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As Bond et al. argue, presidential approval may be too
minor of a cue to affect partisan votes, but this study shows
that approval differentials do result in variance in partisan
rhetoric. These differences in rhetoric may translate to in-
President Mentions by Party creased polarization rather than unity as the president’'s ap-
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A; Is the presidential approval rating. s

S¢ 1Is @a dummy representing whether or not an executive scandal
was occurring in quarter t (Nyhan 2013).

C, is consumer sentiment measured by the University of Michigan
Consumer Sentiment Index

Presidential Mentions by Same and Opposition Parties
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