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of the vertical axis. Similarly, the location of the Anderson point is
problematic if the wvertical axis is a personal appeal dimension. Panel
respondents were asked how well a series of qualities (e.g. "dishonest,”
"knowledgeable," etc.) described the candidates. Anderson's ratings on
these variables are extremely comparable- to those given to Carter and
Reagan. But again, Anderson is located at a pecint far removed from those
major party candidates. Therefore, credibility or electability seems a more
appropriate interpretation for this dimension.

. The candidate positions are operationalized as their mean placement, across

all waves of the panel study. This allows for the inclusion of Baker and
Anderson, who were not included in all waves. Over time, the public's
ideological placements seemed to polarize a bit, but the relative positions
of the candidates remained very stable.

This variable is based upon responses from the January data only, in order
to avoid the effects of the actual primary outcomes, In other words, by
June, 1980, it was very clear who the two party nominees would be simply
from the primary and caucus results that had already occured. I wanted a
perceptual variable, that was "uncontaminated" by such events. Also, note
that Mondale was not included in this variable, since he was explicitly
running for the Vice-Presidency. As a result, very few people gave him any
chance of getting the Democratic presidential nomination.

. In fact, the estimated point coordinates along the first dimension are highly

unstable, because of collinearity problems in the regression procedure.
Because of this, the external preference analysis would not be ver% useful
for actually locating the individual ideal points. However, the R‘ values
are not affected by the collinearity problem, se it is still possible to
test which model fits the preferences best. When goodness-of-fit values are
reported in the text, they are adjusted R? values. This is necessary to take
into account the different degrees of freedom in the SIP and MIP models.

Note that adjusted szalues can be negative. This occurs when the model sum
of squares is very small, and the number of observations is small, relative
to the number of parameters that are estimated in the equation. In effect,
the degrees of freedom used up by the estimates decrease the accuracy of the
predicted dependent variable values, beyond simply using the mean of the
dependent variable.

The test statistic is calculated as follows:

2 4
Ry -Rarp . Nyyata” dfxrp

F =
l-R,:Ip dfyzp=dfgrp

Where: RQHW and stp are the proportions of variance explained by the MIP and
SIP models, respectively; dfmp and dflp are the model degrees of freedom
associated with the SIP and MIP estimating equations; and ng,) is the number
of nonmissing candidate evaluations given by the responaent. For all
respondents, dme are 12, and dfsw are 4. If the respondent evaluates all
candidates, then Noials is 31. Note that respondents are only included in
this part of the anaiysis if they had at least some nonmissing evaluations

on all three panel waves; therefore., n,.. is always greater than 21. If the

35



12.

13,

respondent’s ideal point really does not move over time, then the MIP model
will provide no improvement in fit. As a result, the two R® values will not
differ. In that case, the test statistic is distributed as F, with dfyp -
dfgip, and Daya)g - dfyp degrees of freedom.

For a probability, p;, the logit is defined as: log[p;/(1-py)]. This
transformation is used because probabilities are bounded by zero and one.
The logit transformation is continuous from negative to positive infinity.
Essentially, a regression model with a logit as the dependent variable
implies that the dependent variable is an "S-shaped" function of the
independent variables.

Two dummy variables are used for education because the trichotomous division
into less than high school, high school graduates, and people with at least
some college effectively captures any major distinctions across educational
levels. The obvious alternative is to simply use years of education.
However, nobody would seriously contend that each additional year of
education leads to a systematic change in the stability of the ideal point.
Furthermore, the fact that one dummy variable has a significant coefficient
while the other does not suggests that education effects are not constant
across all levels. Hence, the use of dummy variables appears to be well-
justified.
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Table 1: Correlations Between Changes in Preferential Chaoices
and Other Characteristics

January- June-
June September
Individual-Level
Characteristics*
Interest in
campaign 0.0% 0.11
Talk to others
about election? -.12 -.18
Care about
election result? -.05 -.09
Environmental
Characteristic**
Percentage nonmissing
thermometer ratings 0.41 0.87

Note: Table entries are Pearson product-moment correlations.

*Individual-level correlations are calculated between each person’'s responses to
respective survey items, and the proportion of that person's preferential
choices that change from cne panel wave to the next.

**Environmental-level correlations are calculated between the percentage of
nonmissing thermometer ratings for each candidate, and the total number of
preferential choices involving that candidate which change from one panel wave
to the next.



Table 2: Summary Statistics for Individual-Level Goodness-of-Fit
Statistics From External Unfolding Analysis

Stationary Moving
Ideal Point Ideal Point
Model (3SIP} Model (MIP)
Minimum Value -.132 -.681
Maximum Value 0.917 0.926
Mean 0.287 0.0.260
Standard Deviation 0.225 0.309
Number of Observations 392 382

Note: All table entries are adjusted R2 values obtained from fitting the external
preference models to each respondents vector of feeling thermometer

responses and the previously-derived set of candidate cocordinates.

Source: 1980 CPS National Election Study, Major Panel Component



Table 3: Frequency Distribution for Probabilities Thdat Ideal Points Remain
Stationary Across the Three Time Points

Percentage of

Probabilities Observations
0.00 - 0.05 7.15%
0.06 - 0.10 3.83
0.11 - 0.15 4.34
0.16 - 0.20 3.57
0.21 - 0.25 6.38
0.26 - 0.30 3.57
0.31 - 0.35 3.587
0.36 - 0.40 3.06
0.41 - 0.45 2.30
0.46 - 0.50 3.83
0.51 - 0.55 3.57
0.56 - 0.60 2.35
0.61 - 0.65 5.861
c.66 - 0.70 5.87
0.71 - 6.75 2.30
0.76 -~ 0.80 5.10
0.81 - 0.85 6.89
0.86 - 0.90 6.12
0.91 - 0.95 8.42
0.96 - 1.00 11.99

Total 100.02%

Number of Observations: 392

Source: External unfolding analysis carried out using feeling thermometer
responses and WMDS candidate configuration from the 198G CPS National
Election Study Major Panel Component.



Table 4: Regression Analysis of Influences on Ideal Point Movements

Standardized
Independent Regression Regression
Variable Coefficient Coefficient
Interest in 0.094 0.039
campaign (0.314)
Information about 0.014 0.009
campaign {0.225)
Care about 0.177 0.030
election outcome (0.337)
Media 0.071 0.024
use (0.157)
Reliance on -.355 -, 087
television (0.405)
Reliance on -.626 -.089
newspapers (0.438)
Strength of 0.070 0.023
partisanship {0.207)
Strength of 0.024 0.023
independence (0.068)
Change in knowledge -.011 -.085
about candidates (0.009)
Less than high -.205 ~.027
school education (0.419)
Educatjon beyond 0.473 0.094
high school (0.293)
Informal discussions 0.478 0.174
with others (0.158)
Party contact or -.900 -.122
attending meetings (0.395)
Intercept -.594
R? 0.061

Note: Table entries are OLS estimates obtained by regressing the logit of the
ideal point movement probabilities on the independent variables.

Source: External unfolding analysis results and 1980 CPS National Election Study,
Major Panel Component



Figure 1: The Effect of Changing Dimension Weights on Individual Preferential
Choices Among Candidates
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Figure 2: Two-Dimensional Candidate Configuration Obtained from the Weighted
Multidimensional Scaling Analysis.
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Figure 3: Dimension Weights for the 1980 Candidate Configuration
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Figure 4: Dimension Weights and Media Coverage During the 1980 Campaign
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