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The Exhibition Season

The reform movement of the early 1970s shifted power in presidential nomination
sdection away from party dites during the nominating conventions to primary and cauicus voters
(Ranney 1975; Kirkpatrick 1978; Ceaser 1979). In Aldrich’s (1980) framework, the reforms
created a presidentia nomination process where candidates, party activigts, and primary voters
make the key decisons “before the convention.” Opening up the presidentiad nomination
process to rank-and-file voters through binding primaries and caucuses (Polsby 1983)
encouraged more candidates to enter the nomination race (Asher 1984, 194; Steger, Hickman
and Yohn 2002). The conventiona wisdom that emerged held that early momentum generated
by performing well in bellwether states like lowa and New Hampshire was critica to winning
the nomination (Bartels 1985, 1988; Orren and Polsby 1987).

Where Aldrich argued that critica period of the nomination campaign occurred between
January of the eection year and the nominating conventions held in mid-summer, this research
contends that the critica phase of the nomination campaign is now “before the primaries” Since
the 1970s, the initid openness of the post-reform nomination system narrowed sgnificantly.
Today, Sates “frontload” the nomination calendar by holding their primaries on earlier detes. By
March 15" of 1976, only 15% of the primaries (4 states) were held, compared with 60% of the
primaries (26 states) by March 15 of 2000. In addition, the cost of campaigning for either
party’s presdentia nomination is growing exponentidly. In 1976, no candidate raised more
than $6 million prior to the firgt primaries; in 2000 no candidate remained in the race until the
firgt primaries with lessthan $6 million. The more compressed primary schedule and increasing
campaign costs make the comptition for resources during the pre-primary period more
important to winning presidentid nominations. Candidates must raise more money earlier and
organize multi- state campaigns in bellwether and battleground states. Campaigns can no longer
hope to gain momentum from early primary performances to generate the resources needed to
compete in the middle and later primaries; they smply lack the time to raise enough money or to
build nationd organizations once the voting starts. Nor can candidates rely on free media
coverage to compensate what they lack in resources — in fact, network news coverage of
nomination politicsis dedining (Steger 2002) and the news media are increasingly critica of
presidential candidates (Owen 1991; 1997; Steger 2001). These developments accelerate and
increase the importance of pre-primary campaign activity.

Further, the movement toward earlier fundraisng, organizing, and active campaigning
appears reduce the effect of early primaries and caucuses on the nomination contest (Adkins and
Dowdle 2001b). Since 1980 the candidates identified as frontrunners in January won the
nomination despite losing in ether or both the lowa caucuses and the New Hampshire primary.
Since 1976, the results of the lowa caucuses did not effect the relative positions of candidates
seeking presidential nominations (Adkins and Dowdle, 2001b). Rather than giving dark-horse
candidates the opportunity to “break through,” the early contests represented “bumps in the road”
to the party nominations (Adkins and Dowdle, 2004).

This does not necessarily imply the emergence of anew era of presdentiad nomination
politics. The presdentid nomination process changed a number of times since the inception of
this country and each time anew system emerges, it opens up or democratizes the processin that
more people could participate in the choice of who was nominated, and more people could run
for the nomination (e.g., Ceaser 1979). A period of retrenchment or stabilization, however,



followed each of the previous trangtions to a new nomination system (e.g., Price 1984; Steger,
Hickman and Y ohn 2002). Stabilization occurs as party dlites, candidates and othersinvolved in
nomination politics, adapt to the “new rules’ of the system and regain some influence on the
nomination process. The system opened widely to voters and candidates by the reform
movement is narrower today. During the 1970s, dark horse candidates like McGovern and
Carter won presidentid nominations. In the 1980s, dark horse candidates improved their
position in the candidate field, but not sufficient to win the nomination. By the 1990s, dark horse
candidates only temporarily dowed the frontrunners' attainment of the nomination.

Nor does this mean that campaigns no longer matter. At the art of the new millennium
campaigns matter as much as ever, but in ways different than in previous decades.  The evolving
nature of presidentid nomination politics requires candidates to adapt their srategiesto the
lessons of the previous campaign cycle. Campaigning for the presidency today till means
condructing a message that will resonate with party eites and primary voters, raising the funds
necessary to compete, and assembling a competent organization to conduct the campaign. The
trangtion to the contemporary nomination system, however, changed the mixture of resources
needed to compete and win. While primaries mattered prior to the McGovern-Fraser
Commisson (e.g., Reiter 1985), winning nominations required gaining the support of party
bosses who controlled blocs of convention delegates (Key 1964). The proliferation of binding
primaries encourages candidate- centered campaigns in which the premium is on developing a
favorable image that appeals to potentid primary voters. To do this, candidates need large sums
of money, sophisticated organizationa support, and media exposure. Front-loading, risng
campaign costs, and declining news media coverage mean that candidates must perform these
campaign functions well in advance of the bellwether primaries and caucuses.

Congdering the importance of the pre-primary period to determining party nominees one
would expect this nichein the literature to be well-mined, yet existing scholarship on presdentia
nomination politicsis limited in one or more respects. Much of it relates only to the election-at-
hand and to alarge extent the work is primarily descriptive. Little work specificaly focuses on
the relation between pre-primary activity and presidentiad nomination outcomes. A more
thorough andysis of the dynamics of pre-primary presdential nomination politicsis certanly
warranted.

This paper develops a basdine forecast, using information from the pre-primary phase of
the nomination campaign, and compares that model with aforecast of the post-New Hampshire
primary vote (post-NHV), which enables us to assess the effects of the New Hampshire primary
on the remaining presdential primary vote. The research improves on prior forecasting modds
by incorporating the effects of candidate momentum during the late pre-primary period, and
bresks new ground by investigating differences in the predictive effect of the New Hampshire
primary on the Democratic and Republican presdential nominations. The next section explores
the scholarship relating to pre-primary nomination politics and is followed by an operationd
modd to assess the predictive power of factors from the pre-primary period on the aggregate
primary vote (APV).
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH

A gquarter-century ago Keech and Matthews (1976) recognized the importance of pre-
primary campaign activity in presidentia nomination campaigns. They found thet in presidentid
nomination contests from 1936 to 1972 (with 1972 being the primary exception), the
frontrunners a the beginning of the presidentid nomination process tended to win because of the
importance of campaign activities in the three years preceding the eection (1976, 227). Hadley
(1976) and Budl (1996) refer to this early phase of the nomination campaign astheinvishble
primary. Kessdl (1992) cdlsit the early days. Trent and Friedenberg (1991) labd it the
surfacing stage. We prefer Cook (1989) and Barilleaux and Adkins (1993) conception of an
“exhibition season” because the pre-primary phaseis not a primary in which voters make choices
that determine the outcome, and candidates actively “exhibit” themsalvesto build name
recognition, raise funds, assemble campaign organizations, and develop messages and themes
that will resonate with voters.

One vein of research andyzes the effects of activity during the primary campaign season
on presdential nomination outcomes by examining factors affecting the vote in individual state
primaries and caucuses from 1976 to aslate as 1988. While much of this activity occurs during
the primary season, the quick departure of many candidates from the race following the lowa
caucuses and New Hampshire primary means a significant portion occurs before the first votes
arecast. Goldgtein (1978) examines the relation between state-level spending by candidates and
outcomes of primaries and caucusesin 1976. Grush (1980) analyzes the effects of spending per
state, past performance, and regiona exposurein the 1976 primaries. Norrander (1993) explores
the effects of a number of variables on individua presidentia primaries and caucuses from 1976
to 1988, including campaign spending, past performance, the number of candidates remaining in
the race, and whether the candidate was a“favorite son” of the state. Findly, Haynes, Gurian,
and Nichols (1997) investigates the influence of campaign spending, delegates pledged to the
candidate, incumbency, “favorite son” candidacy, and other effects on the 1980 and 1988 races.

Although important, these modds are of limited utility in forecasting find nomination
outcomes. Fird, the focusison individua primaries and not fina primary vote totd. Candidates
often focus attention on winning specific primaries or caucuses while virtualy ignoring others.

Big winsin early contests may not lead to victory at the convention. In 2000, for example,
Senator John McCain focused his strategy on winning the New Hampshire, Michigan, and South
Caradlinaprimaries. Whilewinning dl but the |atter, he ultimatdly faled to secure the

nomination. Second, these models focus on campaign activities occurring after the primaries
begin, presuming to capture the effects of pre-primary activity indirectly through the
aforementioned variables. The growing importance of frontloading to the nomination schedule
suggedts that exhibition season campaign activity should be studied more directly.

A second set of studies modding presidentid nomination outcomes seek to forecast the
“winnowing effect.” Mogt presidentia candidates drop out of the race after they determine they
cannot raise the funds to continue the campaign, or when they are “mathematically” eiminated
from winning the nomination (Norrander 2000; Steger, Hickman and Y ohn 2002). By predicting
how long candidates stay in the race, these scholars attempt to forecast indirectly the outcome of
the eection cycle. Norrander (2000) uses a duration mode to explore the effects of fundraising,
poll standings, success in the New Hampshire primary, and frontloading. Hanson (2000)
employs aregresson modd to determine how federd matching funds and party interactions
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affect the length of time candidates remained in therace. These studies point to candidate
resources as crucid for acandidate’ s ability to remain in the race. Most candidates drop out as
their funds dry up. Generdly, the only candidates remaining in the race to the end of the
primaries are the front runner and perhaps an advocacy candidate seeking to influence the party
positions on certain issues. These studies, however, only indirectly and imperfectly predict
outcomes since a frontrunner and an advocacy candidate(s) may remain in the race until the
convention. That advocacy candidates remain in the race even though they cannot win is afactor
that should be included in modds forecasting the APV.

A third group of studies focus on forecasting the APV received by candidates based on
data available prior to the lowa caucuses. Mayer (1996a) usesthe last nationa Gallup poll taken
prior to the lowa caucuses and the amount of money raised by December 31 of the year prior to
the election to forecast primary outcomes from 1980-1996. Mayer analyzes nomination races
with and without incumbent presidents seeking renomination. Since incumbent presidents
aways win renomination when they seek it (Keech and Mathews 1976), their inclusionin a
forecasting modd digtorts the andysis of the rdative effects of variables on nomination
campaigns without anincumbent.

Adkins and Dowdle (2000; 2001a) forecast presidential primary vote totalsin post-
reform nomination races without an incumbent president seeking renomination. Adkins and
Dowdle add to the predictorsin Mayer’s model the candidates cash reserves a the end of the
year prior to the dection, and whether a candidate is a southern Democrat. Thelr first model
uses measures available during the exhibition season to correctly predict five of seven winners
during the post-reform erawith errors only in the 1976 and 1988 Democratic contests. Their
second modd adds two variables representing the results of the New Hampshire primary — the
percentage of the New Hampshire vote received by each candidate and a dichotomous variable
representing the bonus or “bounce’ that only awinner of New Hampshire receives. The model
including the New Hampshire primary results as a predictor correctly forecasts dl seven winners
from 1976 to 1996.

Inasmilar study, Steger (2000) devel ops separate models forecasting the APV in
Democratic and Republican primaries. These models use variables smilar to the other studies,
but add a measure of network news coverage during the year preceding the primaries. Like the
other studies, Steger finds that Gallup poll standings and cash reserves are the only significant
predictors of the APV. This study, however, finds differences in the effects of these variables for
Democratic and Republican nomination campaigns. Democratic presidential candidates tend to
be differentiated by cash reserves but not by Galup poll sandings, while Republican presdentia
candidates are differentiated by Gallup poll standings but not by cash reserves. Democratic
Party identifiers divide on which candidate to support in exhibition season polls while
Republican Party identifiers usudly raly around a clear frontrunner. Conversdy, there usudly
isaclear Democrdtic frontrunner in terms of cash reserves while severd Republican candidates
typicaly possess enough cash on hand to compete in the primaries.

AN “EXHIBITION SEASON” FORECASTING MODEL OF THE PRIMARY VOTE

This section builds on prior studies by developing an operationd forecasting moded of the
presidentia primary vote. The dependent variablesin the models are candidates shares of the
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APV and candidates shares of the post-NHV, which is calculated as candidates share of the
APV minustheir share of the New Hampshire primary vote? Though many candidates drop out
of the race before the end of the primaries, other measures are problematic because candidates
continue to receive votes throughout the primaries whether they drop out or not. Also some
candidates remain in the race after they cannot win to promote their issue positions (Aldrich,
1980, 43-45) or themselves for an appointed position such as vice president (Kiser, 1992).

Nationa Poll Results

The pogt-reform nomination system puts a premium on candidates support among
prospective primary voters, whaose collective choices select the mgjority of delegatesto the
nationa nomination conventions (e.g., Ceaser 1979; Polsby 1983). Studies of presidential
nominations demonstrate a vibrant link between performance in nationd preference polls and
subsequent nomination victory (Mutz, 1995; Mayer, 1996a; Hinckley and Green, 1996;
Norrander, 2000; Adkins and Dowdle, 2000, 2001a; and Steger, 2000). Polling information
provides an indication of candidates relative support among rank-and-file partisans who
condtitute mogt of the votersin presdentid primaries. The results of such pollsfud media
attention and further develop the candidate s following contributors, activists and the public.
Since 1980, the eventud nomination winner finished either first or second in the lagt nationd
Gallup palls prior to the primaries?

Previous studies use the results of the national Galup poll taken at the end of the
exhibition season (either the end of December or January preceding the primaries). This study,
in contrast, uses the average of each candidate’ s support in nationd Gallup polls during the third
quarter of the year prior to the dection. In contras, this sudy uses the third quarter Gallup result
to establish a basdine of public support that works in combination with shifting support.
Presdentid candidates typicaly enter the contest by the third quarter of the year prior to the
presidentia election.

Changein Public Support

In addition to relative levels of support for presdentia candidates, shiftsin public
support aso may affect voting in the primaries. Jmmy Carter’s famed rise to the top in 1976,
for example, began in late 1975. Measuring candidates support at the end of the exhibition
Season misses the effect of such movement. The idea of shifting support has been well
documented in the context of the primary season. Aldrich (1980a, 1980b) and Bartels (1985;
1988) demondtrate the virtue of campaign momentum from performing better than expected in
primaries and/or caucuses* Recent models of presidential nomination outcomes possess one of
numerous measures of momentum such as successin initid primaries (Adkins and Dowdle,
2001a; 2001b; Norrander, 2000), performance in previous primaries (Grush, 1980; Norrander,
1993; Mutz, 1995; Hinckley and Green, 1996; Damore, 1997; Haynes, Gurian, and Nichols,
1997), or media coverage (Gurian, 1986; 1990; 1993; 1996; Gurian and Haynes, 1993).

Focusing on the pre-primary period, change in support for candidates is measured from a

point when dl candidates are officidly entered in the race until the end of the exhibition season.
Thisvariable isthe difference in each candidate’ s level of support among sdlf-identified
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partisans in the find, nationa Gallup poll prior to the lowa caucuses and the average of the
nationa Galup polls taken during the third quarter of the year prior to the dection. Thisvariabdle
represents the candidate’ s increase or decrease in support in the find months of the pre-primary
Season.

Cash Resarves

Asthe cost of running campaigns soared in recent years, fundraising became a crucial
aspect of asuccessful candidacy (Sorauf 1988; Corrado 1993). Money cannot “buy” the
nomination, but without the means to compete no candidate, however meritorious, can
redigticaly win the nomination (Steger 2000, 26). The high costs of campaignsin a frontloaded
primary schedule forces candidates to raise larger sums of money at earlier dates because
candidates do not have time to do so once the primaries begin.

While fund-raising prowess reflects candidate strength and provides the meansto
compete, spending money during the exhibition season may not help a candidate in the palls.
How candidates alocate their money affects their ability to compete later in the campaign
(Adkins and Dowdle 2002). Candidates cash reserves at the end of the exhibition season
corrdate strongly with candidates' performance in the primaries (Adkins and Dowdle 2000,
2001a8). Some candidates are unable to trandate fundraising success into increased poll support
during the exhibition season. For example, great fundraisers like John Conndly and Phil Gramm
gpent their funds prior to the primaries without increasing their public support. Candidates who
raise and spend large sums of money without rising in the polls fall to achieve what spending is
intended to do — raise levels of public recognition and support (Steger 2000, 27). Norrander
(2000) concludes the confusion arises because fundraising is corrdated with standing in pre-
primary polls. This suggests that awedlthier candidate .. .cannot buy popular support in the
primariesif that candidate does not dready have a significant level of support in the nationd
polls prior to the eection year” (2000, 5). Candidates with the best chances of winning are those
who raise large sums of money and aitain high leves of public support without spending much
of that money (Steger 2000, 27). These candidates have the public support and the money on
hand to compete in the primaries.

Once the Federa Election Commission (FEC) takes ddivery of the campaign’s officid
“Statement of Organization,” presidentia candidates are required under federd law tofile
“Reports of Rece pts and Disbursements’ with the FEC, quarterly in the years prior to the
presdentid dection and monthly in the year of the presdentia election. Totd revenue includes
contributions received from individuas and groups, federd matching funds, transfers from
authorized committees, and loans secured by the campaign.® Cash reserves are measured as the
amount of money that a campaign has on hand at the end of January of the dection year (in
millions). Although the date the lowa caucuses can vary from the last week in January to mid-
February, January 31 of the election year is used as the operationd end of the money primary
because it dso serves as the end-date for information to be included by candidate campaignsin
the February Monthly Report filed with the FEC. ©
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National Network News Coverage

Contemporary presidential nomination campaigns put a premium on candidates ability to
conduct campaigns of mass gpped for the support of tens of thousands of potentia primary
voters (e.g., Patterson 1980; Robinson and Sheehan 1982; Arterton 1984; Lichter, Amundson
and Noyes 1988). These studies recognize that candidates may be able to use free exposure on
nationa network news to generate name recognition and support anong potentia primary voters.
Shrewd candidates may be able to compete, making up for what they lack in funds, by getting
the attention of potentia voters through the network news programs —where most votersgain
their information about candidates. Media coverage gives candidates visihility, name
recognition, and prestige (Peabody, Ornstein, and Rhode 1976, 243-34). Greater media coverage
increases name recognition — epecidly for lesser-known candidates, which may increase
perceptions of a candidate' s viability and ability to attract supporters and raise campaign funds
(Bartels 1988; Brady and Johnston 1987; Abramson, et d. 1992; Mutz 1997). Candidates who
receive substantial media coverage may aso need to spend less money building name
recognition, enabling them to conserve funds for the heavy campaigning of the primaries.

A candidate' s campaign coverage is measured as the frequency of candidate mentionsin
campaign stories on nightly national network news programs.”  The variable excludes network
news stories relating to candidates governing activities® Only that portion of candidates
network news coverage reating to the campaign correlaes sgnificantly with candidate standing
in the polls and in the primaries (Robinson and Sheehan 1982; Steger 2002). The Vanderbilt
Teevison Archives are used to generate an event-count of nightly network news stories that
mentioned a candidate campaigning for the presidentid nomination of amagjor politica party.
These event counts are aggregated to get a daily summary count for each candidate. For
ingtance, if each of the three networks mentioned George W. Bush, his daily score would be a
three. Since anews story may refer to multiple candidates, the number of candidate-mentions
exceeds the actuad number of network news stories mentioning candidates in each nomination
campaign.

Southern Democrats

Under the pre-reform nomination system, southern aspirants faced a subgtantia
disadvantage in their race for the Ovd Office. With the exceptions of Woodrow Wilson and
Lyndon Johnson, neither major party nominated a southerner from 1848 to 1976.° However, as
Beachler (1996) and Adkins and Dowdle (2000) argue, southern Democrats possess a sgnificant
advantage in the pogt-reform nomination process. Beachler contends that southern Democrats
are more likely to find success securing the nomination than their northern counterparts for three
reasons. Firgt, southern white Democrats tend to possess an affinity for these candidates.
Second, black southern Democrats prefer white southern Democratic presidential candidates
unlessthereisablack presdentia candidate running (i.e. Jesse Jackson in 1984 and 1988).
Third, southern Democratic candidates are more likely to apped to the large bloc of moderate
voters that participate in northern Democratic primaries (Beachler 1996, 411). Whilethese
factorsareimplicit in nationd poll results, southern Democrats benefit from less competition in
the region (Brams, 1979). No more than two southern aspirants ran in Democratic nomination
cycles since 1976 (Adkins and Dowdle, 2000). Thus, their “niche’ is less crowded than that of
ther rivas, enabling southern Democrats do well in the post-reform nominating environmernt.
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Southern Democrats represents a dummy variable coded asa“1” for Democratic candidates
from the South.'° Republicans and non+ southern Democrats are coded as“0.”

Advocacy Candidate

Another common fegture of presdentiad nomination campaignsis the existence of
candidates who enter the campaign without a redistic chance of winning (Key 1964; Schlesinger
1975; Norrander, 2000; Steger 2003). Most studies assume that candidates enter presidential
nomination campaigns firgt and foremost seek to win (Black 1972; Peabody, Ornstein and Rhode
1976; Aldrich 1980). Mot of candidates who mount a serious campaign for a presidential
nomination hold or recently held amgor political office (Abramson, Aldrich and Rhode 1987).
Schlesinger (1975), however, argued that individuals who run for the presidency tend to be
office-seekersinterested mainly in winning and/or policy-seekersinterested in influencing policy
(see aso Aldrich 19803, 43). Strategic careerists with progressive presidentiad ambition spend
their careers developing ther qudifications, reputations, skills and connections by seeking
gubernatoria or senatorid office before running for the presidency (Schlesinger 1966; Aldrich
1980a). This career path gives them a palitica base, access to the media, access to fundraising
networks, and the experience and credentias needed to be taken serioudy as a candidate should
they run for higher office (Rhode 1979; Abramson, Aldrich and Rhode 1987). Advocates, in
contrast, enter the nomination campaign to advance a particular cause, which may be ideological,
iSsue or congtituency-oriented. Advocates may derive sufficient vaue from raising the sdiency
of certain issues thet they gain pogtive utility even if the odds of winning the nomination are
small (Schlesinger 1975; Aldrich 1980, 43).

The digtinction isimportant. Policy-seekers or advocacy candidates tend to stay in the
race longer while gtrategic careerists tend to withdraw from the race when it becomes obvious
they cannot win (Norrander 2000; Steger 2003). Since they are concerned about their current
and future career prospects, career politicians do not want to gain the enmity of party eiteswho
might view a prolonged campaign as dividing the party and/or damaging the nominee's chances
in the general eection (Abramson, et a. 1987, 7). Since advocates remain in the race longer
they provide a“ protet” option for primary voters dissatisfied with other candidates remaining in
therace. Advocacy candidates also tend to target their gppedsto voters of a particular “niche”’
within the party, seeking this source of support relative to candidates who seek the support of
multiple, overlapping condtituencies (Steger, Hickman and Y ohn 2002). The strategies and
tactics of advocacy candidates enable them to gpped to voters on limited budgets and minimalist
campaign organizations. Candidates who enter the race largely to advocate an issue are expected
to attract asmall, but potentidly significant share of the primary vote.

Advocate candidacy is measured with adummy variable, coded “1” for advocacy
candidates; otherwise coded asa“0.” Briefly, advocacy candidates are identified using an
extensve review of qualitative descriptions of the candidates in the Congressional Quarterly
Weekly Report and New York Times.*! Candidates are coded as advocacy candidates if most
characterizations portrayed the candidate as running mainly to raise the sdlience of certain issues
or the vishility of some segment of the party membership. We prefer a conservative approach to
these characterizations, counting as advocates only those candidates who were typically
characterized as such. The candidates coded as advocates include Jesse Jackson in '84 and '88,
Pat Robertson ‘88, Pat Buchanan '96, Alan Keyes '96 and '00, and Gary Bauer '00.2
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Party Differences

Many scholars argue that differences in the rules of the two maor party’s primaries
produce subgtantia differences in their respective nomination campaigns, with Democrtic
primary rules creating alonger and more divisive race (David and Ceaser, 1980; Price 1984;
Ansolabehere and King 1990; Kamark and Goldstein 1994). Mayer (1996a, 1996¢) finds that the
Democratic nomination campaigns last longer and are more divisive because Democrétic
condtituencies are less unified and less likely to unite behind asingle presdentid candidate (see
aso, Price 1984; Epstein 1986, Norrander, 2000). Asardatively more homogenous group,
Republicans tend to rally around a presidential candidate earlier in the campaign (Steger 2000).
Adkins and Dowdle (2002) find that Republican contributors raly behind their party’s
frontrunner sooner than do Demoacratic contributors. Newport (1999) finds that voter
preferences for Republican candidates change little during the campaign, whereas the Democrats
remain relatively voldile with the eventua nominee emerging at the beginning of the dection
year. With amore divided party, Democratic voters are less likely to raly around a
“frontrunner” and Democratic candidates experience greater fluctuation in their poll support.

Severd scholars atempt to control for differences between the Democratic and
Republican parties through the use of adummy variable (Gurian and Haynes, 1993; Gurian,
1996; 1993a; 1993b; Adkins and Dowdle, 2000; 2001a; 2001b). Others estimate separate
partisan modes and find not only sgnificant differences between the models, but also important
differencesin the results of the variables when comparing the two parties (Steger, 2000; Hanson,
2000; Adkins and Dowdle, 2002). This study estimates models for the Democrétic Party, the
Republican Party, and the two parties combined.

New Hampshire

Asthefirg delegate sdlection events producing binding results recognized by both
parties, the |owa caucuses and New Hampshire primary are important early tests of aspirant
strength.*® These “media fishbowl” races receive substantially more coverage than other states
(Adams 1987). Since 1976, most candidates spend considerable resources trying to win support
in lowaand/or New Hampshire. Candidates who win or at least beat expectationsin the lowa
and New Hampshire contests receive more, and more favorable, media coverage (Patterson
1980, 43-48; Robinson and Sheehan 1983, 80; Bartels 1988). Candidates who beat expectations
and recelve favorable media coverage a so incresse their fund-raising during the primaries
(Mutz, 1995). Comparing the effects of lowa and New Hampshire in nomination forecasts,
Adkins and Dowdle (2001b) found that the results of the New Hampshire primary produce a
datigticaly sgnificant impact on predictive capacity, but the lowa caucuses do not.

This research assesses the effects of the New Hampshire primary by comparing
forecasting modds of the APV (using information from the exhibition season) and models of the
remaining post-NHV (using the exhibition season variables, updated by the results of the New
Hampshire primary). The first measure used represents whether candidates won the New
Hampshire primary (Adkins and Dowdle 2001a). Bartels (1988) and Buell (2000) contend that
winners in the post-reform erareceive an extra“bounce’ going into subsequent primaries. This
variable takes the form of adummy (New Hampshire Winner) with the winner coded asa“1’
and the remainder of the cases coded as“0.” The second measure is the candidates' share of the
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New Hampshire primary vote, which reflects the variation in candidate performance. If the New
Hampshire primary has a Sgnificant effect on the remaining primary vote, then variables
reflecting the outcome of that states primary should be sgnificant and a forecasting modd using
these variables should produce a sgnificant improvement in the variance explained by the
models compared to the basdline, exhibition season modd.

ANALY SISAND DISCUSSION

The basdline forecasting modd predicting the APV uses variables measuring information
from the exhibition season (prior to the end of January of the election year). The post-NHV
forecast uses these same variables plus two measuring the winner of and candidate vote sharesin
the New Hampshire primary.** Models are estimated combining both parties nominations and
separate models for each of the parties.

A find issue requiring darification is over which candidates to include in the sudy. Al
presdentid nomination studies use non-random samples of candidates, so decisonsrules on
including or excluding candidates are highly consequential. Deciding which candidates to
include, however, is not straightforward. Dozens of people register as presidentid candidates
with the FEC. Mogt, however, are never considered serious candidates and only a handful win a
ggnificant share of the vote in any presdentid caucus or primary. The sample of candidates
used herein includes those who officidly registered with the FEC and received at least one
percent of the primary vote in at least one primary in a given election year between 1976 and
2000." These rules exclude candidates who drop out of the race prior to the primaries aswell as
notable non-candidates like Senator Hubert Humphrey in 1976 who never formally declare their
candidacies. Perennia candidates Lyndon La Rouche and Harold Stassen, and “favorite son”
candidate Senator Robert Byrd in 1976 were also excluded.*®

The basdline, exhibition modd forecagting al candidates shares of the APV is presented
inTable 1. Thefit of the modd is amilar to previous forecasting mode s with an adjusted r-
square of .65. Candidate standing in third quarter national Galup polls and the changeina
candidates poll position each have significant, positive effects on candidates APV shares. Of
these, level of support in nationa Gallup palls has the largest impact (according to the
standardized beta coefficientsin Column 2).1” Thisindicates that candidate support among
partisans plus momentum prior to the primaries are the main predictors of the APV. Other
variables do not sgnificantly reate to candidate's primary vote share when controlled for by
these variables. The mode generates four substantia outliers (beyond two standard deviations).
The model under-predicts Jmmy Carter’s vote share in 1976 (predicted vaue = 12.61%, while
the actua vote shareis 38.84) and Gary Hart’ s vote share in 1984 (predicted vaue = 2.06%,
while the actual vote shareis 36.11). The modd over-predicts George Walace s vote sharein
1976 (predicted vaue is 41.40 while the actua vote share is 12.43%).and Hart’ s vote share in
1988 (predicted value is 29.89 while the actud vote share is 1.69%). Forecasting modelsusng
information from the exhibition season cannot account for momentum during the primary
season. Unlike other candidates who gained momentum during the primaries, Hart' srisein ' 84
did not begin prior to the primaries, and therefore is not reflected in the change in public support
variable. Themode does predict reasonably well, other candidates who gained some
momentum during the primaries like George Bush in ’ 80 and John McCain, who began to risein
the polls during the fourth quarter and January. The over-prediction of Walace' s and Hart's
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APV shareslikdy results from the divergence between preprimary polls and the actud primary
vote. Wallace lead his Democrdtic rivdsin nationa pollsby a2 to 1 margin throughout 1975,
yet his support base remained highly constrained. Hart's’ 87 exit from and re-entry into the race,
which is not indicated by the variables in the mode, may have crested asmilar diguncture.

Hart continued to poll relatively strong support among Democrats, but this support did not
trandate into votesin the primaries. That these cases adl occur on the Democratic sSide is notable
for reasons we will address below.

A forecasting model of the post-NHV with the two variables measuring candidates
performance in the New Hampshire primary was estimated to assess the effects of the New
Hampshire primary (see Table 1). The post-NHV modd accounts for a substantialy greater
percentage of variance explained (adjusted r-square of .85) for years 1976-2000.1% The
improvement in modd fit reflects New Hampshirésrole in “correcting” over- and under-
esimations of candidate s share of the overdl primary vote, based on information from the
exhibition season. Fird, some candidates |ose momentum in the New Hampshire primary,
relative to estimates based on exhibition season information. Henry Jackson and George
Walace 76, Howard Baker and John Conndly '80, John Glenn ‘84, Bob Dole and Paul Smon
'88, Phil Gramm '96 and Steve Forbes 2000 performed worse in New Hampshire than predicted
in the exhibition season modd. Adding the New Hampshire variables deflates the over-
prediction of these candidates primary vote shares. Other candidates gained a bounce from New
Hampshire, including Jmmy Carter 76, Ronald Reagan '80, Gary Hart '84, George Bush '88,
Michael Dukakis '88, Pat Buchanan '96, and John McCain in 2000. Controlling for the New
Hampshire variables corrects much of the under-prediction of these candidates shares of the
primary vote that occurs in the mode using only exhibition season variables. While New
Hampshire voters may not pick the nomineg, they do clarify the candidate fields, improving the
fit between predicted and actud vote shares in subsequent primaries.

Including the New Hampshire variables in the modd aso has the effect of making
sgnificant cash reserves on hand and cumulative TV news coverage of candidates in campaign
gories. Congstent with our expectations, the cash reserves a campaign has on hand as they enter
the primaries plays arole in determining success. Without asignificant war chest, candidates
would be unable to compete in the myriad of frontloaded primaries. Contradicting the literature
on the mass media campaign, the post-New Hampshire modd indicates that the more campaign
news coverage candidates received during the exhibition season, the worse they did in the
primaries. One possibleinterpretation is that the network news media over-hyped some
candidates during the pre-primary season. We refrain from endorsing this interpretation,
however, because of the possibility of multicollinearity in the mode between the Gallup poll and
cumulative TV news variables (3™ quarter Gallup correlates with cumulative news coverage by
the end of January a r = .74). Thisissueis addressed below in the next section of this paper.

Separate models forecasting the Democratic and Republican primary vote indicate
substantial differences between presidential nominations of the two parties (see Table 2).1° The
percentage of variance explained in the mode for the Democratic primary vote islow compared
to that in the modd for the Republican primary vote. While the dependent variables are not
directly comparable, this suggests that the Democretic presdentia primary voteisless
predictable than the Republican primary vote, using this set of predictor variables from the
exhibition season. Thisis congstent with prior arguments that the Democratic primaries are
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more up for grabs whereas the candidate competition in the Republican primariesisfarly sable
and follows from what hgppens during the exhibition season.

The modds for the two parties also indicate that different variables Sgnificantly predict
the votes of the two parties presidential primaries®® Candidates third quarter Gallup poll
gtanding has a Sgnificant, positive predictive effect for Republican candidates vote shares (see
Column 3) but not for Democrats (see Column 1). In comparison, change in poll position
ggnificantly affects Republican and Democratic candidates during the exhibition season. In
every Republican nomination campaign, amgority of party identifiers supported a frontrunner —
Reagan in ‘80, Bush in '88, Dole in '96, and George W. Bush in 2000, in exhibition season polls.
Further, the standing of Republican frontrunnersin the polls remains rdatively stable throughout
the exhibition season with a tendency to expand their lead in the polls as the primaries gpproach.
Democratic candidates, on the other hand, are generaly not differentiated by their postionin
nationa polls during the firgt three quarters of the year prior to the eection. AsMayer (1996a)
argues, Democratic Party identifiers tend to divide their support among severa candidates, such
that no one candidate stands out as a clear frontrunner in the polls until later in the exhibition
season. This hdps explain why Republican presdentid primary outcomes are more predictable
than Democrétic presidentia primary outcomes.

Cash reserves are a significant predictor of Democratic primary votes but not for
Republican primary votes. With the exception of 1976 (when Henry Jackson had the largest
cash reserves), the Democratic nominee was the candidate with the most money on hand &t the
end of January. With the sole exception of 2000, the Republican candidates were less
differentiated by candidates cash reserves at the end of January. Severa candidatesin each
Republican nomination campaign raised large sums of money and built subgtantia war chests by
the end of January. With severa candidates being able to compete, having abig pile of cash on
hand does not differentiate these candidates. Indeed, Republican candidates cash reserves on
hand are negatively rdated to their share of the APV. Thereis atendency among Republican
candidates to raise and spend large sums of money during the exhibition season, without moving
up in the polls. Phil Crane, John Connaly and Howard Baker ('80), Pat Robertson ('88), Phil
Gramm and Steve Forbes ('96), and Steve Forbes (2000), stand out for failing to do well in the
primaries despite raisng large sums of money before the primaries. Thisis congstent with
arguments that more Republican candidates raise large sums of money but are unabletorisein
the polls (Norrander 2000; Steger 2000). Overal, a picture emerges in which aclear Republican
frontrunner surfaces with ahigh level of partisan support, which is not reduced or destabilized by
the campaign spending of other Republican aspirants.

Also worth noting is that the advocacy candidate variable is sgnificant in the Democratic
modd. Since Jesse Jackson is the only candidate coded as an advocate in this modd, the effect
in the Democratic post-NHV modd is essentidly a“ Jesse Jackson effect.” The New Hampshire
primary in effect legitimized Jackson’s candidacy in both nomination campaigns, as he received
asubgtantial boost after the primary. The candidates identified as advocates in the Republican
nomination campaigns were not sgnificant factorsin any of the modds of the Republican
presdentid primary vote.

In Table 3, separate Democratic and Republican Party models were estimated to forecast

the post-NHV. Note that thereislittle difference in the adjusted r-square in the two models
predicting the post-NHV. Further, the mode of the Democratic post-NHV (Table 3, Column 1)
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has a much better fit, adjusted r-square of .87, compared to an adjusted r-sgquare of .67 for the
exhibition season modd. While accounting for only asmdl fraction of the APV and delegate
count, New Hampshire has a very big effect on the prediction of the subsequent Democratic
primary vote. Knowing information about the New Hampshire primary improves dramaticaly,
the predictive fit of the models beyond that of the exhibition season done. It gppearsthat the
New Hampshire primary has a substantia impact on the Democratic nomination campaign.

Adding information from the New Hampshire primary does little to improve the fit of the
model forecasting the Republican APV, adjusted r-square of .93, compared to an adjusted r-
square of .87 for the mode using only exhibition season variables. The adjusted r-square of the
Republican exhibition and New Hampshire modd s changes minimdly, indicating relatively little
effect from adding information from the primary. The coefficients for the New Hampshire
primary varigbles are not satigticaly sgnificant in the Republican modd (Table 3, Column 3).

In summary these models offer a substantia effect in predicting the presidentia primary
vote for Democrats but only amargina effect for predicting the Republican presdentid primary
vote. The New Hampshire bounce appears to be limited to the Democratic Party, which
typicdly lacks a clear frontrunner heading into the primaries. The two dark-horse candidates
(Carter ' 76 and Hart * 84) who gained substantial momentum during the primaries were
Democrats. The New Hampshire primary played amagjor role advancing both of their
candidacies. The Republican candidate fidds, being relaively more structured going into the
primaries, are not subgstantialy atered by the New Hampshire primary.

The Democratic post-New Hampshire mode differs from the exhibition season model in
severd other respects. One difference isthat Democratic candidates' third quarter Gallup poll
standings become significant and positive after controlling for the New Hampshire varigbles.
The New Hampshire primary in effect clarifies which of the severd candidates, closaly bunched
in exhibition season polls, can garner votes. Another notable difference is thet the estimated
coefficient for network news campaign coverage is sgnificant and negative for Democrats. If
the network news media over-hype candidates, the effect gppears to be limited to Democratic
presidential races®! It may be that journdists face more difficulty handicapping Democratic
candidates because of the rdatively smaller differences and grester volatility in exhibition season
Gdlup palls. The media more often pick the right Republican candidates to cover, in part,
because the ordering of the Republican candidate fieds are more clearly indicated by nationd
polls. For the Democrats, this effect seems to gppear only after the New Hampshire primary.

Controlling for the New Hampshire primary results also make the southern Democratic
dummy variable sgnificant in the Democretic post-NHV model. The result is congstent with
the work of Brams (1979), Aldrich (1980), Beachler (1996), and Adkins and Dowdle (2000,
2001a, 2001b) who argued that southern candidates are advantaged in Democratic nominations
as aresult of competitive advantages in attracting votes and delegates from moderate and
consarvative Democrats. The modds here suggest that the New Hampshire primary playsarole
in darifying which southern Democratic candidate will attract support outside the South.
Southern Democratic candidates who performed well in the New Hampshire primary went on to
gain asubgstantial share of the subsequent primary vote in southern and non-southern primaries
(Carter in’ 76, Clinton in *92 and Gore in 2000). Southern Democratic candidates who did
perform well in the New Hampshire primary were limited in their ability to gain votes outsde of
the South (Wallace and Bentsen in’ 76, Hollingsin ' 84, and Gorein ‘88).
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Robustness of the Modedls

How robust are these results? Concerned that the results reflect the methods used and the
measures of variables used in the mode, we estimated numerous variants of the models
presented here. The overdl fit of the models, and the direction and magnitude of the coefficients
for individua variables are highly resilient to changes in modd specification and use of
aternaive measures of variables. The consstency of the models provides for a great degree of
confidence in the robustness of the results.

Asin previous studies (Steger 2000; Adkins and Dowdle 2000), much of the difficulty in
forecagting candidates APV shares owes to the 1976 nomination campaign. A forecasting
model, using only the nominations from 1980 to 2000 illustrates this (see Table 4, Column 1).
The exhibition season mode, estimated for races 1980-2000 generates an adjusted r- square of
.71, an additiona six percent of variance explained despite having 11 fewer degrees of freedom
inthemodd. The same variables are sgnificant in the post-1976 and post-1980 models. The
main difference is that the post- 1980 models predict the APV better. Candidate behavior in, and
the dynamics of, the 1976 Democratic nomination campaign differ from subsequent nomination
campaigns. The 1976 Democratic nomination campaign isthe most volatile of those andyzed in
thisstudy. Jmmy Carter rose from réelative obscurity to win the nomination after gaining
“unexpected victories’ in the lowa and New Hampshire eections (e.g., Patterson 1980; Bartels
1988). Carter’s surpriangly strong performance in lowa and New Hampshire can be attributed
in part from the relative less competition in these contests. Severd candidates like Senator
Henry Jackson and George Wallace, who were considered “ heavyweights’™ during the exhibition
season, did little campaigning in these states and their campaigns failed to attract much support
in subsequent primaries. Since 1976, nearly al of the candidates concentrated their efforts on
the lowa and/or New Hampshire nomination eections. Also, unlike subsequent nomination
campaigns, the’ 76 candidate field included Governor Jerry Brown and Senator Frank Church,
who entered the race very late and only primaries after May, by which time Carter led
subgtantidly in the delegate count. Carter faced competition throughout the’ 76 Democratic
primaries, but hisrivas changed across the primaries. None could accumulate enough delegates
to serioudy challenge Carter’ s growing lead in the delegate count.

A mode egtimating the post-NHV in nominations after 1980 appearsin Table 4, Column
2. Similar to the 1976-2000 models, the New Hampshire variables predict more of the post-
NHV in campaignsin 1980 and later. Comparing just the models for 1980-2000, the substantia
difference between the APV and post-NHV modds s the sgnificance of the New Hampshire
vote and the effect of winning the bellwether primary. Asdiscussed earlier, candidates relative
finishesin the New Hampshire primary continues to have a“correcting” effect. Adding
information on candidates vote sharesin the New Hampshire primary improves the forecast of
candidates vote sharesin subsequent primaries (relative to the modd using only information
from the exhibition season). The post-NHV model for 1980-2000 also differs from the post-
NHV mode for 1976-2000 with respect to the TV news and the southern Democrat variables,
which are sgnificant in the post-NHV models for 1980-2000. Thus, there do appear to be some
differencesin the 1976 nomination campaign and those coming after 1976.

Ancther aspect of the models that need further investigation is the relation betweenthe

primary vote and the cash reserves, Gallup and network news variables. The earlier models may
be affected by multicollinearity between the Galup pall variable and cash reserves and network
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news variables, which are correlated at r = .74 and r = .75 (p < .05), respectively. The cash
reserves and network news variable correlate at r = .42, which islow enough to disregard. While
these do not surpass the .8 threshold suggested by Lewis-Beck (1980), they are close enough for
concern. To clarify these effects, we estimate two forecasting models excluding one of the two
variables (see table 4, columns 3 and 4).22 As might be expected, cash reserves has a significant
and positive effect on the APV when the Galup variable is excluded (p < .01), but not when
network news coverage is excluded. While the modd with the third quarter Gallup poll

presented in Table 1 performs dightly better in terms of goodness of fit, an interpretation that

cash reserves do relate positively to candidates share of the APV might be warranted, but this
effect is confounded in the forecasting model s because cash reserves closdly tracks candidates
positionsin the Galup polls. The modd excluding Gallup indicates that the network news
variable does not have a sgnificant effect on the APV controlling for the other variablesin the
model. The same result holds when the cash reserve varigble is excluded from and the Galup
variable reinserted in the modd. This strengthens our view that network news coverageis not a
sgnificant predictor of the APV. Media coverage does not have an independent effect once
money and public support for candidates are controlled for. This does not mean that media
coverage is unimportant. It may gtill play asgnificant in how the campaign influences public
support and fund-raising. Thisisatopic for future research.

In addition to the models presented here, we estimated a number of adternative models
with other variables consdered important in presdential nomination campaigns. None of these
other variables were sgnificant in any permutation of the modds. Most notably, no significant
coefficients were found for the number of days a candidate was in the race during the exhibition
season, whether a candidate previoudy ran for a presdentia nomination, or a candidates home
state size>® Theideaof starting early, one of the main “lessons’ of 1976 does not matter for
predicting votesin 1976 or in subsequent nomination cycles. The lesson of ’ 76 appearsto be a
matter of selective perception. While Carter started early, so did other losing candidates— Lloyd
Bengten, Henry Jackson, Morris Uddl, and George Wallace dl started their campaigns at before
or about the same time as Carter. In generd, candidates who face long odds must Sart earlier to
have a chance. Well-known candidates with greater name recognition and proven fund-rasng
cgpability have grester flexibility in deciding when to enter the campaign. Starting early neither
helps nor harms these candidates ability to primary votes. Candidates who ran in aprior
nomination campaign aso are neither helped nor harmed by their prior run. While Republicans
have a reputation for rewarding candidates who ran strong in a previous nomination campaign,
as many failed to become the nominee as won the subsequent nomination. Findly, while home
date Szeisaggnificant advantage in fund-raisng (e.g., Adkins and Dowdle 2002), it is not
sgnificantly related to candidates share of the APV.

CONCLUSIONS

The upshat is that money mattersin contemporary presidentiad nomination campaigns,
but epecidly in Democratic nomination campaigns, in which divisons among party identifiers
preclude the emergence of a clear frontrunner in exhibition season polls. Democrétic Party
identifiers tend not to rally around a clear frontrunner during the exhibition season, leaving the
key decisonsto the votersin the primaries. With more volatility in Democratic partisan
candidate preferences, having money on hand to spend during the primariesisamagjor advantage
for Democratic presidentid candidates. Cash reserves are less useful for distinguishing among
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Republican candidates, whose odds of winning the nomination are more dependent on their poll
position going into the primaries. Well-financed Republican candidates could not take
advantage of their fundsto move up in or a the polls. At ardatively early date, Republican
Party identifiers tend to raly around a candidate who becomes and remains the frontrunner
throughout the primary season. In both parties, the candidates in the best position to win are
those who raise alot of money, but do not need to spend it in the exhibition season. These
candidates are competitive in the polls and do not need to spend their money prior to the
primaries to maintain their position. Candidates who spend large sums of money during the
exhibition season encounter two problems as they enter the primary season. One, they usudly
faled to do what money isintended to do — increase their popular support. Two, after spending
money during the exhibition season, they often lack the cash reserves needed to compete when
the red horse race begins.

Future research needs to go in the direction of investigating the differences between the
parties during the exhibition season. The Republicans are especidly successful inidentifying a
clear frontrunner in the exhibition season, leaving Republican primary voters with a plebiscitary
choice of accepting or regjecting the anointed candidate in favor of whoever emerges as the
leading dternative. While Mayer (1996a) did much to identify and explain why the Democrats
are s0 divided, more needs to be done &t the dite level. Whet are Republican dites doing that
Democrdtic ditesare not? Two fruitful avenues of research are andyzing the extent to which
party ditesrdly around asingle candidate in their endorsements, and unraveling how different
candidates spend their money, particularly on professona campaign organizations.
Understanding these issues would further the collective understanding of how and why the two
party's presidentia nomination campaigns differ.
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Table 1: OL Sforecasting models of candidate share of primary vote for nominating elections
without an incumbent seeking redection.

Aggregate Primary Vote: Primary Vote: Post-New
1976-2000 Hampshire, 1976-2000
unstandardized standardized unstandardized Standardized
coefficients beta coefficients coefficients beta coefficients
Gdlup Poll 80x** 57 S7x** 40
(avg. 3 quarter) (.24) (.16)
Changein Pall .35%* 43 30*** .36
(3" gr. to pre-lowa) (.10) (.07)
Cash Reserves 92 14 .98* 15
(at end of January) (.76) (.52)
Cumulative TV news -.09 -.21 - 11%* -.25
(through January) (.07) (.05)
Southern Democrat 5.87 10 5.09 .08
(5.03) (3.39)
Advocacy candidate 3.54 .06 4.16 .07
(4.86) (3.27)
New Hampshire Vote -- -- AQF** .29
(.13)
New Hampshire Win L L 13.34* 24
(4.37)
Congtant 3.61 24
(3.09) (2.17)
R 68 87
Adj. R .65 .85
F 18.98 41.64
N 60 60
Durbin Watson 2.34 2.18

* p< .10, ** p< .05, *** p< .01
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Table 2: OLS forecasting models of Democratic and Republican candidates share of the APV in

nominations without an incumbent seeking redection, 1976-2000.

Democratic Primary Vote: Republican Primary Vote:
1976-2000 1976-2000
unstandardized standardized unstandardized Standardized
coefficients Beta coefficients coefficients Beta coefficients
Gdlup pall 40 .29 82 57
(avg. 3 quarter) (:34) (.36)
Changein Pall 23* 34 52 * 49
(to last pre-lowa) (.12) (.20)
Cash reserves 6.27* 51 -.13 -.03
(at end of Jan.) (2.45) (.93)
Cum. TV news -12 -.31 -.01 -.04
(through Jan.) (.09) (.09)
Southern Dem. 5.20 A2 --
(5.54)
Advocacy cand. 15.03* .20 5.54 10
(8.75) (4.80)
Congtant 7.46* -2.05
(4.24) (3.70)
R? 67 .87
Adj. R 59 .83
F 8.67 27.13
N 33 27
Durbin Watson 2.16 2.60

*p<05,** p<.01
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Table 3. OLS forecasting models of Democratic and Republican candidates share of the post-
New Hampshire primary vote in nominations without an incumbent seeking redection, 1976-

2000.
Democratic post-NH Vote Republican post-NH Vote
1976-2000 1976-2000
unstandardized Sandardized unstandardized Standardized
coefficients Beta coefficients coefficients Beta coefficients
Gdlup pall A9** .36 83 x* .58
(avg. 39 quarter) (.24) (.27)
Changein Pall 26%** 37 .32% .30
(to last pre-lowa) (.08) 16
Cash resarves 1.66 13 A1 .02
(at end of Jan.) (1.79) (.73)
Cum. TV news -.15%* -.37 -.07 -.15
(through Jan.) (.06) (.07)
Southern Dem. 6.56* .15 --
(3.72)
Advocacy cand. 19.09*** .25 1.94 .04
(5.93) (3.85)
NH primary vote A5F* .35 32 22
(.17) (.20)
NH winner 13.3** .26 10.20 17
(5.77) (6.24)
Congtant 2.29 -1.64
(3.02) (2.97)
R? 87 93
Adj. R .83 91
F 19.89 36.51
N 33 27
Durbin Watson 1.60 2.87

*p<.10,** p<.05*** p<.01
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Table 4: Assessing the robustness of the forecasting models, OL S forecasts of candidate share of
the APV, 1980-2000; and without Gallup Poll, 1976-2000.

Agoregate Primary Vote Aggoregae Aqgoregate
Primary Vote: Post-New Primary Vote Primary Vote:
1980-2000 Hampshire, 1980 1976-2000 1976-2000
2000 (no poall) (no media)
Gdlup Pall 8Or** B2%** -- .60***
(avg. 39 qtr.) (.23) (.17) (.19)
Changein Poll 41 %% 33rx 3IxEx 26
(3" gt to Jen) (.10) (.07) (.11) (.08)
Cash Reserves 52 .79 2.87%** 1.22
(at end of Jan.) (.77) (.83) (.60) (.77)
Cum. TV news -.09 -.09* -.04 --
(through Jan.) (.07) (.05) (.06)
Southern Dem. 7.18 7.40* 7.51 7.17
(6.28) (4.31) (5.48) (4.98)
Advocacy 4.73 5.21 213 3.85
Candidate (4.78) (3.69) (5.29) (4.89)
NH Vote -- 34** -- -
(.15)
NH win -- 12.95%** -- -
(4.69)
Congtant 1.82 -1.62 44 .66
(3.36) (2.47) (3.22) (2.21)
R? 75 .89 61 67
Adj. R 71 .87 58 64
F 20.84 39.85 17.17 22.07
N 49 49 60 60
Durbin Watson 2.38 2.30 2.04 2.38

Unstandardized coefficients, standard errorsin parentheses. * denotes significant at the p <.05
leved, ** and at the p < .01 levd.
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FOOTNOTES

! Figures derived from Congressiona Quarterly’s Guide to U.S. Elections. 4™ ed. 2001.
2 Data on candidate vote shares are obtained from Congressional Quarterly’s (2001) Guide to
U.S Elections, 4" ed.
3 Data reported in monthly editions of The Gallup Report or annud editions of The Gallup Poll
from 1975 to 2000.
* Generdly, momentum is a short-term phenomenon derived from a successful effort in an early
E)ri mary or caucus that generates continued success in the following week of campaign events.
These data were obtained from individua February Monthly candidate reports filed with the
FEC (form 3P, page 2, column B, line 22). Only Steve Forbes received a significant mgority of
hisfunding from loans. The remaining candidates recaived the mgority of funding from
contributions to their campaigns and federd matching funds.
® These data were obtained from individua February Monthly candidate reports filed with the
FEC (form 3P, page 1, line 10).
’ The network news data were obtained from the website at http://tvnews.vanderbilt.edu
8The variable messures the frequency of candidate-mentionsin campaign stories on the nightly
network news programs, cumulated to the end of January of the dection year. The substantive
focus of each network news story is coded into “campaign,” “governing,” “mixed
campaigr/governing,” or “other” categories. Briefly, campaign coverage is defined as anews
gory that mentioned the candidate in the context of any aspect of the campaign. Candidate
views on apolicy matter, in which he or sheis not directly involved in the unit of government
making decisons, are coded as campaign stories. Governing coverage is defined as a news story
that mentions the candidate in the context of his or her officid duties as agovernment officid.
Mixed campaign-governing coverage is defined as a news story about the implications of the
campaign for eventsin government or the implications of eventsin government for the
campaign. The other category included items like Jerry Brown attending the Academy Awards.
® While Woodrow Wilson was born in Virginia, he served as Governor of New Jersey before
elevated to the presidency and Lyndon Johnson was nominated only as an incumbent president.
10 southern Democrats include Bentsen, Carter, and Wallace in 1976; Hollingsin 1984; Gorein
1988 and 2000; and Clinton in 1992. The authors included Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia,
Louisiana, Missssippi, North Carolina, South Caroling, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginiain this
category. Because of demographic differences, Floridais excluded.
11 On the distinction between and measurement of advocacy and strategic candidates, see
Schlesinger (1975), Aldrich (1980), and Steger (2003).
12 Based on such print media characterizations, one could aso make a case for counting George
Wallace’ 76 as an advocacy candidate. Wallace, however, broadened his appedsin 1976,
seeking to reach out to a somewhat broader population than in his prior campaigns.
13 For reviews of research on the lowa and New Hampshire contests, see Squire’s (1989) edited
volume on the lowa caucuses, Mayer (1996b) for areview of recent literature pertaining to lowa,
and Budl (2000) for areview of recent work on the New Hampshire primary. In generd,
research supports the New Hampshire primary as a better indicator of success than the lowa
caucuses. The lowa caucuses are atypica because caucuses are alow-turnout sysem in which
certain demographic groups are over-represented (Norrander, 1993; Cronin and Loevy, 1994).
Squire (1989) and Stone, Abramowitz, and Rapoport (1989), however, argue that lowais not as
unrepresentative when examining political preferencesinstead of demographic variables. lowa's
results may be skewed by close proximity to the home states of candidates in recent races (Bob
Dole, Tom Harkin, Dick Gephardt, and Paul Simon).
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14 Though important, the New Hampshire primary represents asmall fraction of the APV.
Excluding these votes enables us to anadyze the effects of New Hampshire without endogeneity
E)roblems and without substantially dtering the dependent varigble.

® Candidates included in the andlysis are for 1976 Bayh, Bentsen, Brown, Carter, Church,
Harris, H. Jackson, Shapp, Shriver, Uddl, Wallace; for 1980 Anderson, Baker, Bush, Conndly,
Crane, Dole, and Reagan; for 1984 Askew, Crangton, Glenn, Hart, Hallings, J. Jackson,
McGovern, and Mondale; for 1988 (Democratic Party) Babbitt, Dukakis, Gephardt, Gore, Hart,
J. Jackson, and Simon; for 1988 (Republican Party) Bush, Dole, DuPont, Haig, Kemp,
Robertson; for 1992 Brown, Clinton, Harkin, Kerrey, Tsongas, for 1996 Alexander, Buchanan,
Dole, Dornan, Forbes, Gramm, Keyes, and Lugar; for 2000 (Democratic Party) Bradley and
Gore; for 2000 (Republican Party) Bauer, Bush, Forbes, Hatch, Key, and McCain.
16 Though he received severa percentage of the primary vote in six nomination campaigns, La
Rouche was not considered a serious Democratic candidate. La Rouche was an American Labor
Party candidate who ran in the Democratic nomination campaigns to qudify for federa matching
funds. Stassen ran in nine Republican presidentia nomination campaigns between 1944 and
1996, never receiving more than two percent of the APV after 1948. Byrd'sran as afavorite son
inthe*76 campaign — the only favorite son candidate in the post-reform era
17 Standardized coefficients were included upon the recommendation of an anonymous reviewer.
18 The dependent variablesin the APV and post-NHV models are not directly comparable. To
as=ss the effect of removing the NH votes on the origind, exhibition season mode, the authors
estimated models of the post-NHV regressed on the in the exhibition season varigbles. There are
no significant differences in forecasting modes of the APV and pos-NHV using only the
exhibition season variables. No coefficient changed by as much as .01 between the two models.
The reason is that the dependent variablesin the APV and post-NHV are so smilar since the
New Hampshire votes congtitute between .51% and 1.47% of the APV between 1976 and 2000.
19 The authors chose to estimate separate models to identify party effects rather than estimate a
modd with a party dummy variable interacted with each of the independent variables. One, the
two parties nominations are digtinct with differing condituencies, rules, and dynamics. This
makes it theoreticdly unlikely that an interaction model would obtain rdigble and vaid
estimates of the party effects without controlling for al of these other distinctions. Second, a
sufficient number of cases do not exist to obtain unbiased estimatesin an interaction mode!
because the interaction terms are highly collinear with the main variables. Also, theinteraction
terms only take hold in yearsin which a party has a nomination race (without an incumbent),
such that estimated coefficients may reflect tempord aswdl as party effects.
20 The esimated coefficientsin each party model are tested against anull hypothesis of zero, or
no effect, rather than asindicating that one party is Sgnificantly different from the other.
21 In each modd the authors tested for multicollinearity by regressing each independent varigble
againg the remaining independent variablesin the model. None of the r-squares of these
equations were greater than either .8 or the r-square of the origind modds, multicollinearity is
not asgnificant problem (Farrar & Glauber, 1967; Lewis-Beck, 1980).
22 Since the network news and cash reserve variables are not highly correlated, we can obtain
estimates of the effects for both of these variables by dropping the Galup varigble. We can
obtain estimates of the effects for the Galup variable by dropping the network news variable.
23 The number of daysin the exhibition season was calculated as the days between a candidate's
filing a"statement of organization” with the FEC, and January 31% of the election year. A
dummy variable for aprior run is coded as a 1 for candidates who previoudy sought their party's
presidentia nomination, otherwise the varigble is scored asa 0. Candidates home state Sizes
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were cdculated with various measures including: state population Sze, congtituency population
gze, Sze of aga€e s Electord College delegation, and number of delegates a state sends to the
national nominating convention.
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