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This study assesses the major determinants of the vote in presidetntial
elections. Various data are analyzed to empirically test the validity of the
hypothesis.

This thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter I introduces the sub-
ject matter, states the purpose of the thesis, and identifies forces which influ-
ence voting behavior.

Chapter II reviews the relevant Iiteraturé in the study of voting behav-
10r.

Chapter III outlines the methodology used to assess the determinants
of electoral choice.

Chapter IV adapts and extends the methodology through the 1988
presidential election.

Chapter V concentrates on factors determining the vote by reviewing
voters' responses.

Chapter VI offers a general summary and conclusions.
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CHAPTER I

Scope of the Problem

The purpose of this study is to examine two major psychological deter-
minants of the vote in presidential elections - candidate image' and party
orientation. The central thesis of this study is that candidate image, as
measured here, has been a greater determinant of electoral choice in the
majority of presidential elections since 1952 than has party orientation.

One of the vices as well as virtues of a democratic society is that the people
often get what they want. This is especially true in the case of electing our
leaders. Political scientists have often concentrated their efforts on attempt-
ing to ascertain why people vote as they do. Studies have been conducted
focusing on the behavior of voters in making that important decision—who
should govern?

An institution which is as deeply embedded in our society as the
electoral process is the political party. The study of American political par-
ties has intrigued political scientists since their inception. There is no au-
thorization in our Constitution for political parties nor even any mention of
them. In fact, there is strong indication that political parties were viewed as

factions which would be harmful to our government (Hamilton, Madison, and



Jay, 1961, p.10).

Despite many of the founding fathers’ wishes to prevent their emer-
gence, political parties quickly formed and grew, in part, due to certain con-
stitutional provisions. Articles I and II of the Constitution call for periodic
elections of Congress and the president respectively. Competing in elections
for Congress and the presidency required organization, and that task became
the job of political parties. These “factions” began to organize the electorate
rather than simply working within the halls of Congress or the White House.
This was a major political innovation, forming institutions with mass follow-
ers to contest elections. The rights of freedom of speech and assembly guar-
anteed by the First Amendment in the U.S. Constitution required parties’
organization and allowed them to express themselves.

Before one can fully appreciate the importance of political parties in
the United States, one must first determine what their purported functions
are. Political parties have been defined in terms of their purpose and in
terms of the methods used to attain their purpose. A political party is first of
all an organized attempt to gain control of the government as a whole
(Schattschneider, 1942, 35), and it is by this standard that we must gauge the
success of political parties in recent years. When the voters go to the polls, is
it the impact of parties which accounts for their decision or are there separate
forces which act to most strongly influence that decision?

While earlier studies focus on sociological influences on voting behav-



ior (L.azarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, 1944, 1948; Janowitz and Miller, 1952;
Berelson, et al. 1954), others concentrate on psychological influences. This
study falls into the latter category. Three separate psychological forces have
been identified which influence voting behavior: party affiliation, candidate
orientation, and issue awareness (Campbell et al. 1960, 59). Historically,
party orientation has been identified as the most influential factor in deter-
mining how the voter votes (Campbell et al. 1960). However, recently, a
growing number of political scientists has hypothesized that the role and
significance of political parties in the United States is on the decline (Pomper,
1975; Nie, et al. 1976, Crotty, 1984; Wattenberg, 1984). This has been attrib-
uted in part to factors such as a changing society, the rise of a new technology
of politics, and new and unaccustomed demands on the party agencies placed
by an evolving electorate. Others argue that “parties are not in a state of
decline, but rather the role of the parties in the political process are being
redefined” (Gitelson et al. 1984, xv).

This study does not attempt to examine the role which issue aware-
ness plays in voting behavior, only to address the importance of candidate
image and party orientation. It has been argued that there is often a distinc-
tion between which candidate is actually closest to the voter and which candi-
date is closest to the voter in issue stands (Campbell et al. 1960). The voter’s
opinion of candidate stands is often influenced by his/her party affiliation or

image of the candidate (Berelson, et al. 1954; Sigel, 1964). Therefore, the two



major determinants of the vote which are examined here are candidate image
and party orientation. This study will focus specifically on presidential elec-
tions. Presidential elections are one of the most appropriate types of elec-
tions to begin any study of voting behavior because there are distinct forces
here that may not be present at lower level elections in influencing voters’
decisions. National candidates, through the medium of television as well as
the importance of office, might be much more “visible” than local candidates.
This is especially true in the case of presidential competitors. Further, there
may not be as many salient issues at a local level as there are at a national
level. Political parties might not necessarily gain recognition in presidential
elections but should not diminish in recognition either. The media concen-
trate on presidential elections much more than other elections, thereby bring-
ing various influences to prominence which ctherwise might be obscure.

A second reason for focusing on presidential elections is because these
are the only elections in which everyone is able to vote for the same office at
the same time. It is very difficult to identify the most important influences in
other contests when there are so many variables involved. In presidential
elections, while each person might have a different reason for voting as they
do based on their geographical l'ocation, the same candidates, office, and (for
the most part) issues are involved. Further, if political parties are the domi-
nant factor in elections, as many claim (Campbell et al. 1960; Converse, et al.

1966), then it is important to see how successful they are in electing the



nation’s top official.

The third reason for this study’s focus on presidential elections is due
to the nature of the elections themselves. The two other national offices that
might be focused upon to determine factors influencing voting behavior are
the Representative and the Senator. All members of the House of Represen-
tatives are elected every two years. Tn most states, during presidential elec-
tion years, House candidates find themselves the second, third or fourth
name on the ballot. They are often victims of a coattail effect (Moos, 1952,
110-111; Press, 1958; Press, 1963; Cummings, 1966a, chaps. 1, 2; Cummings,
1966b, 231-233; Edwards, 1976). In other words, a strong candidate at the
top of the ticket could carry those below him/her into office. Conversely, a
weak candidate heading a ticket can often doom those below him/her on the
ballot. As a result, the influences which elect the top of the ticket will often
be the same influences electing those below. In off year elections, there is
still no guarantee that candidates running for the House of Representatives
will be at the top of the ticket. Off-year elections are further complicated by
the phenomenon that the president’s party has lost an average of 34 seats in
the House of Representatives in each non-presidential election since 1936
(Hinckley, 1967; Abramowitz, 1985) an occurrence which might have nothing
to do with party affiliation or candidate orientation.

Those seeking office to the Senate during presidential election years

have the same problem as candidates trying for the House of Representatives



at this time—they are often only as strong or as weak as the presidential
candidate of their party. Therefore, the same influences working for or
against that party’s presidential candidate work for or against its senatorial
candidate (Edwards, 1977). Those running in off-years however, often find
themselves at the top of this “coattail” phenomenon. There is another prob-
lem which complicates the national study of electoral behavior by focusing on
Senate elections, the fact that not all members are elected at the same time.
Only one-third of the Senate is elected at any one time. This makes it diffi-
cult to study, nationally, the influences on any given senatorial election year.
These problems encountered at the House and Senate level are not encoun-
tered at the presidential level.

If we can ascertain which factor most strongly influences electoral
behavior in presidential elections, we can predict the outcomes of elections
much more easily. If party affiliation is the most important factor, the party
most dominant in the voters’ minds should win the presidential race. If
candidate image is the most influential factor, then the candidate who ap-
peals the most to the voters should prevail, regardless of party attachment.

It is further offered that if we can anticipate the outcome of elections,
we can, to some degree, predict the future of our political system. By chart-
ing trends in voting behavior over the years, we can, to some degree, predict
future trends in voting behavior (Campbell et al. 1966, 9-40). If candidate

image is the dominant influence in an electoral outcome, will the future of



our electoral system hinge on popularity contests oblivious to major issues or
philosophical stands? If candidate image has replaced political parties as the
most influential factor in voters’ decisions, what factor or factors have ac-
counted for this increase? If political parties are dying, as some have argued
(e.g. Crotty, 1984), is there anything that can be done to halt this demise, or
is there anything which may replace them as durable political institutions
able to elect certain philosophically similar candidates to office? While it is
not within the scope of this study to answer these questions, the research
provided herein may prove an adequate starting point from which to begin to

ask these questions.



CHAPTER I

Review of the Literature

This chapter reviews the literature concerning voter behavior, begin-
ning with some of the earliest studies. It proceeds to examine both sociologi-
cal and psychological studies of voting behavior. Concentrating on psycho-
logical studies, research which focuses on the dominance of political party
affiliation, issﬁe awareness, and candidate orientation as influences of voting

behavior, is critically analyzed and evaluated separately.

In surveying the literature, one finds that the study of voting behav-
ior, while being a relatively recent phenomenon, tends to be more advanced
than many other “subfields” in political science, As early as 1949, voting
behavior was the one area in political science where theory could be system-
atically analyzed. Further, in voting behavior research, political scientists
had achieved more definitive conclusions than any other type of research.
Theory construction had also reached a higher peak of sophistication in the

field of voting behavior research than elsewhere in political science (Eld-



ersveld, 1951). Accomplishments had been made in hypothesis-testing ex-
ploratory studies (Rice, 1928; Diamond, 1941; Chapin, 1912; Millspaugh,
1918; Ogburn and Jaffe, 1936), in mass tabulation case studies (Hecock and
Trevelyan, 1938; Pollock, 1939; Arneson, 1925; Martin, 1933), in comparative
statistical surveys (Tinsten, 1937; Gosnell, 1940; Tibbitts, 1931; Holcombe,
1940; Bean, 1948), and in hypothesis-testing factoral analysis (Ogburn and
Coombs, 1940; Gosnell and Gill, 1935; Litchfield, 1941; Anderson and Davi-
son, 1943). While these studies have value for theory, the potential value had
not yet been realized because of basic weaknesses which still existed in the-
ory-constructing efforts in political science (Eldersveld, 1951). The one pos-
sible exception was the progress in the study of community dynamics made
by Lazarsfeld, et al. (1944, 1948).

One of the earliest studies to utilize survey research in voting behav-
ior, their focus was on how the voters in Erie County, Ohio, made up their
minds in the Roosevelt-Wilkie campaign of 1940. Six hundred residents were
each interviewed six times in a panel technique in order to trace attitudes
throughout the campaign. The emphasis was primarily on group influences
and pressures important in voter motivation (Lazarsfeld et al. 1944, 1948).

A significant portion of the analysis of political behavior during the
presidential election hinged on the crucial role assignment assigned to the
“Index of Political Predisposition” (IPP). This index sought primarily to

account for the presidential vote in terms of three sociological variables:
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socioeconomic status, rural-urban residence, and religious differences in the
adult population. The authors found that the voter’s socioeconomic status
was the most important determinant in his/her voting behavior, followed by
other factors such as religion, family traditions and education. Further,
between two-thirds and three-fourths of the voters had already made their
presidential choice by the time the national party conventions were over.
Changes in party position during the campéign occurred less frequently than
changes between campaigns. Less than ten percent of the voters changed
political party or candidate preference during a campaign, and those who did
change tended to cancel out each other’s vote. Finally, exposure to the cam-
i)aign changed only a small minority of the voters’ minds in candidate and
party preference.

Although it would be unwise to infer that these findings are indicative
of voting behavior throughout the United States, Lazarsfeld’s study neverthe-
less represents a path-breaking method in the study of voting behavior in the
United States.

Another study applied this Index of Political Predisposition to data on
the 1948 election gathered by the University of Michigan Survey Research
Center (Janowitz and Miller, 1952). The results of the replication showed
that the IPP, while having explanatory value, required considerable refine-
mént in order to constitute a basis for building an index of electoral behavior

which seeks to incorporate the group characteristics of populations (Janowitz
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and Miller, 1952, 714).

When the relevant data were analyzed to prepare an Index of Political
Predisposition for the 1948 survey research national sample, the results
indicated a distribution quite similar to that encountered in Erie County.
Comparison of basic data distributions provided evidence that elements of the
two studies were clearly compatible and that analyses of data collected by the
Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan could produce a valid
replication of crucial portions of the Erie County study (Janowitz and Miller,
1952, 714).

A study which furthers these types of findings, focused on voting
behavior in the 1948 presidential contest between President Truman and
Governor Dewey by using a panel method to survey voters in Elmira, New
York (Berelson, et al. 1954). By interviewing one thousand residents four
times between June and November in 1948, the authors find that most first-
time voters tend to favor the political party of their parents. This precipi-
tated the notion that the family tends to be the major source of political
socialization. Other sources of political socialization such as membership in
social and economic groups proved to have a great impact on the way people
voted.

In terms of voter influence, political parties were more concerned with
activating the votes of existing party supporters rather than attempting to

solicit new party supporters for the election. It is important to point out that
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both candidates, for the first time, were beginning to utilize the media to
develop a campaign style in order to sway the voters. This study further
showed that only about one-third of the voters were highly accurate in their
perception of where the candidates stood on the issues. Most voters perceived
the candidate of their party as having stands on the issues similar to their
own and the opposition candidate as having a dissimilar stand.

The influence of the media was to strengthen the voters’ support for
their own candidate. There appeared to be a direct correlation between
exposure to the campaign through mass media and increased support for
one’s own candidate.

It is claimed by the authors that the Elmira study contains a suffi-
ciently heterogeneous sample of people and conditions to assure a realistic
test of the generalizations advanced in this study. However, one must pro-
ceed with caution when applying these findings to the aggregate since this
research was conducted in only one city where some factors which compete to

influence the vote might not be as prevalent as in other areas of the country.

P logical In ces

One of the first studies to empirically research voting behavior using a
national sample devised a measure of voters’ motivation in terms of party
loyalty, concern with issues, and orientation toward the candidates

(Campbell, et al. 1953). Although earlier studies researched presidential



13

elections, this work took them out of a generalizable form and put predictabil-
ity to them. Indeed, V. O. Key Jr. in his foreword, called it “the most impres-
sive analysis yet made of a national election” (Key, in Campbell et al. 1853
iv).

In contrast to earlier studies which emphasized group influences and
pressures (sociological factors), this study focused for the first time on indi-
vidual motivators (psychological factors) which help to determine a voter’s
choice at the polls. Voting behavior in the 1952 presidential election is ana-
lyzed through the use of a political survey. Conducted by the Survey Re-
search Center at the University of Michigan, a national sample of the elector-
ate was surveyed. Both prior to and after the election to identify voters and
nonvoters, Democrats and Republicans were queried on socioeconomic char-
acteristics, attitudes and opinions on political issues, and perceptions of the
parties and candidates. The data collected were then analyzed according to
party identification of the respondent, concern over contemporary national
issues, and orientation toward the two presidential candidates.

Relevant to this study, the authors note that voter turnout in 1952
was 61.5 million, as compared with 48.5 million in 1948. One of the reasons
offered for this phenomenon is the attractiveness of the candidates, particu-
larly General Eisenhower. The authors further point out that there was a
large number of switchers in 1952; switchers being identified as those voters

who had voted for the other party’s presidential candidate in the previous
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questions asked what there was about Stevenson and Eisenhower that might
make the respondent want to vote for or against either of the candidates.
When combined with responses to several to several other questions, it was
possible to select those cases in which the factor of charismatic perception of
one candidate or the other was evidently predominant over other grounds for
evaluating the candidates (Davies, 1954, 1087).

The results show that less than two percent of the sample (32 cases
out of 1799 respondents) gave clear evidence of a charismatic orientation. It
is of importance to note that all 32 of the cases involved charismatic percep-
tions of Eisenhower. No clear-cut cases of Stevenson-oriented charisma were
found. Although Eisenhower was the eventual winner, it is apparent that
candidate charisma was not the decisive factor in the voters’ choice.

A similar study attempts to gauge the influences on the election result
and resolve a winning combination of forces into its component parts (Stokes,
et al. 1958). Using the SRC studies, the authors attempt to find an explict
technique by which to know in any presidential election the relative influence
on the cutcome of each of a set of factors affecting the result.

The authors hypothesize that the direction of a person’s vote would
depend, in an immediate sense, on his/her perceptions and evaluations of the
things he sees in national politics: the parties, the candidates, the issues of
foreign and domestic policy, and the contending group forces such as religion,

ethnicity and sociceconomic status. Eight open-ended questions with provi-
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sion for recording 5 responses each were included in the pre-election inter-
views in 1952 and 1956. For each party, one question invited favorable re-
sponses and one invited unfavorable responses. Similarly, for each candi-
date, one question asked for favorable comments and one for unfavorable
comments. This approach has been used in subsequent presidential election
years, except for 1972 which allowed for three, rather than five, responses.
In measuring partisan attitudes to explore their influence on the
individual’s choice of a candidate, the results indicate that the joint relation
of partisan attitudes and voting preference was high and that each attitude
dimension makes a contribution to the relationship. While partisan attitudes
tend to be the key determinant for voter choice in both elections, public atti-
tudes toward the presidential candidates were of greater influence on voting

choice in 1956 than they were in 1952 (Stokes et al. 1958, 381).

The Importance of Partisanship

From this research, the same authors provided what has become the
landmark study in voting behavior (Campbell, et al. 1960). Based on nation-

wide surveys of large samples of the electorate in 1948, 1952, and 1956,

comparisons are made between Democratic and Republican voters
in presidential elections on the basis of voter’s attitudes toward a
limited set of political objects: the attributes of the candidates, the
relationship of interest groups to the major parties, issues of
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domestic policy, issues of foreign policy, and the records of the
major parties in managing the affairs of government (Campbell et
al. 1960, 66-68). '

Similar to Campbell’s earlier work (1954), this study is social-psycho-
logical in nature as opposed to most earlier works which tended to be purely
socioeconomic in nature. This continues the (then) recently examined notion
that there exist psychological factors which greatly influence voter’s choice as
well as social pressures.

The authors propose a “funnel of causality” whereby the axis of the
funnel represents a time dimension. The narrow end of the axis contains the
immediate determinants of the vote. Such factors include attitudes toward
the candidates and the parties. The broad end of the axis contains the
broader and more remote factors such as party identification, membership in
social groups and categories, population movement and personality which
serve to influence a voter’s choice (Campbell et al. 1960, 24-32). It is the
narrow end of the funnel on which this study concentrates.

Four basic prerequisites for issue voting are laid down. First, a citi-
zen must have an opinion about a given issue. Second, he/she must know the
current government policy concerning the issue. Third, he/she must have a
perception of party positions on the issue. Finally, the voter must also care
enough about how the issue is resolved “to make his/her first three prerequi-
sites relevant to his/her electoral considerations” (Campbell et al. 1960, 170-
74).

The findings indicate that less than one-third of those interviewed
meet these prerequisites (Campbell et al. 1960, 182). The electorate is shown

to have little concern for issues. Instead, partisan preference and candidate
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perception play major roles in voter’s decisions. In fact, most positions which
voters held on the issues tended to agree with those of the party (Campbell et
al. 1960, 173-179).

Qimilar to earlier studies, the research finds that political party iden-
tification is the single most important psychological factor in choosing a
president. Strong party identifiers are more consistent in their decisions
than weak identifiers who are more consistent than Independents. There-
fore, the stronger a person’s party identification, the more consistent his/her
vote (Campbell et al. 1960, 77). Further, political party identification is
typically learned from one’s family at childhood and lasts throughout one's
lifetime although it is subject, but not likely, to change by competing soéial or
personal forces (Campbell et al. 1960, 88-89).

It has also been suggested that in presidential elections since 1890,
sharp upsurges in turnout have been associated with partisanship (Campbell
et al. 1960). Such fluctuations in turnout and partisanship are derived from
- a combination of short-term political forces, superimposed on the underlying
level of political interest and on the long- standing psychological attachments
to the two parties (Campbell et al. 1960, 418).

By measuring a limited set of political orientations (among which
party loyalty is pre-eminently important) it has been argued that we are able
to say with increasing confidence what the behavior of the American elector-
ate would be in any given election if the vote were to express only the influ-
ence of these basic dispositions. However, it must be pointed out that elec-
tion returns also reflect the public’s reaction to more recent and transitory
influences, such as candidate personality, that deflect the vote from what it

Would have been had these short-term factors not intruded on the nation’s
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decision (Stokes, 1962, 689).

These studies show significant evidence of stability in the American
electorate. It is argued that such stability stems directly from the demon-
strated importance of party identification in explaining the vote (Merelman,
1970, 115). Partisanship is said to be the most important single influence on
political opinions and voting behavior. The normal vote associated with any
population depends entirely on the underlying distribution. While many
other influences are at work on voters in society, none compare in signifi-

cance with partisanship (Campbell et al. 1966, 18; Flanigan, 1968, 35).

The Decline Of Partisanship?

Is this to say that all students of voting behavior equally agree that
partisanship is the single most important influence in determining the vote?
Definitely not. While most pioneer studies emphasized the importance of
partisanship in electoral behavior, studies in the 1970s and 1980s began
emphazing its decline. One advocate of the influence of partianship in elec-
tions points out that while, as the Survey Research Center at the University
of Michigan has demonstrated, partisanship is still the single most important
determinant of the vote, it does not control the vote. “Not every voter is a
partisan and not every partisan votes in conformity with his party identifica-
tion” (Merelman, 1970, 116). Further, the composition of the American elec-
torate appears to be changing in such a way as to produce more electoral
instability in the future. This increasing electoral stability, the author points

out, may have important effects on our party system (Merelman, 1970, 117).



Other studies have shown that there is a significant number of Inde-
pendents who are motivated by factors other than partisanship. As early as
1952, it was warned that we may need to reexamine our old adages about the
“remarkable persistence” of party loyalty and “the mass conditioning of the
electorate” in view of the fact that only 60 percent of the voters in the Survey
Research Center study were definitely committed to a party (Eldersveld,
1952).

In determining the numbers of independent voters, as an initial step,
two criteria have usually been adopted (Stedman, 1956). The first is to exam-
ine objecti\?e evidence from election statistics, and make some kind of infer-
ence. The second is that of self-classification, i.e. to ask people whether they
consider themselves as Democrats, Republicans or independents.

As one study points out (Stedman, 1956), in a survey conducted in
October 1952 asking people whether they identified with one of the major
parties, the Survey Research Center found that most Americans did. How-
ever, people originally classifying themselves as “Independents” were further
asked which party they generally supported. In addition to Republicans and
Democrats, two other categories were established— “Independent Republi-
cans” and “Independent Democrats.” On this basis, the study was able to
reduce the proportion of Independents to five percent. It could just as easily
have been asked of those identifying with one of the major parties, “Do you
always support this party?” If the answer was in the negative, the number of
people classified as Independents would have increased.

Many studies have suggested that even if political parties play the
major role in determining one’s vote, they have significantly declined in

influence (Kirkpatrick, 1975; Trilling, 1975; Pomper, 1977; LeBlanc, 1979,

20
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Ware, 1981; Kleppner, 1982; Tuckel, 1983). However, these studies differ as
to what is the major cause of this phenomenon, and what determinant has
replaced parties in importance.

One study points out, that from 1952 to 1964, the overall amount of
party identification among voters remained stable. However, from 1964
onward, more Americans have identified themselves as Independents (Polsby
and Wildavsky, 1988, 18; Miller and Wattenberg, 1983). Here it is argued
that while there have been massive defections of identifiers from the major
parties in presidential voting in recent elections, no one can say for sure
whether these defections mean a long-term drop in party identification or are
a short-term response to particular events and specific candidates. Here it is
concluded that the party as a value and as an orientation point is less impor-
tant than it once was, but it is still very important (Polsby and Wildavsky,
1988, 20).

rtan fl

Many studies have argued that issues have been the major determi-
nant of the vote in presidential elections. Such studies are in agreement that
The American Voter (Campbell et al. 1960) needs to be updated with respect
to issue voting (Field and Anderson, 1969; Boyd, 1969; Pomper, 1972; Koven-
ock, et al. 1970; Natchez and Bupp, 1968; Pierce, 1970; Repass, 1971).

Some studies have concentrated on voters who are likely to be sensi-
tive to issues. This would include works on issue publics (Natchez and Bupp,
1968), and works on ideclogies (Field and Anderson, 1969). Field and Ander-

son examine whether the proportion of the electorate construing politics in
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ideological terms remains fairly constant from one election to the next. They
find that the number of people making ideological evaluations of the parties
and presidential candidates does differ over time, and that a relationship
does exist between political environment and the public’s assessment of it.
All of these studies isolated those voters whose responses to open-ended
questions show a concern with the issues (Kessel, 1972, 461).

Other scholars have perfected new indices or have used new concepts
in measuring issue-awareness. Philip Converse conceptualized the normal
vote to monitor the effect of issues on voters’ choice (Campbell, et al. 1966,
chap. 2). John Pierce has suggested various measures for “informational
ideologies” and “effective ideologies” to add to the “conceptual ideologies”
discussed in The American Voter (Campbell et al. 1960).

Richard Boyd has employed indices of party compatibility, candidate
compatibility and issue compatibility to analyze vote defection (Boyd, 1969).
He found that these cross-pressures relate directly to vote defecting; the
greater the cross-pressures, the greater the likelihood of defection, defined as
voting against the candidate of one’s party. When forces arise which move
some people to acquire attitudes which conflict with their party identification,
these political attitudes tend to prevail.

Although not convinced of the complete demise of political parties,
Boyd pointed out that the importance of issues is more problematic than the

importance of candidates.

The impact of a candidate is substantial but of short duration.
The impact of issues, while rarely greater at any single moment,
accumulates over a period of time. Overall, issues may outweigh
candidates in affecting the ocutcome of elections, for issues have
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the capacity to alter the greatest single determinant of the vote,
party identification (Boyd, 1969, 510).

David RePass has worked out a measure of issue partisanship which
suggests that, contrary to earlier studies, the voting public has at least a few
substantive issues in mind at the time of an election, and the voters seem to
be acting more respongibly than had previously been thought (Repass, 1971).
Furthermore, the public is seen to be in large measure concerned about sepci-
fic issues, and these cognitions have a considerable impact on electoral choice.
John Kessel notes that these two lines of analysis—the isolation of issue-
motivated voters and the use of issue-sensitive measures—have tended to
heighten our awareness of issue voting (Kessel, 1972, 461).

Perhaps the strongest statement about issue voting is put forth by
Norman Nie, Sidney Verba and John Petrocik (1976). They analyze the
major developments that have occurred in the American electorate since the
1950s which updates and brings into new perspective the findings of The
American Voter (Campbell et al. 1960). Similar to earlier studies, this work
is based on the series of national election studies, conducted by the Survey
Research Center and the Center for Political Studies at the University of
Michigan. |

Also, similar to earlier studies, the authors assert that there has been
a general decline in partisanship. Citizens who identified with a party were
less guided by their affiliation in the seventies than they were in the fifties.
For as they argue, “party affiliation, once the central thread connecting the
citizen and the political process, is a thread that has certainly been frayed”
(Nie et al. 1976, 73). Many factors contribute to this phenomenon. While the

study confirms that party identification as a long-term commitment is estab-
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lished early in life and maintained thereafter, the partisan attachments
which arose out of the New Deal years remained dominant in the 1950s when
the surveys upon which The American Voter was based were being con-
ducted. There has been an increase of new, independent voters into the
system since that time.

A second reason for the apparent decline in partisanship is attributed
to the new set of intensive and emotional issues which came about in the
sixties and early seventies (Nie et al. 1976). The 1960s and 1970s were
marked by a whole new range of intensive and emotional issues never before
seen in the American electorate. Issues such as racial violence, the Vietnam
War, the urban crisis, Watergate, and a major economic recession cut across
the old New Deal alliances and voting patterns. These events increased
people’s awareness of and concern for contemporary issues. The increased
level of concern over issues has in turn been translated into a greater connec-
tion between issue positions and voting patterns (Nie et al. 1976, 96-109).

With the rise of issue voting came a decline in partisanship among the
voters of America. Independents are found to represent the largest group of
voters in society, with numbers slightly larger than the Democrats and over
twice as large as the Republicans. Even among those who claim a partisan
identification, the allegiance is found to be weak. The authors assert that the
reason for this is because citizens are dissatisfied with the parties as they are
presently constituted (Nie et al. 1976, 96-109). The study concludes that the
electorate continues to be more issue conscious at the expense of political
partisanship, and as such, the major component of an individual’s choice at
the polls is issue awareness.

It must be pointed out however, that there are certain flaws with the



study’s reasoning. First, the levels of conceptualization are different from
earlier studies. While using the SRC master codes yields an increase of 18
percent between 1956 and 1968 in the proportion of ideologies in the elector-
ate, examination of the actual interview responses (a technique common td
earlier studies) yields an increase of only 3 percent (Asher, 1976).

A second problem in the authors’ reasoning is that the very argument
used for the reason behind the increase in issue awareness can be used
against its continued dominance as a motivating force in elections. It is
possible that there were many more salient issues in the 1960s and 1970s
than in other elections before or after. It is easy for a voter to be issue-con-
scious when so many issues dominate the political realm. However, this is
rarely the case. Few elections are marked by so many salient issues, and as
Survey Research Center studies have shown, voters are rarely informed of
more than one or two issues in any presidential campaign. Furthermore, the
events of the 1960s and early 1970s which increased voter’s issue awareness
would have a short-term effect on voter’s consciousness that would not be
likely to show a continued pattern over a period of time that would be exhib-
ited by an enduring realignment such as that which occurred in the 1930s.
Thus the same arguments which have been used against The American Voter
accusing it of being time-bound, could now apply to The Changing Americans
Yoter.

nce Of Candidate I

Other studies have argued that political parties have declined in

importance due to an increase in attitudes toward candidates outside of
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traditional party mechanisms rather than an increase in issue awareness
among voters. As one scholar points out, “Appraisal of the candidates is
clearly now a vital influence, and independent of other variables” (Pomper,
1975, 346).

One longitudinal study utilizes total party and total candidate atti-
tudes in regressions for the vote in each presidential election from 1952
through 1972. It finds that there was a consistent linear decrease over the
twenty-year period in the relative influence of total party images on the vote,
and the linear decrease in party accompanied by the linear increase in candi-
date image (Kirkpatrick, et al. 1975). Attitudes grounded in candidate im-
ages, irrespective of various candidate differences from year to year, nearly
doubled in their explanatory power and attitudes oriented toward the politi-
cal parties were cut by more than one-half over the six electoral contests.

The explanatory power of regression coefficients affiliated with vari-
ous candidate images tends to increase rather consistently over the twenty-
year period. This increase is accompanied by an equally rapid weakening of
party images in influencing voting behavior in presidential contests (Kirkpa-
trick et al. 1975, 278).

Some early studies recognize the increasing importance of candidate
image on the electorate. One study using a statistical model for measuring
various attitudinal forces on the nation’s vote from 1952 to 1964 finds that
the dynamism of popular attitude is peculiarly tied to the emergence of new
candidates for the presidency, and that the fluctuations of electoral attitudes
over these elections have to a remarkable degree focused on the candidates
themaselves (Stokes, 1966, 27).

In assessing the “dynamic elements” in presidential voting across four
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elections, the author finds that candidate image varies most in attracting
voters to candidates. Apparently, among those not loyally voting their party
identification, impressions of the candidates personal qualities, their person-
ality and honesty, caused a sufficient swing in votes to provide the Republi-
cans with victory in 1952 and again in 1956. Candidate image is conceptual-
ized as a “short term” force since it varies between elections more so than
does party identification.

Most studies which advance the notion of candidate image as the
determinant of the vote attribute this phenomenon to the increasing focus on
candidates by the news media. One study examines campaign coverage in
the press and its relation to public perception of presidential candidates. By
using a national survey of U.S. voters conducted during the 1968 presidential
election, it finds that press images furnish data for the formation of differen-
tial images of various candidates. The stress of personal image qualities,
prevalent in the political imagery of average Americans, is paralleled by a
heavy emphasis on personal qualities in the press (Graebner, 1972, 71). Itis
further found that the manner of information presentation, rather than the
substance, may contribute substantially to the dominance of personality
traits in public presidential images (Graebner, 1972, 72).

An analysis of voting behavior for President, Senate, and House at the
state level for the period 1914-1980 found that since World War II, there has
been a pronounced trend toward “particularization” in voting for federal
offices (Tuckel and Tejera, 1983). In the past, voting behavior was strongly
influenced by party loyalty, which in turn, lent a high degree of predictability
to the vote outcome, Such constraints no longer influence electoral behavior

with the same degree of force as they did in the past. To an increasing de-
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gree, the outcomes of federal elections seem to depend upon transient con-
cerns and the ability of candidates to exploit these concerns through expen-
sive mass media campaigns (Tuckel and Tejera, 1983, 243). As Frank Sorauf
(1976, p.416) has pointed out,”the handsome faces, ready smiles, and graceful
styles that television screens convey so fully attract some of the support that

party symbols once commanded”.

The Re-emergence of Party Identification?

Is this to say that the impact of the media on candidate images in
presidential elections has totally replaced the political party in importance?
Some recent studies disagree.

One study investigates various factors as explanationé of the voters’
choice in 1972 and 1976, using data from the national election survey con-
ducted by the Center for Political Studies. It focuses on the effect that parti-
sanship, issues, ideology and candidate evaluation had on the individual vote
decision (Miller, 1978). Finding that candidate evaluations have a greater
impact than party identification on the vote, it argues that this is because we

consider only direct effects.
Theoretically, party identification is a prior predisposition o such
attitudes as candidate evaluations and issue preferences; thus it

is more correct to speak of total effects, rather than just the direct
effect, that party has on vote choice (Miller, 1978, 151).

When total effects are computed, it is shown that party identification
is the most important overall explanation for the electoral outcome. Also,

when the general characteristics of the 1972 and 1976 elections are com-
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pared, the re-emergence of party identification as a determinant of the vote is
a noteworthy difference, although the evenly balanced popularity of the 1976
candidates, as measured by the Survey Research Center also presents a
strong contrast (Miller, 1978, 152).

Another study using data derived from the NES-SRC American Na-
tional Election Studies, argues that reports of the demise of political parties
have been exaggerated (LeBlanc and Merrin, 1979). Most Independents lean
in a partisan direction, and “leaners” are behavioral partisans, almost the
equal of weak identifiers (LeBlanc and Merrin, 1979, 240). The implications
are that partisan ties, even though weakened, continue to structure the
American electorate. That there has been a growth among Independents is
partially offset by the inclinations of most of them toward one or the other of
the parties. The decline in partisanship from 1960 through 1972, as well as
its resurgence in 1976, can be explained in part by the type of issues that
gained the electoral agenda (LeBlanc and Merrin, 1979, 254). However, one
cannot be sanguine that parties have regained their former stature in voters’

minds.
tion - Gener en

In this brief review of the relevant literature of factors which influ-
ence voting behavior in presidential elections, it is clear that there is no
definitive agreement among scholars as to which factor is most influential.
One study conducted in 1975 might help to account for some of these differ-
ences by showing the fluctuations in the importance of each factor throughout

the years (DeClercq, et al . 1975). Relying on the Survey Research Center’s



presidential election studies between 1956 and 1972 as the sole source of data
available to assess the determinants of how people vote across time, the
authors agree that each of the major determinants of the vote shows a differ-
ent pattern over the five elections. Party image shows a continual decline
from an already low influence in 1956 (DeClecq et al. 1975, 237). This image,
. highly influenced by party identification, seems unimportant in motivating a
partisan vote.

Issue orientation shows a moderate increase in influence on the vote
over the same span. In 1956 it was the weakest influence, but in 1972 it
exceeded partisan influence. Candidate image showed stability until 1972
when it became the most influential factor in influencing the vote. From
these data, one might infer that candidate image is sharply ascending in
influence, replacing party identification and unlikely to be challenged in the
foreseeable future by any other influence (DeClercq et al. 1975, 238).

In reviewing the literature on the subject, one finds that most studies
follow this trend. The importance of partisan influence in presidential elec-
tions dominated research in the 1950s and early 1960s, until it started being
replaced by research demonstrating the importance of issue orientation in the
middle to late 1960s. Candidate image as the main determinant of voting
behavior in presidential elections replaced issue orientation in research in
the early 1970s and continues to dominate the literature today.

Another study divides all voting studies into two contradictory theo-
ries (Sigel, 1964). One theory leans heavily on theoretical and empirical work
in social psychology, especially social perception, and has been referred to as
the perceptual balance theory (Heider, 1946; McGrath, 1962). This theory

posits that political perception is perceiver-determined. In order not to expe-
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rience imbalance or stress partisans, especially, will see in a preferred candi-
date what they wish to see—even if it is unrelated to objective reality (Sigel,
1964, 484).

The second theory, referred to as image-theory, holds that the image
voters have of a candidate is not perceiver-determined. Therefore, candidates
by their appearance, speeches, and stands on issues, convey a specific image.
As a result, the candidate who casts the most popular image wins the election
(Sigel, 1964, 484).

From a survey conducted in 1960, the author was able to conclude
that neither the perceptual balance theory nor the image theory provided
exhaustive explanations of political perception, since both failed to take into
account the crucial role of political party identification (Sigel, 1964, 495).

The author warns that party preference greatly affects a voter’s per-
ception of candidates, and future research on political perception and voting
preferences must take into account the degree to which candidate perception
is influenced by party perception. No theory of political perception can offer
much promise that fails to take cognizance of the role of parties in voter’s
political imagery (Sigel, 1964, 496).

While this study is over twenty years old, it still presents a very valid
distinction in the literature concerning voting behavior in presidential elec-
tions. We can argue that studies placing partisan influence foremost in
importance as an influence on voting behavior are perceptual balance ori-
ented, while studies emphasizing issue orientation or candidate image are
image-theory oriented. Sigel conducted her study before image-theory re-
search became so dominant in the literature. It is important to also point out

that Sigel’s study was written before television became so dominant. There-



fore, while her assertions still hold true, her conclusions need to be reevalu-

ated today.
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CHAPTER III

Research Methodology

lley — Mirer Rul

This chapter outlines the methodology used in this analysis to assess
the determinants of electoral choice for president. A study conducted in 1974
by Stanley Kelley and Thad Mirer is focused upon as one explanation for the
vote. Two other forms of analysis are also used. A study conducted in 1974
presents a simple yet brilliantly conceived empirical study of the voting deci-
sion (Kelley and Mirer, 1974). Kelley and Mirer viewed voting as a simple
act, “entailing little agony of decision for the average voter” (Kelley and
Mirer, 1974, 572). A voter simply adds up his/her likes and dislikes about the
parties and candidates in arriving at a voting decision. The authors regard

one set of facts as a better explanation of how people vote than another,
if it (a) shows a stronger, nonspurious statistical association with
voter’s choices, (b) involves a more believable and nontrivial ac-
count of the ways voters arrive at their decisions, and (c) permits

one to predict voter’s choices more accurately (Kelley and Mirer,
1974, 572).

The American Voter (Campbell et al. 1960) is the explanation of vot-
ing that best meets this test. However, Campbell and his associates identify
the attitudes which explain voter’s choices as “considerations” that enter into

these choices. They do not take into account any rule which voters follow in
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“translating these attitudes into voters” (Kelley and Mirer, 1974, 572). If
such a rule or rules could be identified, a better and more relevant explana-
tion of voting could be achieved. “Knowledge of the considerations that a
person is taking into account and of the rule he is applying are a sufficient
basis both for predicting what he will decide and for explaining his decision”
(Kelley and Mirer, 1974, 573).

The voter's decision rule, or “the Rule” as it is commonly referred to,

suggests that:
The voter canvasses his likes and dislikes of the leading candi-
dates and major parties involved in and election. Weighing each
like and dislike equally, hee votes for the candidate towards
whom he has the greatest net number of favorable attitudes, if
there is such a candidate. If no candidate has such an advantage,
the voter votes consistently with his party affiliation, if he has
one. Ifhis attitudes do not include him toward one candidate
more than toward another, and if he does not identify with one of

the major parties, the voter reaches a null decision (Kelley and
Mirer, 1974, 574).

Put in a simple way, if a voter likes one candidate more than another, he/she
will vote for that candidate. If he/she prefers neither candidate, then