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statement very closely, American voters are usually willing to vote for the re-
election of a president (or a retiring president’s designated successor) if the
country seems to be running smoothly. If the general picture is positive, de-
tails rarely matter. If the public recognizes that the country and the economy
are doing well, it is hard to hold the public’s attention long enough to dis-
lodge a sitting president. Only when the country and the economy are doing
poorly does the public focus on politics enough to want to change leadership
teams.
This argument is both correct and overly facile. 1t is correct in part be-

tial candidates decide whether or not to run for the presi-
ption of their chances. Strong candidates often de-
umbent when the economy is doing well,
whereas they are more likely to run when there is no incumbent and when
the economy is doing poorly. Yet this argument is overly facile because elec-
tions are decided on the margin. One mistake by an advantaged incumbent
might be enough to allow the challenger to win. And a challenger can al-
ways try to shift the nature of the debate away from a prospering economy
toward other issues, especially if the challenger has a more appealing per-
sonal story than does the incumbent. From this perspective, reelection still
provides the steady, underlying rhythm of democracy, but other notes can
arise to offset that rhythm.
Our theoretical understanding of American presidential elections should

be modified to give greater emphasis to the reelection theme. These elections

are generally not occasions on which the clectorate weighs the relative

merits of two competing candidates as if they have just emerged in presiden-

rial politics. In nearly every presidential election of the twentieth century

there was either an incumbent or an heir apparent running for the presi-

dency, and this should be taken into account more explicitly in our voting

models.? In this book, we consider the 1996 presidential election from this

using the National Election Study surveys to examine the deter-
rticularly in contrast to George Bush’s

cause strong poten
dency based on their perce
cide not to run against an inc

perspective,
minants of Bill Clinton’s reelection, pa
failure to be reelected four years earlier.

The National Election Study Surveys

The Nationa!l Election Study (NES) mission “is to produce high quality sut-
vey data on voting, public opinion, and political participation” (http://
www.umich.edu/~nes/, 6 March 1998). The surveys are conducted in both
presidential and midterm election years, in time series dating back to 1948.
The continuity of questions is a prominent feature of the surveys because it
allows for comparisons and contrasts to be drawn across elections. This as-

pect is central to the examination of reelection in this book.
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Therefore, it is necessary tO move to «multivariate”
analysis to estimate properly the effects of each presumed cause while taking
into account the other likely causes. Regression analysis is the classic proce-
dure for such analysis when the variable being analyzed (the «dependent
variable”) is numeric. The main dependent variables in the study of voting
are instead just nmnmmon._mm\m:or as voting Republican or Democrat, or vot-
g on election day. The authors of several chapters in this
dures for dealing with such two-category dependent
or probit analysis (which are actually similar tech-
d this procedure is explained most thoroughly

erating simultaneously.

ing versus not votin
book use special proce
variables, generally logit
niques). The basic logic behin
in chapter 4.

The NES surveys are much longer than the typical short phone polls

that the media take before elections. This permits 2 thoroughness that can-
not be obtained when looking at media polls. Yet, it is never possible t0
include questions on all possible topics in a survey. The 1996 NES question-
naire does cover most of the important issues raised in the campaign, but in-

evitably it does not touch every base.
The NES studies are unique in a world of an increasing number of sut-
veys because of the depth of questions focusing on enduring facets of elec-
tions, public opinion, and political participation OVer rime. This feature of
the NES surveys makes them @m?ﬁiwl% valuable for scholarly analysis. In
contrast, media polls, while conducted more often, tend to focus on topical,
«headline news” 1SSUes. The overall format of the NES surveys is also
unique in the number of open-ended questions. Open-ended questions,
which are more difficult to analyze, allow respondents to answer as they
choose instead of being limited to the response categories provided by the
interviewer. In chapter 5, Kessel and Weisberg contrast closed-ended and
open-ended approaches and explore the similarities and differences in results
found in chapters 3 and 4. The content of the NES voting surveys reflects a
mon_-nm%nro_om._nm_ emphasis on attitudes, which is the primary framework

used by scholars to examine voting behavior in the United States.

The Eramework for Studying Voting
The two dominant theoretical approaches to the study of voting behavior
are mOn._mT@m%nro#oW_n& and rational choice (see Niemi and Weisberg 1993,
esp. chap. 1, for more details). The mon_-@m%nroEmmnm_ approach of the
Michigan School attributes electoral outcomes to voters’ political attitudes

and identifications. The classic
AOquUm:, Converse, Miller, an

emphasizes self-interest and was intr
. £ memsncracy (TOS7).

d Stokes 1960). In contrast, rational choice
oduced by Anthony Downs in An E6O3

study in this tradition is The American Voter
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ing the literature by demonstrating that economic perceptions also affect
voter turnout.

The study of voting decisions is clearly paramount, but prior to the de-
cision of which candidate to vote for comes the decision whether to vote in
the first place. The study of voter turnout is an area of active scholarly de-
bate. Specifically, the parallel trends of decreasing turnout and increasing ed-
ucation levels are labeled as a puzzle of participation (Niemi and Weisberg
1993b, 143 Brody 1978). Nichols, Kimball, and Beck examine turnout in
1996 and ask whether the increase in turnout in 1992 was a turning point in
American electoral participation.

Which groups support which party is an enduring topic 1n voting be-
havior. The shifting alliances of groups have had a large impact on the U.S.
political system in the past (Key 19553 Burnham 19703 Sundquist 19735 Beck
1979) and are of vital importance to our current understanding of present
and future politics. Stanley and Niemi find evidence that processes begun in
the past several decades are continuing, such as the movement of native
southern whites from the Democratic Party. Several watershed changes have
also occurred recently, such as Hispanics becoming a substantial fraction of
the Democratic coalition. Stanley and Niemi’s conclusions highlight what
the implications of the data trends are for the parties. Norrander concen-
crates on gender differences, documenting the development of the current

gender gap in partisanship, 1ssue positions, and presidential candidate
choice. She argues that the gender gap developed as the changing preferences
of men led them to desert the Democratic Party for the Republican Party.
The 1994 journalist label “Year of the Angry White Male” is more accurate
than the 1992 slogan “Year of the Woman” or 1996’ «Year of the Soccer
Mom.”

The 1996 election was the first election since the 19208 In which a Re-
vs_u:nm:-nosqo:n& Congress was retained by voters. Mondak, McCurley,
and Millman sort out the differential impact of parties, candidates, and is-
sues. They extend the debate in voting behavior between those who assert
the dominance of national factors (Tufte 1975; A. Campbell 1960; J. Camp-
bell 1987) and those who place more weight on local factors (Ragsdale 19805
Erikson 1990) with their innovative measure of candidate quality. Specifi-
cally, they bring new insights into the classic topic of «arritudes toward the
candidates.”

Patterson and Monson also study the reelection of the Republican Con-
gress. Consistent with the thesis of the social-psychological approach, they
find that partisanship has a powerful influence on both congressional yoting
and congressional performance evaluations. Their discussion of congres:

sional performance reflects a growing concern in the literature about institts
tions. Their work highlights the stark contrasts among the 1992, 1994, =

- emmncianal elections.,
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The 1996 Election
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bills. The president won the resultant public relations battle, with the coun-
try blaming the Republican Congress for closing down the government.
Meanwhile, Clinton was getting high marks for his leadership in the after-
math of the summer 1995 terrorist bombing of the Oklahoma City federal
building. As 1996 began, the president’s approval ratings climbed and his
chances for reelection soared.

TuE CHALLENGERS

The structure of the presidential campaign became defined as various pos-
sible challengers decided whether or not to enter the race. No Democratic
opponent to President Clinton emerged. Incumbent presidents generally
have no difficulty winning renomination by their parties. Some have been so
bloodied in divisive primaries, however, that they either dropped out of the
race or were too weakened to win the general election. Clinton escaped this
potential problem when his improved poll standings and his success in rais-
ing a large campaign war chest deterred an intraparty challenge. Also, while
many liberal Democrats might have preferred a candidate other than the
moderate Clinton, they did not want to risk hurting their party’s chances to
keep the presidency.

Clinton also benefited from the lack of a new minor-party challenger.
Several potential independent candidates were mentioned—including Jesse
Jackson, former Democratic senator Bill Bradley (N.J.), and former Republi-
can senator and governor Lowell Weicker (Conn.)—but they ultimately de-
cided against running. Ralph Nader did run on a Green Party ticket, but he
attracted little notice outside California. Ross Perot ran again, receiving the
nomination of his Reform Party over former governor Richard Lamm
(Colo.) in a manner that struck many as heavy-handed. Perot, however, was
unable to rekindle the spark of his 1992 campaign.

Several potentially strong Republican candidates also decided against
running in 1996, including many who had participated in the Reagan and/or
Bush administrations—former vice-president Dan Quayle, former secretary
of state James Baker, former secretary of defense Richard Cheney, former
education secretary William Bennett, former HUD secretary Jack Kemp, and
most notably former chairman of the joint chiefs of staff Colin Powell—as
well as moderate Massachusetts governor William Weld and House Speaker
Newt Gingrich (Ga.). California governor Pete Wilson joined the race but

had to drop out before the primary season even began. Several senators did
cun for the nomination, including Bob Dole, a long-time Washington insider
and the Republican Senate majority leader, plus conservative Phil Gramm
(Tex.), Richard Lugar (Ind.), and Arlen Specter (Pa.). The other active Re-
publican candidates were conservative commentator Pat Buchanam, billion=

aire publishing magnate Steve Forbes, former Tennessee governor and edu-
: e 1 momae Alexander. and a few lesser-known contenders (radi
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| x . . . . :
ey wnmm:& advertising campaign instead of developing a
o N n in ﬁ_ e mmmlv\ states and personally campaigning heavily
. As a resu
s to these factors, Forbes faded by the lowa cau-
o ew Hampshire primary. He won th i
B e g on the Delaware primary on
one on 27 February, but those were to be his



TABLE 1.1. 1996 REPUBLICAN PRESIDE

I?uent — 20 Feb. New Hampshire I%uc.l};anaﬂ ég Dole 27
EdrlyipHmaries .;.4 Feb. Delaware 1:0‘ bes 33 Dole 30
27 Feb. Arizona 1‘01“ es 42 Forbes 20
North Dakota Dole 45 Buchanan 29
South Dakora Dole 45 Buchanan 29
2 Mar. South Carolina Dole 08
3 Puerto Rico Dole Buchanan 22
3 Mar. Dole A1 ue
: d 5 Mar. Colorado | 54 Forbes 20
Junior Tuesday Connecticut Dole 41 Buchanan 29
Georgia gole 46 Buchanan 25
Maine ole 53 Buchanan 21
Maryland Dote 48 Buchanan 25
Masachusetts Dole 64 Alexander 19
Rhode Island Dole 40 Buchanan 17
Vermont DO‘le
7 Mar. New York gzli 57 Forbes %,(3))
12 Mar. Florida Buchanan
Super Tuesday T Louisiana Dole 2?) Buchanan 26
Mississippi Dolle‘ 59 Buchanan 22
Oklahoma DO‘L 51 Buchanan 21
Oregon gole 51 Buchanan 25
Tennessee ole 56 Buchanan 21
Texas Dole
- S -
i
Big Ten Tuesday 19 Mar. Nlinois Dole 65 Buchanan 23
Michigan Dole 51 Buchanan 34
Ohio Dole 66 Buchanan 22
Wisconsin Dole 52 Buchanan 34
Pacific Tuesday 26 Mar. California Dole 66 Buchanan 18
Nevada Dole 52 Forbes 19
Washington Dole 63 Buchanan 21
Late primaries 23 Apr. Pennsylvania Dole 64 Buchanan 18
7 May District of Columbia Dole 76 Buchanan 10
Indiana Dole 71 Buchanan 19
North Carolina Dole 71 Buchanan 13
14 May Nebraska Dole 76 Buchanan 10
West Virginia Dole 69 Buchanan 16
21 May Arkansas Dole 76 Buchanan 24
28 May Idaho Dole 62 Buchanan 22
Kentucky Dole 74 Buchanan 8
4 Jun. Alabama Dole 75 Buchanan 16
Montana Dole 61 Buchanan 24
New Jersey Dole 82 Buchanan 11
New Mexico Dole 75 Buchanan 8

source: “Guide to the 1996 Republican National Convention,” Congressional Quarterly, 3 August 1996, 63.
a. New York primary was for election of delegartes only.

NTIAL PRIMARY RESULTS
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last hurrahs. Forbes withdrew a couple of days after Super Tuesday and en-
dorsed Dole for the nomination.

Pat Buchanan did well in the early campaign events. He beat Phil
Gramm in a preseason event in Louisiana to become the main conservative
candidate. He then finished second in the lowa caucuses and won the New
Hampshire primary (see the listings of caucus and primary results in tables
1.1 [pp. 10-11], 1.2, and 1.3). This led to front-cover treatment by the news-
magazines, but greater attention to Buchanan painted him as an extremist.
After winning the New Hampshire primary, he faded quickly. Dole had the
support of party leaders and Ralph Reed’s Christian Coalition in South Car-
olina, and he defeated Buchanan there on 2 March. Next, Buchanan lost to
Dole on all the Junior Tuesday (5 March), Super Tuesday (12 March), and
Big Ten Tuesday (19 March) states, with Buchanan’s only victory being in
the Missouri caucuses on 9 March. Buchanan generally was limited to
25—30 percent of the vote, a percentage that put him near the top when there
were nine candidates in the race but that brought him little notice when the
race became essentially a Dole-Buchanan contest.

Lamar Alexander, by finishing a strong third to Dole and Buchanan in
the Iowa precinct caucuses and the New Hampshire primary, positioned
himself to be the mainstream candidate if Dole faltered. But the party estab-
lishment backed Dole over Alexander after Buchanan won New Hampshire,
and Dole was then able to consolidate his position. Alexander had hoped to
do well in southern primaries, but he finished fourth in South Carolina and
only third in Georgia and had to drop out of the race.

TABLE I.2
mem REPUBLICAN PRESIDENTIAL PRIMARY TOTALS

Best showing

Percentage Percentage

Candidate of vote State of vote
Dole 59.1 New Jersey 82.3
Buchanan 21.3 Michigan 33.9
Forbes 10.1 Arizona 334
Alexander 3.5 New Hampshire 22.6
Keyes 3.2 New Jersey 6.7
Lugar 9 Vermont 13.6
Gramm .5 North Dakota 9.4
Dornan 3 New Mexico 1.2
Taylor 1 New Hampshire 1.4
Orther 1.0

sOURCE: “Guide to the 1996 Republican National Convention,” Congressional Quarterly, 3
August 1996, 64.
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TABLE 1.3
1996 REPUBLICAN CAUCUS RESULTS

Percent- Second Percent-
Date State Winner age place age
12 Feb. Iowa Dole 26 Buchanan 23
2 Mar. Wyoming Dole 40 Buchanan 20
s Mar. Minnesota Dole 41 Buchanan 33
9 Mar. Missouri Buchanan 36 Dole 28

sOURCE: Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, various issues, 1996.

Dole was only third in the delegate count at the end of February, with
27 delegates won versus 31 for Buchanan and 57 for Forbes (using figures
from Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, 2 March 1996, 577). His vic-
tories in South Carolina and in the Wyoming caucuses on 2 March plus the
Puerto Rico primary on 3 March started his forward movement. He won in
all eight primaries and the Minnesota caucus on 5 March, all seven prima-
ries on 12 March (including delegate-rich Florida and Texas), and all four
primaries on 19 March. Victory in California on 26 March guaranteed him
enough delegates to be nominated. Dole had been able to use his greater
funding in the unusually front-loaded presidential primaries to secure the
nomination by the end of March. Yet he had been bloodied in the early pri-
maries, he was nearly broke, and his nomination victory with near-record
speed did not signal a united party.

Further perspective on the Republican contenders can be gained by
looking at their popularity ratings. In particular, it is useful to compare the
“thermometer ratings” of those who fought for the Republican nomination
in 1996 or at least considered running. The NES survey asks respondents to
rate these candidates on a o—100 thermometer scale according to how cold
or warm they feel toward the candidates. Some candidates were not very
well known, and potential candidates would likely have lost some of their
popularity had they faced the other candidates and media in the primaries,
but the comparisons are still telling.

Table 1.4 (p. 14) shows the preference rankings of ten prominent Re-
publicans based on these thermometer scores.® The left half of the table
shows results for the full sample, while the right half of the table includes
only those respondents who were able to place all ten people on the feeling
thermometer scale so that comparisons are guaranteed to be for the same re-
spondents. Colin Powell clearly emerges as the most popular figure, with a
mean rating more than 10 points above that of Clinton and 15 points above
that of Dole. Indeed, Bob Dole finishes a distant fourth among the Republi-
cans. In fact, Senator Dole may not have been the strongest candidate from
the Dole household; Elizabeth Dole ranks a strong second to Powell. Of
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course, if Powell or Elizabeth Dole or Kemp had run in the Primaries, ead o m.ao_.n money. This time MBBm was ~o:.mma Mrm: _wmsm_ NMnm:wmvom n”m
would have been subjected to the same kind of negative advertising assay loaded primaries m:m the mMMH no:.<m:%o: ate no:mv %:_ y the
that Bob Dole faced from the Alexander, Buchanan, Forbes, and Clintop mom gaining attention wou mwm@z_m@ SB»:M moves by Do M\_I.wﬂ?
ces. Yet it is clear from table 1.4 that the two party nominees were not g ree publicity moves. :mrm e surprise .n<m_QM:m in ! ay by
exciting to the public as were some other political personalities and, esat he would step down as Senate majority leader and resign

cially, that there were Republicans who were more popular than Boh Doles: ¢ in June. That move brought many m:._u:n mnwo_mn_mm“ as lead-
E  iced him for his distinguished career of public service. It also took
praise :

TABLE I.4 - A8 : £ the line of fire in the Senate, where business had bogged down;

ym out o . . . .
1996 PREFERENCE RANKINGS (BASED ON THERMOMETER ars had not wanted to assist the Dole campaign by helping him
MEANS) OF PROMINENT REPUBLICANS AND

~ the Democr: - S

E _n__o_.wun:“nno& of success in legislative output. But resigning from the Senate
 puilda i .

OTHER POLITICAL LEADERS i _v_c_ “ook away Dole’s public platform. Second, he came out in favor of a 15
i ¢ income tax cut in a manner that was reminiscent of Reagan’s sup-
ercen

Including answers only of % A= for a tax cut in the 1980 campaign. Dole’s stance, however, was seen as

. respondents who plaged MMMA_V. polical because he had not mﬁmiocﬂw been a strong advocate of tax
Including all respondents’ all ten Republicans on B il because the public was still concerned about the budget deficit.
answers the feeling thermometes 1 M.:_._m_&. Dole surprised everyone by choosing Jack Kemp as his running mate.
MNEEE.Q wEm%S. L 8 .—.r.m ”sc«n again momentarily energized the Dole campaign, at least until
Mean __ deviation N Mean _ deviation N8 " commentators began to point out how the two men had differed on impor-
Q,u:: Powell 69.85 19.07 1573 .ﬁ.ﬁ 18.67 705 want issues over the years. Meanwhile, Clinton had virtually all of his pre-
Elizabeth Dole 60.18 2118 1567 64.22 2154 705 nomination money available, and he used it on ads and campaigning that ce-
Jack Kemp 56.95 20.02 1450 60.63 20.91 705 | , IS 5adlin the polls.
Bob Dole 5215 23.38 1682 55.60 23.83 705 | . mente . . first i 6 and ided th |
Lamar Alexander 50.81 17.27 940 50.47 16.83 705 The Republican .no:<m::o: came first in 199 and provided the usua
Steve Forbes 50.35 17.64 1296 51.75 18.44 705 *bump” in the polls in favor of the party. The television networks gave the
Phil Gramm 49.29 19.16 1123 48.30 20.24 708 conventions less coverage than usual, however, because of the lack of sur-
Pat Robertson 44.82 22.85 1293 42.19 23.34 70§ prises. The Democratic convention a few weeks later was equally unevent-
Pat Buchanan 44.29 21.94 1545 41.14 23.55 705 ful, but it gave the Democrats enough publicity to regain the full edge they
Newt Gingrich 39.58 2634 1526 4140 2909 708 had in the polls prior to the Republican convention.
Bill Clinton 58.82 29.61 1707
Al Gore 57.67 2467 1641 THE GENERAL ELECTION
Hillary Clinton 52.27 29.92 1692 The setting of the fall election campaign was a strong economy and no seri-
Ross Perot 39.99 23.73 1660

ous crises either domestic or foreign. The Republican campaign mostly em-
phasized the “character issue,” the accumulated charges against Bill Clinton
a5 a person of questionable integrity whose word could not be trusted
.~ —charges which continued to plague Clinton in his second term, especially
regarding whether he committed perjury in his testimony about his
relationship with Monica Lewinsky. By contrast, Dole was depicted as a
World War I hero who had proved his leadership in the Senate. Yet Dole’s
‘e was a disadvantage (see chapter 4); had he been elected, he would have
‘been the oldest person to take the presidential oath of office (Knox 1996).
~ The Clinton staff targeted married people and women voters, and a combi-
- mation of the two that became known as “soccer moms,” with a series of
(€mpaign initiatives regarding “family issues” (Weisberg and Kelly 1997).

o

* Televised presidential debates rook place in October between Clinton

SOURCE: 1996 National Election Study.

-

The ratings in table 1.4 are obviously confounded by partisanship.
What the table does not show is that Bob Dole was popular only among Re: >
publicans. Colin Powell received a higher average raring than did Dole™ \
across all three categories of party identification and higher than Clinton S§
among Republicans and Independents. He even posts a strong 68 rafing!
among Democrats—a figure close to Dole’s rating among Republicans. - af

Wrapping up the Republican nomination by the end of March meants

14 5



TABLE 1.5. PRESIDENTIAL VOTES BY STATE, 1996 AND 1992

1996 1996 1992
Electoral vote Percentage of popular vote Percentage of popular vote Change in
Clinton Dole Clinton Dole Perot Clinton Bush Perot Clinton’s
(Dem) {Rep) (Dem) (Rep) (Indep) (Dem) (Rep) (Indep) margin“

Alabama 9 43 50 6 41 48 11 0
Alaska 3 33 51 11 32 41 27 -9
Arizona 8 47 44 8 37 39 24 5
Arkansas 6 54 37 8 54 36 11 -1
California 54 51 38 7 47 32 21 -2
Colorado 8 44 46 7 40 36 23 -6
Connecticut 8 53 35 10 42 36 22 12
Delaware 3 52 37 10 44 36 21 /,
District of Columbia 3 85 9 3 86 9 4 -1
Florida 25 48 42 9 39 41 20 8
Georgia 13 46 47 6 44 43 13 -2
Hawaii 4 57 32 8 49 37 14 13
Idaho 4 34 52 13 29 43 28 -4
Illinois 22 54 37 8 48 35 17 4
Indiana 12 42 47 11 37 43 20 1
Towa 7 50 40 9 44 38 19 4
Kansas 6 36 54 9 34 39 27 -13
Kentucky 8 46 45 9 45 42 14 -2
Louisiana 9 52 40 7 46 42 12 8
Maine 4 52 31 14 39 31 30 13
Maryland 10 54 38 7 50 36 14 2

Massachusetts 12 St 28 9 48 29 23 4

Michigan 18 52 38 9 44 37 19 7

Minnesota 10 51 35 12 44 32 24 4

Mississippt
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey

New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

Total

11
5
11

379

a. Values = (1996 Clinton vote — 1996 Dole vote} — (

3
159

44
48
41
35
44
49
54
49
59
44
40
47
40
47
49
60
44
43
48
44
33
53
45
50
52
49
37

49

49
41
44
54
43
39
36
42
31
49
47
41
48
39
40
27
50
46
46
49
54
31
47
37
37
38
50
41

1992 Clinton vote — 1992 Bush vore).

- 38

30
38
39
43
46
50
43
32
40
34
33
45
48
40
37
47
37
26
46
41
44
49
41
34

43

26 -5
24 -2
27 -2
23 9
16 16
16 -1
16 12
14 —4
23 5
21 s
23 1
25 -3
18 0
23 14
12 2
22 1
10 -2
22 -2
29 -1
23 7
14 2
24 0
16 2
22 7
26 -7
19 3
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4

and Dole, after the usual preliminary skirmishes about the inclusiop o
U

ats in the national congressional vote by a slight 48.9 per-
third-party candidates, timing, and other ground rules. The first debage il

- P eIMOGK A . . .
ged the D margin. This was to be a reelection victory without be-

wr cent f0 48.5 percent

lowed the usual moderator format, the second one involved the two vied ent date election, confirming the status quo of divided government.
presidential candidates, and the final one used a town-meeting formag With ~ inga :..n:. the presidency requires more than deterring strong challengers
questions from the audience. Clinton and Gore did well in the debates e ; I._,.m,.mw @:..::..M::m - load. It requires assembling a strong support coalition,
held on to their advantage in the polls. 3 ah‘:im Bu:._nw our focus to how reelection plays through at the level of the
There was talk of an “October surprise,” but the two changes in the v.w_ad.m.aom_mw How did Clinton appeal successfully to individual vorers? And
campaign in October were different from what that phrase was intended to «m.e—wm _=.~ “Sm for the changes since 1992, when an incumbent president was
suggest. First, Republicans began to air campaign commercials thar nEEs.ﬁ 5 ..Lc,__.an mn%vodq_._mﬁ is the impact of national forces, such as the reelection of the
sized the importance of retaining a Republican Congress as a check on aﬁ _...ﬂ%mﬁua 3 gressional elections and congressional approval? The chap-

"~ oresident, on Gon =
~ president, :
" ters that follow explore these important questions.

Clinton White House, as if they were conceding the presidential race. Sec.
S

ond, a scandal broke out about the Clinton campaign’s accepting money
from foreign contributors (which, if true, would be illegal), and the resuly
was a slight erosion of support for Clinton in the polls. Clinton could sg||
win handily, but not with the landslide required to pull in a Democrare
Congress—particularly as the Republican ads played up the need for aRee
publican Congress.
In the end, Bill Clinton won reelection by a fairly solid margin. He wop
only 49 percent of the popular vote, but that'compared to just 41 percent for-
Dole and 8 percent for Perot, with the remaining 2 percent split between
other minor candidates. As usual, the victor’s margin was exaggerated in the
Electoral College totals, which broke 379 to 159 for Clinton over Dole (see
table 1.5, pp. 16-17). _

Conclusion

" Reelection provides the rhythm of mwaonamnx but it m.m not based on notes
L fom a single instrument. Partisanship, amo_o.m< .m.:ﬁ_ issues, and candidate
" factors all share in the orchestration. The no:.Q::Emm and ::m:nm.m of the re-
" lection of President Clinton and the Republican Congress are discussed in
" the following chapters, with particular emphasis on comparisons with 1992.
“The ability of Clinton to get reelected in 1996 regardless of Republican tele-
vision advertising attackscon his character, stands in marked contrast to
. Bush’s failure to be reelected in 1992 even after his success in the Gulf War.
On the one hand, Clinton’s 8 percent margin over the other major-party Thus, this 18 an important’comparison of elections if we are to understand
nominee could be viewed as solid, only a couple of points below the the bases of presidennial reelection.
ro-point lead that would usually be considered a landslide, and his 49 per- At the same time, Clinton’s reelection in 1996 was very different from
cent of the popular vote was well above the 43 percent that he obtained in other recent presidential reelections. Ronald Reagan was reelected in 1984 in
his 1992 victory. On the other hand, 49 percent is still less than a majority, 3 landslide over Walter Mondale, as was Richard Nixon in 1972 over
This “on the one hand, on the other hand” victory margin turns out to be S Georpe McGovern and Dwight Eisenhower in 1956 over Adlai Stevenson.
replicated in the individual-level analysis of the vote in the following chap S Most of those clections were marked by popular incumbents, weak challeng-
ters. The Clinton victory is apparent in every aspect of the analysis, but \§ " ers, and healthy economies. Although the economy was very healthy in
often with a lack of decisiveness. Clinton may have led in virtually every SESSS4996, and che challenger did not prove to be strong, the incumbent was not
preelection poll, but there is no indication in the data of true depth to his " |45 popular as a Reagan, a Nixon, or an Eisenhower. The result was reelec-
victory. Furthermore, this weak victory made his situation particulady " I tion but without a majority of the vote.
vulnerable when the Monica Lewinsky affair became public knowledge in" = Overall, we see continued emphasis on the volatility of the electorate
1998. 9 nd candidate-centered campaigns amid the continuity of reelection. Volatil-
Clinton was reelected, but Republicans managed to keep down his vie % 1€y I8 tied to disengagement of a large part of the electorate, as shown by de-
tory margin enough to maintain their control of Congress. On the Senatt SESSSS€reasing turnout (sce Nichols, Kimball, and Beck, chap. 2 in this volume),
side, Republicans increased their majority from §3-47 at the beginning of ...,_.ra loasening of traditional ties to the parties (see Norrander, chap. 9; Stan-
the 1o4th Congress to 55-45 at the beginning of the 1osth, a solid majority SIS _mnw. and Niemi, chap. ro), and decreasing approval and increasing cynicism
but not filibuster-proof. On the House side, the Republicans lost nine scats; S il Bovernment institutions (see Patterson and Monson, chap. 11). The influ-
with their majority falling from a 230~204 margin to a 227-207 margio, AWl Efice o.m the media (see Asher and Tomlinson, chap. 8), candidate-centered
majority so slim as to be vulnerable to factional tensions. The Republicans g %u,_wma_us._m:w, and emphasis on candidate traits in elections for both Congress
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(see Mondak, McCurley, and Millman, chap. 12) and the presidency (see
Weisberg and Mockabee, chap. 33 Smith, Radcliffe, and Kessel, chap. 4;
Mughan and Burden, chap. 7) virtually assure us of volatility in the future.
John Dilulio’s (1997) argument that the 1996 elections moved even more to-
ward valence vo:ﬂ._nm..l@o:n._nm based on symbols that almost all voters
would approve of, such as a strong defense, economic prosperity, decisive
leadership, or family values—suggests that our electoral setting is becoming
more volatile, rather than less (see also Srokes and Dilulio 1993)-

What could reverse the trend of an increasingly volatile electorate, a
theme of voting behavior research for the last several decades? Clearly, voter
realignment between the two major parties Of the introduction of a new
party could do the trick, leading to increased turnout, strengthened ties to
the newly constituted parties, and renewed confidence in governing institu-
tions. Electoral changes that fundamentally alter candidate-centered cam-
paigns or that are aimed at reducing the high levels of cynicism roward poli-
tics may also reverse the trend. Perhaps campaign finance reforms and media
innovations could have such an impact, but these possibilities are all for the
future.

Along with the volatility of the electorate and the potential for valence
issues to result in wide public opinion swings in 1996 came reelection—re-
election of Democratic president Bill Clinton and reelection of the Republi-
can Congress. Regardless of the tempo, reelection still provides the steady
rhythm of American democracy. The chapters that follow examine in greater
detail the themes that combined to produce the reelections of 1996.

e T

ParT 1

The Presidential Election Qutcome



