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campaign strategies. That conclusion is reinforced by the finding that it was in
the tossup states, where Clinton's popularity was less solid and the campaign
most fiercely contested, that lower-level Democrafs were most inclined to adopt
portions of their presidential nomihee's platforrﬁ. The likely explanation is that the
commitment of extra national campaign resources to those states shaped the
environment for all ievels of elections. Because no national candidate can
possibly commit those levels of resources to every jurisdiction, in most places the
press and local candidates define the political agenda in more parochial terms.
Likewise, the tendency of candidates in strong Perot states to cite concerns about
the deficit could be a function of media interest in Perot, rather than the
candidates' identification of self-interest in that issue. The intervening factor of
media coverage raises considerable obstacles to partisan, rather than personal
campaigns, even when conditions may appear ripe for the former, as they did in
1992,

In sum, whatever the ievel of Democratic support Clinton has been able to
obtain from the House, it seems unlikely that its origins lie in a prior judgement by
Democratic Representatives that their electoral self-interest coincided with the
campaign promises of the President. Rather, congressional Democrats'
willingness to support Clinton probably depends on the more proximate
influences of presidential persuasion, and particularly on Clinton's ability to define
the terms of debate. The President's success in defining the terms may in turn

depend on the mediating role of the press.
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NOTES

11t quickly became apparent that a few of the categories were superfluous,
however, as the essentially symbolic themes of "we can do better," "reinventing
America,” or "the American Dream," were never attributed to a congressional

candidate. Substantive issues fared somewhat better, as detailed below.

2in addition, the articles from which the references were taken were coded for
the substantive focus of the article (on the presidency, the congress, or the
congressional candidates) as well as other identifying elements such as length, source,
and article type. Over 90 percent of the articles appeared in the news pages rather
than on the editorial pages. From the 1,600 articles that met our criteria, we obtained
for our sample a total of 460 cases, though for certain calculations, the N varied. For
example, attributions to out-of-state candidates (usually leadership and virtually always

incumbents) were not coded for home district or eventual victory or loss.

3We have measured the competitiveness of a state according to prospective

analyses available in early September (see, e.g., Tower, 1992).

4papers from all regions of the country were represented. The specific papers

were: from the northeast: the Boston Globe and New York Newsday; from the Great

! akes region, Chicago Tribune and Cleveland Plain Dealer ; from the midwest, St.

Louis Post Dispatch, and Minneapolis Star-Ledger; from the northwest, Portland

QOregonian and Seattle Pilot-Intelligencer; from the mountain region, Denver Rocky

Mountain News:; from the west coast, Los Angeles Times and San Francisco

Chronicle: from the border states, Baltimore Sun; and from the south, New Orleans

Times-Picayune, Memphis Commercial Appeal, and_Charlotte Observer. The papers

included also shared the foliowing attributes: each represented readership that
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extended to several congressional districts; none are perceived as national papers; and
each was the largest circulation publication meeting the above criteria in its area. Our
study was constrained by the papers available through the Dialogue database, which
may, of course, have imparted some undetermined biases to our findings. Paul
Bradford Raymond (1987b) has noted how difficult it is to compile databases of this

type, as well as how necessary they are for continued extensive work in this area.

SWe coded incumbent members of congress as "leadership" if they were
identified as holding a formal position in the Democratic leadership or as a committee
or subcommitte chair. If that identification was not given in the article, they were coded
as non-feadership. Thus, Leon Pannetta, or Dan Rostenkowski were coded differently
according to the context of the particular article in which the attribution occurred.

Approximately 25 percent of our cases were coded as leadership.

8As noted, we identified the competitiveness of a state according to the
prospective analyses available in early September. An alternative method would be to
measure competiveness retrospectively, according to either Clinton's share of the final
vote, or the according to the closeness of the finish. Since the relevant hypothesis
involves decisions made prior to the election by the Clinton campaign, the former
seems more appropriate. When measured in the latter fashion, there is virtually no
distinction between states where Clinton did relatively well and those where he did not
do so well in terms of the propensity of Democratic congressional candidates to use

themes associated with their presidential candidate.

7For the purposes of this discussion "challenger" and "non-incumbent" are
interchangeable. Limitations in the data do not allow us to distinguish non-incumbent
candidates in primaries from non-incumbents in the general electon. Our sampie of

attributions to candidates includes just under 60 percent incumbents.
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8Nine of the newspapers in our sample were from states where Perot's
proponion of the presidential vote was higher than thé national average of 19 percent,
six were from states where the Perot percentage was lower. The nine in the above-
average group were Oregon (25%), Minnesota (24%), Washington (24%), Colorado
(23%), Massachusetts (23%), Missouri (22%), Ohio (21%), California (two papers,
21%). The six in the below-average group were lllinois (17%), New York (16%),

Maryiand (14%), North Carolina (14%), Louisiana (12%), and Tennessee (10%).
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TABLES
(Throughout, percentages have been rounded)

TABLE 1: RELATIVE FREQUENCY WITH WHICH DEMOCRATIC CONGRESSIONAL
CANDIDATES CITED CLINTON THEMES

{percentages)
lssue ' Frequency Cited
Health reform 32
Abortion rights/choice 24
Family leave 20
Deficit/balanced budget 17
Infrastructure 11
Middle-class America 10

TABLE 2: THE EFFECT OF THE STAGE OF CAMPAIGN ON THE PERCENTAGE OF
DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES CITING ONE OR MORE CLINTON ISSUES

Number of Issues Cited
Stage of Campaign One Two Three or more

Before Poll Lead

{Jan.-Aug.) 66 25 9
After Poll Lead
(Sept.-Nov. 3) 66 20 14

TABLE 3: THE EFFECT OF THE STAGE OF CAMPAIGN ON RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF AN
ISSUE BEING CITED {Percentages)

Before Poll Lead After Poll Lead

(Jan.-Aug) {Sept.-Nov. 3)
Health reform 34 31
Abortion 21 26
Deficit 19 16
Middle Class 16 5
Family Leave 6 31

infrastructure 12 11
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TABLE 4: THE EFFECT OF COMPETITIVENESS IN THE PRESIDENTIAL RACE ON THE
RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF AN ISSUE BEING CITED (Percentages)

Clinton States Swing States
Health reform 33 : 32
Abortion 24 22
Deficit 15 26
Middle Class 9 14
Family Leave . 17 33
infrastructure 11 14

TABLE 5: THE EFFECT OF COMPETITIVENESS IN THE PRESIDENTIAL RACE (STATE-
LEVEL} ON THE PERCENTAGE OF DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES CITING ONE OR
MORE CLINTON ISSUES

One Two Three or more
Strong Clinton
States 67 24 10
Swing States 62 20 18

TABLE 6: THE EFFECT OF COMPETITIVENESS IN THE PRESIDENTIAL RACE (DISTRICT
LEVEL) ON THE PERCENTAGE OF DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES CITING ONE OR
MORE CLINTON ISSUES

Clinton Percentage

in District One Two Three or more
0-40 51 37 12
41 - 80 59 25 16

50 + 72 20 8



TABLE 7:

Strong
Clinton
States

Swing
States

TABLE 8:

Strong
Clinton
States

Swing
States

TABLE 9:

Incumbent
Nonincumb
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THE EFFECTS OF COMPETITIVENESS IN THE PRESIDENTIAL RACE {STATE-
LEVEL} AND STAGE OF THE CAMPAIGN ON THE PERCENTAGE OF
DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES CITING ONE OR MORE CLINTON ISSUES

One Two Three or more

Before Poll Lead

{Jan-Aug) 66 23 11

After Poll Lead

(Sept-Nov) 68 23 9
Before Poll Lead

(Jan-Aug) 66 3 3

After Poll Lead

{Sept-Nov) 60 11 30

THE EFFECTS OF COMPETITIVENESS IN THE PRESIDENTIAL RACE (STATE-
LEVEL} AND STAGE OF THE CAMPAIGN ON THE PERCENTAGE OF
DEMOCRATIC CANDIDATES CITING ONE OR MORE CLINTON ISSUES (FAMILY
LEAVE REMOVED)

One Two Three or more

Before Poll Lead

(Jan-Aug) 70 21 10

After Poll Lead

(Sept-Nov) 64 26 10
Before Poll Lead

(Jan-Aug) 71 26 3

After Poll Lead

(Sept-Nov) 40 37 23

EFFECT OF INCUMBENCY ON THE THE PERCENTAGE OF DEMOCRATIC
CANDIDATES CITING ONE OR MORE CLINTON ISSUES

Number of Issues Attributed
Three or more

One Two

73 15 12
55 32 12
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TABLE 10: CLINTON'S PERCENTAGE OF DISTRICT PRESIDENTIAL VOTE AND THE
LIKELIHOOD THAT ATTRIBUTION IS TO AN INCUMBENT

INCUMBENT ) NON-IﬂCUMBENT
0-40 36 64
41 - 50 47 53
50 + : 63 37

TABLE 11: EFFECT OF STATE PEROT VOTE ON THE RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF AN ISSUE
BEING CITED (Percentages)

High Perot Low Perot

States States
Health reform 37 40
Abortion Rights A 26
Deficit 24 12
Middle Class 7 10
Family Leave 13 21
Infrastructure 13 1

TABLE 12:EFFECT OF INCUMBENCY AND STATE PEROT VOTE ON THE RELATIVE
FREQUENCY OF AN ISSUE BEING CITED (Percentages)

incumbents Non-Incumbents
High Perot Low Perot High Perot Low Perot
States States States States
Health reform 29 26 45 58
Abortion 24 13 38 44
Deficit 31 9 18 17
Middle Class 1R 13 4 3
Family Leave 21 22 7 19

Infrastructure 11 6 14 19



TABLE 13:

Health reform
Abortion
Deficit
Middie Class
Family Leave
infrastructure
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THE EFFECT OF FINAL QUTCOME ON THE RELATIVE FREQUENCY OF AN

ISSUE BEING CITED {Percentages)

Winners
25
17
17
13
25
12

Losers
44
46
19

6
13
11





