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Voters are exposed to vastly different campaign environments based on their 

geographic location.  This results in heterogeneity in the intensity and communicative 

content that voters are exposed to across a nationally representative sample.  The present 

analysis seeks to leverage this variance in communication environments facing voters to 

better capture the effects of campaign priming.  I find that when taking account of the 

communications that voters face, the effects of priming are clearer, but also more 

complex. 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

In 2008, Barack Obama and John McCain raised roughly 1.1 billion dollars 

according to the FEC.  Simultaneously, House and Senate candidates raised a combined 

1.4 billion dollars for their own campaigns, yet, to read much of the literature on 

campaign effects, it is as if these other campaigns are inconsequential.  Instead, campaign 

communications are assumed to be homogenous (i.e. those of the presidential 

candidates), with their effects inferred from the individual level changes of survey 

respondents. 

 This article asks whether campaign effects might be better understood if the 

heterogeneous nature of the campaign environment were taken into account?  If the 

campaign environment is truly as heterogeneous as I claim, then searching for campaign 

effects with nationally representative samples will surely hide those effects by treating a 

rather variant independent variable - campaign communications - as invariant across 

individuals. 

 I find that by incorporating the content of campaign communications at the 

House, Senate, and Gubernatorial level into a model of campaign effects (in this case 

with a focus on priming), we are better able to parse out the ways in which candidates 

might help voters arrive at their enlightened preferences. 

 This article will proceed by laying out the theoretical reason for disaggregating 

campaign effects, test whether disaggregation leads to stronger results for a test of 
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campaign priming, and concludes with a discussion about the implications for future 

research. 
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Chapter 2:  Campaign Effects, From Minimal to Many 

The first 40 years of research on campaigns operated in the shadow of the minimal 

effects paradigm (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet, 1948), assuming that those most likely 

to change their attitudes were those least likely to pay attention, and that those most likely 

to pay attention were least likely to change.  To some extent, the scholarship’s slow 

progress was dictated by the way the question was framed.  The implicit (and sometimes 

explicit) operating assumption was that campaigns mattered if they persuaded some non-

trivial portion of the electorate to change their vote intention.  The problems with 

operationalizing campaign effects in this fashion – persuasion – are many.  First, 

persuasion is contrary to our most basic and durable understanding of voters, the majority 

of whom have a strong attachment to one party or the other, deviating there from only 

occasionally (Campbell, Converse, W. E. Miller, & Stokes, 1960).  Second, to the extent 

that persuasion does occur on a small, but not insignificant portion of the electorate, 

much of it can be expected to be idiosyncratic in nature and thus cancel out in the 

aggregate.  Finally, and related to the previous two points, the statistical power necessary 

to ascertain whether persuasion actually occurred at the margins is beyond the resources 

of most social science survey instruments. 

 The preceding discussion, however, implies a paradox: if voters are so stable, why 

is there so much variation in election outcomes, or even between trial heat surveys during 

elections?  Or, as Gelman and King (1993) so aptly put it within the context campaigns, 

how is it that elections are so predictable while the inter-election surveys show so much 
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variation?  This question brings into focus the paradox outlined above and has implicitly 

shaped much of the subsequent research. 

 In a similar light and at the same time, Finkel (1993), harkening back to 

Lazarsfeld et al. (1948), claimed that the role of the campaign was to activate partisanship 

by reminding voters of the reasons for their partisan attachments.  Partisan attachments 

were simply the most proximate latent predisposition to be activated for vote choice, but 

something that Lazarsfeld and his colleagues could not have accounted for because the 

concept had not yet been conceptualized.  Broadening the scope and taking account of the 

potential interactivity of considerations, Gelman and King’s (1993) answer to their own 

question was that the variability in campaign surveys was the result of voters applying 

different weights to various fundamental considerations throughout the course of the 

campaign.  These fundamental considerations, oft cited elsewhere in the literature, are 

party identification, economic evaluations, and issue positions.  They theorized that this 

weighting and reweighting process was the result of campaigns leading voters towards 

their enlightened preferences.  Though not explicitly laid out as such, theirs is a theory of 

campaign priming very similar to other political science research on media effects 

(Iyengar & Kinder, 1987; Iyengar, Peters, & Kinder, 1982; Krosnick & Kinder, 1990).  

This interpretation of survey variance is not without its detractors (Wlezien & Erikson, 

2002), but the issues raised were important ones, if for no other reason than to broaden 

the conception of a campaign effect. 

 Amongst campaign scholars, few still ask whether campaigns matter – as 

Holbrook so importantly did (Holbrook, 1996) – and much of this shift in consensus is 
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due to the more expansive view of what is included within the "campaign effect" 

construct (Brady, Johnston, & Sides, 2006; Iyengar & Simon, 2000).  Persuasion is one 

possibility, but only one.  The question frame is now one of how it is that campaigns 

matter and for whom.  The mechanisms under focus still include persuasion (Arceneaux, 

2005; M. M. Franz & Ridout, 2007; Fridkin, Kenney, Gershon, Shafer, & Woodall, 2007; 

Huber & Arceneux, 2007), but as one possibility among two others: priming (Bartels, 

2006; Claassen, 2010; Druckman, 2004; Druckman & Holmes, 2004; Krosnick & Kinder, 

1990; McGraw & Ling, 2003; J. M. Miller & Krosnick, 2000) and/or learning or 

uncertainty reduction (Alvarez, 1998; Alvarez & Franklin, 1994; Eveland & Scheufele, 

2000; Freedman, M. Franz, & Goldstein, 2004; Holbrook, 2002; Kam, 2006; McCann & 

Lawson, 2006; Norris & Sanders, 2003).   

 This article focuses on the priming mechanism, and specifically whether we can 

better understand priming effects through the incorporation of heterogonous campaign 

communications into the classical priming model.  In my view, it is the neglect of actual 

campaign communications that hinders campaign priming models (with the occasional 

exception, see Druckman 2004).  In these models, the campaign is accounted for through 

the date of the interview and its proximity to the election.  In these studies, campaign 

effects are presumed to occur if changes are observed in regression coefficients for 

respondents interviewed at different points in time.  If the effects are greater when the 

interview is closer to the election, the campaign has had an effect, and if not, then it 

hasn't.  Not surprisingly, research performed in this way has come up with mixed results.  

Some have found marginal priming effects (Bartels, 2006), priming effects along with 
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learning (Jacoby, 2009), and priming effects, but only for the most engaged (Claassen, 

2010).  In each case, the conclusions are tentative, but this is because the campaign is 

assumed to be neatly encompassed in the variable measuring the time of the interview. 

 It is worthwhile to take a moment to think about what assumptions are necessary 

in order to assume that a campaign's effects are accurately encapsulated within a variable 

for the interview date.  There is a tacit assumption that each respondent is exposed to the 

same campaign environment, with the only difference being how long he or she has been 

exposed.  I find this is difficult to accept given that the articles mentioned above often 

utilize some approximation of a nationally representative sample.  The population of 

interest implies two ways in which the assumption necessary for a time of interview 

variable to capture campaign effects can be violated, one related to intensity and one 

related to heterogeneity. 

 Intensity of priming should be expected to vary for respondents interviewed at the 

same time by the inherent nature of individual differences in political interest, but more 

germane to the current discussion, it should also differ based on geographic location.  At 

the highest level, presidential candidates selectively allocate resources, both advertising 

dollars and their time to a limited and symmetric (between candidates) number of states 

(Shaw, 2009; Shaw, 2006).  Additionally, some respondents will reside in competitive 

House districts, whereas others will not.  This implies that some voters will be exposed to 

a higher intensity campaign environment and therefore should be more likely to display 

the effects of priming whereas others should not.  However, two respondents interviewed 
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on the same day are expected to have been exposed to equal levels of intensity, holding 

individual level correlates constant. 

 Another factor that operationalizing the campaign as time can’t account for is the 

heterogeneity of the campaign environment.  Candidates will tend to emphasize issues 

that reflect well on their party (Petrocik, 1996), but candidates are also strategic actors 

(Jacobson, 1989), and should therefore selectively emphasize the considerations that most 

favor their candidacy in a given district.  This selective emphasis is implicitly endorsed 

by the notion that campaigns should not engage in a dialogue about the same issues 

assuming strategic politicians (Simon, 2002). 

 What this discussion is building to is the notion that candidates, especially down 

ballot candidates, should emphasize fundamental considerations as a function of national 

and local considerations.  Among these fundamentals, congressional candidates have 

little control over a voter’s economic evaluations or their affect towards the sitting 

president or their political party. However, they can try to alter the weight of these 

considerations by selectively emphasizing them. 

This leads to the conclusion that if we want to examine the potential effects of 

campaigns, we need to take the communications of those campaigns into account. The 

strategic politician should attempt to alter the weight of the fundamental considerations 

that they know a voter is naturally considering.  By taking account of those 

communications, we may better examine whether campaigns do in fact matter. 
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Chapter 3:  Data and Model Design 

My expectation is that we can better estimate campaign effects by accounting for 

campaign communications, but collecting data that combines individual level 

observations with campaign communication information is difficult at best and 

prohibitively expensive at worst.  Fortunately, there is a simple alternative, to combine 

existing data sources. 

 With this in mind, I began by examining the degree to which advertisements 

captured by the University of Wisconsin’s 2000 and 2004 Advertising Project overlapped 

with the University of Michigan’s American National Election Studies (ANES).  More 

precisely, my interest was in enumerating how many respondents the ANES had in each 

of the districts for which the Advertising Project captured campaign communications.  To 

my surprise, the overlap was 817 respondents across 125 districts in the 2000 dataset and 

517 respondents across 44 districts in the 2004 dataset.  When further restricted to those 

respondents for whom I had observations for all the relevant individual-level correlates of 

vote choice, my total sample reduces to between 734 and 737 respondents depending on 

the model. 

 The next step was to aggregate variables from the Advertising Project 

summarizing the extent to which advertisements within these districts emphasized 

considerations fundamental to vote choice, namely party, the economy, and/or ideology.  

I performed the same procedure with Gubernatorial and Senatorial advertisements and 

once completed, combined this new dataset with the 2000 and 2004 ANES. 
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 To summarize, the created dataset contains individual-level variables fundamental 

to vote choice as well as absolute measures of the emphasis of fundamental political 

considerations by candidates, parties, interest groups, and hybrids of these.  The goal is to 

provide an analysis that not only takes account of the potential of the campaign to 

increase the weight of fundamental political considerations over the course of the 

campaign, but also to see whether there is a stronger effect if the actual campaign 

communication that a voter might be exposed to is taken into account. 

 The sample that remains is not clearly representative of the overall ANES sample, 

since respondents were selected by their residence in a district for which the Wisconsin 

Advertising Project collected data.  To the extent that there is any a priori bias in the 

ensuing sample, I doubt that it would be due to the Wisconsin Advertising Project’s data 

collection procedure.  This procedure captures satellite transmissions from each of the 

major networks, 25 cable networks, as well as advertising in the top 75 media markets, 

which themselves cover 80% of the population.  The possibility exists that this data 

collection might lead to a slightly less rural sample. 

 We can examine this possibility by comparing the remaining sub-sample to the 

full ANES sample for 2000 and 2004.  As can be seen in Table 1, the sub-sample is not a 

perfect representation of the larger ANES sample.  It is indistinguishable in terms of age 

and gender, but the sub-sample is populated by more white respondents than the larger 

sample and is also slightly more educated than the larger sample. 
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Table 1: Sample Representativeness. 

 Limited Sample Total Sample 
Mean Age 48.30 47.24 
Gender (% Female) 53.32% 55.10% 
Race   

White 84.60% 75.34% 
Black 7.49% 12.83% 

Hispanic 3.54% 5.61% 
Education (% With High 
School Degree or Less) 27.72% 38.70% 

 

 Though a more representative sub-sample would be desirable, I don’t believe that 

this deviation prohibits further analysis.  Though the dependent variable is vote choice, 

the focus of this analysis is the mechanism of priming, which shouldn’t interact with the 

racial composition of the sample.  It could be the case that it will interact with the 

educational composition, if more education means a greater likelihood to pay attention to 

politics, but the primary analyses do not corroborate that possibility.  

 As just stated, the base model underlying this analysis is a simple vote choice 

model with the dependent variable being vote choice for a major party candidate taken in 

the post-election interview, and the independent variables being party identification, 

economic evaluations, and ideological self-placement. 

 Since I have taken data over two elections, the key is to make them comparable 

for the analysis.  To that end, the vote choice variable has been coded such that a 1 

indicates support for the incumbent party candidate (Gore in 2000 and Bush in 2004) and 

a 0 indicates support for the challenger (Bush in 2000 and Kerry in 2004). 
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 Party identification, economic evaluations, and ideology are all recoded to range 

from -1 to +1, with -1 indicating attitude support for the challenging candidate and +1 

indicating attitude support for the incumbent candidate.  Party identification is asked in 

the standard format and ideology is measured through self-placement on a seven-point 

scale.  Economic evaluations are measured with the respondent’s assessment of the state 

of the U.S. economy over the previous year with a Likert-scale answer ranging from 

“much better” to “much worse”.  In the case of economic assessment, much better always 

indicates incumbent support, and much worse challenger support.  For the other two 

considerations, democratic/liberal identification is on the positive range of those variables 

for respondents in the 2000 sample and Republican/conservative identification is on the 

positive range for respondents in the 2004 sample. 

 The other key independent variables are measures of the campaign environment 

as captured through candidate advertisements.  As stated above, the measures I have 

created are summaries of the absolute number of ads created that a respondent may have 

been exposed to in his district and state from Congressional, Gubernatorial, and 

Senatorial candidates.  This conceptualization is, admittedly, a blunt tool.  Some of these 

ads may have been aired once, whereas others may have been aired hundreds of times.  I 

feel comfortable with this approach as a first step because I am considering ads as 

representative of the campaign environment.  In most cases, if the environment only 

includes one advertisement emphasizing the economy, then it is probably the case that the 

economy wasn’t a large theme of the campaign.  It is possible that the single economy ad 
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was run continuously over the course of the campaign, but I expect this to be a rather 

exceptional scenario. 

In terms of classifying advertisements, an advertisement was determined to prime 

partisan considerations if it explicitly mentioned the party of the candidate, the party of 

the opposing candidate, both, or either of the presidential candidates.  I determined that 

an advertisement primed economic considerations if it mentioned employment, jobs, the 

economy, poverty, or free trade.  I also created a less restrictive version of this variable 

including all of the above, but also the deficit, surplus, budget, debt, government 

spending, minimum wage, or that the candidate is a friend of farming/business.  I relied 

on the more restrictive version of the economic prime because it provides a more 

stringent test of my hypothesis. 

 Lastly, I determined that an advertisement primed ideological considerations if it 

mentioned abortion, homosexuality, or moral issues.  I chose to focus on these 

considerations because they are most clearly connected with the mass public’s 

understanding of ideology.  Obviously, ideology includes more than moral issues, but 

people tend to be more confused about the non-moral dimensions of ideology in addition 

to their confusion over ideology in particular (Converse, 1964; Stimson, 2004).  Like the 

economic prime indicator, I also created a more expansive version of this variable, but 

decided to use the more restrictive alternative for the purpose of engaging in a stricter test 

of the hypothesis. 

 Unlike the individual level variables, I am not concerned about the direction of 

these primes.  A Democratic candidate mentioning that she is a Democrat should still 
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prime the partisan consideration of a Republican for a Republican respondent, just as an 

advertisement highlighting a candidate’s pro-life/choice credentials should prime the 

respondent’s own views on this issue and its relationship to their ideological 

identification. 

 Table 2 examines the average number of advertisements within a given race 

focusing on each of these fundamental considerations.  One feature of this data worth 

taking note of is the heterogeneity asserted above.  In any type of campaign, the range of 

advertisements created that might prime partisan, ideological, or economic considerations 

is vast, as seen both in the minimum-maximum comparison and in the large standard 

deviations.  It is clear from a comparison of the means and the medians that there are 

extreme outliers on the higher ends, but the variance in communication strategies is clear. 
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Table 2:  Candidate Advertisement Emphasis. 

 House Campaigns Senate 
Campaigns 

Gubernatorial 
Campaigns 

Party Prime    
Mean (Median) 192.9 (0) 2145.3 (52) 2315.2 (626.5) 

S.D. 589.8 5178.3 4100.4 
Min. 0 0 0 
Max 5299 25445 17475 

Economic Prime    
Mean (Median) 148.2 (0) 1709.1 (180) 2695.3 (430) 

S.D. 381.3 3238 4272 
Min. 0 0 0 
Max 3327 15196 16498 

Ideological Prime    
Mean (Median) 67.1 (0) 473.1 (0) 344.25 (0) 

S.D. 217.3 965.7 515.3 
Min. 0 0 0 
Max 1711 4223 1954 

Total Ads    
Mean (Median) 1315.9 (442.5) 8595.1 (3369) 10968 (6237.5) 

S.D. 2025 11125.2 12119.5 
Min. 2 0 4 
Max 11027 42607 40081 

 

 More specifically, one can see that in the case of House campaigns, the tendency 

is to underemphasize these fundamental considerations relative to the total number of 

advertisements run, but nonetheless, partisan primes are more frequent than economic 

primes, economic primes more frequent than ideological.  Similar trends are clear at the 

Senatorial and Gubernatorial level, but at a higher volume. 

 To test for priming effects it will be necessary first to look at the interaction 

between the time of the respondent’s interview – ranging from 1 for the first day of the 

campaign to 63 for the last – and the fundamental considerations already mentioned.  I 

will refer to this as the classical priming model (though alternatives do exist).  The logic 

is as follow: a significant effect between time and the attitude indicates that as the 
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campaign progresses, the impact of that attitude on vote choice increases as a function of 

increases in time, further thought to represent the effects of the campaign. 

 My advanced priming model goes further, by examining the three-way interaction 

between attitudes, time of the interview, and advertisement volume of those 

advertisements relevant to the attitude.  In this analysis, a significant effect for the three-

way interaction indicates that an attitude’s impact on vote choice increases over the 

course of the campaign, but that this increase is also a function of the volume of 

advertisements emphasizing that consideration. 

 One potential problem with this analysis is the inherent clustering of the data.  

Respondents reside within districts and within states.  This might imply that there are 

unobservable or unaccounted for factors influencing respondents within the same district 

or state, leading to heteroskedasticity in the error terms and artificially low standard 

errors because the data as collected represents less unique information than the model 

assumes.  One way to deal with this is to employ a multilevel model, separating out 

person level differences from district and/or state level differences.  When calculating the 

intraclass correlation, this appears to be a sensible strategy (ICC!6%).  The problem is 

that the ICC is misleading due to the large number of districts with only one respondent, 

inflating the between district differences; and in fact, when run as a multilevel model, the 

present analysis doe not outperform a traditional logistic regression model (results 

available upon request). 

Since explaining the differences between districts on vote choice is not the 

purpose of this analysis, another alternative would be to control for these differences with 
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dummy variables, but this is rather impractical given 150 districts, again, many of which 

include only one respondent.  A final alternative is to use clustered robust standard errors, 

which take account of this dependency in the data and reduces the degrees of freedom to 

the number of groups.  In the present analysis, this actually results in lower standard 

errors on average (the opposite of the intended effects), a consequence of having so many 

groups.  This leads to the conclusion that running the model as a standard logistic 

regression is more sensible, as it produces the highest standard errors, and thus the 

strictest test of my hypotheses (Green & L. Vavreck, 2007). 
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Chapter 4:  Results 

The results of the logistic regression are displayed in Table 3.  Model I is the baseline 

vote choice model with party identification, economic evaluation, and ideology all 

predicting vote choice (ps<.01). 

 Model II is the classic priming model, wherein post election vote choice is 

predicted with the three fundamental considerations mentioned above interacted with the 

time of the pre-election interview transformed into the elapsed number of days of the 

campaign.  Model II still indicates statistically significant effects for party identification 

and economic evaluations, but ideology is no longer significant and none of the priming 

interactions reach statistical significance.  These additions do not improve the fit of the 

model ("2 # .62). 
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Table 3:  Logistic Regression Models Predicting Vote Choice. 

 Model I Model II Model III Model IV Model V 
Party Identification 3.0937*** 3.0298*** 3.5127*** 3.3599*** 3.1415*** 

Economic Evaluation .6309*** .8873** .7512 .4913 .0671 
Ideology 1.2337*** .7251 .6246 .5337 .1288 

Time  -.0016 -.0016 -.0016 .0076 
Party Identification x 

Time  .0033 .0018 .0075 .0344 

Economic Evaluation 
x Time  -.0103 -.0108 .004 -.0047 

Ideology x Time  -.0189 .0167 .0208 .0618* 
Total Ads   -.0000 -.0000 -.0002 

Party Prime   .00000 .0000 .0002 
Economic Prime   -.00000 -.0000 -.0003 
Ideological Prime   .0001 .0001 .0000 

Party Identification x 
Party Prime   -.0001 -.0001 -.0011*** 

Economic Evaluation 
x Economic Prime   .0001 -.0000 .0010* 

Ideology x Ideological 
Prime   .0002 .0006 .0021* 

Party Identification x 
Total Ads   -.0002* -.0000 .0005* 

Economic Evaluation 
x Total Ads   .0000 .0003 -.0004 

Ideology x Total Ads   .0001 .0001 .0003 
Party Identification x 
Party Prime x Time    .0000 .0001** 

Economic Evaluation 
x Economic Prime x 

Time 
   .0000 -.0000 

Ideology x Ideological 
Prime x Time    -.0000 -.0001* 

Party Identification x 
Total Ads x Time    -.0000 -.0000* 

Economic Evaluation 
x Total Ads x Time    -.0000 -.0000 

Ideology x Total Ads x 
Time    -.0000 -.0000 

Constant .05 .09 .107 .102 .307 
      

Log Likelihood -216.99 -215.68 -210.83 -208.06 -79.23 
Number of 

Observations 737 737 735 735 413 

* p#.10, ** p#.05, *** p#.01 
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 Model III tests for the possibility of a simple interaction between attitude specific 

advertisement volume and the respondent’s attitude.  This addition returns no statistically 

significant effects except for a small negative effect of total ad volume on party 

identification.  Since high ad volume might indicate a competitive race, it is probably the 

case that candidates are attempting to find distinguishing features beyond party 

identification, thus driving down its overall impact in conjunction with party 

identification’s main effect. 

 Model IV is the fully specified advanced priming model, including all of the 

variables from Models I, II, and III, but also the interactions between attitude, attitude 

relevant advertisements, and time (as well as all of the constituent simple interactions).  

To control for campaign intensity, also included are interactions between each attitude, 

the total number of advertisements, and time.  In this model, party identification is the 

only statistically significant predictor. 

 It has shown that awareness mediates the relationship between individuals and 

different campaign effects, with the effect of priming limited only to the most highly 

aware (Claassen, 2010; Druckman, 2004; Druckman & Holmes, 2004; McGraw & Ling, 

2003; J. M. Miller & Krosnick, 2000).  The logic of this argument is rather 

straightforward: for the campaign to have a priming effect, the voter has to be paying 

attention to the campaign.  In light of these findings, Model V is identical to Model IV, 

but is limited only to those respondents who indicated that they were “very much 

interested in politics.”  This reduces the sample to 413 respondents, but produces starkly 

different results. 
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 As expected, party identification is still predictive of vote choice (p#.001), but 

when limited to the highly interested, ideology appears to be primed over the course of 

the campaign as indicated by the significant interaction between ideology and time 

(p#.10).  Germane to the advanced priming model, there are visible effects between the 

simple attitude and attitude relevant advertising volume interaction for party (p#.01), 

ideology (p#.10), and economic evaluations (p#.10).  The party by party advertisement 

volume interaction is negative whereas the party by total ad volume interaction is positive 

and significant (p#.10).  The contours of these effects will be discussed further in the 

discussion section.  Most important for this advanced priming model, the interaction 

between party identification, time, and party advertisement volume as well as between 

ideology, time, and ideological advertisement volume are both significant (p#.05 and 

p#.10 respectively).  There is also a significant effect for the interaction between total 

advertisements, party identification, and time (p#.05). 

 Table 4 compares Model V with the classic priming model limited to high interest 

respondents (Model VI).  In addition to Model VI producing no statistically significant 

effects beyond party identification, a likelihood ratio test of the two models indicates that 

the advanced priming model produces a better fit ("2 = .0073). 



 21 

Table 4:  Logistic Regression Models Predicting Vote Choice, High Interest 
Respondents Only. 

 Model V Model VI 
Party Identification 3.1415*** 2.563*** 
Economic Evaluation .0671 .5877 
Ideology .1288 .8519 
Time .0076 .0072 
Party Identification x Time .0344 .0289 
Economic Evaluation x Time -.0047 -.0168 
Ideology x Time .0618* .0356 
Total Ads -.0002  
Party Prime .0002  
Economic Prime -.0003  
Ideological Prime .0000  
Party Identification x Party Prime -.0011***  
Economic Evaluation x 
Economic Prime .0010*  

Ideology x Ideological Prime .0021*  
Party Identification x Total Ads .0005*  
Economic Evaluation x Total Ads -.0004  
Ideology x Total Ads .0003  
Party Identification x Party Prime 
x Time .0001**  

Economic Evaluation x 
Economic Prime x Time -.0000  

Ideology x Ideological Prime x 
Time -.0001*  

Party Identification x Total Ads x 
Time -.0000*  

Economic Evaluation x Total Ads 
x Time -.0000  

Ideology x Total Ads x Time -.0000  
Constant .307  
   
Log Likelihood -79.23 -95.76 
Number of Observations 413 413 
* p#.10, ** p#.05, *** p#.01 

 In the discussion that follows I will try to provide an interpretation of these results. 
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Chapter 5:  Discussion 

These results further elucidate the complexities of campaign effects, and a discussion of 

them in isolation and in conjunction is in order (focusing on the highly interested).  First, 

with respect to the economy, my analysis confirms previous research finding little 

dynamism to economic evaluations over the course of the campaign (Matthews & 

Johnston, 2010), but does find a non-dynamic effect through the interaction between 

economic evaluations and economic advertisement volume.  This may highlight why the 

economy is such a stable predictor in aggregate vote models.  Because the evaluation that 

a voter has doesn’t become a more powerful predictor over the course of the campaign, 

all that is necessary is for the campaign, the media, or both, to remind voters of its 

importance to make it a consideration.  Candidates are happy to perform this service 

when it benefits them, and at least at the presidential level, those who do are rewarded 

(Lynn Vavreck, 2009). 

 With respect to ideology, there effects appear to conflict.  Ideology’s effect grows 

in importance with respect to time (an indication of priming) and with respect to 

ideological ads, but exhibits a negative effect with respect to ideological advertisements 

and time.  I imagine these dual effects are possible because ideology is an important 

consideration, but as candidates increasingly emphasize moral or divisive issues, it might 

create a backlash in a significant portion of voters over the course of the campaign, 

leading them to turn away from a candidate that they might otherwise support but for the 

overemphasis of social issues. 
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 Partisanship is probably the most interesting and complex of the variables 

analyzed with numerous effects exhibited in both directions.  With respect to positive 

effects, party identification obviously has a main effect, but the model indicates that it 

also has an increasing effect with respect to party priming ads and time, and with respect 

to total advertisements.  These findings indicate support for campaigns as priming 

partisan considerations, but also for partisan activation with respect to total 

advertisements.  However, the story is not so simple, as there are also negative effects 

with respect to the volume of party advertisements and with respect to total 

advertisements and time.  I think the former finding is explainable by the fact that I did 

not account for the tone of the advertisements.  A high volume of party advertisements, 

given that the medians for party advertisements are low, probably indicate a high volume 

of outside advertisements strategically tying a candidate to a party that is in an 

unfavorable position in a given district and/or election.  This could potentially explain the 

negative effect.  With respect to total advertisements and time, as indicated previously, 

high advertising volume should indicate a competitive race, meaning that traditional 

partisan allegiances are less important in determining vote choice. 

 A potential criticism of the present analysis is that what the model shows is not in 

fact priming, but instead shows opinion adjustment or rationalization (Lenz, 2009).  

While a panel study would be preferable to disentangle these possibilities, I think that the 

present analysis still indicates significant campaign effects because of the inclusion of 

campaign specific communications, whether those effects are ones based in priming or 

ones based in learning. 
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 More than anything else, I believe that the present analysis has continued in the 

direction that the research described above has begun by showing that campaign effects 

exist, but in a far more nuanced way.  By taking account of communication heterogeneity 

and intensity, the contours of campaign effects may become far clearer, and it appears, 

more complex. 
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Chapter 6:  Conclusion 

In this paper, I sought to identify whether campaign effects might be better 

understood if heterogeneity of the campaign environment were taken into account.  I 

think that the results clearly demonstrate validity in this approach and the opportunity for 

more research into the highly complex reality of campaign effects. 
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