








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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