issues, gun
control, and drugs. _

d percent mentioning one or more economic issues (the economy,
deficit, jobs, or taxes) was 79 percent in the October 2 survey and
81 percent in the October 20 survey.
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Table 4 :
SEPTEMBER, 1992: CORRELATIONS.ON POOLED SAMPLE
LOS ANGELES, BOSTON, WINSTON-SALEM

- GONSIDERATIONS ABOUT BUSH

ALL VOTERS
Correlations: BUSH - Lead Honest World Economy
Lead 1.0000 LA986%% . 5251 *%* e 3144%%
Honest .4986%% 1.0000 «4749%% .2655%
World — - = — = - 5251kk--v ;AT4ORk 10000~ 4085k
Economy « 3144 %% «2655%* .4085%* 1.0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 1241
LIKELY BUSH VOTERS ONLY
Lead 1.0000 -3041*%* .2080%* »1692% %
Honest .3041*%% 1.0000 . 2875%*% .1378%
World .2080%* .2875%% 1.0000 . 2692%%
Economy .1692%% .1378% .2692%*% 1.,0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 420
LIKELY CLINTON VOTERS ONLY

Lead 1.0000 « 3699%% .2781%* .1009%
Honest .3699%% 11,0000 »2671%% «1423%%
World c278B1l%* .2671*%% 1,0000 . 1686%*
Economy .1009%* 1423 %% .1686** 1.0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 779

CONSIDERATIONE ABOUT CLINTON

ALL VOTERS
Correlations: CLINTON Lead Honest World Economy
Lead 1.0000 «5600%*% +5596%* .4169%*
Honest .5600%*% 1.0000 «4973%% <4032%*
World .5596%% .4973%% 1.0000 «5302%%*
Economy «4169%% ~4032%% .5302*%* 1.0000

Minimum pairwise N of cases: 1241

LIKELY CLINTON VOTERS ONLY

Lead 1.0000 “4302%% «2733%% c1621 %%
Honest .4302%% 1.0000 «2911%% «2200%%
World s2733%% .2911*%* 1,0000 «3100%%
Economy «1621%% L2200%* .3100%% 1.0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 655
LIKELY BUSH VOTERS ONLY

Lead 1.0000 L4020%% «3114%** -1492%%
Honest .4020%#% 1,0000 «1915%** .2538%%*
World »3114%% .1915%% 1.0000 .2612%%
Economy +1492%% .2538B%* .2612%% 1.0000

Minimum pairwise N of cases: 372
1-tailed Signifance: * - ,01 ** - .001



ALL VOTERS
Correlations: BUSH- Lead Honest World Economy
Lead 1.0000 .6124%% .5219%* .3285%*
Honest .6124%% 1.0000 .5003%% «.2910%%*
World .5219%% .5003%% 1,.0000 L4013%%.
Economy « 3285%% . 291Q%% .4013*%% 1.0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 1364
LIKELY BUSH VOTERS ONLY
Lead 1.0000 SA621%% « 2041 %% .1386%%*
Honest .4621%% 1.0000 .2305%% .1039%*
World + 2041 %% .2305%% 1,0000 .1638%%
Economy .1386%% .1039% .1638%% 1,.0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 489
LIKELY CLINTON VOTERS ONLY
Lead 1.0000 .A4418%% .2789%%* .1078%*
Honest .4418%% 11,0000 e 2311 %% .0799
World .2789%% .2311%* 1.0000 «1439%%
Economy -1078%* .0799 .1439%% 1,0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 653
CONSIDERATIONS ABOUT CLINTON
ALL VOTERS
Correlations: CLINTON Lead Honest World Economy
Lead 1.0000 <7307 %% .6488%* .5242%%
Honest .7307%% 1.0000 .6257%% L4933%%
World .6488*%%* .6257%% 1.0000 .5883%%
Economy L5242%% L4933%% .5883%% 1.0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 1364
LIKELY CLINTON VOTERS ONLY
Lead 1.0000 L4673 %% .1536%* «1335%%*
Honest .4673%*% 1.0000 .1636%* .1916%%
World .1536%%* .1636*%*% 1.0000 L2297 %%k
Econonmy «1335%% L1916%* .2297%% 1.0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 604
LIKELY BUSH VOTERS ONLY

Lead 1.0000 .5400%% .3261*% .0992
Honest .5400%% 1.0000 .3867** . 0664
World » 3261 %% .3867%* 1.0000 L2675%%*
Economy . 0992 . 0664 .2675%% 1,0000
Minimum pairwise N of cases: 429
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- Table 4 (cont’d)
OCTOBER, 1992: CORRRELATIONS .ON POOLED SAMPLE
LOS ANGELES, BOSTON, WINSTON-SALEM

CONSIDERATIONS ABOUT EBUSH

1-tailed Signifance: * - ,01 %% - ,001
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Table 5

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE ON POOLED SAMPLE
LOS ANGELES, BOSTON, WINSTON-SALEM

SEPTEMBER
Supporters:

Bush honesty
Clinton honesty
Bush economy
Clinton economy

OCTOBER |
Supporters

Bush honesty
Clinton honesty
Bush economy
Clinton economy

Signif: * - .01

Bush

2.02
2.90

1.77 -

2.23

Bush

1.97
3.11
1.66
2.34

kk -

.001

Clinton

2.90
1.99
2.43
1.32

Clinton

2.81
2.00
2.35
1.26

F

410.657**
370.703%%*
271.392%%
510.237%%

F

532.718%*
1107.488%*%
345.464%%
922.247%%

P i T T 3

P P

1380)
1302)
1394)
1358)

1268)
1220)
1293)
1257)
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Figure 2
Candidate Characteristics by Media:
March to November
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Figure 3

Ad Messages about Candidate Leadership and Issue Positions

by Candidate :
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APPENDIX
Table I
Correlations of News, Ads, and Public Opinion on the Economy
Favor Tone TV | Lagged Favor Tone TV | Lagged
Clinton | News to | Tone to | Bush News to | Tone to
Clinton | Clinton Bush Bush
Favor XX -.20 .06 -.19 -.47 -.06
Clinton (p=.31) | (p=.43) (E='31) (p=.10) (p=.44)
Tone TV | -.20 XXX .34 -,64% -.19 -.12
Clinton | (p=.31) ' (p=.18) | (p=.03) | (p=-30) | (p=.38)
Lagged .06 + 34 XXX -.69% .17 .00
Tone to | (p=.43) | (p=.18) (p=.03) | (p=.34) | (p=.50)
Clinton
Favor -.19 -.64% -.69% XXX +45 .21
Bush (p=.31) | (p=.03) (p=.03) (p=.11) (Ef'31)
Tone TV | =.47 -.19 .17 .45 XXX LT2%
Bush (p=.10) | (p=.30) | (p=.34) | (p=.11) (p=.02)
Lagged -.06 -.12 .00 21 L72% XXX
Tone to | (p=.44) | (p=.38) | (p=.50) | (p=.31) | (p=.02)
Bush .
* p < .05 ** p < .01
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1. There has, of course, been disagreement on the meaning of these
cues. Partisanship, for example, is alternatively viewed as a
ljearned early predisposition or an overtime summary of differences
in party issue positions; retrospective evaluations are either a
form of holding politicians accountable for mistakes they have made
or a combination of accountability and future promise; personal
assessments are either apolitical images or attempts to predict
which candidate represents the best future "investment."

2. Kelly and Mirer’s research was based on the "like" and
v"dislike" questions of election surveys: "Is there anything in
particular about (name of candidate) that might make you want to
vote (for him, against him)? What is that?" Their method limits
considerations to factors that citizens are willing to give as
reasons for voting for or against a candidate and may push people
to offer rationalizations of their previous choices. Using data
from a more open interview situation, our definition of
"considerations" is more global, referring to factors (whether
known or inferred) that a voter takes into account when thinking or
talking about a candidate.

3. Because Ross Perot entered the race late, dropped out in July
before he had officially declared, and then re-entered in early
October, it is difficult to trace the ebbs and flows of his
campaign discourse with any statistical precision. We began the
campaign with the presumption that the best indicator for candidate
discourses were their paid advertisements -- which Perot did not
air until October. We do, however, have evidence from the news
media coverage of Perot beginning in April, and did ask questions
about Perot in the Los Angeles survey before the California primary
and in the third set of surveys at the end of October. Finally,
our in-depth interviews provide further evidence of the development
of Perot’s image, but even there, the third wave was held just as
he was beginning to suggest htat he might re-enter the race.





