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ABSTRACT

This article investigates how parties respond to polling results on the campaign trail. I argue that parties use pre-election polls as mobilization and fine-tuning
devices. Opinion surveys that exceed expectations can be exploited to mobilize the party base. Disappointing polls, in turn, are publicly downplayed and criticized.
However, this information can be used to refine campaign strategies. Parties underperforming in the polls have incentives to emphasize their own policy positions
and to attack other parties. These arguments are supported by evidence from 2140 campaign statements by Portuguese party leaders over two elections, combined
with polling results. The findings suggest that parties carefully adjust their campaign rhetoric in response to public opinion signals. The study contributes to research
on elite behavior and political representation. Moreover, it shows how research on campaign effects can benefit from a closer attention to the supply-side of
campaigns.

1. Introduction
Opinion polls play a central role in contemporary political campaigns. Updates on the performance of parties receive considerable
attention from news outlets, and often serve as the baseline for political
commentary on the weeks leading to Election day. We know that
learning about the positions of the electorate can shape the behavior of
voters (Duffy and Tavits, 2008; Forsythe et al., 1993; Meffert and
Gschwend, 2011; Morwitz and Pluzinski, 1996). However, it is less
clear how polling shape the strategies of party leaders on the campaign
trail.
Understanding how parties respond to opinion polls is relevant for
several reasons. The quantification of public opinion has often been
criticized for its effects on the perceptions of voters (Ginsberg, 1986;
Herbst, 1993), and the emphasis attached to popularity rather than
policy issues (Bartels, 1988; Patterson, 2005). This explains that at the
turn of the century over thirty democracies around the world had embargoes on the publication of opinion polls close to the election (Chung,
2012). However, to fully understand the role of pre-election polls, we
have to account for the supply-side of campaigns: parties and their
candidates. This is particularly important in contexts of enhanced polarization, where parties play a growing role in determining which type
of information reaches the electorate (Lachat, 2008). How do parties
discuss public opinion data on the campaign trail? Do polls distract
party leaders from their election programs, or instead lead them to
clarify their policy positions? Finally, do polling results help explain
negative campaigning?
I argue that party leaders use polls on the campaign trail for two

main purposes: to mobilize voters and to fine-tune their campaign
strategies. The success of a campaign is largely contingent on its capacity to ‘spin’ new information in its favor (Hickman, 1991), and the
way party leaders respond to polls is an element of this process. By
strategically communicating polling results, parties can shape voters'
view of the race, promote grassroots mobilization through bandwagon
effects (Morton et al., 2015), and encourage donors. Hence, I expect
campaign contenders to react selectively to polling data, offering disproportional attention to results conveying a positive image of party,
while dismissing or criticizing studies with disappointing predictions.
Polling results also offer the opportunity for parties to refine their
campaign strategies. In the long-run, parties shift their issue positions in
response to public opinion signals (e.g., Adams et al., 2004; Ezrow
et al., 2011; Somer-Topcu and Zeynep, 2009). On the campaign trail, I
expect a similar refinement process takes place. Although abrupt shifts
in policy positions are unlikely due to the electoral costs of pandering
(Adams, 2012), parties have room to adjust the attention devoted to
different issues (Pereira, forth.). At any moment, party leaders may
choose whether to talk about their party or other election contenders,
and whether to emphasize different policy or valence issues. Voter
signals can shape the decisions of party leaders to balance these different components of campaign rhetoric.
Recent scholarship suggests that when a party has a quasi-monopoly
on a given policy, the potential gains from further communicating on
that issue are limited (Tresch et al., 2013). Building upon these arguments, I argue that leaders from underperforming parties should be
more likely to emphasize policy positions when talking about their own
party. Moreover, incentives to address issues ‘owned’ by other parties
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may also increase for parties trailing in the polls, as a way to appear in
line with the desires of voters (Walgrave et al., 2009). Finally, campaign
negativity may also be driven by poll results (Damore, 2002;
Elmelund‐Præstekær, 2008; Walter et al., 2014). There is a cost to negativity that may be outweighed by the potential of harming opponents,
and this cost is a function of the party's current performance on the
campaign trail. Hence, the incentives to go negative should increase
among underperforming parties. In line with this view, I expect that
parties trailing in the polls are be more likely to attack their opponents.
These arguments are tested with a new database of over 2000
statements made by Portuguese party leaders on the campaign trail
(Debus et al., 2016).1 Daily newspaper articles published over the
course of two campaigns were used to compile data on how parties talk
about polling results, about themselves, and about other election contenders. These data were combined with opinion polling published in
the same period. The results show that political elites tailor their depictions of the mass public to their own benefit. Parties are more likely
to mention their performance in the polls in response to promising results, and less likely to question the credibility of pollsters. Moreover, in
response to disappointing polls, parties tend to refocus their campaign
rhetoric on policy issues, rather than valence issues. Finally, the propensity for campaign negativity also increases when parties are underperforming.
Relying on pre-election polls to explore how parties shape their
campaign rhetoric offers several advantages relative to other measures
of public opinion. In the context of an electoral campaign, polls provide
a picture of the overall performance of the contending parties, and all
parties are focused on maximizing their electoral prospects. This is not
necessarily true at other stages of the electoral cycle. For instance, incumbents may be willing to pursue unpopular policies early in the
electoral cycle (Lindstädt and Vander Wielen, 2014). Moreover, no
other measure of public opinion is available at the same rate over the
campaign, offering the opportunity to have a more fine-grained understanding of the dynamic processes that characterize contemporary
political campaigns.
These findings have relevant implications for the study of political
campaigns, elite behavior, and political representation more broadly.
First, they provide an explanation for why campaigns may not ‘enlighten’ the preferences of voters (Gelman and King, 1993). Party leaders tailor their depictions of the public to their own benefit. Hence,
unless voters are exposed to the messages of multiple parties, this
process may lead to distorted perceptions of the campaign trail. This
concern is particularly relevant in a world of political echo chambers
(e.g., Boutyline and Robb, 2017). Second, the patterns uncovered here
reveal that a thorough understanding of campaign effects requires endogenizing party strategies. Although election manifestos provide an
important baseline to capture the behavior of political elites on the
campaign trail, parties are constantly refining their rhetoric in the
weeks leading to an election. This process provides an explanation for
the disconnect between manifestos and voter perceptions of parties'
positions after the election (Adams et al., 2011a, 2014; FernandezVazquez, 2014, 2018).

Wlezien, 1996). More recent contributions have explored variability in
levels of responsiveness. Researchers have noticed that political parties
are more responsive when public preferences move away from the
position of the party (Adams et al., 2004; Somer-Topcu and Zeynep,
2009), and close to elections (Arceneaux et al., 2016), particularly in
more competitive races (Canes-Wrone and Shotts, 2004; Hobolt and
Klemmemsen, 2005).
However, most studies explore long-term responsiveness, based on
party programs or policy outcomes (e.g., Clark, 2014; Homola, 2017;
Klüver and Spoon 2016). This focus is understandable since the ultimate goal of representation is to shape public policy. On the other hand,
existing research has struggled to provide a more fine-grained understanding of how public opinion shapes the behavior of political elites in
the short run. At least in the context of political campaigns – where the
information available on public opinion and parties’ positions significantly increases –, it is reasonable to expect that the incentives of
political elites to respond to voter signals are distinct from those observed in the long run.
There are some important exceptions to this pattern, mostly inspired
by developments of the issue-ownership theory (Petrocik, 1996).2
Damore (2004, 2005) has shown that American presidential candidates
trailing in the polls are more likely to trespass on their competitor's
issues. This perspective was also articulated by Aldrich and Griffin
(2003), who argued that “if voters identify certain issues as priorities,
we would expect the candidates to speak more and show more advertisements about these issues” (247), regardless of their reputation on
the issue. Still, most of this literature is based on bipartisan and personalized races. The extent to which these dynamics extend to other
contexts is unclear.
Existing literature on political campaigns also offers some insights
on the short-term interactions between public opinion and party strategies. Most studies in this field treat party strategies as fully optimized
and static as the election nears, focusing instead on the effects of
campaigns on voters (e.g., Farrell, 2006; Jacobson, 2015). However,
research on negative campaigning has shown that parties underperforming on the campaign trail, and those facing more competitive
opponents, are more likely to attack other election contenders (Damore,
2002; Elmelund‐Præstekær, 2008; Walter et al., 2014). These findings
suggest that campaign messages can be highly responsive to dynamics
of public opinion. In the following section I articulate different ways in
which parties can update their strategies on the campaign trail in response to public opinion signals.
3. The strategic use of polls on the campaign trail
Public opinion polls are a central feature of contemporary campaigns. I contend that parties use this information (1) to mobilize voters, and (2) to fine-tune their campaign rhetoric.
3.1. Poll results as mobilization tools
Contenders to public office cannot fully control the flow of information that reaches the electorate. Still, party elites can shape the
salience of different issues and the attention devoted to them (Hickman,
1991; Iyengar and Simon, 2000). As Bauman and Herbst (1994) put it,
“[how] candidates choose to react to public polls is a vital part of
campaign planning” (134). I argue that parties’ reaction to polling results is a function of poll standings and ex-ante expectations. When
faced with a poll that exceeds expectations, party leaders can exploit
this information to mobilize their supporters and provide a self-image
of success. In various contexts, it has been shown that voters can be

2. Public opinion and party strategies
An extensive body of literature has established a link between
public opinion and the behavior of elected representatives. The dominant perspective is that political elites are responsive to public preferences (Geer, 1996; Page and Shapiro, 1983; Stimson et al., 1995;
1

The project did not restrict the data collection process to statements made
by the individual leaders of the different parties. Instead, it included statements
by a variety of party members: incumbent MPs, local party leaders, or prior
cabinet members. Hence the term party leaders should be interpreted broadly to
refer to high-ranked party members.

2
This argument builds on Budge and Farlie’s (1983) saliency theory, according to which parties ‘own’ certain types of policies around which they
center their campaign messages.
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galvanized through bandwagon effects (Bartels, 1988; Kenney and Rice,
1994; Morton et al., 2015).3 A recent field experiment provides causal
evidence that polling results shape the behavior of voters (Orkin, n.d).
In a competitive local election in South Africa, voters were randomly
assigned to receive results from two opinion polls predicting different
front-runners. The study shows that voters who learned that their party
was ahead in the polls were 12 percentage points more likely to vote for
that party.
Hence, parties have incentives to proactively disseminate the results
of promising polls. This effort is particularly important to encourage
party activists and local party leaders who are directly in the field
reaching out to voters. Public opinion data are a direct measure of the
success of their efforts. Therefore, by bringing up the results of promising polls in their campaign events, party leaders are also providing a
positive reinforcement to party activists who are key to the success of
the organization (Miller and Schofield, 2003). For the same reasons,
poll results that fall below expectations should be avoided and downplayed. The inherent uncertainty surrounding estimates of public opinion offers parties the opportunity to question the credibility of any
individual poll. I expect that party leaders are more likely to do so after
a disappointing poll. Together, these arguments lead to two predictions:

attention on moderately ‘owned’ issues, parties can anchor the support
of voters mobilized by these policies.5
Opinion polls provide party leaders with a signal of the degree to
which their policy proposals are gaining or losing traction among voters. Hence, I expect parties underperforming in the polls to pay special
attention to their own policy proposals on the campaign trail. By devoting additional attention to those issues, parties can enhance perceptions of issue ownership (Walgrave et al., 2009). In turn, parties
performing well in the campaign can deviate from often complex policy
proposals and focus instead on valence issues. The intentional use of
valence issues can be an effective way of attracting voters (Curini,
2015; Schofield, 2003), particularly close to elections (Abney et al.,
2013). However, mentions to own valence attributes can easily be
discounted as empty talk. When backed by promising pre-election polls,
campaign rhetoric that focuses on the competence, performance, or
unity of the party, can be seen as more credible. Together, these two
mechanisms – heightened incentives for underperforming parties to
emphasize policy issues, and more credibility attached to character
valence statements after promising polls – lead to the following prediction:
H2. Underperforming parties are more likely to emphasize their own
policy proposals when talking about themselves.

H1a. Parties are more likely to mention recent opinion polls on the campaign
trail after surveys with promising results.

Public opinion updates may also shape how parties talk about other
election contenders. Like before, when leaders mention other parties on
the campaign trail, they can focus both on policy or valence issues associated with those parties. I expect that the incentives for ‘issue trespassing’ – to raise issues ‘owned’ by other election contenders – should
increase when parties are underperforming in the polls. Parties may opt
to trespass in order to appear in line with the desires of voters (Damore,
2004; see also Sides 2006), and to counteract perceptions that a given
issue is dominated by another party (Walgrave et al., 2009). This reputation does not necessarily translate into public support (Stubager
and Slothuus, 2013). Still, at least for salient issues perceived ownership shapes voting behavior (Blanger and Meguid, 2008).
In turn, parties performing well in the campaign are not expected to
engage in this strategy. Issue trespassing may require party leaders to
deviate from the messages originally planned for the campaign, with
inevitable risks that parties – as conservative organizations (Harmel and
Janda, 1994) – would prefer to avoid. Moreover, it should only be effective for salient issues in which parties have little reputation, a scenario more likely among underperforming parties. The following prediction derives from these arguments:

H1b. Parties are less likely to criticize public opinion studies on the
campaign trail after surveys with promising results.
3.2. Poll results and campaign rhetoric
Poll results also allow parties to update their campaign strategies.
Previous work has shown that parties adjust their programs when
public opinion shifts away from them (Adams et al., 2004; SomerTopcu and Zeynep, 2009). With the prominent role played by opinion
polls on public debate and the professionalization of political campaigns, it is reasonable to expect that a similar process takes place on
the campaign trail. In the short-term, parties may not have incentives
to dramatically shift positions on policy due to risks of being accused
of political opportunism, or pandering (Adams, 2012). Still, there is
leeway for political elites to change the attention given to different
issues or different parties in order to maximize their electoral goals.
Previous scholarship has shown that updating the attention devoted to
different issues from one election to the next is an effective strategy
after disappointing results (Meyer and Wagner, 2013), or in response
to changes in economic conditions (Greene, 2016; Hellwig, 2012;
Tavits and Potter, 2015).
At any point in the campaign, parties can decide to devote time
discussing their own policy positions or valence attributes (Stokes,
1963).4 I argue that the weight given to these different types of campaign rhetoric is shaped by public opinion signals. Researchers have
shown that when a party is seen as the owner of a given issue by a
majority of the electorate, the potential gains from further communicating on that issue are limited (Tresch et al., 2013). The same is not
true for moderately ‘owned’ issues, where an emphasis from the party
can help reinforcing perceptions of issue ownership. By focusing

H3. Underperforming parties are more likely to emphasize policy issues
when talking about other election contenders.
Finally, poll results are also likely to shape the propensity of parties
to go negative. Negative campaigning is arguably the component of
campaign strategies most extensively studied in this literature. The
growing consensus among researchers is that attacks on different contenders are often an interactive process (e.g., Lau and Rovner, 2009).
That said, different studies have shown that the likelihood of negative
campaigning increases as parties trail in the polls (Damore, 2002;
Walter et al., 2014). Attacking other election contenders brings the risk
of producing lower affect for the attacker (Lau et al., 2007). The concern of backlash effects makes this strategy less attractive for parties
that are already doing well in the campaign. Building upon these contributions, I expect that party leaders will be more likely to adopt an

3

Bandwagon effects are sometimes counterbalanced by the opposite phenomenon – underdog effects – where voters may be inclined to support a party
that is underperforming. However, existing literature suggests that the former
process tends to prevail (Jacobson, 2015).
4
Following Adams et al. (2011b), I distinguish strategic valence – e.g., name
recognition, or campaign skills – from character valence, defined here as
statements about the party or party leader's competence, performance, integrity, or unity (see also Abney et al., 2013). Both the theoretical arguments
and empirical strategic focus specifically on the latter. Hence, throughout the
text, valence issues/attributes refer to character valence.

5
It is important to distinguish ‘owned’ issues from parties' ‘own policies’ or
‘own policy issues’, as discussed throughout the text. While the former concept
refers to the issue-ownership theory, the latter simply qualifies which party
endorses a given policy issue. To avoid confusion in the text, references to the
issue ownership concept are wrapped in single quotation marks (e.g., ‘owned’
issue).
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offensive strategy aimed at targeting other parties after disappointing
polls.

2011. Both elections were fairly competitive, leading to a center-left
minority government in 2009 and a center-right coalition government
in 2011. While the 2009 campaign followed patterns familiar to
Portuguese observers (e.g., Freire, 2010), the 2011 election took place
weeks after Portugal signed a bailout agreement with the International
Monetary Fund, which inevitably took center stage in the campaign
(Magalhães, 2012). To account for any systematic differences in the
dynamics of campaign rhetoric across elections, all models reported
below include fixed effects for election.
News articles came from Pblico and Jornal de Notcias. A total of 240
articles were analyzed: 60 articles per newspaper/election, published
during the official campaign period (two weeks before Election Day,
excluding the election's eve). From these articles, coders identified 2140
campaign statements made by leaders of all parties with parliamentary
seats during this period: the Socialist party (PS), the Social Democratic
Party (PSD), the Christian Democrats (CDS), the Communist Party
(CDU), and the Left Block (BE).

H4. Underperforming parties are more likely to discuss valence
attributes of other election contenders.
4. Empirical strategy
To test my expectations about the sensitivity of campaign rhetoric to
public opinion signals, I rely on data from the Comparative Campaign
Dynamics Project (Debus et al., 2016; hereafter CCDP). This cross-national project compiled data from the media coverage of election
campaigns in ten European countries over the course of two recent
elections. For each campaign, CCDP coded data from the two highest
circulation daily newspapers in the last weeks before Election Day.6
The data collection proceeded in three steps. First, country experts
identified all election-related articles published in each newspaper
during the campaign. Second, all first-page articles and a random selection of 5% of the remaining articles were selected for coding. Finally,
each selected article was coded by three research assistants from the
respective country, who filled out a questionnaire for each statement
made by a party. The coding procedure was based on a comprehensive
online survey and posteriorly reviewed for inter-coder reliability.7

4.2. Research design
Campaign rhetoric was divided in four main categories: (1) policy
statements or (2) valence statements by party leaders regarding their
own party; and (3) policy statements or (4) valence statements about
other parties in the election.9 Valence references correspond to general
statements about honesty, integrity, competence, unity or charisma of a
given party. Additionally, coders identified any statements made by
party leaders about their placement and the placement of other parties
in recent opinion polls.
Table 1 describes the distribution of statements by type and target.
As expected, the majority of statements made by party leaders about
their own party regards policy issues (58%). However, when talking
about other parties, political elites emphasize policy issues as much as
valence considerations (49% and 50%, respectively). Finally, references
to recent polls are negligible when party leaders talk about other contenders, but more common when talking about themselves. These data
were used to generate the different measures of campaign rhetoric used
in the analyses. To facilitate the interpretation of the different quantities produced, I describe them in the respective sections, below.
In turn, the main predictors of interest are based on pre-election
polling data published in the media as the campaigns unfolded. The
data come from Magalhães et al. (2011) and include all publicly
available polls released in the period covered by CCDP. When more
than one poll was published on a given day, I took the average estimate
for each party.10 Overall, at least one new poll was published in 59% of
the campaign days covered in the study. To create a measure of performance in the polls that is comparable across parties, I took the difference between each individual estimate of voting intentions and the
party vote share in the previous general election. Different variations of
this variable (Share Difference) are detailed in the following sections.
Polls published in the media are not the only measure of public
opinion that parties have access to. Nowadays, the vast majority of
parties have private pollsters providing information that is not revealed
to the public.11 Private polling may threat the empirical strategy adopted

4.1. Case selection
The analyses reported below are based on the Portuguese segment
of CCDP, since Portugal was the only country where statements about
pre-election polls were included in the coding scheme. That said, several reasons make Portugal a relevant case. First, the Portuguese multiparty system shares several characteristics with those found in other
European countries, with high levels of party cohesion and party leaders concentrating significant powers (Poguntke et al., 2016). Second,
the relatively small number of parties makes the task of uncovering
patterns of campaign rhetoric based on media content analysis more
tractable. For the last two decades, five parties consistently receive over
90% of the votes (Freire, 2010). Although the arguments advanced here
are expected to replicate in more pulverized party systems, a larger
number of parties would make it harder to identify nuances in campaign rhetoric since media outlets cannot devote the same levels of
attention to all election contenders.
Finally, the Portuguese media system also provides an interesting
context to study campaign rhetoric based on news coverage. When
compared with other European countries, the levels of political bias in
Portuguese mainstream media are low (Santana-Pereira and Nina
2016). According to a study of media systems in 33 European countries,
Portugal is the second EU-member where the political views of journalists are less discernible to the public (Popescu et al., 2012). This
pattern largely results from strict legislation on campaign coverage in
place since the democratic transition in the 1970s. During the official
campaign period (the same period covered by CCDP), news outlets are
required to report daily campaign events of all election contenders.8
These features of the Portuguese case give me additional confidence
regarding the empirical strategy adopted here. Concerns about the
generalizability of the findings are discussed in the concluding remarks.
The campaigns covered by CCDP in Portugal took place in 2009 and

9
The project coded policy positions on 16 different issues: taxes, social
policy/public services, inflation, unemployment, other economic performance,
centralization vs. regional autonomy, environment, immigration, asylum, justice system, law and order, security, terrorism, national way of life, traditional
morality, family values, religion, europe/EU, internationalism (not EU), foreign
intervention, agriculture/rural affairs. For the Portuguese survey, two specific
issues were added: corruption, bailout and austerity measures.
10
In order to make all poll estimates and election results comparable, the
voting intentions and election outcomes for all five parties were recalculated to
sum to 100%.
11
But see Druckman and Jacobs (2006) for a rare occasion when researchers
had access to private polling data.

6
Campaign reporting is not neutral (Greene and Lühiste, 2018). Hence, to
minimize bias in the selection of newspapers, country experts were asked to
select one left-leaning and one right-leaning outlet.
7
More details on the coding procedure can be found in Baumann and Gross
(2016).
8
The legislation (Decreto-lei 85-D/75) went as far as stipulating a minimum
threshold of words devoted to each party (2500 for daily newspapers, and 1500
for other media outlets). In 2015, after the elections covered here, this law was
replaced by less strict legislation (Lei 72-A/2015).
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value of 0. The expectation is that the probability of party leaders
mentioning polls in campaign events increases only when the survey
presents a promising result for the party.
Table 2 presents the results of three logistic regressions with the
probability of party leaders mentioning their own poll standings as the
outcome variable.13 Model 1 only includes a dummy for whether a poll
was published on the previous day. As expected, new polls become part
of the campaign discourse, as party leaders are more likely to mention
their own placement in the survey. Although not theoretically relevant,
this result offers some baseline evidence that parties react to opinion
polls published in the media, regardless of the private polling data they
may have access to.
Model 2, in turn, distinguishes between polls reporting estimates
above and below the vote share obtained by the party in the previous
general election. Again, the baseline category is no poll being published
on the previous day. The coefficients for the two indicators are positive.
However, only promising polls – those with estimates of voting intentions above the previous vote share – significantly affect the probability
of a party referencing them. The model predicts a meaningfully different reaction to polls based on the results of the study. The probability
that a party mentions its poll standings goes from 10.6% after a disappointing result, to 32.7% after promising polls. This difference is
statistically significant at conventional levels (p-value of difference in
coefficients = 0.04).
Finally, as a robustness check, the third model in Table 2 includes a
different specification of polling performance. Here, the results of a
given poll are compared with the estimates from the previous published
poll. Conceptually, this represents a more nuanced measure of shifts in
public opinion, and a harder test of the argument. Substantively, the
results hold. Only parties moving up in the estimates of voting intentions from one study to the next publicly reference their poll standings
on the campaign trail.
Together these results offer some initial evidence that campaign
contenders are strategic in their use of new polling results. However, so
far the analysis has not taken into account the tone of the references. It
is possible that parties are simply criticizing or discrediting polls, regardless of their performance, or reporting them neutrally and favoring
instead a campaign driven by policy issues. Such patterns would not be
consistent with the argument advanced here. Instead, parties should
become more critical about polls when the results of a survey fall below
their expectations, and more positive after promising results.
CCDP data allows me to test this implication of the theory. For each
statement about recent polls identified in the project, coders were asked
to report if the tone of the subject was positive, neutral, or negative.
This information was used to generate a new outcome variable that
identifies the tone of references: −1 (negative tone), 0 (neutral tone),
or 1 (positive tone). The same set of controls is included in the model.
Due to the functional form of the outcome variable, I estimated an
ordered logit model. To ease the interpretation of the coefficients, Fig. 1
displays the predicted probabilities for the three levels of the dependent
variable – negative, neutral, or positive statement –, as a function of
poll results that are above or below the previous vote share.14 The
analysis reveals that different polling results significantly shape the
tone of the statements made by party leaders. The probability of a negative mention to polls goes from 32.4% after a disappointing poll, to
only 4.9% after a promising result. In turn, the probability of a positive
mention to polls is less than one percent after a Below Share poll, but
raises to 7.7% after an Above Share poll. These patterns are in line with
the view that political leaders use public opinion surveys instrumentally.

Table 1
The distribution of campaign statements by target and type.
Target

Own party
Other party

Statement type
Policy

Valence

Poll Standings

597
(0.58)
544
(0.49)

367
(0.36)
560
(0.50)

62
(0.06)
10
(0.01)

Note: Entries are the number of statements coded by CCDP by target (see row
labels) and type (see column headers). Row percentages in parenthesis.

here if the measures of public opinion used in the study are either (1) too
coarse, or (2) systematically different from the ones produced privately.
By itself, the first concern would not bias the results but make the true
relationship between public opinion and elite rhetoric harder to uncover.
Hence, the present analysis can be seen as a hard test of the arguments
advanced. The second issue may actually bias the results. However, it is
very unlikely that publicly available polls vary systematically from studies conducted privately. Existing research on the sources of poll accuracy show that there are only small differences in the survey methodologies adopted by different polling companies operating in Portugal,
and that the effects of these methodological choices are residual
(Magalhães et al., 2011; Pereira, 2011). Finally, the public nature of the
polls analyzed here is relevant in itself. The fact that published polls are
part of public discourse raises incentives for parties to react to them, even
when private information is available.
The main goal of the empirical analyses described below is to uncover how the campaign rhetoric of different parties evolves in response
to opinion polls published in the media. Hence, the unit of analysis is
party-day. To account for systematic differences across parties and
elections in the relationship between polls and the behavior of party
leaders, all models include fixed effects for party and year. The analyses, therefore, capture within-party differences in rhetoric over the
course of each campaign. To account for differences in the error terms
across parties, clustered standard errors were estimated by party.
Finally, since polls become more prevalent as elections approach, the
models also account for distance to Election day.
5. Results
The empirical analyses are presented in two stages. First, I test
whether parties use polls as mobilization devices, by emphasizing
promising results and downplaying disappointing ones. Next, I explore
how parties update their campaign rhetoric in response to published
polls.
5.1. Polls as mobilization devices
The first prediction derived from the theory is that parties are more
likely to bring up recent polling results as part of their campaign activities when a public opinion survey suggests the party is performing
well. To capture references to polls, I created a binary outcome variable
that takes the value of 1 if a campaign member mentions the party's
placement in recent opinion polls, and 0 otherwise.12
Since the expected relationship between poll results and mentions to
public opinion surveys is non-linear, the baseline measure of campaign
performance described above were transformed in two binary indicators. Positive Share and Negative Share take the value of 1 when a
newly released poll suggests a promising or disappointing result for the
party, respectively. For days without new polls, both variables take the

13
The models described here estimate the probability of references to polls in
t+1, the day after a survey is published. The results are robust to the inclusion
of t+2 and t+3. Table A2 presents these results.
14
The full model is presented in Table A3.

12
The exact wording on the questionnaire filled by the coders was the following: “Does the subject mention its own placement in recent opinion polls?”

82

Electoral Studies 59 (2019) 78–86

M.M. Pereira

theory is that political elites facing disappointing polls will put more
emphasis on their own policy issues when talking about themselves.
Others Policy Emphasis captures a similar construct – the share of
mentions to policy issues – but regarding references to other parties.
The variable is calculated as follows:

Table 2
The probability of party leaders referencing polls on the campaign trail, by
features of poll results.
Pr(Mention to Pollst)
(1)

(2)

(3)

–

–

Above Sharet−1

1.03∗
(0.49)
–

–

Below Sharet−1

–

Above Estimatet−1

–

1.56∗∗
(0.55)
0.16
(0.66)
–

Below Estimatet−1

–

–

Constant

−0.38
(0.74)

−0.34
(0.77)

1.24∗
(0.56)
0.89
(0.55)
1242.25∗
(487.29)

Election Fixed Effects
Party Fixed Effects
Observations
Log Likelihood

Yes
Yes
150
−70.80

Yes
Yes
150
−68.63

Yes
Yes
150
−70.57

Pollt−1

Others Policy Emphasisp, t
=

(2)
This measure captures the emphasis put by party leaders on policy
issues when talking about other parties in the election. As described above,
incentives for issue trespassing are expected to increase for parties
underperforming in the polls. Hence, disappointing polls should lead to
an enhanced attention to policies endorsed by other parties.
Finally, Campaign Negativity is measured as the proportion of valence statements devoted to other parties:

Campaign Negativityp, t
=

1.00
0.75
0.50
0.25

Positive
Statement

Fig. 1. Predicted probabilities of the effect of promising and disappointing polls
on the type of mentions to the study.
Note: Points are predicted probabilities of negative/neutral/positive references
to polls (as described on the horizontal labels) as a function of newly released
polls with disappointing results (Below Share) or promising results (Above
Share). Bars represent 95% confidence intervals. Predicted probabilities and
confidence intervals estimated from ordered logit (full model in Table A3)

5.2. Polls as fine-tuning devices
The previous section established that parties use public opinion data
selectively as part of their campaign strategy. Now, I explore how
parties – regardless of their public statements about polls – use this
information to inform their policy and valence rhetoric on the campaign trail. In order to test the effects of polls on how parties talk about
themselves and about other contenders, I created three outcome variables.
Own Policy Emphasis is the share of self-statements made about
policy issues, defined for party p in period t as

15
All three outcome variable are measured for three-day periods. The distribution of the different variables can be found in the Figure A1.
16
For instance, if in t = 1 a poll estimate for a given party is 15%, and the
next poll came out in t = 3 with the estimate of 20%, the estimate associated
with day 2 is 17.5%. The results are substantively similar when piecewise
constant interpolation is adopted. In this case, the estimated voting intentions
on days without new polls remain constant at the level observed in the last
survey.
17
The exception to this pattern is the Communist Party (CDU), which is
known for its stable voter base (Magalhães, 2014; Van Biezen, 1998). The fixed
effects framework accounts for systematic differences across parties.

Own Policy Emphasisp, t
=

# Own Policy Statementsp, t
# Own Policy Statementsp, t + # Own Valence Statementsp, t

.

.

The tone of the valence references is not directly captured in this
measure. However, 94.1% of all statements about other parties’ valence
characteristics where negative in tone, while 85.0% of self-valence
statements in the dataset were positive in tone. Hence, I expect a negative relationship between performance in the polls and campaign
negativity.15
Note: Each panel plots the difference between estimated voting intentions and previous vote share (Share Difference) by campaign day, for
each party, in 2009 (left panel) and 2011 (right panel).
Polling performance, in turn, is captured as the difference between
the voting intentions for a given party and its vote share in the previous
election (Share Difference). For days without new polls, a linear interpolation was calculated.16 Fig. 2 plots the measure produced for each of
the parties in the 2009 and 2011 campaigns. Although broad trends can
be identified, each individual poll provides considerable variation for
all five parties.17 The analyses reported below leverage this variability.
Table 3 presents the results from three linear regressions, where the
unit of analysis is party-day. Model 1 has Own Policy Emphasis as the
outcome variable. The negative coefficient of Share Difference suggests
that parties are more likely to emphasize their own policy positions in
the days following disappointing polls. This result is substantively
meaningful. The point estimate suggests that if a party goes from a
share difference of +3 to −3, the proportion of self-statements devoted
to policy issues increases 18 points (−6*−0.03 = 0.18). Since the
average number of self-statements in a three-day period is 19, the
model predicts that this hypothetical shift would lead to 3.4 more
statements devoted to policy (0.18 × 19 = 3.42). This finding conforms with the expectation that parties adjust how they talk about
themselves on the campaign trail, in response to public opinion signals.
A similar process takes place with respect to references to other

Above Share

Neutral
Statement

# Others Valence Statementsp, t
# Others Valence Statementsp, t + # Own Valence Statementsp, t

(3)

0.00

Predicted Probabilities

Negative
Statement

.

–

Note: Entries are coefficients of logistic regressions with mention to polls as the
outcome variable (clustered standard errors in parentheses). Full model results
in Table A1.∗p < 0.05; ∗∗p < 0.01.
Below Share

# Others Policy Statementsp, t
# Others Policy Statementsp, t + # Others Valence Statementsp, t

(1)

This variable captures the attention devoted by party leaders to the
policy positions endorsed by their party. The prediction derived from
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5
0

Share Diference

−10

−5

5
0
−5
−10

Share Diference

10

2011 Campaign

10

2009 Campaign

9/11

9/13

9/15

9/17

9/19

9/21

9/23

9/25

BE

5/20

CDS

CDU

5/22

PS

5/24

5/26

5/28

5/30

6/1

6/3

PSD

Fig. 2. Campaign performance by party, across the 2009 and 2011 campaigns.

6. Discussion

Table 3
The effects of public opinion polling on campaign rhetoric.

Share Difference
Days to Election
Constant
Election Fixed Effects
Party Fixed Effects
Observations
Adjusted R2

Own

Others

Campaign

Policy Emphasis

Policy Emphasis

Negativity

(1)

(2)

(3)

−0.03∗∗
(0.01)
0.02∗∗
(0.004)
0.48∗∗
(0.05)

−0.02∗∗
(0.01)
0.02∗∗
(0.004)
0.36∗∗
(0.05)

−0.01†
(0.01)
−0.01∗
(0.003)
−0.24∗∗
(0.04)

Yes
Yes
150
0.33

Yes
Yes
150
0.30

Yes
Yes
150
0.29

For decades, research on campaign effects has explored how different party appeals and campaign events shape the attitudes and behavior of voters. We know considerably less about the ways political
elites use the ongoing information generated throughout a campaign to
inform their behavior. This paper sheds some initial light on this
question by exploring how party leaders instrumentally use pre-election
polls on the campaign trail.
I argue that parties use public opinion data as tools to mobilize
voters and to fine-tune their campaign messages. The study finds evidence in line with this view based on a novel database of campaign
statements made by Portuguese parties, combined with public opinion
data published during the same period. The results suggest that party
leaders use polling information strategically as mobilization tools. By
emphasizing results from promising polls while criticizing less optimistic studies, parties can try to shape the perceptions of voters regarding the course of the race. In turn, opinion polling is also used to
update campaign strategies. Party leaders are more likely to emphasize
their own policy positions and the policy positions of other parties after
disappointing polls. I argue that these patterns result from an effort to
consolidate perceptions of issue ownership. Previous research shows
that party rhetoric can shape perceptions of issue ownership (Walgrave
et al., 2009). Still, further analyses are required to isolate the precise
mechanisms driving this relationship. Finally, in line with previous
work, the analyses reveal that public opinion signals also drive tendencies for negative campaigning. Parties performing well in the polls
are less likely to attack their opponents’ honesty, integrity, or competence.
The data compiled for the current study has advantages but also
limitations that are worth noticing, as they may pave the way for future
contributions. First, the analysis is restricted to a single European
country raising concerns of generalizability. Although recent scholarship reveals high levels of homogeneity in campaign strategies across
European parties (Lilleker et al., 2015), Portuguese campaigns remain
less professionalized than in other Western European countries like
Germany, Italy, or Sweden (Lisi, 2011). My expectation is that more
resourceful and professional campaigns would be even more efficient at
responding to voter signals, although this remains an open question.
Moreover, the Portuguese party system lacks the same diversity of
special-issue or populist parties that are becoming increasingly common
across Europe. It is still unclear whether the patterns uncovered here
hold for less established and anti-systemic political organizations. Finally, it is possible that the patterns of rhetorical fine-tuning uncovered
here are ‘noisier’ in electoral systems with more personal vote-seeking
incentives. Research in countries where the preferential vote system has
been strengthened shows that a sizable number of candidates engage in
personalized campaigns (Eder et al., 2015). The degree to which the key
messages of a party remain discernible in these contexts require further
investigation. Still, the arguments advanced here suggest that this
should only be a concern when the campaign performance of an

Note: Entries are OLS coefficients (clustered standard errors in parentheses).
Outcome variables in column headers. Full model results in Table A4.
†
p < 0.10; ∗p < 0.05; ∗∗p < 0.01.

parties. Model 2 has Others Policy Emphasis as the response variable. The
model predicts that the better one party is performing in the polls, the
less likely it is to talk about the policy positions of other parties. The
coefficient of −0.02 suggests that, with the remaining variables held
constant, a 6-point increase in Share Difference is associated with a 12points decrease in the proportion of statements referencing the policy
positions of other parties (6 × −0.02 = −0.12). This result is in line
with the argument that incentives for issue trespassing increase when
parties are underperforming in the polls.
Finally, the third column in Table 3 assesses how the parties' propensity for negativity is shaped by polling results. Mentions to the valence characteristics of other parties are a central feature of negative
campaigning (Lau and Rovner, 2009). The model predicts that the
propensity for negativity increases when parties are underperforming in
the polls. The coefficient for the effect of Share Difference is −0.01 and
marginally reliable at conventional levels (p-value = 0.052). Although
smaller in magnitude, the point estimate is still relevant. Returning to
the hypothetical example used above, the model predicts that a 6-points
decrease in the polls is associated with an identical increase in the share
of valence statements devoted to other parties. Since over 94% of references to other parties’ valence characteristics are negative in tone,
this result suggests that underperforming contenders are more likely to
adopt an offensive strategy targeted at other parties.18

18
The results are substantively the same when the measure of campaign
negativity excludes non-negative valence statements about other parties (point
estimate = 0.012; p-value = 0.04). See Table A5, in the Appendix, for more
details.
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individual party varies considerably across districts. Otherwise, preelection polls should be providing similar signals to the different candidates of a given party.
Second, although CCDP provides invaluable fine-grained data on
daily campaign rhetoric, these data are mediated by journalists who
may – inadvertently or not – induce bias in their coverage. All the
analyses reported above include fixed effects by party to account for
systematic differences in coverage across parties. Still, the study is
unable to rule out all sources of bias. A recent survey of European media
systems highlights Portugal as one of the countries with lowest levels of
political bias in media coverage (Santana-Pereira and Nina 2016), largely due to strict campaign coverage laws. That said, future contributions would benefit from contrasting CCDP data with unfiltered measures of campaign rhetoric, such as party press releases or social media
communication.
Finally, the current study is not in a position to make causal claims.
The interpretation of the findings was made with this limitation in
mind. Future scholarship is needed to further investigate the arguments
advanced here, and their underlying mechanisms. A survey experiment
with elected officials would be an ideal setting to isolate how political
elites respond to different public opinion signals. Moreover, I encourage
researchers to further explore the nuances of campaign rhetoric. The
focus on policy and valence issues in this study provides an interesting
step in this process, but the typology of statements adopted is coarse.
Future data collection efforts would benefit from a more detailed analysis of elite rhetoric. Additionally, an interesting question left open in
the current study is who do parties discuss when underperforming in
the campaign. Do trailing parties focus on the front-runner, on more
ideologically proximate competitors, or parties with similar sizes?
Answering this question would help us further understand the dynamics
of the supply-side of political campaigns.

133–144.
Baumann, Markus, Gross, Martin, 2016. Where is my party? Introducing new data sets on
ideological cohesion and ambiguity of party positions in media coverage.
Arbeitspapiere/Mannheimer Zentrum fr Europische Sozialforschung 167.
Blanger, Ric, Meguid, Bonnie M., 2008. Issue salience, issue ownership, and issue-based
vote choice. Electoral Studies 27 (3), 477–491.
Boutyline, Andrei, Robb, Willer, 2017. The social structure of political echo chambers:
variation in ideological homophily in online networks. Polit. Psychol. 38 (3),
551–569.
Budge, Ian, Farlie, Dennis, 1983. Explaining and Predicting Elections: Issue Effects and
Party Strategies in Twenty-Three Democracies. Allen and Unwin, London.
Canes-Wrone, Brandice, Shotts, Kenneth, 2004. The conditional nature of presidential
responsiveness to public opinion. Am. J. Pol. Sci. 48 (4), 690–706.
Chung, Robert, 2012. The Freedom to Publish Opinion Polls: A Worldwide Update of
2012. ESOMAR, Amsterdam Available at: https://wapor.org/wp-content/uploads/
WAPOR_FTP_2012.pdf.
Clark, Michael, 2014. “Understanding parties' policy shifts in Western Europe: the role of
valence, 1976-2003. Br. J. Polit. Sci. 44 (2), 261–286.
Curini, Luigi, 2015. The conditional ideological inducement to campaign on character
valence issues in multiparty systems: the case of corruption. Comp. Pol Stud. 48 (2),
168–192.
Damore, David, 2002. Candidate strategy and the decision to go negative. Polit. Res. Q.
55 (3), 669–685.
Damore, David, 2004. The dynamics of issue ownership in presidential campaigns. Polit.
Res. Q. 57 (3), 391–397.
Damore, David, 2005. Issue convergence in presidential campaigns. Polit. Behav. 27 (1),
71–97.
Debus, Marc, Somer-Topcu, Zeynep, Tavits, Margit, 2016. Comparative Campaign
Dynamics Dataset. Mannheim Centre for European Social Research, University of
Mannheim, Mannheim Available at: http://www.mzes.uni-mannheim.de/d7/en/
datasets/comparative-campaign-dynamics-dataset.
Druckman, James, Jacobs, Lawrence, 2006. Lumpers and splitters: the public opinion
information that politicians collect and use. Publ. Opin. Q. 70 (4), 453–476.
Duffy, John, Tavits, Margit, 2008. Beliefs and voting decisions: a test of the pivotal voter
model. Am. J. Pol. Sci. 52 (3), 603–618.
Eder, Nikolaus, Jenny, Marcelo, Müller, Wolfgang C., 2015. Winning over voters or
fighting party comrades? personalized constituency campaigning in Austria. Elect.
Stud. 39, 316–328.
Elmelund-Prstekr, Christian, 2008. Negative campaigning in a multiparty system.
Representation 44 (1), 27–39.
Ezrow, Lawrence, De Vries, Catherine, Steenbergen, Marco, Edwards, Erica, 2011. Mean
voter representation and partisan constituency representation: do parties respond to
the mean voter position or to their supporters? Party Polit. 17 (3), 275–301.
Farrell, David, 2006. Political parties in a changing campaign environment. In: Katz,
Richard, Crotty, David (Eds.), A Handbook of Party Politics 122-133. Sage
Publication, London.
Fernandez-Vazquez, Pablo, 2014. And yet it moves: the effect of election platforms on
party policy images. Comp. Pol Stud. 47 (14), 1919–1944.
Fernandez-Vazquez, Pablo, 2018. Voter discounting of party campaign manifestos: an
analysis of mainstream and niche parties in western europe, 1971-2011. Party
Politics Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1354068818787352.
Forsythe, Robert, Myerson, Roger, Rietz, Thomas, Weber, Robert, 1993. An experiment
on coordination in multi-candidate elections: the importance of polls and election
histories. Soc. Choice Welfare 10 (3), 223–247.
Freire, André, 2010. A new era in democratic Portugal? The 2009 European, legislative
and local elections. S. Eur. Soc. Polit. 15 (4), 593–613.
Geer, John, 1996. From Tea Leaves to Opinion Polls: A Theory of Democratic Leadership.
Columbia University Press.
Gelman, Andrew, King, Gary, 1993. Why are American presidential election campaign
polls so variable when votes are so predictable? Br. J. Polit. Sci. 23 (4), 409–451.
Ginsberg, Benjamin, 1986. The Captive Public: How Mass Opinion Promotes State Power.
Basic Books, New York, NY.
Greene, Zachary, 2016. “Competing on the issues: how experience in government and
economic conditions influence the scope of parties' policy messages. Party Polit. 22
(6), 809–822.
Greene, Zachary, Lühiste, Maarja, 2018. “Symbols of priority? How the media selectively
report on parties' election campaigns. Eur. J. Political Res. 57 (3), 717–739.
Harmel, Robert, Janda, Kenneth, 1994. An integrated theory of party goals and party
change. J. Theor. Politics 6 (3), 259–287.
Hellwig, Timothy, 2012. Constructing accountability: party position taking and economic
voting. Comp. Pol Stud. 45 (1), 91–118.
Herbst, Susan, 1993. Numbered Voices: How Opinion Polling Has Shaped American
Politics. University of Chicago Press, Chicago, IL.
Hickman, Harrison, 1991. Public polls and election participants. In: Paul, Lavrakas,
Holley, Jack (Eds.), Polling and Presidential Election Coverage. Sage, Newbury
Park, CA.
Hobolt, Sarah, Klemmemsen, Robert, 2005. Responsive government? Public opinion and
government policy preferences in Britain and Denmark. Polit. Stud. 53 (2), 379–402.
Homola, Jonathan, 2017. “Are parties equally responsive to women and Men. Br. J. Polit.
Sci Available at: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123417000114.
Iyengar, Shanto, Simon, Adam F., 2000. New perspectives and evidence on political
communication and campaign effects. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 51 (1), 149–169.
Jacobson, Garry, 2015. How do campaigns matter? Annu. Rev. Pol. Sci. 18, 31–47.
Kenney, Patrick, Rice, Tom, 1994. The psychology of political momentum. Polit. Res. Q.
47 (4), 923–938.
Klüver, Heike, Spoon, Jae-Jae, 2016. Who responds? Voters, parties and issue attention.

Funding
Funding for this project was provided by the German National
Science Foundation (DE 1667/4-1).
Appendix A. Supplementary data
Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.electstud.2019.02.014.
References
Abney, Ronni, Adams, James, Clark, Michael, Easton, Malcolm, Lawrence, Ezrow,
Kosmidis, Spyros, Neundorf, Anja, 2013. When does valence matter? Heightened
valence effects for governing parties during election campaigns. Party Polit. 19 (1),
61–82.
Adams, James, 2012. Causes and electoral consequences of party policy shifts in multiparty elections: theoretical results and empirical evidence. Annu. Rev. Pol. Sci. 15,
401–419.
Adams, James, Clark, Michael, Lawrence, Ezrow, Glasgow, Garrett, 2004. Understanding
change and stability in party ideologies: do parties respond to public opinion or to
past election results? Br. J. Polit. Sci. 34 (4), 589–610.
Adams, James, Lawrence, Ezrow, Somer-Topcu, Zeynep, 2011a. “Is anybody listening?
Evidence that voters do not respond to european parties' policy programmes. Am. J.
Pol. Sci. 55 (2), 967–978.
Adams, James, Merrill III, Samuel, Simas, Elizabeth N., Stone, Walter J., 2011b. When
candidates value good character: a spatial model with applications to congressional
elections. J. Politics 73 (1), 17–30.
Adams, James, Lawrence, Ezrow, Somer-Topcu, Zeynep, 2014. Do voters respond to party
manifestos or to a wider information environment? An analysis of mass-elite linkages
on european integration. Am. J. Pol. Sci. 58 (4), 967–978.
Aldrich, John H., Griffin, John D., 2003. The presidency and the campaign: creating voter
priorities in the 2000 election. The Presidency and the Political System 7, 239–256.
Arceneaux, Kevin, Johnson, Martin, Ren, Lindstädt, Ryan, J., Vander, Wielen, 2016. The
influence of news media on political elites: investigating strategic responsiveness in
congress. Am. J. Pol. Sci. 60 (1), 5–29.
Bartels, Larry, 1988. Presidential Primaries and the Dynamics of Public Choice. Princeton
University Press, Princeton, NJ.
Bauman, Sandra, Herbst, Susan, 1994. “Managing perceptions of public opinion: candidates' and journalists' reactions to the 1992 polls. Political Comunication 11 (2),

85

Electoral Studies 59 (2019) 78–86

M.M. Pereira
Br. J. Polit. Sci. 46 (3), 633–654.
Lachat, Romain, 2008. The impact of party polarization on ideological voting. Elect. Stud.
27 (4), 687–698.
Lau, Richard, Lee, Sigelman, Rovner, Ivy Brown, 2007. The effects of negative political
campaigns: a meta-analytic reassessment. J. Politics 69 (4), 1176–1209.
Lau, Richard, Rovner, Ivy Brown, 2009. Negative campaigning. Annu. Rev. Pol. Sci. 12,
285–306.
Lilleker, Darren G., Tenscher, Jens, Štětka, Václav, 2015. Towards hypermedia campaigning? Perceptions of new media's importance for campaigning by party strategists in comparative perspective. Inf. Commun. Soc. 18 (7), 747–765.
Lindstädt, Ren, Vander Wielen, Ryan, 2014. Dynamic elite partisanship: party loyalty and
agenda setting in the US house. Br. J. Polit. Sci. 44 (4), 741–772.
Lisi, Marco, 2011. A profissionalização das campanhas em Portugal: partidos e candidatos
nas eleições legislativas de 2009. Revista de Ciências Sociais e Políticas 2, 109–128.
Magalhães, Pedro, 2012. After the bailout: responsibility, policy, and valence in the
Portuguese legislative election of June 2011. S. Eur. Soc. Polit. 17 (2), 309–327.
Magalhães, Pedro, 2014. The elections of the great recession in Portugal: performance
voting under a blurred responsibility for the economy. J. Elections, Public Opin.
Parties 24 (2), 180–202.
Magalhães, Pedro, Aguiar-Conraria, Luis, Pereira, Miguel M., 2011. As sondagens e os
resultados eleitorais em Portugal. Bol. Soc. Port. Entomol. 37–52.
Meffert, Michael, Gschwend, Thomas, 2011. Polls, coalition signals and strategic voting:
an experimental investigation of perceptions and effects. Eur. J. Political Res. 50 (5),
636–667.
Meyer, Thomas, Wagner, Markus, 2013. Mainstream or niche? vote-seeking incentives
and the programmatic strategies of political parties. Comp. Pol Stud 46 (10),
1246–1272.
Miller, Gary, Schofield, Norman, 2003. Activists and partisan realignment in the United
States. Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 97 (2), 245–260.
Morton, Rebecca, Muller, Daniel, Page, Lionel, Torgler, Benno, 2015. Exit polls, turnout,
and bandwagon voting: evidence from a natural experiment. Eur. Econ. Rev. 77,
65–81.
Morwitz, Vicki G., Pluzinski, Carol, 1996. “Do polls reflect opinions or do opinions reflect
polls? The impact of political polling on voters' expectations, preferences, and behavior. J. Consum. Res. 23 (1), 53–67.
Orkin, Kate Everybody loves a winner: a field experiment providing information on polls
in South Africa. Available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/91ejdycvvpo98fb/Orkin
%20Everybody%20loves%20a%20winner.pdf?dl=0 n.d.
Page, Benjamin, Shapiro, Robert, 1983. Effects of public opinion on policy. Am. Pol. Sci.
Rev. 77 (1), 175–190.
Pereira, Miguel M., 2011. As eleições presidenciais através das sondagens: factores de
desvio e evolução das intenções de voto. Available at: http://repositorio.ul.pt/
handle/10451/4876?locale=en.
Pereira Miguel M., Responsive Campaigning: Evidence from European Parties, J. Politics,

Forthcoming, Available at: https://www.dropbox.com/s/6wjx5sm3a1u7odo/JOP_
Pereira.pdf?dl=0.
Patterson, Thomas, 2005. Of polls, mountains: US journalists and their use of election
surveys. Publ. Opin. Q. 69 (5), 716–724.
Petrocik, John, 1996. Issue ownership in presidential elections, with a 1980 case study.
Am. J. Pol. Sci. 40, 825–850.
Poguntke, Thomas, Scarrow, Susan, Webb, Paul, Allern, Elin H., Aylott, Nicholas, Van
Biezen, Ingrid, Calossi, Enrico, et al., 2016. Party rules, party resources and the
politics of parliamentary democracies: how parties organize in the 21st century. Party
Polit. 22 (6), 661–678.
Popescu, Marina, Toka, Gabor, Gosselin, Tania, Santana-Pereira, José, 2012. European
media systems survey 2010: results and documentation. Available at: www.
mediasystemsineurope.org/files/emss10all.pdf.
Santana-Pereira, José, Nina, Susana Rogeiro, 2016. A democracia nos media portugueses:
Pluralismo político-partidário na imprensa e na televisão. In: Bello, Enzo, Ribeiro,
Samantha (Eds.), Democracia e Meios de Comunicação: Pluralismo, Liberdade de
Expressão e Informação. Editora Lumen Juris, Rio de Janeiro, pp. 225–247.
Schofield, Norman, 2003. Valence competition in the spatial stochastic model. J. Theor.
Politics 15 (4), 371–383.
Sides, John, 2006. The origins of campaign agendas. Br. J. Polit. Sci. 36 (3), 407–436.
Somer-Topcu, Zeynep, 2009. Timely decisions: the effects of past national elections on
party policy change. J. Politics 71 (1), 238–248.
Stimson, James A., MacKuen, Michael B., Erikson, Robert S., 1995. Dynamic representation. Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 89 (3), 543–565.
Stokes, Donald E., 1963. Spatial models of party competition. Am. Pol. Sci. Rev. 57 (2),
368–377.
Stubager, Rune, Slothuus, Rune, 2013. “What are the sources of political parties' issue
ownership? Testing four explanations at the individual level. Polit. Behav. 35 (3),
567–588.
Tavits, Margit, Potter, Joshua D., 2015. The effect of inequality and social identity on
party strategies. Am. J. Pol. Sci. 59 (3), 744–758.
Tresch, Anke, Jonas, Lefevere, Walgrave, Stefaan, 2013. “’Steal me if you can!’ the impact
of campaign messages on associative issue ownership. Party Polit. 21 (2), 198–208.
Van Biezen, Ingrid, 1998. Building party organisations and the relevance of past models:
the communist and socialist parties in Spain and Portugal. W. Eur. Polit. 21 (2),
32–62.
Walgrave, Stefaan, Jonas, Lefevere, Nuytemans, Michiel, 2009. Issue ownership stability
and change: how political parties claim and maintain issues through media appearances. Polit. Commun. 26 (2), 153–172.
Walter, Annemarie S., Van der Brug, Wouter, van Praag, Philip, 2014. When the stakes
are high: party competition and negative campaigning. Comp. Pol Stud. 47 (4),
550–573.
Wlezien, Christopher, 1996. Dynamics of representation: the case of US spending on
defense. Br. J. Polit. Sci. 26 (1), 81–103.

86

