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Bandwagon, Underdog, and Strategic Voting :
A Case Study of the 1992 U. S. Presidential Election

Weng-Jeng Peng”

During the last 50 years, as election polls in the U.S. and in most other countries have
proliferated, there has been an ongoing controversy over their electoral effects. Their
perceived influence on election outcomes has been sufficient to lead to calls for legislation
restricting the publishing of opinion polls during a campaign, restrictions that already exist
in countries as diverse as Germany, Japan, France, South Korea, and Brazil ( McAllister
and Studlar 1991 ; Mutz, 1992 ) .

These restrictions suggest that pre-election polls have some effects on election outcomes,
or at least that some people suspect some effects and think the results could, more or less,
hurt the fairness of an election. Counter arguments conclude that perception of public
opinion has little impact on vote preference ( Asher 1992, Marsh, 1983 7 Merkle 1991 ) .
Many belicve that traditional factors such as affect, candidates, issue, party, etc., are the
factors that determine vote preference rather than the perceptions of public preference
( Niemi and Weishberg, 1993 ) . Despite these arguments, evidence from surveys and
experimental studies remains inconclusive. One of the earliest discussions of polls’ effect on
voting, by Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet (1948 ) , found many voters attempting to
sense the direction of public opinion and the outcome in order to vote “ with the winner. ”
Follow-up work ( Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee, 1954 )} revealed that a bandwagon
effect ( perception guiding preference ) and a projection explanation ( preference guiding
perception ) carried about equal weight in presidential election vbting. Some laboratory
studies of artificial elections coupled with bogus poll results produced an “ ﬁnderdog " effect
of people shifting to the minority rather than majority view ( Ceci, 1982, Fletias, 1971 ) .
Evidence from the 1983 NES Super Tuesday Study showed that some voters vote for their
second ( or even lower ) choice rather than their most preferred candidate in order to stop

another candidate they like even less ( Abramson et. al, 1992 ) .

* Associate Professor of the Graduate Institute of Journalism, National Taiwan University
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Purpose of this Study

Though many previous studies have examined the polling effect on voting behavior and
also provided important data concerning the consequences of exposure to public opinion
polls, they seldom have offered insight regarding the effect of different perceptions ( such
as perceptions of state and trend ) and the possible interactions between perceptions of
public preference and other potential variables ( such as affect, issue, party, etc. ) on vote
preference. This might be the reason why their findings are quite different and remain
controversial.

However, this paper is particularly interested in seeing how affect and perceptions of
candidates’ state and trend might influence each other and, in turn, influence vote
preference while other possible influences are controlled for. Also under focus are the
influence of political interest on voters’ attention to polls and the connections between

attention to polls and public preference perception accuracy.

Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses

Political Interest, Poll Attention, and Perception Accuracy

Research on the 1988 campaign study using survey data has indicated that political
interest is highly positively related to public affairs media exposure and attention ( McLeod
et al, 1988 ) . McLeod and McDonald {1985 ) also found that political interest accounted
for significant increments of variance in attention to TV public affairs. Chaffee and
Schleuder (1986 ) reported the results of a panel study of adolescents in which attention to
news media accounted for most of the effects of political knowledge learning. Chaiken
(1980 ) noted that people with a keener interest in politics notice more of the political
information they encounter and think more seriously about its content. Popkin ( 1991 ) ,
analyzing a 1984 CBS poll, concluded that voters clearly pay attention tp news about primary
winners and .also absorb information about the “ horse race” for party nominations very
quickly. In the 1992 election, Clinton was leading all the way through the campaign with a

pretty safe margin, even though there were still fluctuations in points in the major poll
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results. Ross Perot, though never estimated to be in a leading status, successfully adopted
the strategy of direct appeal to the public through TV talk shows and advertising and rapidly
grew in popularity from a virtually unknown “ Texas billionaire * to a candidate capable of
'influencing the election situation. Given the above mentioned findings and assertions, two

hypotheses were tested :

H1 : Those individuals who have greater political interest are more likely to pay greater
attention to election polls.
H2 : The greater attention individuals pay to election polls the more likely they will be to

see Clinton as leading and Perot as gaining.

Affect, Poll Attention, and Perception Accuracy

There is a long tradition that places the self not only as central to social psychology, but
also ceatral to individuals’ perceptions of the social world ( Hall, 1889, McDougall,
1921 ) . Research in social cognition provides a general and powerful framework for
understanding the projection effect. The projection effect refers to the possibility that
people tend to project their preferences onto their perceptions while the bandwagon effect
refers to the possibility that people’s preference could be influenced by their perceptions.
Heider’s balance theory (1946 ) concluded that individuals will tend to either change their
attitude toward another person or change their attitude toward a subject in order to avoid the
stress which results from the imbalance between their attitude toward that person and their
attitude toward that subject. Furthermore, Conover (1989 ) suggested that the projection
effect can be explained as stemming from a “need ” for cognitive balance. For instance, in
order to avoid the cognitive imbalance, people might tend to believe that their favorite
candidate is more popular than others and/or that the candidate they dislike has little public
support. Conover ( 1989 ) also pointed out that projection effects may be a result of
inference from a voter’s own positions 5 that is, voters tend to use self-relevant categories in
assessing others. Such sclf-based inferences can make people perceive that others utilize the
same criteria to judge candidates and thus project their own preferences onto others. For
instance, one who thinks that ability and experience in international affairs is the top

priority criterion for choosing a president might think others also use the same criterion and
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therefore think others are as likely to support Bush as that person is.

Meanwhile, some empirical studies have found that individuals tend to see others as they
see themselves. Mintz 1956 ) demonstrated that children’s estimates of the age of Peter
Pan were positively related to their own ages. Fields etal. (1976 ) and Ross et al. (1977)
also concluded that people tend to see their own positions on issues as relatively common
among groups of others.

Some relatively early research showed that voting intentions are also subject to the
projection effect. Hayes (1936 ) reported the results of a survey of 8,419 adults carried out
in October 1932 in which respondents indicated their voting intentions and also whom they
expected to win a majority of votes among voters from five different occupational groups.
Both Republicans and Democrats expected their candidate to win the support of each of the
occupational groups. Thus two major hypotheses were tested and the following predictions

made *

H3 : The greater affect individuals have toward a candidate, the more likely they will be to
perceive that candidate as leading and gaining.
H4 @ The greater affect individuals have toward a candidate, the more likely they will be to

perceive the major rival of that candidate as trailing and losing.

In order to more clearly distinguish the projection effect from the bandwagon effect, we
will look at the interaction effect between attention to polls and affect toward candidate on
perceptions of the individuals favorite candidate’s trend and state. The relaﬁonship between
individuals’ own beliefs and their perceptions of the prevalence of those beliefs appears to be
a function of individuals’ knowledge of, or information about, the distribution of opinion
among the aggregate (e. g., Juddand Johnson, 1981 ) . Thus, if we could find that the
effect of affect on voters’ perceptions of whether a candidate is leading and gaining is not
weaker for those who pay very little attention to polls than for those pay very high attention
to polls, then we could more positively believe there is a projection effect rather than a

bandwagon effect.

Affect, Perceptions, and Vote Preference
The relationship between affect, perceptions, and vote preference is complicated and
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mutually intertwined. Bandwagon effect, underdog effect, projection éffect, and strategic
voting are all frequently cited as potential explanations for this complexity.

Most researchers who support the bandwagon effect assert that voters gain additional
utility simply by voting for the winning candidate (e. g., Brams & Riker 1972, Straffin
1977 ) . The notion underlying the traditional bandwagon idea on the behavioral level is that
“ affiliating with the winning team is intrinsically gratifying " ( Mutz, 1992 ) . This is also
known as a " rally-around-the-winner ” motive ( Ginsberg 1986 ) . Skalaban (1988 ) found
a small bandwagon effect among voters with weakly-held opinions, even after controlling for
projection effects.

These findings suggest that voters may derive some psychological satisfaction from
supporting a candidate who appears to be winning the election. Such findings also imply that
people’s voting behaviors are not merely a projection of the perceptions of the gaining,”
losing status s instead, they take the overall status of the candidates into account. Thus, for
instance, even though people noticed that Perot was gaining and Clinton was losing support,
and even though they shifted their preference in line with this trend, they still didn’t
necessarily support Perot more than Clinton. When they make a choice between the two
candidates, voters will still simply follow the absolute majority’s view in order to enjoy the
bandwagon gratification.

On the other hand, going beyond the conventional bandwagon theory which refers
simply to voters’ joining the leading side, Atkin ( 1969 ) introduced a new idea-- “ relative
majorify " --and argued that the bandwagon effect will have an effect on voters’ “ joining the
gaining side. * From a psychological viewpoint, it is plausible that a message revealing that
a candidate is gaining serves as a heuristic cue implying a tendency for more people to shift
or switch their preference toward that candidate ; this leads people to mentally rehearse the
possible reasons that others might have for supporting a candidate.

Compared to mere perceptions of public preference, affect toward candidates usually
playc a more important role in vote preference. Rahn et al. (1993 ) , in their candidate
appraisal model, posit that voters’ feelings about candidates, as a summary of perceptions of
competence, personal qualities, party, political ideology, and issues, are the key proximal
determinants of voting behavior. Kelley and Mirer (1974 ) concluded that one votes for the
candidate one likes best ( or dislikes least ) since overall affect about the candidates includes

judgments and feelings about issues, parties, and the competence and personal qualities of
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the candidates. Many scholars have thought of “feeling thermometer scores ” as proximate
causes of the vote ( Bartel, 1988.) . Page and Jones (1979 ) found that more than 95
percent of the respondents in t.he 1972 and 1976 NES surveys who rated one presidential
candidate higher than the other on the thermometer scale reported voting for that candidate.

Summarizing from these findings and assertions, I expect to find a general pattern
between these three variables : affect is usually the strongest predictor of vote preference ;
perception of leading the second ; perception of gaining is the third. Thus, a hierarchical

combination of these three variables is expected to be as follows :

Hb:
Affect Perceive Perceive The Odds
Leading Gaining of Voting
Hi Yes Yes Highest
Hi Yes No Z2nd
Hi No Yes 3rd
Hi No No 4th
Lo Yes Yes 5th
Lo Yes No 6th
Lo No Yes 7th
Lo No No Lowest

In addition, voters might vote for a second-best candidate who does have some chance if
their favorite candidate has no chance to win, especially in the primaries { Bartels, 1988 ) .
The same phenomenon has been studied under the rubric of “sophisticated voting ” in Great
Britain ( for example Niemi et al. 1991 ) . In the 1992 election, Perot had the second highest
average affect score in the survey but the fewest people expressed their vote preference for
him ('see Appendix J ) . This leads us to suspect strategic voting, wherein people take
electability into account when they are facing the choice of voting or not voting for Perot.
Thus, we expect to find not only strong connections between affect, perceptions, and vote
preference, but also an interactive effect involving the joint impact of thermometer ratings,

perceptions of state, and perceptions of trend.

Method
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Data

The data examined are taken from a cross-sectional survey using a probability sample of
421 adult residents of Dane County, Wisconsin, who were interviewed over telephone by
students from a Mass Communication Research Methods class at the University of Wisconsin-
Madison during the last two weeks before the 1992 election. The analysis in this paper
included only those respondents who had already chosen their candidate ( n=361) when

interviewed.

Dependent Variables

Attention to Polls was indexed by two attention questions that used a 10-point scale
( from little to very close ) asked separately for newspaper and TV. The two questions were
combined to form a single measure. Means, standard deviations, and ranges for all variables
used in this paper are shown in Appendix Table A.

Perception of Trend for each candidate was measured with a single question © “ Overall,
do you think Bush ( Clinton, Perot ) is gaining, staying the same, or losing public support
now ? 7 A dummy-coding was used to recategorize 1 as “ gaining ” and 0 as “ not gaining "

[

(including “ staying the same ” and “losing” ) .

Perception of State. The question for measuring respondents’ perceptions about
candidate’s leading state was: “ If the Presidential election were held today, what
percentage of people in the U.S. do you think would vote for Bush ( Clinton, Perot } 7 ”
The percentage score for a candidate was examined only at the level of hierarchy and
extremity, where scores were treated as categorical data and coded 1 if “leading, " 0 if
“not leading. " Equal scores for more than one candidate were coded as both (all )
leading.

Vote Preference. To compare affect, perceptions of public opinion and anticipated
behavior, respondents were asked : “ If the presidential election were held today, for whom

would you vote, Clinton, Bush or Perot ? ” Answers of “other” and “don’t know " were

excluded from the analysis.

Independent and Control Variables

Political Interest was measured on a 10-point scale ranging from “ not at all interested ”
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to “very interested " with respect to “ politics in general apart from this campaign. ’

Affect toward candidates was obtained from the NES feeling thermometer ratings of the
three candidates. The question was worded: “ Next, let's say that we're using a
thermometer to measure your overall feelings toward each of the candidates, so that zero
degrees means cold or unfavorable and 100 degrees means warm or favorable. If you don’t
have either favorable or unfavorable feelings toward a candidate, you can give him 50
degrees. You can choose any number between 0 and 100 to indicate your feelings. What’s the
number describing your feelings toward- -+ 7

Four demographic variables--gender, age, education in terms of number of years of
school completed, and annual household income measured in successive $ 10,000
increments-as well as party identification served as controls in all analyses. Party
identification was ascertained by two forms with different analytical purposes - partyl and
party2. partyl is coded as 1 if the respondent was reported as being either a Republican or a
Democrat, and 0 otherwise. Party2 was categorized by two dummy variables ( Democrats

vs. Republican and Independents vs. Republican ) .

Results

Political Interest and Attention to Polls

Hypothesis One predicted relationships between political interest and attention to polls--
specifically, that political interest would be positively related to attention to polls. The
expected strong connection between political interest and attention to polls is shown in Table
1.

Attention to Polls and Perception Accuracy

Table 2 indicates that perceptions about Clinton as leading ( vs. not leading ) are
strongly positively related to affect toward Clinton and negatively related to affect toward
Bush. This result shows a. potential projection effect in that people tend to perceive their
most favorite candidate as leading and that candidate’s major rival as not leading. As

expected, attention to polls is positively related to accurately perceiving Clinton as leading.
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For a one-unit increase in poll attention, the odds of perceiving Clinton as leading multiply
by 1.12. However, the interaction effect between affect toward Clinton and attention to
polls are nonsignificant both in predicting Clinton’s state and Clinton’s trend as shown in
Appendix A and B.

We find a similar story in the prediction of perceiving Clinton as gaining. Affect toward
Clinton is significantly positively related to perceiving Clinton as gaining, while affect
toward Bush is marginally significant negatively in predicting perceiving Clinton as gaining.
For a one-unit increase in affect toward Clinton, the odds of perceiving Clinton as gaining
multiply by 1.02 3 conversely, the odds multiply by.29 with each one-unit intrease in affect
toward Bush.

The expected strong connection between affect toward Bush and perceiving Bush leading
and gaining is shown in Table 3. As affect toward Bush increases one unit, the odds of
perceiving Bush as leading and the odds of perceiving Bush as gaining both multiply by 1.03.
In addition, the odds of perceiving Bush as gaining multiply by.99 when affect toward
Clinton increases one unit. The data in Table 3 and Appendix C & D show little evidence of
the connections between poll attention and perceiving Bush as leading and gaining and the
interaction effect between attention to polls and affect toward Bush.

The significant interaction effect provides more interesting insights regarding the
dynamic relationship between perceptions about Perot’s trend, attention to the poll and
affect toward Perot. The high odds of perceiving Perot as gaining, ranging from 1.55
(") t04.74 (e"*) asshown in Table 5, indicate that people with very high attention to
polis (attention=10) tended to strongly believe Perot was gaining. In general, the odds of
perceiving Perot as gaining are contingent upen the respondents’ affect toward Perot 3 the
higher the affect toward Perot, the higher the probability for them to perceive Perot as
gaining. On the other hand, people who never paid attention to polls ( attention=0} had a
large range of different perceptions. The odds of their perceiving Perot as gaining ranged
from 12.18 (e**) for those showing very strong affect toward Perot ( affect=100) to .08
(e**) for those totally disliking Perot ( affect=0) . Figure 1 also shows that among those
whose affect score ( for Perot ) was higher than 75.9, those who never paid attention to
polls tended to have higher odds of perceiving Perot as gaining than those who paid very high
attention to polls. Converscly, people whose affect score was below 75.9 show the opposite

pattern.

42



HRTLE » RAE SRR R E—— AN T XERFR AR BRI

Meanwhile, the slope of line A and line B ( in Figure 1) shows that for those who paid
little attention to polls, their odds of perceiving Perot as gaining multiply by 1.05 ( e™®) for
one unit increase in affect score for Perot, while the odds multiply by 1.01 (e*') for those
who paid very high attention. That is, the effect of affect toward Perot on perceiving Perot
as gaining is stronger for those who never paid attention to polls than for those who paid
very close attention. This evidence tends to suggest that the projection effect rather than the
bandwagon effect is operating here. On the other hand, the data in Table 4 indicates that
the odds of perceiving Perot as leading multiply by 1.04 per one-unit increase in affect
toward Perot. Given that Perot was far from leading in major poll results during the entire
campaign period, this result might be regarded as another indication of the projection

effect.

Vote Preference, Affect and Perceptions

Clinton

Unsurprisingly, the results show a very strong positive connection between affect
toward Clinton and the odds of voting for him and very strong negative correlation for those
who like Bush or Perot. Meanwhile, the high positive correlation between perceiving
Clinton as leading and the odds of voting for him might provide one of the possible
explanations for the bandwagon or the projection hypotheses. The ¢°, equal to 16.78,
suggests that the odds of voting for Clinton are 16.78 times higher for those who perceived
Clinton as leading than for those who didn’t. On the other hand, the odds of voting for
Clinton are.21 times lower for those who perceived Perot as gaining than for those who
didn’t. This suggests that those who perceived Perot as gaining tended to vote for Perot or
Bush after other variables are controlled for. As the data suggest no interaction effect among
affect, state perceptions and trend perceptions, the additive effect indicates that, between
any two voters ( Aand B) if A’s affect score for Clinton is at least 15.08 points higher than
B’s, A’s odds of voting for Clinton will be higher than B’s regardless of their differences in
perceptions of Clinton’s state and trend ( see note 3 of Table 6 ) . That is, the affect effect

will outweigh the perception effect. In sum, where the higher affect score was at least 15.08
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points higher than the lower affect score, one with a higher affect who perceived Clinton to
be both leading and gaining had the highest odds of voting for Clinton > one with higher
affect who perceived Clinton as leading and not gaining had the second highest odds ; one
with higher affect who perceived Clinton to be not leading but gaining was the third 5 one
with higher affect, perceiving Clinton not leading and not gaining was the fourth s
similarly, the four combinations of perceiving leading or not and gaining or not show the
same pattern among those people who showed lower affect toward Clinton and rank from

the fifth to the last.
Bush

Table 7 shows that affect toward Clinton, Bush and Perot are important in predicting
vote preference for Bush. The negative effect of affect toward Clinton and Perot on vote
preference for Bush exhibits the mutually exclusive nature of impact of affect on vote
preference among the three candidates. However, little evidence was found to substantiate
the assertion that the perceptions about Bush’s state and trend have either direct or
interaction effect on vote preference for Bush.

Interestingly, the interaction between “ perceive Perot as leading ” and “ perceive
Perot as gaining ” are shown as significant predictors ( b= —7.48, p<.05 ) in influencing
vote preference for Bush. Figure 2 shows that for those who perceived Perot as leading, the
more they perceived Perot as gaining, the less likely they were to vote for Bush.
Conversely, for those who perceived Perot as not leading, the more they perceived Perot as
gaining, the higher the odds were that they would vote for Bush.

Regarding the log odds shown in Table 8, ali those negative log odds indicate that among
those who perceive either Perot as gaining ( or not gaining } or leading ( or not leading ) ,
controlling for all other variables ( including affect toward Bush ) , their odds of vote
preference for Bush are pretty low ( from 1.3 10* (e®% ) t0.11(e*") ).

What will happen to our predictions of vote preference for Bush if we take into account
perceptions about both Bush’s and Perot’s trend and state? Table 9 and Figure 3 might
provide some suggestions cven though some of the variables are not significant predictors.
The interaction effect indicates that other than those who perceived Perot as leading ( and
who obviously live in a self-constructed world ) , people who perceived Bush as leading still

have higher odds of voting for Bush than those who perceived Bush as not leading.
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Conversely, people who perceived Bush as not gaining have higher odds of voting for him.

In general, people who perceived Bush as neither leading nor gaining and Perot as leading
but not gaining » who perceived Bush as leading and not gaining and Perot as not leading but
gaining; who perceived Bush as not leading but gaining and Perot as leading but not
gaining ; and who perceived Bush as both leading and gaining and Perot as not leading but
paining have relatively higher odds of voting for Bush than do people with other

combinations of perceptions.

Perot

The three interaction effects ( Table 10 ) --affect toward Clinton and perception of
Clinton as leading » affect toward Bush and perception of Bush as leading ; and affect
toward Perot and perception of Perot as leading--all show marginal to strong predicting
ability on vote preference for Perot. However, the two negative coeffients ( -0.7 for AfC
*CLead and -.06 for AfB * BLead ) indicate that the interactions between affect toward
Clinton ( Bush ) and perception of Clinton ( Bush ) as leading are negatively correlated with
vote preference for Perot.

Table 11 and Figure 4 show that the effect of affect toward Perot strongly outweighs the
effect of perceptions about Perot’s state in predicting vote preference for Perot. When
people’s affect score for Perot was higher than 33.2, the odds of their voting for Perot are
higher for those who also perceived Perot as leading than for those who didn’t. The pattern
is opposite for those with affect scores lower than 33.2, The slope of line A { .23 ) and line
B { .12 ) shown in Figure 4 indicates that the odds of voting for I'erot multiply by 1.25
(e®) for one unit increase in affect score among those who perceived Perot as leading and
multiply by 1.13 (&™) among those who perceived Perot as not leading.

Table 12 and Figure 5 reveal some strategic voting. When people’s affect score for
Clinton wase higher than 25.9, the odds of their voting for Perot were higher for those who
also perceived Clinton as not leading than for those who didn’t. Conversely, those people
with an affect score toward Clinton lower than 25.9, who also perceived Clinton as leading
tended to have higher odds of voting for Perot than if they didn’t perceive Clinton as
leading. The slope of line A { -.019 ) and line B ( -.093 ) shown in Figure 5 indicates that
the odds of voting for Perot multiply by.98 ( e™~™ ) for a one-unit increase in affect score

among those who perceived Clinton as not leading and multiply by.91 (e™* ) among those
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who perceived Clinton as leading after other variables are controlled for.

The interaction effect shown in Table 13 and Figure 6 also suggests some potential
strategic voting behaviors. People whose affect score toward Bush was greater than 58.2
had greater odds of voting for Perot if they perceived Bush as not leading rather than
leading. But if a person’s affect score toward Bush was lower than 58.2, he/she had lower
odds of voting for Perot if he/she also perceived Bush as not leading rather than otherwise.

The slope of line A (-.114 ) and line B ( -.052 ) shown in Figure 6 indicates that the odds

“%) for a one-unit increase in affect score toward Bush

of voting for Perot multiply by.89 ( e
among those who perceived Bush as leading and multiply by.95 ( e*™ ) among those who

perceived Bush as not leading.

Discussion \

As previous studies have suggested, political interest has a strong positive influence on
atteation to polls. Meanwhile, people with party affiliation and lower education tend to pay
more attention to election polls. Women pay more attention to polls than men do. The
hypothesis that high attention to polls will lead to more accurate perceptions is also
confirmed. The results show that the more attention individuals pay to polls, the more likely
they will be to see Clinton as leading. The interactive effect involving the joint impact of
affect toward Perot and poll attention also provides significant evidence in predicting Perot’s
gaining. This interactive effect shows that the impact of affect toward Perot on perceiving
Perot as gaining is stronger for those who never pay attention to polls than for those who pay
very close attention to polis ; this finding tends to support the projection hypothesis that
people will project their affect onto their perceptions. However, the main effect of affect
toward Clinton on perceiving Clinton as leading and gaining, of affect toward Bush on
percetving Bush as leading and gaining, and of affect toward Perot on perceiving his gaining
could be seen as evidence of either the bandwagon or the projection effect.

The expectation that people tend to see their favorite candidate’s major rival as not
leading and not gaining in order to restore their cognitive imbalance or maintain their
cognitive balance is mostly supported by the evidence. People who liked Bush tended to

perceive Clinton as not leading and not gaining while people who liked Clinton tended to see
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Bush as not gaining. In the 1992 election campaign, where Clinton was leading all the way
through in the major polls, those Bush supporters who perceived Clinton as not leading were
either apathetic knownothings or were projecting their affect or expectations onto their
perceptions.

As we anti_cipatcd, affect generally has stronger impact on vote preferences, and its
impact usually outweighs the impact of perceptions. Between the two dimensions of
perceptions--state and trend--perception of leading or not tends to have more influence on
vote preference than does the perception of gaining. Their additive effect seems to support
our hypothesis 5.

However, the complicated interaction effect involving the joint impacts of perceptions
of Perot’s trend and state on vote preferences for Bush and the joint impacts of affect toward
Perot, Clinton, and Bush and perceptions about their state on vote preference for Perot do
provide different pictures of the psychology of momentum. There ié little or no strong
evidence for or against any specific form of momentum--only for a general connection
between affect, perceptions of public support, and vote preference.

The interactive effect of perceptions about Perot’s trend and state shows that for those

who perceived Perot as leading, the more they perceived Perot as gaining, the less the odds
were that they would vote for Bush. This might imply that among those who perceived Perot
as leading, most could be Perot admirers who strongly projected their preferences onto
perceptions regardless of the opposite reality. Those who also perceived Perot as gainiﬁg'
( even stronger Perot admirers ) tended to have less odds of voting for Bush, compared to
those who thought Perot to be leading but not gaining. Conversely, for those who perceived
Pefot as not Jeading, the more they perceived Perot as gaining, the higher the odds were that
they would tend to vote for Bush. This might imply that people who perceived Perot as
gaining might benefit Bush and therefore had a relatively higher motivation to vote for
Bush, whe might be their less disliked one, in order to vote against Clinton.

The combination effect of perceptions about Bush’s state and trend and Perot’s state and
trend also reveal some possible strategic voting. Those who perceived Bush as not leading but
gaining and Perot as not leading but gaining and those who perceived Bush as not leading and
not gaining and Perot as not leading but gaining both have higher odds of voting for Bush
than those who perceived Perot as not leading and not gaining but perceived Bush as either

not leading but gaining or not leading and not gaining. This might suggest that there are
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voters who thought Perot’s gaining could close the distance between Bush and Clinton 5 thus
they tended to vote for Bush in order to vote against Clinton.

The three interactive effects involving the joint impact of affect and perceptions toward
the three candidates are all shown as significant predictors for preference for Perot. These
results provide fairly clear answers to at least some of the strategic voting hypotheses raised
garlier. First, compared to those who perceived Perot as leading, people who perceived
Perot as not leading did need to have stronger affect toward Perot in order to vote for him.
Further, those who didn’t like Clinton had little motivation to vote for Perot, which might
imply that people were inclined to vote for Bush because he had a better chance of beating
Clinton. It is somewhat surprising that those who strongly disliked Clinton ( affect score <
5.4 ) but perceived Clinton as leading showed their odds of voting for Perot as greater than
1. They might be people who also didn’t like Bush or strongly liked Perot or wanted to send
a message regardless of Perot’s near-impossible chances of winning. In addition, I was
surprised that people who didn’t like Bush and perceived Bush as leading have odds of higher
than one of voting for Perot. Perhaps these people no longer vote strategically because Perot
admirers are more loyal supporters.

This resarch does show some support for various models of voting psychology :
nevertheless, we should caution that most of the evidence of affect and perception effects
were limited to showing connections rather than causal directions. Only some interactive
effects reveal a slightly better explanation of whether bandwagon or projection psychology
has the stronger effect. This by no means implies that this finding has explored the subtle
voting decision-making process. However, the puzzle of “ jumping on the bandwagon or
dreaming of the bandwagon ” is hardly crystal clear, just as the chicken-egg enigma remains

an open question to our limited human wisdom.
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Table 1 * Predicting Attention to Poll by Political Interest
Attention to Poll

Variable b SE Beta T
Party 1 .59 .26 11 2.25%
Education -.12 .05 -.12 -2.30"
Age -.01 .01 -.02 -0.58
Sex .82 .27 .16 3.05""
Income .08 .07 .06 1.10
Political Interest .37 .60 .32 6.17""
R Square .13 ‘

N=3876 ( Listwise deletion of missing data )
Tt =p<0.1 *=p<0.5 #=p<.10
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Table 2 :
Logit model : Predicting Perception of Clinton’s State/Trend by Affect Toward Clinton and
Attention to Polls

Perceive Perceive

Clinton’s Leading Clinton’s gaining

( vs. not leading ) ( vs. not gaining )
Variable b e b/s.e. b e b/s.e.
Education 0.1 1.01 17 0.8 .92 1,857
Sex -.74 48 -2.517 .65 1.72 2.30"
Age -1.0 0.99 -1.53 -1.00 1.00 -.67
Income 020 1.02 .36 20 1.13 2.34"
Democrat ( vs. Rep ) 28 1.33 .66 -13 .88  0.33
Independent ( vs. Rep) -.12 .88 -.28 -.14 .87 -.33
Affect Clinton .02 1.02  3.45"° 02 1.02 2.25"
Affect Perot -.00 1.00 -.59 -.00 1.00 -.66
Affect Bush -02 .98 3.7 -.01 .99 -1.77%
Poll Attention 1 1.12  2.01" -.03 .98 -.07

N =361 ( Listwise deletion of missing data )
Log Likelihood ( Clinton’s Leading ) =-165.68 - ( see Appendix A )
Log Likelihood ( Clinton’s Gaining ) =-226.44 ( see Appendix B )
Table 3 *
Logit model : Predicting Perception of Bush’s State/Trend by Affect Toward Bush and

Attention to Polls

Perceive Perceive
Bush’s Leading Bush’s gaining
( vs. not leading ) ( vs. not gaining )

Variable b e®  bfs.e. b e’  bfs.e.
Education 03 1.35 .40 A2 112 2,077
Sex .52 1.67 1.43 -.18 .83 -.63
Age .00 1.00 .20 -.00 1.00 -.45
Income 01 1.02 13 -1 .89 -1.67%
Democrat ( vs.Rep) -.46 .63 -.8 A7 0 1.60  1.09
Independent ( vs.Rep) -.14 .87 .25 .05 1.05 .10
Affect Clinton -.01 99 -1.50 -.01 .99 -1.88"
Affect Perot .00 1.00 .68 -.00 1.00 -.65
Affect Bush .03 1.03 3.8"" .03 1.03 4.607"
Poll Attention .00 1.00 .07 .07 1.08 1.36

N =361 ( Listwise deletion of missing data )
Log Likelihood ( Bush’s Leading ) =-114.66 ( see Appendix C)
Log Likelihood ( Bush’s Gaining ) =-172.98 (see Appendix D )
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Table 4

Logit model : Predicting Perception of Perot’s State/Trend by Affect Toward Bush and

Attention to Polls

Perceive
Perot’s Leading
( vs. not leading )

Perceive
Perot’s gaining
( vs. not gaining )

Variable b e’ b/s.e. b e b/s.e.
Education -.20 .82 -1.63 .10 1.11 2.14°
Sex .63 1.94 1.14 -1.06 .35 4.11°"
Age -.01 .99 .55 -.00 .00 ~-.49
Income -.21 .81 -1.68% -.04 .96 -.69
Democrat ( vs.Rep ) -.B7 .51 -.81 -.19 .83 -.45
Independent (vs.Rep ) -.16 .51 -.81 -.19- .83 -.45
Affect Clinton -0 .99 -.97 2"10° 1.00 -.39
Affect Perot .04 1.04 3.017" .05 1.05 4.83
Affect Bush -.01 .98 -1.11 3.6°10" 1.00 .06
Poll Attention .96 2.61 1.00 .30 1.35 3.07

N=361 ( Listwise deletion of missing data )
Log Likelihood ( Perot’s Leading ) =-59.28 ( see Appendix E )
Log Likelihood ( Perot’s Gaining ) =-198.1 (see Appendix F)

Table 5 :
Log Odds of Perceiving Perot’s Gaining by Affect Toward Perot and Attention to Polls
Log Odds of Attention Attention
Perceiving to Polls to Polls
Perot’s Gaining (10) (0)
Affect Toward
Perot {100) 1.55 2.50
Affect Toward
Perat (0) 0.44 -2.56
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Figl : Predicting Log Odds of Perceiving Perot’s Gaining By Attention to Polls and Affect

Toward Perot
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Affect Toward Perot
Note : (A)Attention to Poll=0 ( Y =.0506X-2.56)
(B)Attention to Poll=10 ( Y=.0111X+ .44)

Table 6 *

Logit model : Predicting Vote Preference ( Clinton ) by affect Toward Candidates and
Perceptions of Trend and State
Vote Preference ( Clinton vs. Not clinton )

Variable b e b/s.e.
Education .16 1.18 1.46
Sex .25 1.28 43
Age .02 1.03 .94
Income -.16 .85 -1.41
Democrat ( vs.Rep ) 2.16 3.66 2.87""
Independent ( vs.Rep ) 1.24 3.47 1.47
Poll Attention -.10 .01 -.82
Affect Clinton .11 1.18 5.64™"
Affect Bush -.07 .93 -4.43*"
Affect Perot -, 06 .94 -4.43""
Perceive C Lead 2.82 16.78 2.88""
Perceive B Lead -.26 77 -.24
Perceive P Lead 1.27 3.57 87
Perceive C Gain .01 1.01 .02
Perceive B Gain .69 1.99 .92
Perceive P Gain -1.56 .21 -2.20"

Note : {T]N =361 ( Listwisc deletion of missing data )
{2)Log Likelihood { Vote For Clinton ) =-54.27 (see Appendix G }
(3)1.18 ( AfC)>1.18 ( Not Afc) +16.78+1.01, so ( AfC') > ( Not AfC } +15.08
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Table 7 :
Logit model * Predicting Vote Preference { Bush ) by affect Toward Candidates and
Perceptions of Trend and State

Vote Preference ( Clinton vs. Not clinton )

Variable b e’ b/s.e,

Education -.05 .95 -.36
Sex -.04 .58 -.bl
Age -.02 .98 -.84
Income .06 1.06 .29
Democrat ( vs.Rep ) -.64 .53 -.66
Independent ( vs.Rep ) -1:17 .31 -1.35
Poll Attention 05 1.05 .33
Affect Clinton -.06 .94 -3.07"°
Affect Bush .20 1.22 4,25"
Affect Perot -.06 .94 -3.367°
Perceive C Lead -1.68 .19 -1.59
Perceive B Lead .48 1.61 .35
Perceive P Lead 2.63 13.87 1.07
Perceive C Gain -1.07 .34 -.64
Perceive B Gain -.82 .44 -.82
Perceive P Gain .90 2.64 .93
CLead"CGain .40 1.48 .21
BLead "BGain .94 2.55 .52
PLead"PGain -7.48 5.70"10* -2.30"

N=361 (Listwise deletion of missing data )
Log Likelihood (Bush ) =-34.69 ( see Appendix H )

Table 8 © Log odds of vote Preference for Bush

Log Odds of Vote Perceive . Perceive
Preference Perot was Perot was
For Bush Gaining Not Gaining
Perceive Perot 8,99 2.19

was leading

Perceive Perot

was not leading -5.04 -5.94
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Fig 2 ¢ Predicting Log Odds of Vote Preference for Bush By perceptions about Perot’s Trend

and State.

Log odds of Yole Preference for Bush

0-

13

-3

5. (2)
- _é &

-7

-g_f

-9 (B

0 1

Perceive Perot’s Trend ( 0=Not gain, 1=Gain )

(A) : Perceive Perot as Not Leading

(B) : Perceive Perot as Leading

Table 9 © Log odds of Vote Preference for Buish

Loz Odds of Vote Perceive  Perot | Perceive  Perot | Perceive  Perot | Perceive  Perbt

Pr egfere For Bush | W& leading & | was leading & not | was not leading & | was not leading &
fee ¥o gaining gaining gaining not gaining

Perceive Bush was

leading & gaining N.A. N.A. -3.27 -4.71

Perceive Bush was

leading & not gaining N.A. N.A. -2.54 3.9

Perceive Bush was 953 2.95 5.39 6.98

not leading & gaining ' ) ; '

Perceive Bush was

not leading & not -8.71 -2.13 -4.587 -6.70

gaining
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Fig3: Predicting Log Odds of Vote Preference for Bush by Perceptions about Perot’s and

Bush’s State & Trend
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Perceive Perot’s Trend { 0=Not Gain, 1=Gain )

Note : (1)Perceive P (NL) &B (L, NG ) (2)Perceive P (NL ) &B (L, G} (3)Perceive P (NL) &
B { NL, NG ) (4)Perceive P (NL) &B (NL, G ) (5)Perceive P (L) &B (NL, NG ) {5)
Perceive P (L) &B (NL, G). (B: Bush, P: Perot, L : Leading, G Gaining, NL : Not

Leading, NG : Not Gaining )

Table 10 :

Logit model : Predicting Vote Preference ( Perot ) by affect

Perceptions of Trend and State

Vote Preference { Perot vs. Not Perof )

Toward Candidates and

Variable I - T e’ ... bis.e.
Education .11 1.12 .53
Sex -1.38 .25 -2.03"
Age .02 1.02 1.04
Income .19 1.20 1.30
Democrat { vs.Rep ) -.34 .71 -.39
Independent { vs.Rep) 1.41 4.09 1.70%
Poll Attention -.03 .97 -.30
Affect Clinton -.02 .98 -.76
Affect Bush -.05 .95 -3.23
Affect Perot 11 1.12 b.27
Perceive C Lead 1.78 5.95 1.16
Perceive B Lead 1.79 6.02 .91
Perceive P Lead -6.60 .00 -1.46
Perceive C Gain 1.08 2.93 1.50
Perceive B Gain -.43 .65 -.57
Perceive P Gain 1.21 3.35 1.56
AfC'CLead -.07 .93 - .2.66""
AfB BLead -.06 .94 -1.93%
AfP PLead .12 1.13 1.08%

N =361 ( Listwise deletion of missing data }
=.49.92 (see Appendix1)

Log Likelihood { Perot )
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Table 11 :

Log odds of Vote Preference for Perot ( Affect Toward Perot” Perot’s State )

Log Odds of Vote Affect Affect
Preference Toward Perot Toward Perot
For Perot (100) (0)
Perceive Perot
was leading 9.39 -14.05
Perceive Perot was not leading 1.91 -9.29

Fig 4 : Predicting Log Odds of Vote Preference for Perot By Affect Toward Perot and

Perceptions about Perot’s State
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Note : (AlPerceive Perot Was Leading ( Y =.23344x-14.05 )
(BlPerceive Perot was Not Leading ( Y =.1224x-10.33 )
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Table 12 Log odds of Vote Preference for Perot ( Affect Toward Clinton® Clinton’s

State )

Log Odds of Vote Affect Affect
Preference Clinton Clinton
For Perot (100) (0)

Perceive

Clinton Leading -8.80 50
Perceive

Clinton Not Lead -3.32 1.4z

Fig5 ' Predicting Log Odds of Vote Preference for Perot By Affect Toward Clinton and

Perceptions about Clinton’s State
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Note * (A} : Perceive Clinton Was Not Leading ( Y =-0.19X-1.42)
(B) : Perceive Clinton Was Leading ( Y=-.003X+.5)
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Table 13 ¢

Log odds of Vote Preference for Perot ( Affect toward Bush” Perceive Bush’s
State )
Log Odds of Vote Affect Affect
Preference Toward Bush Toward Bush
For Perot (100) (0)
Perceive ]E_hlsh 10.00 1.40
was leading
Perceive Bush
Was not leading 7.4l 2.21

Fig 6 Predicting Log Odds of Vote Preference for Perot By Affect Toward Bush and

Perceptions about Bush’s State

Note : (AlPerceive Bush was Leading ( Y=-.114X+1.4)

\o}

o

AN

A~

)
PRI R A BN R N A A

XN

1
(o)
|

L

1
jae)
L 1

(58.2, -5.2)

Log Odds of Yote Preference For Perct
o

012.3 58.2
Affect Toward Bush

7

100

{BJPerceive Bush was Not Leading ( Y =-.052X-2.21)




FIRTEE - RSB BRI R —— LN R ERA AR AR

Appendix A, Logit Model ( Predicting Perceptions about Clinton’s leading ) Selection

Model Log Likelihood G*difference 24 df

(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent

. -165.68
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+ Attpoll
(2)Cons +Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+D t+Ind dent
emocrat + Independen 165,65 o4 (2. 1) )

+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+ Attpoll + AfClinton “attpoll

Note: (1)Cons ( Constant ) , Sex, Bd ( education ) , Income, Age, Democrat,
Independent, Attpoll ( Attention to Poll ) , AfPerot/AfP ( Affect toward Perot ) ,
AfClinton/AfC ( Affect Toward Clinton ) , AfBush/AfB ( Affect Toward Bush ) ,
AfClinton" attpoll ( Interactions between Affect Toward Clinton and attention to
Poll ) ,

AfBush” attpoll { Interactions between Affect Toward Bush and attention to Poll ) ,
Afperot "attpoll ( Interactions between Affect Toward Perot and atteation to Poll ) ,
PLead ( Perceive Perot was leading ) , Clead ( Perceive Clinton was leading ) ,
BLead ( Perceive Bush was leading ) ., PGain ( Perceive Perot was gaining ) . CGain
(Perceive Clinton was gaining ) , BGain ( perceive Bush was gaining ) , AfP"
PLead ( Interactions between Affect Toward Perot and Perceive Perot was leading )
, AfC"CLead ( Interactions between Affect Toward Clinton and Perceive Clinton
was leading ) , AfB"Blead ( Interactions between Affect Toward Bush and Perceive
Bush was leading ) , AfP"PGain { Interactions between Affect Toward Perot and
Perceive Perot was gaining ) , AfC" Gain ( Interactions between Affect Toward
Clinton and Perceive Clinton was gaining ) , AfB*BGain ( Interactions between
Affect Toward Bush and Perceive Bush was gaining ) , PLead "PGain ( Interactions
between Perceive Perot was leading and Perceive Perot was gaining ) , Clead” CGain
( Interactions between Perceive Clinton was leading and Perceive Clinton was
gaining ) , BLead” BGain ( Interactions between Perceive Bush was leading and
Perceive Bush was gaining ) are thevariables used in this paper.
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Appendix B, Logit Model ( Predicting Perceptions about Clinton’s Gaining ) Selection

Model Log Likelihood G’difference 4 df
(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent + AfClinton -226.44

+ AfBush + AfPerot + Attpoll

{2)Cons +Sex + Ed + Income + Age + Democrat
+ Independent + AfClinton + AfBush -226.09 70 (2vs.1) 1
+ AfPerot + Attpoll + AfClinton " attpoll

Appendix C, Logit Model ( Predicting Perceptions about Bush’s leading } Selection

Model Log Likelihood G’ difference A4 df
(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age _
+Democrat + Independent + AfClinton -114.66

+ AfBush + AfPerot + Attpoll

(2)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age + Democrat
+Independent + AfClinton + AfBush -114.11 1.10 (2vs.1) 1
+ AfPerot + Attpoll + AfClinton "atipoll

Appendix D, Logit Model ( Predicting Perceptions about Bush’s Gaining ) Selection

Model Log Likelihood G?difference & df
(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent + AfClinton -172.98

+ AfBush + AfPerot + Attpoll

(2)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age + Democrat
+ Independent + AfClinton + AfBush + -172.65 66 (2vs.1) 1
AfPerot + Attpoll + AfClinton “attpoll

Appendix E, Logit Model ( Predicting Perceptions about Perot’s Leading ) Selection
Model Log Likelihood G*difference & df

(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + AfClinton -59.28
+ AfBush + AfPerot + Attpoll

{2)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age + Democrat
+Independent + AfClinton + AfBush -59.06 A4 (2vs.1) 1
+ AfPerot + Attpoll + AfClinton " attpoll
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Appendix F, Logit Model ( Predicting Perceptions about Perot’s Gaining } Selection

Model Log Likelihood G?difference 4 df

(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + AfClinton -200.21
+ AfBush + AfPerot + Attpoll

(2)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age + Democrat
+Independent + AfClinton + AfBush -198.11 4.2"(2vs.1) 1
+ AfPerot + Attpoll + AfClinton "attpoll

Appendix G, Logit Model ( Predicting vote for Clinton ) Selection

Model Log Likelihood G®difference & df

(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot -54.27
+CLead + BLead + PLead :
+ CGain + BGain + PGain

(2)Cons + Sex +Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead
4 CGain + BGain + PGain

- AfC"CGain + AfB " BGain + AfP *PGain

-52.67 3.20 (Z2vs. 1) 3

(3)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+CGain + BGain + PGain
AfC’CLead + AfB’ BLead + AfP"PLead

-51.97 460 (3vs.1) 3

{4)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+CGain + BGain + PGain 62.80 242 (4vs.1) 3
+CLead "CGain + BLead "BGain
+PLead "PGain
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Appendix H, Logit Model ( Predicting vote for Clinton ) Selection

Model

(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+CGain + BGain + PGain

(2)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent + Attpoil
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+CGain + BGain + PGain
AfC"CGain + AfB"BGain + AfP " PGain

(3)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead +PLead
+CGain + BGain - PGain
AfC"CLead + AfB"BLead + AfP " Pl.ead

(4)Cons +Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead + CGain
+BGain + PGain + + CLead "CGain +
Blead "BGain + PLead "PGain -

(5)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+CGain + BGain + PGain
+ CLead " CGain + Blead "BGain
+PLead "PGain + AfC" CGain
+ AfB*BGain + AfP ' PGain

(6)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+ CLead + BLead + PLead + CGain
+ BGain + PGain + AfCGain + AfBGain
+ AfPGain + AfC"CLead + AfB"BLead
AfP"PLead

Log Likelihood G*difference

-38.14

-34.75

-35.18

-34.39

-32.51

-32.48

6.78% (2vs. 1)

5.93 (3vs. 1)

6.90% (4vs.1)

4.36 (5vs. 4)

4.44 (6vs.4)

A df
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Appendix I, Logit Model ( Predicting vote for Perot ) Selection

Model Log Likelihood  G*difference 4 df

(1)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot -59.98
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+CGain + BGain + PGain

(2)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+CGain + BGain + PGain
+ AfC"CGain + AfB"BGain + AfP"PGain

-b9.18 1.58 (2vs.1) 3

(3)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead
+ CGain + BGain + PGain
+AfC*CLead + AfB"BLead + AfP"PLead

-46,92 20.10"" (3vs. 1) 3

(4)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat + Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead + CGain
+BGain + PGajn + CLead " CGain +
+Blead " BGain + PLead "PGain

-50.37 1.20 (4vs. 1) 3

{5)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age
+ Democrat *+ Independent + Attpoll
+ AfClinton + AfBush + AfPerot
+CLead + BLead + PLead -49.67 .50 (5vs. 3)
+ CGain + BGain + PGain ‘
+ AfC* Lead + AfB"Lead + AfP"Lead
AfC*CGain + AfB BGainAfP"PGain

[J%]

(6)Cons + Sex + Ed + Income + Age + Democrat
+Independent + Attpoll + AfClinton
+ AfBush + AfPerot + CLead + BLead
+PLead + CGain + BGain + PGain 48.15 3.54 (6vs.3) 3
+CLead *CGain + Blead "BGain
+PLead” PGain + AfC"CLead
+ AfB'BLeadAfP " PLead
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Appendix J, Descriptive Statistics

Variables Mean St. Dev Min Max

Votewho 1.55 .73 1 3
Sex 1.51 .50 1 2
Education 14.60 2.73 ] 21
Income (in 10,000 ) 4.73 2.25 1.5 8.5
Age 42 .50 16.80 18 96
Democrate ( Rep ) .59 .49 0

others ( Rep) .14 .35 0

Attention to poll 4.23 2.64 0 10
Affect Clinton 57.60 29.15 0 100
Affect Bush 38.14 31.06 0 100
Affect Perot 45.25 26.55 0 100
Perceive Clinton was leading 71 A6 0 1
Perceive Bush was leading 15 .38 0 1
Perceive Perot was leading .05 .22 0 1
Perceivr Clinton was gaining .40 .49 0 1
Perceive Bush was gaining .25 .43 0 1
Perceive Perot was gaining .55 .90 0 1
Vote Clinton .60 49 0 1
Vote Bush .26 .49 0 1
Vote Perot .14 .35 0 1

Note © Votewho ( I=Clinton, 2=Bush, 3=Perot ) ; Sex : 1=Male, 2=Female



SRR RAE R AR R E— N F R ERETE

ERam R ENEERE A EZ - TR ERE EHWREBRIRMER « (1992
FEZEFFELS - Projection effect 32 Bandwagon effect fEELEWIE ? RRETE
strategic voting FIERER ?

EE— (AR - Fn B RARER  EREERMERE

JBA%S prejection effect ] bandwagon effect FULL# » {EHFRE : “if we could
find that the effect of affext on voters’ perceptions of whether a candidate is
leadingand gaining is not weaker for those who pay very little attention to the poll
than for those pay very high attention to the poll, then we could more positively
believe there is projection effect rather than a bandwagon effect” (p. 6 ) B2
E T DEEER e A
R affect HBRRAVREAGEFHLIBE - AJRERE project effect. A] BEAREERHA
AR HARMEATEE ( not weaker ) B » RIZRIR projection effect Z A8 bandwagon
effect & ? WATHE - MFEEMERRE  FREZSOARTH - IRBRE+HFER
RERAES > AMNARERE  XRERFTEFNEEAN T &F R projection
effect IE ?

PR BRREE ¢ PEEE O R EFERIE({L bandwagon effect 7 RIRFAY T A%
bandwagon effect [ERZEITREEER » AIMERZ R - hiFEHREE/ TR EE
[AR] state and trend perception HIFRAIF BESH c (EEXE p. 65 B — BRI FHER
bandwagon effect BITRBREMFE » iz : “ - voters gain additional utility
simply by voting for the winning candidate ” . &M AUl ERIE\LAGE R =L
B projection effect 1 bandwagon effect AIRAIMLIZEE » B IEFNERER  F
BRI TTREE S bandwagon effect. MIREEEZFNBIELER » ERA—RHE
HMA—EREE -

Rl - A AT REE AR I TR ARSI - $E - EEAGFREIL AT
#R2% ¢+ 872 projection effect. PIZHMEFMAERSE - ATREE S REANSEAE
Fith 4 bandwagon effect. EEFEEAEN P U EREILE » R : “ - people’s

voting behaviors are not merely a projection of the perception of the gaining/losing
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status ; instead, they take the overall status of the candidate into account ” (p. 7)
S|REAFVERE  BfHEFVHRIEEERECERERRN  2VERRZ

EEEEERERENE  RERENEE TN o RHERRyEERE 2
EiFE #@Ef N EREE  MASFEMNEGEREZE - ALEREBEREL
projection effect * TITEFEHIEE » B4 T bandwagon effect. SR ELL - BAE
ERY projection effect MEEH] bandwagon effect HHH 1 - KMAJERENREAZ
—7 o HIEVEEER FE—EBEANEERN - iR EERNA MBI R
B projection effect » {EFRMNEERT bandwagon effect.

BEHN—EET - FEEEE leading 7 gaining BB EFEMAES » ERRET
HNE: (BRI DA R E 82 bandwagon FYBERR O] sEETEAY o

PaaIEEER - FEIR S I T » projection effect A bandwagon effect =2 51755 R 5RR7
FREYRTRE - RLEE E Ml RE R - MAEFLEH T o LULER: - i EEMR
FEHRZE A EFEER GEEFER EENTE - TEESEENE - e
1L Perot WERNREZEIEREAS ) » REERFANANEVRIBREHREAN
affect 7& » “FEERRFA projection effect FIRKIE ©
LAEFAreER - FRREELIT 25, -

(fEELLE projection effect I bandwagon effect B E 1 ? BLE [E R AN 7F
BN THETREEER T RS2 - EERXNEBETETHEE - EXSHRIFES
bandwagon effect FEZ ( LHZBRIEEXR ) +01EH -

EEERHIERRAAE 7 WHIR LIRS SIS « REEFIR M8 A E S RiF+E
R HEHEBF o

IR EMESERERR - FEMENEEITHR S ERNE (#40p.
14, p. 19%f Perot BYf55R @ {HAEBRFERMES - BT EEE projection effect » {HH
AEEERIYE bandwagon effect ) .
FAFSEE _MERE - EEECIEVERAK o $IR AR strategic voting R AN Al &R HEE
HHEREA » R EE LIS HEPE strategic voting FUIRHEIEE -
EEE SRR ER - EHMERE -
Bx7 LA L ROBRERIESN. - AL ERMmECR @ FHiEFES%E ¢
(1)p. 14 » BFILL75. HER cut-off point ? A R75XFE Perot BB EFHRIE ?
(2)P. 14{ELbEE Perot By odd HF » 1. 05711, OIMEREEBMAK LA  IHAGE TR
##ER projection effect FEEH 7 RIERATHERE 77 A IRAE g &5 - 40 p.



SIRTEH » FRHNER R R E— NSRBI AEE SRR

19 »
(3)FAEFHL typo , iR - poll attention AY¥IEE3. 07 » Affect Perot 4. 83/EE%
BB FOTREFERY « 0 7

BEERO

1. BB LLRJ & Bandwagon Effect and Strategic Voting ©

2.p. THRZEREFEINHE - FRBA finding RYZEIR o

3 ST F R L A] 2 # William H. Flanigan and Mancy H. Zingale, Political
Behavior of the American Electorate, ( Washington * D. C. ! A Division of
Congressional Quarterly Inc.,1994 ) - MANEALEES -

WX ERRNER

ST ES B IEMFEERE(E - IR LSRR M BEEERE - fEIHERAT

BRENHEME - BEEERT

HBandwagon effect ARG ERITEBRENNRE  ATETIHRBEGTHE
cognition, preference, LA opinion B8 T + %0 Bartels ( 985 ) HAERE Y
preferenceand expectation ; Ceci and Kain ( 1982 ) #f%% preference HJ switch
(WEEPBRAFEEZ ) & shift ( EFZ%EZ8{0) » Navazio ( 1977 } LA poll
result FIEEAIA] opinion #|& bandwagon effect °

4 B8 bandwagon AU @ ZHARP P.6 & P.8: HF IR K “ jioning the

leadingside " BX “ jioning the gaining side ” # /& bandwagon psychology ° B

strategicvoting FUE RS PO «

CRIBEFEZBECEH (FHER P.68 “ Thus, if we- T ZANENA ¢ The
relationship between individuals’ own beliefs and their perceptions of the
prevalence of those beliefs appears to be a function of individuals’ knowledge of .,
or information about, the distribution of opinion among the aggregate (e. g.,
Juddand Johnson, 1981 ) .7 LI ¥ & Hi #8873 poll attention 5 bandwagon,
projection [ERIREXHEE

CHINTFTER B > projection X bandwagon & [E#E E7S T HEFF1E simultaneous
3% nonrecursive FIBIf% - EREGUIL—RIRE - B LISREL TJHERBHEZ T3 » R H
BRI 22 HE AR B S 4 K B #8429 8 dependent variabe f& categorical data * 8
LISREL 3T empty cell #JRIE » EILEIRA T Logit model Bl & interaction
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effect » FE IR —EBAENEB AR -

(AP . 142 ATEALLT5.9 fF 5% cut-off point 2 Figure 1T A ERZ IR » &
feeling score AB375. ORVINGT5. OFF - & HIEBRIERFRY pattern

@odds 1. 05 1. 012t 4 RS &8 01— @ unit B affect score * odds
ofperceiving gaining 5i51. 05/1. 012 » ERAE 2 FRAK o

IR HZ3. 07704, 835RMEE « 8% (FE ) » fAES I regression equation =
interactioneffect 83 » #{(H interaction effect LI/EFEIE » HhZE¥ T variables
EEERAY maineffect » AIERIBEFEMELES .

Ep. 7B REBMRERE RS R 8 -

(VEEEER “ Bandwagon, Underdog, and Strategic Voting——A Case Study of
thel992 U. S. Presidential Election ” °
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