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Life is to an organism, [what] principles are to a party.
	James Bryce, The American Commonwealth (1888)

Party identification has been a core interest in the study of American politics.  For students of electoral behavior and policy preferences, party identification is the main determinant of his or her choice of a candidate or of his support for a specific policy (Achen 1992; Bartels 2002; Campbell et al. 1960; Fiorina 1981).  Students interested in macro level changes in American politics examine the aggregate balance of party identification, in search for changes over time and the causes and consequences for such changes (Abramson & Ostrom 1991; Box-Steffensmeier, Knight & Sigelman 1998; Erikson, Stimson & MacKuen 1998; Green & Palmquist 1990, 1994; Green, Palmquist & Schickler 1998; Lockerbie 2002; MacKuen, Erikson & Stimson 1989).  What is missing from these accounts is the role of public perceptions, or images, of the parties.  To what extent do the images of the parties influence the way people associate themselves with the party system?  Do changes in party identification correspond with aggregate shifts in policy images of the parties?  
Two alternative propositions can be suggested.  One puts images of the parties in front of party identification, whereas the other changes the direction of the causal arrow and views party images as a product of partisan attachments.  The former proposition follows the reasoning of the rational learning model which sees party identification as a running tally of evaluations of policy positions, party platforms and performance in office (Abramowitz & Saunders 1998; Achen 1992; Carsey & Layman 2006; Downs 1957; Fiorina 1981; Franklin 1992; Franklin & Jackson 1983; Page & Jones 1979).  Party platforms and performance in office generate party images which contribute to an ongoing process of reevaluation of partisan attachments. The second preposition takes a reverse view of this relationship – i.e., that people construct their images of the parties based on their party attachments.  From this standpoint party images are only a reflection of the party attachments and have little substantive explanation of the public’s policy views.  This latter view follows the reasoning of the more traditional understanding of party identification, which sees party attachments as a deeply rooted psychological attachment or social identity that shapes policy preferences and candidate evaluations (Bartels 2002; Campbell et al. 1960; Green et al. 2002; Layman & Carsey 2002; Miller & Shanks 1996).  Commonly referred to as the stagnated view of American political parties, scholars holding this view acknowledge that over short periods of time evaluations do change, sometimes substantively, yet they challenge the rational learning model and contend that party identification tends to hold steadily even as assessments about the parties and their leaders change (Green et al. 2002: 125).[footnoteRef:2]   [2:  Tend, but not fixed.  Green and his colleagues note that occasionally there are shifts of party identification.  They find that the citizens’ continuous update of the overall assessments of the parties, albeit slow and gradual, can lead to a tipping point of change.  In this view, people maintain their partisan identities as long as their image of the partisan groups remains intact.  But, when secular realignments such as the movement of the southern white is afoot, the public image of the partisan groups shifts, which in turn produces a shift in party identification.] 

In this chapter I assess the role of party images in partisan attachments, i.e. – the extent to which party images influence change in party identification.  I do so by examining macro-level interactions between a time series of party policy images, measured by the Gallup’s party handling of the most important problem facing the nation, and a time series of party identification.  Comparing the two series and examining their relationship using bivariate and multivariate models I conclude that aggregate changes in party policy images (macrohandling) play an important role in the transformation of aggregate changes in party identification (macropartisanship).  The data offers less support for a reverse mechanism. 
Macro-Handling: Measuring the Party Policy Image 
We are accustomed to thinking about political parties in terms of policy alternatives, even if they are broadly defined.  American political parties have been strongly issue oriented—if not ideological—over time (Coleman 1996; Gerring 1998).  Some indication in the literature suggests that issues are central to the dynamics of the political system.[footnoteRef:3]  Parties develop issue handling reputations for specific policies (Hamill et al 1985; Rabinowitz & Macdonald, 1989; Petrocik et al. 2003-2004), which give the parties, in the eyes of the public, a party policy label, a policy image, that can influence the electorate in their party identification and when arriving at the polls (Jarvis 2005; Philpot 2007).  For example, from the 1970s to the 1990s, Republicans were viewed, by the public, as better able to handle issues such as terrorism, taxes, spending and the federal budget.  During the same time period, Democrats were viewed as better able to handle issues such as civil rights, social welfare, education and the environment (Damore 2005).  These labels can later transform into governing platforms that reinforce the issue handling reputation (Budge & Hofferbert 1990; James 2000).  From this standpoint, the ability of a party to present a set of problems and to associate it or its candidate with the ability to handle a problem or “owning” an issue is a first step in changing core, relatively stable, attitudes (Matthews & Prothro 1966; Page & Shapiro 1992).  [3:  Taking a policy lens to the study of American political parties helps to transcend the conventional tripartite conceptualization scheme of American political parties – treating party officeholders, party voters and loyalists and party organization separately (Key 1964).  This conceptualization encourages scholars to view and examine parties in parts rather than as a whole (Baer & Bositis 1988), thus contributing to the tendency to marginalize the effect parties have on the political system (Pomper 1998).  Looking at parties from a policy lens, however, allows for a better appreciation of the role political parties play in American politics.  ] 

On the individual level, each individual may have a different set of interests in the public sphere and, based on his life experiences, will prioritize issues by importance and then gravitate to parties with the best images related to those issues.  On the aggregate level, however, although some variability exists, studies examining the public interest have shown that most of the time there is a relative agreement about what are the dominant pressing issues (Jones & Baumgartner 2004).  As presented and discussed below, during the second half of the 20th century, about 70 percent of Americans were concerned about one of three primary issues – defense and international affairs (31 percent), macroeconomics (26 percent), and civil rights and liberties (13 percent).  The remaining 30 percent were dominated by several midlevel issues such as law and crime, health and religion and morals (3 percent each), or welfare and government operations (2 percent each).  A party that is able to hold several labels of interest to a sizable share of the population will have a strong advantage over its rival.  Policy images are, therefore, a mobilizing force in the transformation of political power in the United States.  Specifically, the critical issues that stimulate a political realignment do so first by altering the party images of large numbers of voters followed by shifts in party identification (Carmines & Stimson 1989; Miller & Schofield 2003; Sellers 1965; Trilling 1976).  
In order to gauge the policy image of the parties I collected the Gallup “Most Important Problem” (MIP) polls.  The MIP open ended question – asking respondents “what is the most important problem facing the nation today” – addresses the public’s issue priorities, ignoring policy positions and preferences for solutions and, as such, is ideal for studying agenda correspondence.  Provided that the coding is accurate, this open ended question will do better job of identifying issue dynamics – particularly the ability of to pick up issues that are relatively new and thus are less likely to be included in a close-ended question.  The MIP question is also one the of the very few attitudinal survey questions to have been asked relatively consistently since the beginning of public opinion polling (Soroka 2002).  However, studies have noted a few potential pitfalls from using this question, mainly the possible bias resulting from the tabulation of this open ended question (Soroka 2002), the difference in variability in coverage of polls across years (Jones & Baumgartner 2004), and the possible confusion between saliency and importance (Wlezien 2005).[footnoteRef:4]  Despite these problems the question offers unique opportunity for longitudinal public opinion research, and perhaps is the sole source for assessing the attention and interest of the public to issues on the public agenda (Jones & Baumgartner 2004).   [4:  Other problems are noted in the literature such as wording differences resulting from combining responses across polling agencies and combining single and multiple responses (Soroka 2002; Jones & Baumgartner 2004).  Unlike the caveats mentioned in the text, however, these caveats are minimized in this project by limiting the data to Gallup polls, by using only questions with the same wording, and by using only first responses in multiple response questions. ] 

Interested in the relationship between the parties and the public agenda, I included only surveys which asked a follow up question pertaining to the parties’ handling reputations of the mentioned problem.[footnoteRef:5]  The question – “which political party do you think can do a better job of handling the problem you have just mentioned – the Republican Party or the Democratic Party?” – was asked as soon as 1952, yet it was nearly dropped out of the survey starting in 2000.  All together, there are 113 surveys asking both questions (in identical form) spread over 44 years from 1956-1999.  In 25 years, the data include surveys from both the first and second half of the year; sixteen years have surveys in either the first half or the second half of the year; and the data are missing entirely any information on three years – 1969, 1977, 1997 (see Appendix A for a summary of the number of surveys included in the data).  To balance between accounting for the dynamics of public opinion and avoiding excessive missing data, I aggregated the data semiannually.  This creates a dataset of 66 data points spread between 1956 and 1999.[footnoteRef:6]    [5:  This question, or a similar one worded by other polling agencies, is used in the literature as a proxy for issue ownership (Petrocik 1996).  ]  [6:  Bryan Jones, John Wilkerson and Frank Baumgartner employ a different method when aggregating the data. First, they avoid missing data by filling missing points with pre and post average. Second, when aggregating the data, Jones et al normalize each survey and then average the data across the period of interest (annual or quarter). For more information on their research design see the Policy Agendas Project available on the World Wide Web at http://www.policyagendas.org/codebooks/index.html. See also Jones & Baumgartner 2004.] 

This most important problem question was further coded into the content categories developed by the Policy Agendas Project.[footnoteRef:7]  This creates a unified content code, thus allowing a comparison of content categories across time.  Figure 1 is a stacked area graph of the content categories between 1956 and 1999.  Sixteen categories are graphed independently.  All other issues have had a very small overall effect on the public agenda and therefore included in the “other” category.  The total area of the graph represents the whole public agenda space during the examined period.  The region for each policy area is the proportion of the total agenda space that issue has occupied.  Similar to the findings of Jones and Baumgratner (2004), we observe that the public agenda varies considerably.  Most significantly is the shift from a focus on defense and international affairs to a focus on the economy in the 1970s and an increasing interest in domestic issues starting from late 1980s.  Some issues rise to the public agenda and after occupying it for short time and then disappear entirely.  For example, civil rights and liberties rose to prominence in the 1960s and disappeared almost completely by mid 1970s.  Similarly, energy was relatively strong in the 1970s but stayed on the public agenda for less than a decade.  Health and welfare both rose to public attention in early 1970s and after a decade of little interest they went on to capture a significant portion of the public interest.  Other issues maintain a relatively constant, albeit minimal, influence on the public agenda.  Religion and morals, government operations, and law and crime are good examples of issues taking a constant yet relatively low interest with occasional ‘spikes’ in the public agenda.  Each of the issues included in the other category had a very minimal and sporadic independent effect on the public agenda.[footnoteRef:8]   [7:  Available online at http://www.policyagendas.org/codebooks/topicindex.html. The advantage of using this codebook is that it is publicly available and used by Jones, Wilkinson and Baumgartner for examining changes in policy agendas.  ]  [8:  The only relatively large group within the “other” category is all uncategorized issues as reported by Gallup. ] 

[figure 1 about here]
Moving forward to examine policy images of the parties, I examined changes in party handling of the MIP questions.  Figure 2 graphs the aggregate party handling of the most important problem (regardless of the issue mentioned).  The graph is an area graph which illustrates the difference in handling between the two parties.  Democratic handling was coded as 1, Republican -1, and both parties 0.  The figure clearly identifies two eras in the handling images of the parties.  From 1956 until 1980 there is a Democratic advantage reaching more than ten percent lead over the Republican Party throughout most of this time.  One strong exception is a Republican advantage in late 1960s, perhaps a consequence of the war in Vietnam when defense occupied the public agenda and the Democratic Party was viewed as the party that brought us into the mess.  This is changed completely starting in early 1980s when the positive image shifts interchangeably from one party to another thus reflecting a more polarized image of the parties.  The amplitude of the swings seems to diminish over time, which can be understood in two ways.  One, parties might have lost their unique policy labels and therefore neither party is seen as better able to handle the issues of interest.  Alternatively, the public’s interest in more issues (figure 1), each associated with a different party, has an averaging effect on the overall party handling of the policy agenda.  
[figure 2 about here]
Figure 3 graphs the differences in party handling for each of the 16 main content categories.  The distance between the ticks is 5 percent.  A Democratic advantage is evident across most categories, with the exception of “classic” Republican issues such as religion and morals, and crime and family.  Several of these figures confirm our conventional wisdom regarding the parties’ images.  Religion and morals, for example, illustrates the conventional wisdom concerning the rise of the religious right.  Starting with the Reagan “revolution,” the Republican Party had gained ownership over issues pertaining to religion and moral judgments.  On international affairs there is a clear shift from Democratic dominance to Republican advantage starting in the Reagan years, and changing again during the 1990s.  Government operations—largely defined by malfunctions of government such as fraud and incompetence—seem to relate to who’s in power– the public finding the party in power to be less suited for handling government operations.  This is strongly illustrated during large scale scandals such as Watergate in mid 1970s and the Monica Lewinski scandal in late 1990s.  Social issues such as health, education and social welfare are dominated by the Democratic Party.  
[figure 3 about here]
These graphs, however do not account for the saliency of each issue in the public agenda.  For example, while religion and morals seem to be a strong hold of the Republican party, figure 1 illustrates that the issue is only marginally considered by the public as an important issue.  Read together with figure 1, it seems that the overall party handling is driven primarily by macroeconomics, defense and international relations, a lesser degree of health and welfare, and with an important influence of the civil rights in the 1960s and energy in the 1970s.  
When the main issue categories are combined into 3 primary issues – economics (macroeconomics, energy, and domestic economy), foreign affairs (defense, foreign affairs and foreign trade), and social issues (education, health, and welfare) – their party handling trends follow the same path as the aggregated handling category.  Figure 4 graphs the percent of Democratic handling of three combined categories along with the aggregate measure of party handling of all MIP recorded (solid thick line).[footnoteRef:9]  Above 50 percent should be interpreted as Democratic advantage.    [9:  Percent Democrat was calculated by dividing the percent of Democratic advantage by the percent of Democrat and Republican.] 

[figure 4 about here]
By plotting party handling as a function of Democratic advantage, figure 4 directs our attention to the similarities between party handling and our conventional wisdom regarding party identification in the post WWII era (see for example Green et al. 1998 and MacKuen et al. 1989).  It is this visual similarity I now turn to explore.
The Interplay of Macrohandling and Macropartisanship
The discussion thus far shows that the policy agenda is dynamic in both the issues it emphasizes and the public view of the party that can best handle the issues it espouses.  Yet, for this to translate into a “learning” influence, it is necessary to show that this volatility plays any role in aggregate changes of party identification.  Existing work on macropartisanship raise several alternative explanations to movements in party identification at the aggregate level, such as political approval, economic upturns or downturns, changes in the international relations, or ideological shifts.  But, to date, despite bearing directly on our theories of party identification, there has been no examination of the possible effect of party images on party identification.  In light of the alternative views of party identification, if party handling will have an effect on party identification, it will indicate that people are adjusting their party affiliation in light of changes in the public agenda and their views of the parties ability to handle the issues on the agenda.  This will give ample support to the rational learning model. 
Estimating Macropartisanship and Macrohandling
To address this relationship, I analyze two time series: macrohandling and macropartisanship.  Macropartisanship is based on responses to Gallup’s MIP poll’s from 1956 to 1999 and are aggregated semiannually, as was the macrohandling series.  As explained earlier, macrohandling is expressed as the percent Democratic handling in a two party runoff (% Democratic/ [%Democratic+%Republican]).  Similarly, macropartisanship is expressed as the Democratic percentage of party identifiers in a two party runoff (% Democratic/ [%Democratic+%Republican]).[footnoteRef:10]  The macrohandling series is expressed as the percent of people reporting the Democratic Party to be the best to handle what they chose as the most important problem (% Democratic/[%Democratic+%Republican]).  This measurement strategy thus excludes from the macropartisanship series all people who identify themselves with a third party, and from the macrohandling series all people who did not select any problem or who selected a third party (or no party) to best handle the problem.  These exclusions nonetheless are standard when expressing macropartisanship, and thus, seem also reasonable to apply to macrohandling as well (Box-Steffensmeier et al. 1998: 1035). [10:  See Box-Steffensmeier et al. 1998 for a discussion of the Gallup poll party identification question for a time series analysis.  ] 

Two things stand out from observing the two series (figure 5).  First, as suggested above, the two series follow a relatively similar trend through most of the period covered by the data – a strong Democratic advantage until the Reagan years, followed by a more balanced distribution since 1980.  Second, macrohandling seem to be much more volatile than macropartisanship.  This is especially true during late 1960s and early 1980s when the public’s views of the Democratic Party diminished considerably yet the party identification decreased only slightly.  Looking at the two series, it seems safe to say that the public mood is better projected through the image of the parties, whereas change in party identifications is slow as it should be considering the important stabilizing role political parties play in American politics (Burnham 1970).  
[figure 5 about here]
Moving forward to formally investigate the two series I examined the autocorrelation function of the two series (figure 6) and, following McCleary and Hay’s (1980) suggested time series patterns, estimated an AR1 model for both series.[footnoteRef:11]    [11:  Post estimation tests and meta-diagnostics confirm both models.  Both ACF and PACF plots of the residuals indicate that the series are reduced to white noise and a Portmanteau test for white noise confirms that there are no additional lags left in the residuals (macrohandling – Q=27.7; macropartisanship – Q=34.57).  Alternative, less parsimonious, models turned out to be not significant.
An AR2 model was significant for macropartisanship, yet with no good theoretical reasons to adopt such a model, I preferred the more parsimonious model of AR1 (significant and showed no evidence for a lag in the remaining residuals).  Running all further analysis with an AR2 model for party identification resulted in no significant differences. ] 

[figure 6 about here]
The models produce the following equations:
	Macrohandling:
	

	Macropartisanship:
	



The difference between the two series is expressed in the autoregressive coefficient, where the higher value of party identification (.86) indicates that attitudes at time t-1 have a greater impact on attitudes at time t, than is true for macrohandling (.72).  This confirms the assessment above that party identity has a stronger autoregressive component – i.e., that party identification tends to change slower.  Figure 7 plots the predicted against observed values of the two models and indicates that the ARIMA models fit the data well.[footnoteRef:12]   [12:  Some work suggests that fractionally integrated processes are more appropriate for estimating the dynamics of macropartisanship (Box-Steffensmeier & Smith 1996, 1998; Box-Steffensmeier et al. 1998).  These studies, however, use quarterly data thus allowing for more specific models.  Moreover, estimating fractionally integrated processes require that the data have no gaps.  Therefore, to estimate such complex processes using my data I will need to use annually aggregated data and impute the three missing values –1969, 1977 and 1997.  On balance, I preferred allowing for a more dynamic dataset and avoiding data imputation.  
As a check on the findings presented here I nonetheless estimated fractionally integrated process using annually aggregated data.  The Robinson point estimates of d are .73 for macropartisanship and .45 for macrohandling support the findings in this paper.  These values suggest that macropartisanship is following a longer memory process than macrohandling exhibits.  The impulse response function enclosed in appendix B illustrates this difference.     ] 

Which Comes First? 
Based on these models I now turn to examine the relationship between the two series using a test for Granger causality.  The notion of Granger causality is based on a criterion of incremental forecasting value.  A value X is said to “Granger-cause” another variable, y, if “Y can be better predicted from the past of X and Y together than the past of Y alone” (Pierce 1977; see also Freeman 1983).  For example, issue handling (at the aggregate level) is said to Granger-cause party identification if macropartisanship will be better predicted from the past of macrohandling and macropartisanship rather than only the past of macropartisanship.  It is also possible that the direction is in reverse, or that each series contributes to the prediction of the other.  By testing for Granger causality it is, therefore, possible to assess claims that either one of these series is exogenous to the other, or that they change simultaneously.  Such test offers us a qualitative characterization of the relationship between the two series.  
[figure 7 about here]
Using the Haugh-Pierce test for Granger causality I first reduced the series to their disturbances using the ARIMA models presented above.  The idea is that the residuals represent the component of the series that cannot be explained by the series’ past. Once the autoregressive component is removed (pre-whitened) I apply a once lagged Granger-cause test to check whether the residuals of one series help to explain the other, or vice versa.[footnoteRef:13]  The null is that the series do not granger cause each other.  Thus, rejecting the null allows us to conclude that a series granger causes the other.  The results indicate that we can confidently conclude that party handling granger-causes party identification (=11.88; p=.00), or, in other words, that party identification is, at least to some extent, explained by the image of the party’s handling of the most important problems facing the nation.  Testing this relationship in reverse – i.e., that party identification granger-causes party handling – showed no significant relationship (=0.1; p=.75).  This finding seems to confirm Trilling’s view that issues are “annexed” by parties, incorporated into their images, and are added to the vote structuring abilities that derive from their names-as-symbols when such issues effectively distinguish between the parties (Trilling 1976: 63).  Indeed, party images matter. [13:  Allowing for additional lags did not change the results. ] 

Explaining Macropartisanship with Macrohandling
Armed with the knowledge about the relationship between handling reputations of the most important problem and changes in party identification, it is now appropriate to examine the extent to which party handling can add to our current understanding of aggregate changes in party identification.  Some work exists on the factors that influence aggregate changes in party identification, yet there seems to be little agreement over the set of explanatory variables in a macropartisanship estimation model.  MacKuen and his colleagues estimate party identification using presidential approval, consumer sentiment, objective economic indicators, administration indicators and significant events during the period of study (Watergate, Vietnam, Iran crisis, and Reagan assassination attempt).  Green and his colleagues, however, critique the use of administration dummies and significant events in this time series.  They argue that while administration variables may be necessary when modeling presidential approval (because one is splicing together what are in effect distinct series for different presidents), but no such logic applies to macropartisanship. The cost of including an ad hoc set of dummy variables marking different periods, without theoretical justification, is that one risks over fitting the model and undercutting the apparent autoregressive character of macropartisanship (Green et al. 1998: 889).  They suggest that an appropriate model of party identification should include only presidential popularity and consumer sentiment.  Box-Steffensmeier and her colleagues examine the effect of ideology and find no effect (Box-Steffensmeier et al. 1998).  I follow the simplified model suggested by Green and his colleagues.   
Two additional time series were therefore added to the data.  Presidential approval was collected from the 113 Gallup polls used to generate my original data.  Approval is measured as percent approval from all respondents.  For consumer sentiment I follow MacKuen et al. (1989) and Green et al. (1998) using consumer perceptions rather than objective economic indicators.  This is summarized in the publicly available Index of Consumer Sentiment.[footnoteRef:14]  Both time series were aggregated the same way as the macrohandling and macropartisanship series were (i.e. – semiannual) and then merged into the data.  Figure 8 charts these two variables.  As the figure illustrates, the two variables follow a very similar pattern, yet consumer sentiment tends to be much higher than approval ratings.  Both series seem to show a relatively high satisfaction (from the economy or the president) during the 1960s followed by a decrease during the 1970s, and then again a gradual increased satisfaction from the 1980s onward.   [14:  Available on World Wide Web at http://research.stlouisfed.org .  For a description of the survey questions and its relationship to objective economic indicators, see Matsusaka & Sbordone (1995). ] 

[figure 8 about here]
Following Green et al. (1998), both dependent variables were adjusted to reflect Republican administrations (multiplied by -1 during Republican administrations), and were mean-centered (taking residuals from a regression in which consumer sentiment is regressed on a dummy variable scored 1 for Democratic administration).  This procedure obviates the need for including a dummy variable marking Democratic administrations.[footnoteRef:15]  I also purged out the autoregressive components of each series by estimating an ARIMA model for each series and using only the disturbance terms in the OLS regression.  Last, since approval rating is highly explained by consumer sentiment (correlation of .94), I purged the effect of consumer sentiment from presidential approval by regressing presidential approval on consumer sentiment and keeping only the unexplained residuals.   [15:  See Green et al. 1998 for a discussion of this transformation. ] 

I first estimated party identification using the two explanatory variables used by Green and his colleagues.  Model 1 in table 1 summarizes the results and shows that both approval and consumer sentiment are significant predictors of party identification.  The effect of presidential approval is nearly seven times larger than the effect of consumer sentiment.  Hence, macropartisanship in this model is explained by Model 2, adds party handling as an explanatory variable.  While its effect is strong and significant, the effect of both presidential approval and consumer sentiment is reduced to statistical zero.  This, however, can be explained by the possibility that the same factors that influence party identification also influence change in party handling.  To account for this possibility yet still examine the marginal effect of party handling, I regressed party handling on presidential approval and consumer sentiment and estimated a new model (model 3) where party identification is explained by the unexplained disturbance term of party handling, as well as the two original variables.  This model indicates that when this transformation is applied the effect of party handling remains strong and the effect of presidential approval and consumer sentiment is now shown.  It seems, therefore, safe to conclude that party handling has an important influence on change in party identification.  
Taking advantage of the richness of the data, I further examined whether such a relationship exists between party identification and handling of the different content categories of the most important problem.  Since some of the content categories were only marginally mentioned by the public, not all of the categories hold sufficient data to examine.  I therefore examined the relationship between party identification and handling of the three issue categories presented in figure 4 – economics (macroeconomics, energy, domestic economy), foreign affairs (defense, foreign affairs, foreign trade) and social issues (education, health, welfare).  
Of the three series, only economics followed the same relationship with party identification as was as the one with general handling of the most important problem.  Social issues had no Granger-cause relationship with party identification and foreign affairs, had a weak relationship in the other direction – i.e., party identification Granger-causes handling of foreign affairs.  This indicates that economics, which occupies the better part of the public agenda, is also the driving force in shifting party handling reputations and, in turn, shifting long term changes in party identification.  Arguably, while people engage in an ongoing process of evaluating party positions, their concern is in economics.  This supports the economic focus of most voting learning models (Fiorina 1981; Berry & Howell 2004).  Party handling of the economy affects party identification, which is the most determining factor in one’s vote. 
Conclusion
The role of issues to the life of parties should not be understated.  Indeed, American political parties serve an instrumental task of connecting leaders to power, but in doing so they rely on the issues they stand for.  The evidence presented here suggests that the public constantly evaluates the parties’ ability to deal with the challenges it espouses and, in doing so, it creates policy images of the parties – which party can better deal with different policy issues on the public agenda.  These party images take part in shaping the public’s party attachments.  
The findings, however, are purely driven by economic issues.  When other issues were examined, no such relationship was found, and if anything, the second largest issue on the public agenda seems to work in reverse.  It is, therefore, plausible that the relationship between party images and party attachments is more nuanced.  Arguably, one or more issues on the public agenda influences party attachments, but, once those party attachments are formed, the public evaluates the parties based on their party attachments.  Examining three issue categories – economy, foreign affairs and social issues – the evidence here suggests that while economic issues might be triggering change in party attachments, once these attachments are made, they influence the party image on foreign affairs.  A more careful analysis of this intricate interaction, one that takes into account the effect of, for example, different party systems and party platforms, is needed in order to further examine the role of party policy images in shaping party identification. 
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Table 1: Macropartisanship (1956-1999)
	Macropartisanship
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	AR1 (Macropartisanship)
	.869***
	.869***
	.869***

	
	(0.059)
	(0.059)
	(0.059)

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Presidential Approval
	0.130***
	0.0582
	0.130***

	
	(0.0362)
	(0.0351)
	(0.0314)

	
	
	
	

	Consumer Sentiment
	0.0180*
	0.00515
	0.0180*

	
	(0.00843)
	(0.00783)
	(0.00730)

	
	
	
	

	Macrohandling
	
	0.282***
	0.282***

	
	
	(0.0623)
	(0.0623)

	
	
	
	

	_cons
	0.232
	0.114
	0.232

	
	(0.390)
	(0.338)
	(0.337)

	
	
	
	

	N
	61
	61
	61

	R2
	0.231
	0.434
	0.434


Standard errors in parentheses
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001


Table 2: Granger-causality tests (asymptotic)
	
	All issues
	Economic Issues
	Foreign Affairs
	Social Issues

	Macrohandling → Macropartisanship
	=11.88
 (p=.00)
	=7.62
 (P=.00)
	=.74
 (p=.39)
	=1.71
(p=.19)

	
	
	
	
	

	Macropartisanship → Macrohandling
	=.10
 (p=.75)
	=1.79
 (p=.18)
	=2.63
(p=.09)
	=.28
(p=.6)




Appendix A: Gallup MIP surveys included in the data (by year)
	Year
	Total Surveys per Year
	Semiannual Distribution

	
	
	January-June
	July-December

	1956
	2
	1
	1

	1957
	1
	1
	

	1958
	3
	1
	2

	1959
	1
	
	1

	1960
	7
	3
	4

	1961
	1
	
	1

	1962
	3
	1
	2

	1963
	1
	
	1

	1964
	6
	3
	3

	1965
	8
	3
	5

	1966
	3
	1
	2

	1967
	2
	1
	1

	1968
	5
	1
	4

	1969
	0
	
	

	1970
	5
	2
	3

	1971
	3
	1
	2

	1972
	5
	2
	3

	1973
	1
	1
	

	1974
	4
	1
	3

	1975
	2
	1
	1

	1976
	1
	1
	

	1977
	0
	
	

	1978
	4
	1
	3

	1979
	3
	2
	1

	1980
	4
	2
	2

	1981
	2
	2
	

	1982
	4
	2
	2

	1983
	4
	1
	3

	1984
	3
	2
	1

	1985
	3
	2
	1

	1986
	2
	1
	1

	1987
	2
	2
	

	1988
	1
	1
	

	1989
	1
	
	1

	1990
	1
	
	1

	1991
	4
	3
	1

	1992
	1
	1
	

	1993
	2
	1
	1

	1994
	4
	1
	3

	1995
	1
	1
	

	1996
	1
	
	1

	1997
	0
	
	

	1998
	1
	1
	

	1999
	1
	1
	





Appendix B: Impulse Response Function of Fractionally Integrated Model (Annual Aggregation)
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Figure 1: Policy Issues on the Public Agenda
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Crime
1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0	8.4129000000000183E-3	3.2484100000000057E-2	0	7.2464000000000131E-3	9.7529000000000157E-3	2.1097500000000012E-2	8.9286000000000105E-3	1.1378800000000001E-2	1.3435100000000012E-2	1.460910000000001E-2	3.715200000000004E-3	1.2791400000000001E-2	8.1664000000000181E-3	1.9713800000000024E-2	2.4818699999999989E-2	2.2165399999999998E-2	1.5309000000000001E-2	2.0338000000000002E-2	3.1553400000000002E-2	4.7936100000000044E-2	9.6946800000000097E-2	2.4334800000000011E-2	3.8188300000000001E-2	1.2570700000000008E-2	2.6324199999999989E-2	3.0551900000000045E-2	4.354519999999993E-2	3.9190099999999999E-2	3.4459900000000043E-2	2.6791400000000021E-2	3.3629400000000004E-2	3.4127499999999984E-2	6.1704800000000004E-2	3.2343200000000058E-2	2.9602400000000011E-2	2.0361199999999989E-2	3.964760000000004E-2	9.4697000000000253E-3	1.4710500000000012E-2	2.9092099999999989E-2	2.5939500000000022E-2	4.0607500000000012E-2	1.4579199999999999E-2	2.3830300000000037E-2	2.4584900000000021E-2	2.7009200000000056E-2	3.5994800000000021E-2	2.7922099999999998E-2	2.8680700000000021E-2	2.9239800000000055E-2	3.6686200000000058E-2	5.0314500000000095E-2	2.4057700000000012E-2	1.5857300000000001E-2	2.6768E-2	1.4925400000000014E-2	9.9602000000000163E-3	2.8000000000000011E-2	5.8882200000000093E-2	0.31191300000000038	0.27187110000000031	0.19061880000000009	0.1349206	0.13008939999999999	6.739350000000012E-2	Welfare	1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0	0	1.9108000000000026E-3	6.2270000000000055E-4	1.4919000000000006E-3	0	9.2916000000000006E-3	7.2279000000000024E-3	7.0281000000000024E-3	2.9007600000000022E-2	5.0013000000000097E-3	0	5.6849999999999999E-3	1.1205000000000014E-2	7.0136000000000122E-3	4.7597000000000082E-3	1.7050000000000021E-3	1.9845000000000032E-3	3.1510000000000015E-3	1.8204000000000026E-3	1.3316000000000007E-3	4.5668000000000028E-3	4.8670000000000015E-3	2.3090599999999979E-2	6.6624799999999998E-2	9.8555400000000293E-2	6.9973700000000083E-2	4.0026400000000038E-2	3.3311599999999997E-2	5.301500000000005E-3	6.5915000000000088E-3	7.614200000000005E-3	7.727000000000003E-3	5.7252000000000075E-3	1.122110000000002E-2	8.2109000000000001E-3	7.5534000000000087E-3	4.4053000000000096E-3	3.4722000000000008E-3	4.3818000000000077E-3	7.0332000000000129E-3	0	1.0234399999999998E-2	0	0	0	4.5454500000000023E-2	6.7735600000000118E-2	4.3506500000000024E-2	7.7119200000000068E-2	7.5373600000000082E-2	6.9066500000000128E-2	8.3747100000000116E-2	0	4.36075E-2	0.11896890000000004	9.1542300000000076E-2	3.6852599999999999E-2	7.0000000000000034E-2	4.9900200000000054E-2	6.030650000000011E-2	2.9244100000000012E-2	0.1207585	0.10019840000000002	0.13008939999999999	0.11992070000000016	Defense	1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0.15416030000000022	0.31105050000000045	0.27961780000000008	0.21046080000000023	0.33802220000000077	0.42522760000000032	0.35045910000000002	0.31938780000000078	0.45314590000000005	0.32763360000000002	0.36693870000000045	0.20433440000000022	9.9109300000000164E-2	0.18516759999999999	0.33731400000000078	0.44463959999999997	0.51491900000000002	0.46144400000000002	0.53022060000000004	0.45995150000000001	0.49067910000000031	0.35738520000000046	0.26963009999999998	0.27775309999999998	0.3016970000000001	0.17271270000000019	0.24967149999999999	0.26391030000000032	6.0744600000000065E-2	1.7230000000000009E-2	8.0799000000000114E-3	7.614200000000005E-3	3.8635000000000058E-3	1.9084000000000025E-2	1.7821800000000033E-2	1.77182E-2	2.7257800000000051E-2	1.4474500000000001E-2	6.7234900000000056E-2	5.16432E-2	3.2289000000000054E-2	6.6844000000000001E-2	2.6081200000000051E-2	0.1066932000000002	0.16375160000000008	0.16379310000000027	0.16139660000000008	0.16623040000000031	7.9220799999999994E-2	0.12938179999999988	9.4217000000000065E-2	0.11798140000000004	5.6272799999999998E-2	0.1018444	3.9643200000000059E-2	8.9227000000000178E-3	4.9751000000000092E-3	4.9801000000000073E-3	1.0000000000000015E-3	9.9800000000000214E-4	9.8860000000000267E-4	7.4350000000000175E-4	0	0	0	0	Foreign Trade	1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	4.3432000000000089E-3	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	5.9289000000000034E-3	9.1623000000000121E-3	1.2987000000000011E-2	7.6482000000000112E-3	1.1695900000000007E-2	3.6686200000000058E-2	2.1847100000000046E-2	0	7.9286000000000096E-3	1.1235999999999998E-2	2.3880599999999998E-2	4.9801000000000073E-3	1.0000000000000011E-2	1.896210000000003E-2	4.448800000000008E-3	3.4696000000000015E-3	7.9840000000000102E-3	3.9683000000000071E-3	5.9583000000000092E-3	6.9376000000000142E-3	International Affairs	1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0.19499740000000038	0.16189180000000009	0.19235669999999988	7.3474500000000012E-2	0.14023869999999999	3.3159899999999999E-2	0.17490159999999999	0.29455780000000031	0.22757700000000008	0.11358779999999995	0.24914450000000019	3.0650200000000027E-2	0.1338829	0.10207960000000002	0.1088996000000001	8.1539000000000098E-2	3.0122199999999988E-2	2.475900000000001E-2	4.0389600000000046E-2	2.730580000000004E-2	1.7310300000000015E-2	1.6831900000000021E-2	5.1914300000000003E-2	3.0195400000000008E-2	7.542400000000009E-3	1.7656500000000016E-2	1.3469100000000012E-2	1.2755700000000002E-2	2.2860900000000045E-2	1.9880700000000032E-2	1.8498800000000017E-2	1.8401000000000028E-2	1.9961400000000032E-2	4.0076300000000023E-2	4.8844899999999976E-2	2.4416600000000011E-2	4.0065700000000024E-2	1.5103800000000021E-2	0.1972854000000003	6.4162800000000089E-2	2.2698200000000029E-2	2.7934800000000041E-2	1.0234399999999998E-2	1.9880700000000032E-2	6.8211599999999997E-2	9.0676900000000199E-2	6.3899900000000065E-2	5.6937200000000056E-2	0.1058442000000001	0.14531550000000001	8.0571800000000179E-2	7.6644900000000002E-2	8.242300000000001E-2	1.6038500000000021E-2	4.36075E-2	3.4038300000000042E-2	1.6915400000000028E-2	5.9761000000000128E-3	2.5000000000000022E-2	6.986000000000013E-3	1.384080000000003E-2	1.38786E-2	2.2954100000000012E-2	6.2500000000000056E-2	3.8728899999999997E-2	9.2170500000000002E-2	Government Operations	Government 
Operations
1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	1.5314000000000007E-3	2.0463800000000025E-2	0	4.3587000000000061E-3	3.623200000000007E-3	0	8.4171000000000055E-3	2.1428599999999978E-2	2.0080000000000024E-3	3.0534000000000043E-3	5.9226000000000088E-3	0	0	2.4309200000000027E-2	0	7.3660000000000121E-4	3.410100000000004E-3	3.0240000000000037E-3	8.5940000000000137E-4	1.6383500000000027E-2	1.4647100000000008E-2	1.8919600000000005E-2	9.409500000000022E-3	1.0657199999999999E-2	1.1942200000000017E-2	2.0545700000000021E-2	2.7595300000000055E-2	3.2768900000000011E-2	0.10385369999999998	0.23326710000000025	8.9730000000000143E-2	5.8375600000000034E-2	5.5376700000000091E-2	5.9160300000000089E-2	2.6402600000000016E-2	3.3491800000000044E-2	2.9885100000000046E-2	7.6777799999999993E-2	2.4305600000000011E-2	6.3223799999999997E-2	1.8861900000000022E-2	1.5962800000000027E-2	2.5090800000000024E-2	1.9880700000000032E-2	2.2300000000000021E-2	2.0434200000000045E-2	2.5032900000000045E-2	2.1596899999999988E-2	1.9480500000000039E-2	1.2747000000000001E-2	2.0143000000000012E-2	3.9958700000000014E-2	3.6080800000000052E-2	2.4859700000000012E-2	4.1625399999999944E-2	8.5922000000000151E-3	2.0895500000000022E-2	1.9920000000000033E-3	2.9000000000000019E-2	3.2934100000000049E-2	2.2738499999999998E-2	2.2057000000000045E-2	3.4930099999999999E-2	4.2658700000000022E-2	4.8659399999999957E-2	9.5143700000000012E-2	State and Local	1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	1.1468100000000023E-2	1.6829100000000027E-2	2.3302099999999978E-2	1.5403500000000023E-2	2.5780600000000011E-2	1.0315500000000003E-2	7.3236000000000082E-3	1.20042E-2	3.2446000000000059E-3	3.7744000000000059E-3	0	2.2472000000000056E-3	1.9711000000000025E-3	4.6184000000000025E-3	1.8941900000000022E-2	1.9881000000000035E-3	0	3.8071000000000055E-3	4.5074000000000034E-3	6.3613000000000081E-3	7.9208000000000073E-3	6.26620000000001E-3	1.9704000000000032E-3	3.7760000000000024E-3	3.1566000000000012E-3	5.6338000000000065E-3	4.1560000000000034E-3	0	3.8296499999999997E-2	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	0	Religion and Morals	1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0	1.34152E-2	2.1656100000000022E-2	2.0547900000000025E-2	4.9020000000000062E-3	0	5.9029000000000069E-3	1.0204100000000015E-2	2.4096399999999997E-2	4.1526700000000007E-2	5.9226000000000088E-3	0	0	1.6047900000000018E-2	2.9381100000000031E-2	3.144830000000004E-2	4.546750000000007E-2	2.1167999999999999E-2	3.1796000000000005E-2	2.4878600000000022E-2	2.59654E-2	2.5965599999999988E-2	2.2388100000000011E-2	1.6873900000000018E-2	1.5084900000000009E-2	2.5682200000000037E-2	2.5624200000000021E-2	2.3532000000000001E-2	1.7635500000000019E-2	3.1809100000000062E-2	1.4671500000000009E-2	5.1395900000000057E-2	2.6400500000000028E-2	3.8167899999999998E-2	2.2442200000000037E-2	2.1607600000000036E-2	2.430210000000001E-2	8.3700400000000202E-2	2.1149000000000012E-2	3.6932700000000034E-2	3.0051200000000056E-2	2.9930200000000032E-2	2.0798899999999988E-2	3.8436100000000042E-2	5.0940099999999995E-2	6.0025500000000002E-2	3.293810000000004E-2	4.97382000000001E-2	3.9610400000000011E-2	3.5054200000000042E-2	3.053930000000005E-2	3.4619400000000002E-2	2.7805400000000046E-2	3.2878900000000065E-2	4.36075E-2	3.4699300000000044E-2	2.5870600000000035E-2	7.9681000000000109E-3	4.3000000000000003E-2	4.5908200000000024E-2	5.0420199999999998E-2	3.2961600000000042E-2	4.091820000000005E-2	5.6547600000000003E-2	0.13207549999999998	0.11595640000000004	Other	1956h1	1956h2	1957h1	1958h1	1958h2	1959h2	1960h1	1960h2	1961h2	1962h1	1962h2	1963h2	1964h1	1964h2	1965h1	1965h2	1966h1	1966h2	1967h1	1967h2	1968h1	1968h2	1970h1	1970h2	1971h1	1971h2	1972h1	1972h2	1973h1	1974h1	1974h2	1975h1	1975h2	1976h1	1978h1	1978h2	1979h1	1979h2	1980h1	1980h2	1981h1	1982h1	1982h2	1983h1	1983h2	1984h1	1984h2	1985h1	1985h2	1986h1	1986h2	1987h1	1988h1	1989h2	1990h2	1991h1	1991h2	1992h1	1993h1	1993h2	1994h1	1994h2	1995h1	1996h2	1998h1	1999h1	0.19959160000000006	7.2760400000000142E-2	2.6114599999999988E-2	0.1070985000000001	7.3742600000000061E-2	0.13003889999999999	9.0620800000000223E-2	8.5884300000000163E-2	2.6104400000000007E-2	0.11908380000000003	6.2516400000000111E-2	2.4767999999999999E-3	1.25072E-2	0.11689300000000012	5.2317300000000101E-2	5.49639000000001E-2	4.9446000000000059E-2	7.4655000000000013E-2	0.1034089	9.4660100000000219E-2	9.6538000000000221E-2	0.10947280000000002	0.20473720000000026	0.28485780000000038	0.23444360000000017	0.21894050000000029	0.24375830000000026	0.22894200000000031	0.18745930000000041	5.3677999999999997E-2	4.0825000000000007E-2	7.233500000000008E-2	4.8937500000000023E-2	5.7251899999999988E-2	6.0726100000000081E-2	4.9049199999999987E-2	3.710990000000005E-2	7.5519300000000039E-2	2.3989999999999997E-2	4.0688599999999985E-2	3.1649700000000058E-2	2.7934800000000041E-2	5.9095400000000076E-2	2.3194199999999981E-2	2.1425400000000011E-2	3.160910000000005E-2	3.0303100000000034E-2	3.3704200000000011E-2	3.6363699999999999E-2	4.5251799999999995E-2	2.5990799999999988E-2	2.7557600000000022E-2	1.6550800000000018E-2	0.19085800000000008	9.6134700000000045E-2	7.2042300000000073E-2	6.666660000000009E-2	0.22609560000000009	7.0000000000000034E-2	6.9860000000000122E-3	1.9278299999999998E-2	0.18884760000000023	3.5928100000000004E-2	1.9841300000000024E-2	7.9444000000000112E-3	7.9287000000000142E-3	Date
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Figure 2: Party Handling of Most Important Problem
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Figure 3: Party Handling of Most Important Problem
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Figure 4: Handling of Three Siginificant Issue Categories
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Figure 5: Macropartisanship and Macrohandling
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Figure 6: Correlograms of Time Series
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Figure 7: Predicted vs. Observed
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Figure 8: President Approval and Consumer Sentiment
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