













































































B.2.2. 1984

PARTY ranges from -3 (Strong Democrat) to 3 (Strong Republican). PARTY=(v318-
3). Missing values set to 0.

IDEOLOGY. Respondent ideology taken from V122, Reagan ideology from
V126, Mondale ideclogy from V130. Candidate ideological distance was set to 0
if either respondent or candidate ideology was missing.

FEELINGS. Built from V212-V215 for Reagan, V219-V222 for Mondale. Each
positive affective response was worth 0.25, each negative affective response was
worth -0.25, all other responses were worth 0. FEELINGS variables use distance
from an ideal candidate, whose position on the FEELINGS variableis 1 (4 positive
feelings, 0 negative feelings).

THOUGHTS. Built from V320, V321, V323, V324, V326, V327, V329, V330,
V332 for Reagan, V336, V337, V339, V340, V342, V343, V345, V346, V348 for
Mondale (some items from 1984 survey omitted because no equivalent items ex-
isted for 1988). Each positive response was worth 0.4, each negative response was
worth 0.1, and all other responses were worth 0.25. THOUGHTS variables use
distance from an ideal candidate, whose position on the THOUGHTS variable is
3.6 (9 positive thoughts, 0 negative thoughts).

ISSUES. Respondent position taken from V408, Reagan position taken from
V409, Mondale position from V410. ISSUES set to 0 if either candidate or re-
spondent placement was missing.
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TABLE 1
UNIVARIATE STATISTICS FOR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES AT THE
BEGINNING AND END OF THE 1988 CAMPAIGN

9/6 - 9/26 10/17 - 11/7

Min Max Mean (Std Dev) Mean (5td. Dev)
Party -3,3 0.103 (2039 .-0213 (2.071)
Reagan Approval 1,4 2675 (1.137) 2712 (1.144)
Dukakis Ideology 0,49 4484 (7.081) 4217 (6.779)
Bush Ideclogy 0,49 3107 (5.B42) 2952 (5.435)
Dukskis Feelings* 04 1.079  (1.123) 1.253 (1.231)
Bush Feelings* 0,4 0.958 (1.013) 1.112 (1.136)
Dukakis Thoughts *  0,7.29 1.310 (0.987) 1.471 . (1.021)
Bush Thoughts 0,7.29 1.622 (1.172) .. 1.586._..(1.229)
Dukakis Issues 0,36 11.802 (8.390) 11,782 (8.092)
Bush Issues 0,36 9888 (8.323) 10.029 (B.128)
n 748 601

* means differ at .05 level, two-tailed

TABLE 2
PARAMETER ESTIMATES FOR 1988 TIME-INTERACTIVE MODEL

COEFFICIENT _ t-RATIO

One 0.587** 3.431
time trend, t 0.838** 2.154
Party 0.275** 18.301
Reagan Approval 0.170** 5.620
Dukakis Ideology -0.0039 -0.440
Dukakis Ideclogy*t  0.060™ 2.398
Bush Ideology -0.0085 -0.726
Bush Ideclogv*t -0.016 -0.488
Dukakis Feelings 0.214** 3.325
Dukakis Feelings*t  -0.052 -0.310
Bush Feelings -0.085 -1.141
Bush Feelings*t -0.305* -1.655
Dukakis Thoughts 0.124* 1.835
Dukakis Thoughts*t 0.032 0.171
Bush Thoughts -0.225™* -3.108 -
Bush Thoughts*t 0.299 1.558
Dukakis Issues 0.020** 2,434
Dukakis Issues*t -0.013 -0.592
Bush Issues -0.0076 -0.966
Bush Issues™t -0.035* -1.708
1(0) 0 -

u(h 0.830** 20.235
r(2) 1.598** 30.886
r(3) 2.512%* 44.708
n 2040

~2*LLR 1776.6**

** coefficient significant at p=.05, two-tailed
* cpefficient significant at p=.10, two-tailed

% correctly predicted (5 categories): 50.5%
% correctly predicted (3 categories): 62.9%



TABLE 3
DESCRIPTION OF THE STRONGLY PRO-DUKAKIS VOTER (AND CHANGES),
DESCRIPTION OF THE MODERATELY PRO-BUSH VOTER (AND CHANGES).

D 8

" D2 n3 D4 " B2 B3 B4
Constant 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Party -2 -1 -2 -2 0.5 2.0 0.5 0.5
Reagan Approval 1 1 1 1 3 3 3 3
Dukakis Ideol. 4 o4 9 4 4 4 ] 4
Bush Ideol. 9 9 9 9 mean mean mean  mean
Dukakis Feelings mean mean mean mean 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5
Bush Feelings 225 225 2.25 4 1 1. 1 2,25
DukakisThoughts mean mean mean mean 2 2 2 2
Bush Thoughts 3 3 3 3 mean mean mean — mean
Dukakis Issues mean mean mean mean 13 13 13 13
Bush Issues 20 20 20 20 mean mean mean  mean

Note: “mean” equals the mean of the variable in question for the particular sample used.
Underlined entries differ from the baseline models ASENEER O o &

TABLE 4 - PARAMETER ESTIMATES FOR THE 1984

TIME-INTERACTIVE MODEL

Coeficient.... t-ratio.....
One 1.630** 11.571
t -0.045 -0.119
Party 0.242* 16.200
Mondale Ideology 0.022% 3.702
Mondale Ideology™t -0.022 -1.422
Reagan Ideology -0.013** -2.141
Reagan ldeology™t 0.0068 0.433
Mondale Feelings 0.164** 2.562
Mondale Feelings*t 0.188 1.165
Reagan Feelings -0.333* -5.348
Reagan Feelings™t 0.233 1.342
Mondale Thoughts 0.122** 2.508
Mondale Thoughts*t  -0.0045 -0.036
Reagan Thoughts -0.198** -3.821
Reagan Thoughts*t -(.054 -0.368
Mondale Issues 0.0057 0.602
Mondale Issues*t 0.0069 0.280
Reagan Issues -0.0046 -0.672
Reagan Issues™t -0.013 -0.697
n 2257
-2*LLR 1921.9**

*¥ ~oofficient significant at p=.05, two-tailed

% correctly predicted (5 categories): 50.8%
% correctly predicted (3 categories): 62.7%



Figure 1. Averagé Bush Feelings 1988 (showing 90% confidence intervals)
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Figure 2. Mean bukakis Feelings 1988 (showing 90% confidence intervals)
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Figure 3. Averagé Bush Ideology 1988 (showing 20% confidence intervals)

10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50
TIME



52

=~
©

oy
o)

Mean ldeological Distance from Dukakis
B a
N (V) A

w
o

w
o))

Figure 4. Mean bukakis Ideology 1988 (showing 90% confidence intervals)
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) Figure 5. Marginal Effects of Dukakis ldeology on P(VOTE=BUSH)
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Figure 6. Marginal Effects of Bush Feslings on P(VOTE=BUSH)
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Figure 7. Marginal Effects of Party on P(VOTE=BUSH)
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Figure 8. Marginal Effects of Dukakis Ideology on P(VOTE=DUKAKIS)
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Figure 9. Marginal Effects of Bush Feslings on P(VOTE=DUKAKIS)
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Figure 10. Marginal Effects of Party on P(VOTE=DUKAKIS)
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