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ABSTRACT 

withThe research reported in this study was concerned primarily 

Do voters select candidatesthe role of issues in the act of voting. 

on the basis of their issue concerns, or do they merely vote their 

each of theseparty affiliations? Previous research has supported 

of theperspectives, yielding alternative and competing portraits 

electorate. The dependent voter portrait emphasized the enduring 

and voteinfluence of party identification upon voter perceptions 

choices. Because of the stability of party identification, voters 

to the next. VIhenusually supported the same party from one election 

they lacked strong attachments to one of the major political parties. 

between thethey changed party support between elections, floating 

parties between elections. On the other hand, the responsive voter 

fluid nature ofportrait placed more emphasis upon the dynamic and 

in theirvote choices, since voters were responsive to new stimuli 

political environments. Responsive voters looked to the issue positions 

of the candidates rather than simply their party labels, switching party 

candidate weresupport when the issue positions of the other party's 

more attractive. Clearly, then, a study designed to investigate these 

alternative portraits must focus upon patterns of interelection change: 

a perspective first employed by V. 0. Key, Jr. in The Responsible 

Electorate. Returning to that focus in this study, a panel design. 

electionswith interviews with the same respondents in the presidential 

those votersof 1972 and 1976, was employed to identify standpatters, 

who supported the same party in both elections, and switchers, those 
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voters who changed party support between elections. A variety of 

these alternativeanalytical techniques were employed to investigate 

analysis andportraits, ranging from cross-tabular analysis to factor 

multiple regression. Generally speaking, the conclusions supported 

neither perspective; rather, cross-sectional analyses supported the 

the responsivedependent portrait and longitudinal analyses supported 

formiilateportrait. Given these disparate findings, it was necessary to 

a theory of interelection change that synthesized these two 

perspectives. 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE RESPONSIBLE ELECTORATE REVISITED 

Are citizensVJhat is the nature of political "man" in the 1970s? 

basically "reactive. that is, conditioned to behave in ways which are 

consistent with their biases, prejudices, and partisan ties, or are 

they "responsive. that is, able to pick aind choose between rival 

candidates for office in terms of their policies and to support the 

one who represents their interests? In short, are their choices 

structured by partisan loyalties, or do they take their issue positions 

and the policy stands of the candidates into account when formulating 

a vote decision? 

concernQuestions about the nature of political man inevitably 

citizens and theirthe complicated and confusing relationship between 

government. Considering that relationship from a "democratic" per 

tiadison when hespective, most people would probably agree with James 

control onsays. A dependence on the people is, no doubt, the primary 

the government (Madison, 1961c, p. 322). However, when the course of 

popiilar government turns upon the whims and fancies of the citizenry. 

the seeds of destruction are sown within its fabric. l-flien citizens 

recognize the legitimate interests of all people and are responsive 

to the interests of the community, political stability and order pre 

vail. Recognizing this, Madison argues, "It is the reason, alone, of 

Thethe public, that ought to control and regulate the government. 

passions ought to be controlled and regulated by the government 

(Madison, 1961b, p. 317). 

1 
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How are citizens to control their rulers? Do they control then 

by voting their biases, their prejudices, or their partisan loyalties? 

Do they exercise popular control when "passions" guide their voting 

choices? The notion of popular control of policynakers, a central 

prenise of democratic theory, assumes that policy preferences guide 

their voting decisions (Mayo, 1960, pp. 61-62). For popular elections 

to provide a means for controlling public officials, contends Weissberg 

(1976), each of the following conditions should be satisfied: Citizens 

possess policy preferences; candidates offer choices on the policies 

of concern to citizens; citizens correctly associate policy preferences 

with candidates; citizens vote for the candidate who best approximates 

their own policy preferences; the candidate with the most votes wins; 

the victorious candidate implements his/her policy; and if implemen 

tation does not occur, the official is defeated at the subsequent 

election (p. 171). If all of these conditions are satisfied, a perfect 

congruence, or "linkage. would occur between pi;Q5lic opinion, as 

expressed at the polls, and governmental action (cf Key, 1961).• 9 

If the "people" are to exercise their obligation as "the 

primary control on the government. as Madison and others assert. 

issue positions and policy preferences must guide their voting 

decisions. But what role do issues, or policy preferences, play in 

the act of voting? Over the past two decades, empirical research on 

this question has yielded mixed results or alternative "portraits 

of the electorate: 

One emphasizes stability in voting behavior, with the largest 
proportion of the vote dependent on enduring factors such as 

group membership and partisanship; neither coherent ideologies 
nor the particular issues of the times are seen as having 
major impact. The other portrait places more emphasis on 
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change, on the responsiveness of the electorate to new stimuli 

in the environment, and on the electorate's ability to grasp 

coherent, internally consistent, belief systems and to 

effectuate policy preferences in its vote. (Pomper, 1975, p. 12) 

This is the distinction, advanced by Pomper, between the "dependent 

voter and the "responsive" voter. Dependent voters are unable to 

exercise popular control of policymakers, since they tend to vote for 

the same party from one election to the next. Since issues are impor 

tant for responsive voters, some degree of popular control is possible. 

especially when their policy preferences provide the bases for changing 

party support between elections. 

Alternative Portraits of the Electorate 

One version of the dependent voter portrait appears in the works 

of the Survey Research Center/Center for Political Studies (SRC/CPS) 

at the University of Michigan. The principal SRC/CPS studies include 

The Voter Decides (1954) , The American Voter (1960), and Elections and 

the Political Order (1966). The voting act, from the perspective of 

these works, is a product of the interplay of factors that transcend 

a particular election, party identification providing the clearest 

such as indivi 

dual perceptions of parties, candidates, and issues. Party identifi 

cation, a long-term psychological identification with a political 

party, or a partisan self-image. colors" perceptions of stimuli 

example, and factors which are unique to an election, 

during an election campaign. As a consequence of the influence of 

party identification on voter perceptions, issues and policy 

preferences are relatively unimportant (Abrams, 1973; Asher, 1976; 

Converse, 1975; Pomper, 1978; Prewitt and Nie, 1971). 
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The partisan self-image of an individual is viewed as the most 

important concept of this framework because it structures or determines 

other political images. How does this occur? A partisan self-image 

functions like a stereotype. A stereotype is a "picture of the world 

and people usually avoid those things which call their "pseudo 

environment" into question; T'7e imagine most things before we 

experience them. And those preconceptions . . . govern deeply the 

whole process of perception" (Lippmann, 1922, p. 59). People acquire 

a partisan self-image early in life and that image becomes stronger as 

a person grows older (Jennings and Niemi, 1974). As a stereotype. 

partisanship colors the way in which people experience and organize 

their political worlds. Since people prefer an ordered pseudo 

environment, they guard or defend their partisan self-image by 

selectively perceiving political objects (McGrath and McGrath, 1962; 

Sherrod, 1971-72; and Sigel, 1964). Partisanship is thus the picture 

of the world that structures popular images of politics. 

In contrast to the dependent voter of the SRC/CPS framework. 

that "theV. O. Key, Jr. argues that "voters are not fools," 

electorate behaves about as rationally and responsibly as we should 

to it and the 

character of the information available to it (Key, 1966, p. 7). 

Voting behavior is not an activity which is structured" by psycholog-

ical determinants, since people exercise their own freedom of choice. 

Instead, people respond" in a minded and self-conscious way to the 

alternatives that are available; The voice of the people is but an 

and 

expect, given the clarity of the alternatives presented 

echo. The output of the echo chamber bears an inevitable 
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invariable relation to the input"; therefore, the people's verdict can 

be no more than a selective reflection from among the alternatives and 

outlooks presented to them (Key, 1966, p. 2). 

intoIn The Responsible Electorate (1966), Key divides voters 

Those who vote for thepatterns of interelection voting behavior. 

same party from one election to the next Key labels standpatters. 

Switchers" are those who change party support between elections. Key 

finds, using a respondent's recall of previous voting behavior, that 

switchers tend to gravitate toward the parties and candidates closer 

to their positions on the issues. Key also finds that standpatters. 

be in terms ofgiven their issue positions, are where they ought to 

party support: 

fromThe portrait of the American electorate that develops 
the data is not one of an electorate . . . moved by sub 

conscious urges triggered by devilishly skillful propa 
gandists. It is rather one of an electorate moved by 
concern about central and relevant questions of public 
policy, of governmental performance, and of executive 
personality, (pp. 7-8) 

In sum, SRC/CPS and Key offer alternative portraits of the electorate. 

Further examination of these portraits reveals different perspectives 

on why people vote and why they do or do not change party support 

between elections. 

Competing Explanations of Voting Behavior 

The psychological perspective that emerges in the SRC/CPS 

studies is an "affective theory of voting. since the major concepts 

of their model are based upon a person's evaluation of political 

objects (Natchez, 1970). An evaluation is defined as a perception 

isor an image. IThen the object is a political party, the evaluation 
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referred to as a party image; when a candidate is the object, the 

evaluation is a candidate image. IThen the evaluation concerns a 

person's attitude toward himself as a member of a political party, 

it is a partisan self-image or party identification. All evaluations 

have two basic dimensions; direction and intensity. People have 

either a positive or a negative image of an object and feel more 

strongly about some objects than others. 

Despite the emphasis on partisan self-image within the SRC/CPS 

framework, this stereotype has no direct influence on voting behavior. 

Borrowing an analytical assumption from field theory, their framework 

considers only those explanatory factors which are in the field" of 

the phenomenon under investigation (Baldwin, 1967). A partisan self-

image is a "distal" influence, since its existence is established in 

time prior to the act of voting. Consequently, factors, such as 

candidate and party images, which are closest to the voting act in 

time exercise a direct influence upon voting, with partisanship 

working through and upon these "proximate" images. 

Key's responsive voter portrait suggests that a person's 

"knowledge" of the issue positions of parties and candidates is an 

important aspect of the voting act. IThere the dependent voter por 

trait emphasizes "affective" relationship between voters and political 

objects, the responsive voter thesis emphasizes the "cognitive 

aspects of those relationships. The nature of these cognitive 

relationships, recalling Key's echo chamber, is always contingent 

upon the kinds of appeals and messages that candidates employ during 

their campaigns; If leaders believe the route to victory is by 
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projection of images and cultivation of styles rather than by advocacy 

of policies to cope with the problems of the country, they will project 

images and cultivate styles to the neglect of the substance of 

politics" (Key, 1966, p. 6). 

t-Zhen candidates offer the electorate a choice in terms of 

policy, which they do occasionally, voters may cast issue votes 

(Page, 1978; Pomper, 1972). VThat, then, is an issue vote? For 

citizens to cast an issue vote, they must first perceive a difference 

between the candidates and their issue stands, have an issue position 

which is closer to only one of the candidates, and support that 

candidate. If any of these conditions is violated, a vote is not an 

issue vote. Following these guidelines, the responsive voter argument 

emphasizes candidate and party "issue-proximities" rather than 

Incandidate and party images, as does the dependent voter portrait. 

a sxibstantiveother words, the responsive voter portrait contains 

policy dimension. Voters canvass the political market, looking for a 

place to invest their votes. When they find a product that appears to 

satisfy their policy interests, responsive voters cast issue votes 

(Popkin, Gorman, Philips, and Smith, 1976). 

Party Voting vs. Issue Voting 

In their recent study. The Changing American Voter, Nie, Verba, 

and Petrocik (1976) present the intellectual debate between Key and 

the psychological perspective in slightly different terms. These 

authors distinguish between "party" voting and "issue" voting, "The 

main rule of party voting is simple; when there is a choice between 
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the candidate of the party with which you identify and the opposition 

party, vote for your party's candidate" (p. 156). Party voting 

requires that: 

1. A voter have a party identification which extends 
across elections. 

2. The candidates are from different parties. 

3. The individual must use his party affiliation as 
the criterion for choosing between candidates. 

Their notion also implies that: 

4. A voter without a party identification cannot vote 
on the basis of party. 

5. A candidate not identified with one of the major 
parties cannot receive a party vote.(pp. 156-157) 

The main rule of issue voting is: If there is an issue A and two 

prefers one of thepositions on that issue (A^ and A^), the voter who 
two positions will vote for the candidate who holds the same position 

(pp. 157-158). Issue voting has two basic requirements: 

1. That the individual have a preference for either 
A, or A
1 2* 

2. The candidates must offer a choice on the issues, 
(p. 158) 

The analytical problem, therefore, is to determine whether or 

not standpatters and switchers are casting party votes or issue votes. 

Key's switchers are obviously issue voters but so are standpatters. 

since their partisanship supposedly is based upon issue concerns. 

Standpatters are party voters from the SRC/CPS perspective, but 

switchers are neither, because they fail to identify with either of 

the major political parties and are not concerned enough with matters 
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of public affairs to acquire the necessary information to cast issue 

votes. In other words, switchers are floaters within the SRC/CPS 

framework. 

Floaters or Switchers? 

The distinction between "floaters" and "switchers" is an 

important one to consider, as it reveals the divergent perspectives 

on the sources of interelection change contained within the dependent 

and the responsive voter portraits. The term floater usually denotes 

a random and haphazard mode of political behavior (Daudt, 1961) . The 

rudiments of a floater argument first surface in The People's Choice 

(1944), a panel study of intraelection change. In that study. 

Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet observe that 28 percent of their 

sample formulated a vote intention during the campaign, 15 percent 

'wavered" from one vote intention to another, eventually returning 

to their original choice, and only 8 percent "started out with a vote 

intention and later changed to the other party, finally voting for 

it" (p. 66). A comparison of these different forms of change, 

including those voters with constant party preferences (Key's 

standpatters), in terms of interest in the election shows that "only 

those people who had much less interest . . . actually vacillated 

between the two parties" (p. 69). Converse (1962) extends this 

empirical generalization to the case of interelection change. 

emphasizing a psychological source of floating: the absence of 

partisan attachments. Since independents, those who fail to identify 

with either of the major political parties, are the "least involved 

in politics" and "whose information about details of policy is most 
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impoverished," they float between the parties between elections. The 

authors of The American Voter (1960) also underscore the relationship 

between psychological independence" and interest in public affairs 

as a source of interelection change: The broadest movements of party 

strength between elections . . . are fed disproportionately by shifts 

among the less involved and poorly informed members of the electorate 
tl 

(Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes, 1960, p. 547). In contrast 

to the picture of the 
tl 

floater" that emerges in these studies. Key's 

switcher is capable of realizing his own self interest, if presented 

meaningful alternatives, and of voting for the candidate and party 

that best represent that interest. In sum, floating is a random and 

superficial political act, with little rhyme or reason; switching is 

a conscious, motivated act of self interest. 

The Responsible Electorate Revisited 

Research has failed to address the obvious contradictions 

between the dependent and the responsive voter portraits. With the 

decline of party identification as a long-term, or stabilizing. 

factor in presidential elections, it seems likely that, in the near 

future, short-term factors, namely, candidate images and issue 

orientations, will play an even greater role in the decision processes 

of the electorate (Nie et al t 1976). It also seems likely that• 

fluctuations in party support between elections will increase with 

the decline of partisanship and with the emergence of more dynamic 

short-term factors. ^’That are these patterns of interelection change? 

How extensive are they? VJho are the changers and what sets them 
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apart from nonchangers? Uhat are the sources of change? Does change 

occur because voters lack a sense of attachment with one of the major 

political parties, because of the different images of the candidates 

from one election to the next, or because of some change in the policy 

preferences or candidates and parties, or among the voters, or both? 

Why has research neglected these questions? For one reason, the 

data have not been available, but with the recent release of an SRC/CPS 

panel study, a research project on patterns of interelection change is 

now possible. After outlining the chapters of this study, the research 

design is introduced and the procedures for identifying standpatters 

and switchers are described. 

Chapter 2, "A Profile of Standpatters and Switchers," compares 

standpatters and switchers in terms of their social, personal, and 

political characteristics. How are they similar? How do they differ? 

And what do these similarities and differences suggest about stand-

patting and switching? It is important to consider these questions 

before moving on to a consideration of the dependent and the responsive 

voter portraits. VThy? If certain social, personal, or political 

characteristics are associated with standpatting and switching, these 

may provide more useful and generic explanations of interelection 

change than the party voting or the issue voting perspectives. 

Similarly, if the party voting or the issue voting perspectives 

facilitate our understanding of interelection change, they may also 

account for whatever social, personal, and political characteristics 

that are associated with standpatting and switching. 
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Chapter 3, Standpatters, Switchers, and Party Voting, examines 

the SRC/CPS perspective by focusing upon five aspects of the theory; 

(1) the transmission of party identification from parent to child; 

(2) the stability of party identification over time; (3) the structur 

ing effect of party identification for candidate images and policy 

cognitions; (4) the impact of candidate images and policy cognitions 

upon voting behavior; and (5) the extent of party voting, partisan 

defection, and non-party voting. Since people seldom, if ever, change 

their party identification, the theory predicts stability in voting 

behavior through time. Therefore, vote switching may occur because of 

a faulty empirical linkage between some aspect of the theory and the 

practice of changing party support between elections. In other words. 

if a partisan affiliation is not transmitted in the family, or if 

that affiliation exhibits instability over time, or if it fails to 

structure perceptions of candidates and issues, voters are likely to 

defect from their partisanship and support different parties from one 

election to the next. 

Chapter 4, "Standpatters, Switchers, and Issue Voting," and 

Chapter 5, "Issue Voting from Multiple-Issue Perspectives," consider 

and 

introduce a major theme of the study: different methods yield 

different si±>stantive conclusions. The central question 

the responsive voter argument from a variety of perspectives 

is: To 

what extent do issue positions or policy preferences guide the 

electoral decisions of standpatters and switchers? Curiously enough. 

an answer to this question depends upon which methodological approach 

is taken. The indulgence of the reader is requested at this point. 
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Nevertheless,as the trail is sometimes confusing and often misleading. 

from a varietyit is important to study the question of issue voting 

of methodological perspectives, Why? First of all, as social 

hinge uponscientists, we need to be sensitive to how our conclusions 

Secondly, giventhe way in which a particular problem is studied, 

of issue voting,the confusion that presently characterizes the study 

extent differentit is incumbent upon new studies to determine to what 

whether thisconclusions derive from different methods and to indicate 

IS a matter of interpretation or method. A longitudinal methodology. 

or an approach with a temporal component, is generally consistent with 

Moreover, a longitudinal perspectivea popular control perspective, 

emerges as the most parsimonious of the five methodological per-

Without a serious consideration of issue votingspectives studied, 

escape us.from a variety of perspectives, this knowledge would 

Chapter 6, A Normal Vote Analysis of Alternative Voter 

Portraits, is the first of two chapters to consider the dependent 

and the responsive voter portraits as competing explanations, The 

aredependent voter argument and the responsive voter perspective 

and fifthconsidered in isolation in the third and in the fourth 

But since these portraits are competingchapters, respectively, 

in Chapters 6explanations of voting behavior, they are juxtaposed 

and 7 in order to assess their relative utility in a single research 

Two competing accounts of thesetting, The logic of this is simple: 

one providessame phenomenon (voting) are examined to determine which 

In thethe more useful explanation, intuitively and empirically. 

and shortsixth chapter, the vote is partitioned into its long-term 

term components: 
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The long-term component is a simple reflection of the 
distribution of underlying party loyalties, a distribution 
that is stable over substantial periods of time. In any 

specific election the popxilation may be influenced by 

short-term forces associated with peculiarities of that 

election ... to shift its vote now toward the Republicans, 

now toward the Democrats.(Converse, 1966, p. 14) 

candidate issue-The major short-term factor examined in Chapter 6 is 

isproximity: that is, whether or not the voter's issue position 

closer to one of the candidates. Normal vote analysis provides 

and the short-summary indexes for the long-term (party identification) 

If one of these twoterm components (candidate issue-proximity). 

between theseindexes is larger, it provides a basis for judging 

alternative voter portraits. 

VoterChapter 7, "A Multivariate Analysis of Alternative 

Portraits," employs regression analysis to study the competing por-

traits of the electorate. For "psychologically" dependent voters. 

affective orientations toward political objects are important 

determinants of their voting behavior. But for responsive voters. 

towardcognitive orientations are important. Affective orientations 

candidates and parties are measured with feeling thermometers; 

cognitive orientations are operationalized with candidate and party 

issue-proximity measures. And the focus of the analysis is upon the 

relative effects of these variables in accounting for the voting 

behavior of standpatters and switchers. 

Chapter 8, "Interelection Change and Voting Behavior, 

What is discovered aboutsummarizes the findings of the study. 

interelection change? Are changers "floaters," as in the dependent 
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voter portrait, or are they "switchers, as in the responsive voter 

portrait? Are standpatters and switchers party voters or issue voters? 

DidVJhich of these competing protraits is supported by the study? 

either of these portraits account for patterns of interelection change? 

And finally, can the pieces of this puzzle be synthesized into a 

theory" of interelection change which squares with a popular control 

perspective on elections? 

Before turning to a discussion of the research design, a 

Inspecial note on the format of Chapters 2 through 7 is necessary. 

each of these chapters, the same general approach is followed. A 

selected aspect of the research problem is posed, and the appropriate 

theoretical argument, or the perspective of the competing voter 

researchportraits, on the problem is reviewed, along with previous 

on the question. Next, operational definitions are developed and 

an analysis of the panel data is performed. And finally, the impli-

cations of the results for the competing portraits of the electorate 

are discussed. 

Research Design 

In order to revisit or to replicate Key's basic research 

design in principle, a focus upon patterns of interelection change in 

voting behavior is necessary. Key (1966) relies upon respondents' 

them as standrecall of their previous voting behavior to classify 

election to thepatters, those who support the same party from one 

next, or switchers, those who change party support between elections. 
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But Key's method is unreliable, since voters tend to overreport a vote 

for the winning candidate (see Peters, 1975, pp. 40-51). A panel 

design provides a more reliable method for identifying standpatters 

and switchers. 

A panel design is a relatively simple but useful idea; A 

sample of potential voters (the panel) is interviewed at several 

points in time. For example, voters may be interviewed before and 

after some election, with a focus upon the effect of the election 

upon their images of the candidates (Nimmo and Savage, 1976, chap. 7). 

A panel design generally is used to study "change" over the interval 

of time between interviews (Butler and Stokes, 1969; Dobson and 

St. Angelo, 1975). A focus upon interelection change therefore 

requires a panel of voters interviewed during two different elections. 

Inhere previous panel studies have concentrated on a single election. 

the SRC/CPS panel study spans two presidential elections, in 1972 and 

in 1976, and the congressional election of 1974 (Converse and Markus, 

1979). For the present study, only the data from the presidential 

elections are utilized. Since the design proposed here is a 

secondary" analysis of a previous data set, many of the ordinary 

features of a research design, such as sampling, questionnaire format. 

etc • defend
f are given, so no attempt is made to elaborate and to 

every minute phase of the project. Rather, an overview of the 

sampling procedures and the steps followed to define operationally 

standpatters and switchers are discussed. 

Stratified random sampling is employed to generate the first 

In stratifiedwave of the panel during the 1972 national election. 
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are defined andrandom sampling, several hierarchical "populations" 

sampled, beginning with some geographical division of the population 

and ending with the selection of the individual respondent (Babbie, 

1973, pp. 94-95). Some form of random sampling usually is employed 

to advance from one level of the hierarchy to the next. In 1972, the 

first layer of the hierarchy includes the twelve largest metropolitan 

areas and the rest of the country divided into 62 strata, each of which 

contained two or more primary sampling units (PSU). From each of 

these stratum, a PSU consisting of a county or a group of counties 

is selected with a probability proportional to its 1970 population. 

Seventy-four PSUs (the 12 metropolitan areas plus the 62 strata) are 

drawn and the selection procedure within each PSU yields a sample of 

private households. Respondents are selected from households by an 

objective selection procedure which allows no substitutions. The 

resulting sample, according to the information contained in the 

codebook, is a representative cross-section of persons 18 years of age 

or older who were U.S. citizens and were living in private households 

in the coterminous United States. Individuals living in group 

quarters, institutional populations, and persons with no place of 

residence are not included in the sample (cf., Backstrom and Hursh, 1963). 

In 1974 and again in 1976, interviews are attempted with each 

Theof the original respondents (n = 2,191) of the 1972 sample. 

original design thus includes three "waves. but the interest here 

is primarily in the first and third waves, the presidential elections. 

Any panel study is bound to lose some proportion of its original 

respondents because some actually die, others move without leaving 
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the interviewer calls.a forwarding address, or they are not at home when 

is a matter of con-For whatever combination of reasons, panel mortality 

an 
cern. Vfliy? A representative sample in one year may regress into 

unrepresentative sample two years later because of panel mortality. 

What, then, are the mortality rates for the SRC/CPS panel study? In 

are re1974, 74 percent (n = 1,625) of the original respondents 

interviewed and 81 percent of these respondents (n = 1,320) are con 

of 40 percenttacted again in 1976, resulting in a mortality rate 

between 1972 and 1976. 

of theThe codebook makes no comment upon the mortality rate 

such a panel,1972-1976 panel. Indeed, no variable exists to access 

possibly because the mortality rate has made it unrepresentative . 

V7ithout further information and analysis, this is a distinct possi 

bility. VJhat if the 1972-1976 panel is vinrepresentative? What 

limitations would this place upon the present study? For one thing, 

statementsthe conclusions of the study should be taken as tentative 

If the results contradictabout the sources of interelection change. 

conventional wisdom in dramatic and nonsensical ways, they should be 

considered suspect. 

change;This study only considers two types of interelection 

standpatters and switchers, VJhy? In view of the argximents of the 

dependent and the responsive voter portraits, a consideration of 

of the naturethese types of change should facilitate an examination 

the sources ofof political man, the causes of political behavior, 

Is theelectoral change, and the meaning of popular elections. 

Are voters influencednature of political man reactive or responsive? 
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by affective or cognitive factors? Are they floaters or switchers? And 

do elections function as mechanisms of party support or popular control? 

What are standpatters and switchers? A standpatter is a person 

who supports the same party in two successive elections; a switcher is 

a person who supports different parties. Since two political parties 

normally contest national offices, especially the presidency, a person 

could standpat with the Democrats or the Republicans. Likewise, a 

person could switch from one party to the other, yielding two types 

of standpatters. Democratic and Republican, and two types of switchers. 

Republican-to-Democratic and Democratic-to-Republican. 

Defining these four types of change in operational terms is thus 

the major design feature of the study. In 1972 and in 1976, panel 

respondents are asked two questions; Did you vote and how did you vote? 

The first question taps participation and the second partisanship. If 

they fail to participate in either election or if they support one of 

the third party candidates, they are excluded from the analysis simply 

because they fall outside our typology of interelection change. About 

40 percent of the 1972-1976 panel respondents are excluded by these 

criteria: 12.6 percent (n = 166) vote in neither election; 14.2 percent 

(n = 187) vote in only one of the elections; and 13.4 percent (n = 177) 

vote for one of the third party candidates in either 1972 or 1976. 

Sixty percent of the panel respondents fall within the typology; 

44.3 percent (n = 585) are standpatters and 15.5 percent (n = 205) are 

switchers. Of the 585 standpatters, 36.6 percent (n = 241) are 

Democratic standpatters and 6 3.4 percent (n = 371) are Repxoblican 

standpatters. Of the 205 switchers, 80 percent (n = 164) are Republican-
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Democratic-to-to-Democratic switchers and 20 percent (n = 41) are 

Republican switchers. 

Conclusion 

by 

and the 

Chapter 1 has presented an overview of the dissertation 

presenting the research problem, describing the dependent 

responsive voter portraits, introducing the chapters, and summarizing 

is; What isthe research design. The basic question of this research 

stems from athe role of issues in the act of voting? This concern 

the leaders andpopular control perspective on the relationship between 

their leadersfollowers of a community, requiring followers to select 

according to their performance in office and their policy proposals. 

of theResearch on this question has yielded alternative portraits 

the limitednature of political man, the dependent portrait emphasizing 

and therole of issues and the importance of party identification 

and their relation-responsive portrait highlighting the role of issues 

ship to vote switching, In order to examine these competing explana-

with interviewstions of voting behavior, a longitudinal research design 

elections iswith the same respondents in two different presidential 

employed. In subsequent chapters of the study, the focus is upon party 

voting (Chapter 3) and issue voting (Chapters 4 and 5), and two chapters 

(Chapters 6 and 7) are devoted to a consideration of these two per-

spectives as competing theories. The next chapter presents a profile 

of the social, personal, and political characteristics of standpatters 

and switchers. 



CHAPTER 2 

A PROFILE OF STANDPATTERS AND SWITCHERS 

Who are the standpatters and the switchers? What are their 

social, personal, and political characteristics? How are they similar? 

How do they differ? And what do these similarities and differences 

suggest about standpatting and switching? It is important to consider 

these questions before moving on to a consideration of the dependent 

and the responsive voter portraits. Why? If certain social, personal. 

or political characteristics are associated with standpatting and 

switching, these may provide more useful and generic explanations 

of interelection change than the party voting or the issue voting 

perspectives. Similarly, if the party voting or the issue 

voting perspectives facilitate our understanding of inter 

election change, they may also accovint for whatever social, personal. 

or political characteristics that are associated with standpatting and 

switching. This, of course, is a classic example of "circular 

reasoning, but, as is often the case, empirical political theory fails 

to distinguish between "cause" and "effect," focusing upon "potential 

relationships instead. At this stage of inquiry, a theory of inter 

election change has not emerged. Possibilities and theories and 

conjectures exist; therefore, out of necessity, all major candidates 

are considered. To that end, the first order of business is to con-

sider what is probably the most general model of political behavior in 

the literature of political science: the standard model of political 

participation. 

21 
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The Standard Model of Participation 

is it theWhat is the standard model of participation and why 

so-called standard? This general model states, in effect, that certain 

social characteristics tend to generate a set of psychological pre 

or enhancedispositions (personal characteristics) which facilitate 

Individuals ofpolitical participation (political characteristics): 

higher social status develop civic orientations as concern for politics. 

in turninformation, and feelings of efficacy, and these orientations 

The model islead to participation'! (Verba and Nie, 1972, p. 126). 

simple and linear, and for the most part, it explains a variety of 

"modes" of participation; voting, canpaign activity, community involve-

ment, and personal contacts (Verba and Nie, 1972, pp. 133-137). This 

helps to explain why the model is the standard. Moreover, a variety of 

respected scholars working in different research settings have supported 

this "socioeconomic interpretation of politics" (Almond and Verba, 1965; 

Di Palma,1970; Lane, 1959; Lipset, 1960; Milbrath, 1965). Standpatting 

and switching are patterns of voting and forms or modes of political 

participation. The paurty voting and the issue voting perspectives are 

But theconpeting explanations of electoral participation primarily, 

switchers is:question of this profile analysis of standpatters and 

Can the standard model of participation accoiont for these patterns of 

interelection change? 

Social Characteristics 

a validIf the standard model of political participation is 

explanation for different patterns of interelection change, standpatters 
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and switchers should differ in terms of their social characteristics. 

situations in whichsince the model assumes that social factors create 

The primarypersonal attitudes conducive to participation develop, 

status.social factor in this model is social class or social Society, 

hierarchicalaccording to this view, is differentiated into several 

valued" attributes such as wealth.strata, according to certain 

Since these attributes areprestige, intelligence, or family heritage. 

usually in short supply, only a few members of any society, relatively 

speaking, may acquire them, And it is these gifted few who participate 

most, since theirin politics the most, since they stand to lose the 

a set of "skills"station in the social hierarchy has provided them with 

(such as communication) which make them more effective in political 

matters, and since they see political action as a legitimate way in 

which to protect their status. This ruling elite, it goes without 

masses;saying, are not subject to popular control by the apathetic 

rather, they control the masses through a variety of techniques, such 

control of the economic resources of the community. 

characteristics. 

as mass persuasion or 

If standpatters and switchers "share" similar social 

would be undermined.this socioeconomic interpretation of participation 

Political Generations 

oneAn emergent perspective in the study of political behavior, 

consistent with the standard model of participation in an indirect way. 

emphasizes differences in political activity between political genera-

tions (Abramson, 1975; Cutler, 1977). Curiosity about the effect of 

of thenew generations" on political processes parallels the passage 
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Twenty-Sixth Amendment to the Constitution and the lowering of the voting 

age to eighteen. The election of 1972 marks the first time that eighteen 

year olds could exercise the franchise, which raises an obvious question: 

Are these new voters disproportionately standpatters or switchers? Since 

younger voters are less likely to have a strong partisan identification. 

they are probably switchers. Moreover, the younger members of society 

would have less time and opportunity to acquire the traits of the upper 

stratum and this might influence their participation in politics. Age 

and social status are related; an eighteen year old would not have an 

important trait of the upper stratum: a college education. But as 

Table 1 indicates, standpatters and switchers have similar generational 

(or age) characteristics, defining a political generation in terms of 

the age at which voters were eligible to cast their fist ballots for a 

presidential candidate (Pomper, 1975, p. 22). This newly enfranchised 

group of voters is more prone to standpat (about 75 percent of this 

group support the same party from one election to the next), but 

thinking only in proportions, about 10 percent of the standpatters and 

the switchers are from this group. 

Social Status 

Researchers who investigate the relationship between socio 

economic factors and participation usually draw a distinction between 

objective" and "siabjective measures of social status (Campbell et al • 

1960, p. 341). The distinction, in part, is a matter of perspective: 

the investigator's or the subject's. When the investigator tries to 

classify respondents into various social strata according to their 

education, income, or occupation, the perspective is objective. The 

9 
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SwitchersTable 1. Social Characteristics of Standpatters and 

Characteristic Std 

1972 

Swt Z Std 

1976 

Swt Z 

Political 
a 

Generation 

1970s: Under 25 11.1% 10.2% 0.36 

1960s: 25-36 23.6 28.3 -1.30 

Pre-1960s: Over 36 65.3 

100% 

(585) 

61.5 

100% 

(205) 

0.97 

Education 

College 44.8 35.1 2.49* 45.1 34.3 2.77* 

High School 34.0 33.7 0.08 35.4 38.7 -0.85 

Grade School 21.2 

100% 

(585) 

31.2 

100% 

(205) 

-2.78* 19.6 

100.1% 

(577) 

27.0 

100% 

(204) 

-2.11* 

Income 

Over $24,999 8.1 3.9 2.33* 20.3 11.1 3.29* 

$11,000 - $24,999 42.1 37.4 1.18 49.9 52.0 0.51 

Under $11,000 49.7 

99.9% 

(579) 

58.6 

99.9% 

(203) 

-2.22* 29.8 

100% 

(557) 

36.9 

100% 

(198) 

-1.82 

Occupation 

Professional 

Managerial 

and 

42.3 29.7 2.93* 41.6 34.4 1.64 

Clerical and Sales 23.3 23.4 -0.02 21.1 23.1 -0.53 

Skilled Labor 23.9 34.2 -2.40* 21.6 28.1 -1.63 

Manual Labor 10.5 

100% 

(447) 

12.7 

100% 

(158) 

-0.73 15.6 

99.9% 

(473) 

14.4 

100% 

(160) 

0.38 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Characteristic Std 

1972 

Swt Z Std 

1976 

Swt Z 

Social Class 

Working Class 44.7% 53.0% -2.02* 41.6% 43.0% -0.34 

Middle Class 55.3 

100% 

(573) 

47.0 

100% 

(200) 

58.4 

100% 

(563) 

57.0 

100% 

(200) 

*p £ .05 testing there is no difference in the proportion of 

with a Z-test forstandpatters and switchers in a particular category 
differences between proportions (Champion, 1970, pp. 136-139). The null 

hypothesis is rejected when the absolute value of Z is greater than or 

equal to 1.96. 

on^Pomper (1975) classifies voters into political generations 
II 

cast their firstthe basis of the time at which they were eligible to 
votes for the president" (p. 22). 
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perspective is considered subjective when respondents are asked which 

class" (or stratum) they "identify with. 
It 

feel a part of," or "belong 

to. A problem is encountered when only one of these perspectives is 

adopted; They produce different classifications of respondents' social 

status. Rather than opt for either of these perspectives. Table 1 

presents both objective and subjective information on the social status 

of standpatters and switchers. 

Objective Social Status 

By objective standards, standpatters and switchers differ in 

terms of education, income, and occupation, but these differences are 

not static differences. Standpatters are more likely to have a college 

education; switchers are more likely to have a grade school education. 

The popular myth, promoted by educators, is that a college education 

produces individuals with an ability to reason and to think for them 

selves; therefore, the college educated should be less tied to 

paurtisan politics and more prone to cast issue votes and to switch 

party support between elections. The evidence, however, contradicts 

both the myth and the findings reported by Key (1966). Where Key 

finds that "switchers do not differ significantly from standpatters 

in terms of "their average level of education" (p. 94), this study 

notes significant educational differences. Standpatters also are more 

likely to have incomes over $24,999 and switchers are more likely to 

have incomes under $11,000, but this latter difference vanishes in 1976, 

revealing some economic mobility among switchers. But given this 

andeconomic mobility and since nearly 50 percent of standpatters 
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switchers are in the middle income group ($11,000 - $24,999) in 1976, 

economic differences seem less important. As far as occupational 

differences are concerned, standpatters are more likely to occupy the 

more prestigious "professional and managerial" positions and the 

switchers the less prestigious positions of the "skilled laborer. 

But these occupational differences are less clearcut in 1976. In 

statistical terms, the differences are not significant, although the 

white collar/blue collar tendency does surface. 

Subjective Social Status 

These economic and occupational patterns of mobility among 

switchers are reinforced when social status is considered from a sub 

jective standpoint. In 1972, standpatters are more likely to identify 

with the "middle" class and switchers with the "working" class, but 

these subjective differences disappear in 1976. Although educational 

differences s\irface in both 1972 and in 1976, economic, occupational. 

and subjective differences between standpatters and switchers tend to 

emerge primarily in 1972 and to vanish in 1976. What do these trends 

suggest about the standard model of political participation as an 

explanation of interelection change? 

The voting theory which parallels the socioeconomic model of 

of thepolitical participation is the "sociological" perspective 

Bureau of Applied Social Research (BASR) at Columbia University. The 

major BASR studies are The People's Choice (1944) and Voting (1954). 

The sociological perspective views the voting act as a social act; it 

is determined by group factors, such as social class, religion, and 

place of residence. Because of these group affiliations, a person's 



29 

voting decision is not a decision at all, but an expression of his 

group affiliations: His vote is a sort of group decision" (Berelson, 

Lazarsfeld, and McPhee, 1954, p. 321). But if voting behavior is 

determined by social factors, why do standpatters and switchers tend 

to have the same social characteristics? If social factors create 

situations in which personal attitudes conducive to peirticipation 

develop, why, given their social composition, do standpatters and 

switchers behave differently? The obvious conclusion from this analysis 

of the social characteristics of standpatters and switchers is that the 

standard model of participation and the "sociological" perspective are 

not valid explanations of interelection change (Key and Hunger, 1959). 

But what about the personal characteristics of standpatters and 

switchers? How are they similar? How do they differ? 

Personal Characteristics 

Two general types of personal characteristics are considered in 

this section: perceptions and attitudes. Perceptions, or images, are 

personal evaluations of political objects. Attitudes are predispositions 

to behave in characteristic ways toward political objects. Obviously, 

perceptions and attitudes are related at a conceptual level. This is 

most evident in the SRC/CPS theory of voting: Party identification 

(an attitude) structures popular perceptions of political objects 

(candidate and party images) which influence voting behavior. The 

major attitudes of the standard model of political participation also 

are considered. These include citizen duty, political efficacy. 
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political ideology, interest in politics, and psychological involvement. 

By including aspects of the SRC/CPS perspective and the standard model 

in this section, the analysis attempts to answer the question; Do 

standpatters and switchers differ in terms of the SRC/CPS concepts or 

the attitudinal variables of the standard model? 

Candidate and Party Images 

When the object of evaluation is a candidate, the image is 

called a candidate image; when a political party is the object, the 

evaluation is a party image. All evaluations have two basic dimensions; 

direction and intensity. People have either a positive or a negative 

image of an object and feel more strongly about some objects than 

others. The feeling thermometer is employed as a measure of candidate 

and party images. It measures both the directional and the intensity 

components of an image by asking a respondent to rate an object on a 

scale from 0 to 100 degrees, with 50 degrees as the neutral rxjint. The 

respondent is informed that; 

Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you 

feel favorably and warm toward the object; ratings between 

0 degrees and 50 degress mean that you don't feel favorably 
towards the object. If you don't feel particularly warm or 

cold toward an object, you would rate it at 50 degrees. 

Do standpatters and switchers have different images of the 

candidates? Table 2 presents the data to answer this question. As 

a general rule, standpatters and switchers have different images of 

the candidates, especially the Democratic candidates in 1972 and in 1976. 

In 1972, standpatters are more likely to have extremely positive images 

of the Democrat and switchers are more likely to have neutral or 
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ambivalent images. But in 1976, switchers are more likely to have 

extremely positive images of the Democrat and standpatters neutral aind 

negative images. In 1972, standpatters and switchers have almost 

identical "images" of the Repv±)lican candidate, with a majority of 

both groups holding positive images. But in 1976, standpatters are 

more likely to have extremely positive images of the Republican and 

switchers negative images. As these results demonstrate, candidate 

images are extremely volatile personal characteristics, changing from 

election to election and dividing standpatters and switchers into 

different image camps. 

Do standpatters and switchers have different images of the 

parties? Party image and party identification are two related concepts: 

The former refers to an evaluation of a party and the latter to a person's 

attitude toward himself as a member of a party (Trilling, 1976, pp. 23-

24). To understand the differences between the party images of 

standpatters and switchers, it is helpful to know that standpatters 

are more likely to have a Republican identification and switchers a 

Democratic identification (see Table 3). Why? These partisan 

identifications influence party images. Standpatters are more likely 

to have negative and extremely negative images of the Democratic party 

and switchers positive and extremely positive images. Conversely, 

standpatters are more likely to have positive images of the Republican 

party and switchers neutral and negative images. These perceptual 

differences seem less volatile than candidate images, but standpatters 

and switchers do have different images of the parties, possibly because 

of the influence of party identification upon their perceptions. 
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Table 3. Personal Characteristics of Standpatters and 
Switchers: Political Attitudes and Interests 

Characteristics Std 

1972 

Swt Z Std 

1976 

Swt Z 

Citizen Duty^ 

High 94.0% 90.7% 1.43 92.8% 92.2% 0.28 

Medium 4.3 7.3 -1.50 5.0 5.4 -0.22 

Low 

Political Efficacy^ 

1.7 

100% 

(585) 

2.0 

100% 

(205) 

-0.27 2.2 

100% 

(585) 

2.4 

100% 

(205) 

-0.17 

High 45.6 41.0 1.15 44.3 38.0 1.58 

Medixmi 22.2 25.9 -1.06 22.6 17.1 1.77 

Low 32.1 

99.9% 

(585) 

33.2 

100.1% 

(205) 

-0.29 33.2 

100.1% 

(585) 

44.9 

100% 

(205) 

-2.93* 

Party Identification^ 

Democrat 33.7 46.3 -3.15* 33.2 50.7 -4.38* 

Independent 31.5 35.1 -0.95 32.5 37.1 -1.18 

Republican 

Political Ideology*^ 

34.9 

100.1% 

(585) 

18.5 

99.9% 

(205) 

4.82* 34.4 

100.1% 

(585) 

12.2 

100% 

(205) 

7.40* 

Liberal 22.9 19.5 1.06 18.3 17.6 0.22 

Moderate 41.7 51.7 -2.50* 43.6 54.1 -2.62* 

Conservative 35.4 

100% 

(585) 

28.8 

100% 

(205) 

1.78 38.1 

100% 

(585) 

28.3 

100% 

(205) 

2.65* 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

1972 1976 

Characteristic Std Swt Z Std Swt Z 

Campaign 
0 

Interest 

Very Much Interested 45.2% 42.4% 0.70 50.2% 42.6% 1.90* 

Somewhat Interested 42.5 41.5 0.25 42.0 47.1 -1.28 

Not Much Interested 12.3 16.1 -1.31 7.8 10.3 -1.04 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

(584) (205) (576) (204) 

General Political Interest^ 

Most of the Time 51.0 42.0 2.25* 52.1 43.9 2.05* 

Some of the Time 35.3 42.4 -1-78 35.1 34.6 0.13 

Only Now and Then 10.1 8.8 0.56 10.0 16.6 -2.28* 

Hardly at All 3.6 6.8 -1.68 2.9 4.9 0.29 

100% 100% 100.1% 100% 

(584) (205) (582) (205) 

Psychological Involvement^ 

Care a Good Deal 75.5 59.5 4.10* 72.3 59.5 3.28* 

Don't Care Very Much 24.5 40.5 27.7 40.5 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

(567) (200) (560) (200) 

*p _<.05 testing Ho: there is no difference in the proportion of 
standpatters and switchers in a particular category. 

^Citizen duty is a Likert type index composed of four statements 

which a respondent is asked to either agree or disagree with: (1) "It 

isn't so important to vote when you know your party doesn't have a chance 

to win"; (2) "So many other people vote in the national elections that 

it doesn't matter much to me whether I vote or not"; (3) "If a person 
doesn't care how an election comes out he shouldn't vote in it"; and 

(4) "A good many local elections aren't important enough to bother with" 

(Campbell et al.,1954, pp. 194-199). A person is classified as high in 
citizen duty if he disagrees with three of these statements, medium if 

he disagrees with two, and low if he disagrees with one or less. 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

^Political efficacy is another Likert index composed of four 

statements: (1) "People like me don't have any say about what the 

government does"; (2) "Voting is the only way that people like me can 
have any say about how the government runs things"; (3) "Sometimes 

politics and government seem so complicated that a person like me can't 
really understand what's going on"; and (4) "I don't think public 
officials care mirh what people like me think" (Campbell et al., 1954, 

pp. 187-194). A person is classified as high in political efficacy if 
he disagrees with three of these statements, medium if he disagrees 
with two, and low if he disagrees with one or less. 

Q 

Party identification is measured with the following questions: 

"Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, 
an Independent, or what?" Those who classify themselves as Republicans 

or Democrats are also asked; "Would you call yourself a strong 

(Republican, Democrat) or a not very stong (Republican, Democrat)?" Those 

who classify themselves as Independents are asked this additional ques 
tion: "Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican or Democratic 

Party?" These questions usually produce seven categories: Strong 

Democrats, Weak Democrats, Independent Democrats, Independents, Independent 

Republicans, Weak Republicans, and Strong Republicans. For this study, 
these categories are reduced to three; Democrats (Strong and Weak 

Democrats), Independents (the three middle categories), and Republicans 

(Strong and Weak Republicans). 

‘^Political Ideology is tapped with the following sequence of 

con-questions: We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and 
servatives. theI'm going to show you a seven-point scale on which 
political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely 

liberal to extremely conservative. Where would you place yourself on 
this scale? This seven-point scale is reduced to three categories: 

Liberal (Extremely Liberal, Liberal and Slightly Liberal), Moderate, 

and Conservative (Slightly Conservative, Conservative, and Extremely 
Conservative). 

e 

SomeCampaign interest is guaged with the following question: 
How aboutpeople don't pay much attention to the political campaigns, 
somewhatyou, would you say that you have been very much interested, 

interested, or not much interested in following the political campaigns 
so far this year?" 

^General political interest is measured by the following question: 
"Some people seem to follow what's going on in government and public 
affairs most of the time, whether there's an election going on or not. 
Others aren't that interested. Would you say you follow what's going 
on in government and public affairs most of the time, some of the time, 

only now and then, or hardly at all?" 
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Table 3 (Continued) 

^Psychological involvement, or concern, is derived from the 

following question: Generally speaking, would you say that you 
personally care a good deal which party wins the presidential election 

this fall, or that you don't care very much which party wins?" 
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Political Attitudes and Interests 

For nearly thirty years, empirical research has focused on why 

people participate in politics. The research seems to indicate that 

people participate when (1) they feel obligated to take part, (2) they 

feel that their participation is effective. (3) they are "partisan 

either in party politics or in policy-making, and (4) they are interested 

enough in public affairs to take the time to take part. In examining 

attitudes and interests of standpatters and switchers, the focus is 

upon whether or not they differ in terms of the personal factors that 

facilitate participation in political processes. 

Participatory Attitudes 

People participate in political processes when they feel obli 

gated to take part and when they feel that their participation is 

effective; they participate when they have a sense of "citizen duty 

and a sense of "political efficacy. Campbell, Gurin and Miller (1954) 

define citizen duty as the feeling that oneself and others ought to 

participate in the political process, regardless of whether such poli 

tical activity is seen as worth while or efficacious" (p. 194). They 

define political efficacy "as the feeling that individual political 

action does have, or can have, an impact upon the political process 

(p. 188). A substantial amount of research has demonstrated that 

participation increases when people adopt these participatory attitudes 

(Campbell et al., 1960, pp. 103-107; Di Palma, 1970, pp. 44-73; Verba 

and Nie,1972, pp. 82-94). Do standpatters and switchers adopt different 

attitudes toward participation in the political process? Considering 
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the evidence in Table 3, apparently, standpatters and switchers generally 

take the same attitudes toward their obligation to participate and the 

effectiveness of their participation, although some ambivalence about the 

effectiveness of participation surfaces in each group, to much the same 

degree. Standpatters and switchers generally have a high sense of their 

duty to participate in the political process; Over 90 percent of each 

of these groups respond appropriately to at least three opinion state 

ments designed to measure citizen duty (see note a. Table 3). Stand 

patters and switchers are less likely to have a high sense of political 

efficacy. On the average, about 42 percent of the voters in each of 

these groups have a high sense of political efficacy, 22 percent are 

medium and around 36 percent are low. The only significant difference 

between standpatters and switchers on these two participatory attitudes 

occurs in 1976: Switchers are more likely to have a low sense of 

political efficacy in that year. 

Partisan and Ideological Attitudes 

Individuals whose egos are involved in politics tend to parti 

cipate more than people who take an "independent stance toward party 

politics or who take a "moderate" view of the role of government in 

society. In other words, partisan and ideological attitudes are 

related to political participation (Campbell et al / 1960; Verba and• 

Nie, 1972). Do standpatters and switchers have different partisan and 

ideological attitudes. As Table 3 indicates, standpatters and 

switchers generally have significantly different partisan and 

ideological attitudes. In fact, the partisan differences are among 

the largest observed in this profile analysis. Standpatters are more 

likely to have Pjepublican identifications and switchers Democratic 
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identifications, while Independent identifiers are similar proportionally. 

Turning to ideological differences, switchers are more likely to consider 

themselves as moderates in 1972 and in 1976, while standpatters are more 

likely to identify with conservatives in 1976. That standpatters, those 

who support the same party from one election to the next, have more 

conservative identifications is not too surprising: Conservatives 

typically take a rather dim view of change and this is true of their 

voting behavior through time. But the corollary proposition is not ture: 

Switchers are not more likely to have liberal identifications, viewing 

tl

liberal" as a catch-word for political change. Consequently, the nature 

of the relationship between ideology and interelection change is 

ambigvious. But the results for party identification are more compre 

hensible. Since Democrats are more likely to "defect" from their party 

and Republicans are less likely to defect, it comes as no surprise that 

switchers are disproportionately Democratic and standpatters Republican 

(Campbell et al., 1960). Moreover, these partisan differences lend 

some credibility to the party voting theory of interelection change 

discussed in Chapter 3. In other words, since partisan differences 

exist between standpatters and switchers, the party voting theory may 

provide an explanation for these different patterns of interelection 

change. 

Interest and Involvement 

The SRC/CPS argiJment against party switchers as issue voters 

andrests upon several empirical generalizations, assumptions, 

inferences about the levels of "interest and involvement of switchers. 
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between floatersIt is therefore appropriate to reconsider the distinction 

and switchers in the context of a discussion of campaign interest, 

The crxaxgeneral interest in politics, and psychological involvement. 

of the floater argument is this; (1) those voters who change party 

tend to be lesssupport during an election (not between elections) 

interested in politics (Lazarsfeld et al • 9 1944, p. 69); (2) those 

voters who fail to identify with one of the major political parties are 

and are less con-less likely to express much interest in the campaign 

cemed with the outcome of the election (Campbell et al • / 1960, p. 144); 

(3) independent identifiers are more likely to change party support 

between elections, since they lack the partisan ties which stabilize 

9voting behavior (Campbell et al • 1960, p. 547) ; (4) therefore, party 

switchers tend to be Independents, those voters who are incapable of 

casting an issue vote because of their lack of interest in public 

affairs. As Key (1966) summarizes this argument: 

An element of the theory of the role of the switchers 
in providing flexibility for the political system rests 
on the assumption that they have a low level of interest 
in politics and that for some reason not entirely apparent 
they side with the forces of change, (p. 98) 

Switchers side with the forces of change because they are Independents, 

but as the profile analysis of party identification indicates, switchers 

are more likely to be Democratic identifiers. Moreover, Key concludes: 

"Our manipulations of the data do not establish that party switchers 

nor dodiffer materially in level of interest from the standpatters; 

those with a lowthey establish any role of special significance for 

level of interest (p. 101). 

Table 3 presents evidence to address these contradictory 

interpretations of interelection change. First of all, standpatters 
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and switchers do not differ in terms of their interest in the campaign; 

Switchers are just as likely to express "very much interest" in the 

campaign as standpatters. Second, standpatters are more likely to 

follow politics "most of the time, in 1972 and in 1976, and switchers 

are more likely to follow politics "only now and then in 1976. 

Although these differences are statistically significant, they are 

not striking enough to support either perspective unequivocably. And 

third, when differences in psychological involvement are considered. 

standpatters are more likely to express "concern over the outcome 

of the election than switchers, evidence which is prima facie sv^port 

for the floating argument. But in view of the wording of this question 

(see note g. Table 3), it is entirely possible that switchers are 

not concerned with which "party wins" but with which "candidate wins. 

regardless of party ties, as long as his issue positions are attractive. 

In sum, this profile analysis of switchers hardly resolves the floater/ 

switcher argxment between the dependent and the responsive voter pro 

traits, although some evidence in support of Key's position is presented. 

Political Characteristics 

The political characteristics of interest here are the "modes 

of political participation" engaged in by standpatters and switchers. 

Those who study political participation usually examine different inodes 

of participation, such as voting, campaigning, community involvement. 

and personal contacts (Verba and Nie, 1972, pp. 41-81). In discussing 

the various modes of participation, or the types of actions in which 

people choose to engage (Manheim, 1975, p. 122), the emphasis is upon 
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activities'passive" and "active" modes of participation. Political 

vary in terms of the personal effort required to perform them; some 

require more effort than others (Milbrath, 1965, pp. 9-13). For 

and listen toexample, it is one thing to sit before the television 

another to marchWalter Cronkite every night (a passive activity) and 

down to City Hall to talk with the mayor (an active mode) about a 

are consideredcommunity problem. Two passive modes of participation 

in this profile of the political characteristics of standpatters and 

switchers: expressing a political opinion and following politics in 

the mass media. And two active modes are examined: can^aigning and 

an editor of awriting a letter either to a public official or to 

newspaper or a magazine (Nimmo and Ungs, 1979, chap. 4). And finally. 

a general group of electoral activities, such as split ticket voting. 

are considered. 

Passive Political Participation 

Tables 4 and 5 display information on the political opinions 

and media use, respectively, of standpatters and switchers. Txirning 

and switchersto a consideration of their political opinions, standpatters 

express similar views on the rights of the accused and governmental aid 

to minorities and dissimilar views on school busing, the legalization 

of marijucina, and women's rights. Opinions of standpatters and switchers 

issue: Aroundare fairly evenly divided on the rights of the accused 

are favorable to30 percent of each of these groups have opinions which 

the rights of an individual accused of a crime, approximately 40 percent 

are opposed to the rights of the accused and are in favor of stopping 
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Table 4. Political Characteristics of Standpatters and 
Switchers: 

Characteristic^ Std 

Rights of Accused 

Pro-Rights 34.7% 

Neutral 24.8 

Anti-Rights 40.5 

100% 

(585) 

School Busing 

Pro-Busing 9.7 

Neutral 9.7 

Anti-Busing 80.5 

99.9% 

(585) 

Aid to Minorities 

Pro-Aid 32.5 

Neutral 33.0 

Anti-Aid 34.5 

100% 

(585) 

Legalization of Marijuana 

Pro-Pot 24.1 

Neutral 18.5 

Anti-Pot 57.4 

100% 

(585) 

Political 

1972 

Swt 

31.2% 

29.3 

39.5 

100% 

(205) 

4.4 

7.3 

88.3 

100% 

(205) 

31.7 

34.1 

34.1 

99.9% 

(205) 

22.0 

12.2 

65.9 

99.9% 

(205) 

Opinions 

Z 

0.92 

-1.25 

0.25 

2.79* 

1.09 

-2.78* 

0.21 

-0.29 

0.10 

0.62 

2.25* 

-2.18* 

1976 

Std Swt Z 

27.9% 28.3% -0.11 

27.7 25.4 0.66 

44.4 46.3 -0.48 

100% 100% 

(585) (205) 

9.1 4.4 2.61* 

14.2 11.7 0.92 

76.8 83.9 -2.29* 

100.1% 100% 

(585) (205) 

26.7 28.8 -0.58 

30.4 32.7 -0.60 

42.9 38.5 1.10 

100% 100% 

(585) (205) 

25.8 16.1 3.13* 

26.5 22.9 1.06 

47.7 61.0 -3.32* 

100% 100% 

(585) (205) 



46 

Table 4 (Continued) 

1972 1976 

Characteristic Std Swt Z Std Swt Z 

Women's Rights 

Pro-Women 48.2% 57.1% -2.22* 50.4% 53.7% -0.82 

Neutral 26.6 19.5 1.85 28.0 18.5 2.88* 

Anti-Women 26.2 24.4 0.80 21.5 27.8 -1.75 

100% 100% 99.9% 100% 

(585) (205) (585) (205) 

* 

p _< .05 testing Ho: there is no difference in the proportion of 
standpatters and switchers in a particular category. 

^See Appendix I for the question format of these issues. These 

formats and the response categories presented here are similar: The 

respondent is presented with statements which represent the poles of an 
issue continuum and is asked to place himself on a seven-point scale. 
For example: 

II 

Some people are primarily concerned with doing everything 
possible to protect the legal rights of those accused of committing 
crimes. Others feel that it is more important to stop criminal activity 
even at the risk of reducing the rights of the accused. Where would you 
place yourself on this scale? 

tl 

Respondents are asked to place themselves 
on a continuum ranging from 1, 

II 

protect rights of accused," to 7, "stop 
crime regardless of rights of accused. 

II 

A response from 1 to 3 is coded 
as pro-rights, from 5 to 7 as anti-rights, and a response of 4 as neutral. 
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Table 5. Political Characteristics of Standpatters 
and Switchers: Media Use, 1976 

Characteristic Std Swt Z 

Media Use^ 

Newspaper 87.7% 

(583) 

83.4% 

(205) 

1.48 

Radio 54.8 

(582) 

49.8 

(205) 

1.25 

Magazines 60.7 

(583) 

59.3 

(204) 

0.35 

Television 94.2 

(585) 

95.6 

(204) 

-0.82 

Primary Source of 
Political News^ 

Newspaper 24.7 18.7 1.82 

Both 19.3 17.2 0.68 

Television 56.0 

100% 

(571) 

64.0 

99.9% 

(203) 

-2.05* 

* 

p < .05 testing Ho: there is no difference in the proportion 
of standpatters and switchers in a particular category. 

^Percentages represent those who reported using the particular 
medium. 

Primary source of political news is measured with this question: 
current events—II 

Which do you rely on most for news about politics and 
newspapers or television? 

II 
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criminal activity whatever the cost, and nearly 27 percent have opinions 

which favor neither of these positions. Political opinions also are 

evenly divided on the aid to minorities question: About 30 percent of 

the standpatters and switchers are in favor of government providing 

aid to minorities, 37 percent oppose government involvement and prefer 

individual initiative, while 30 percent have neutral opinions. Stand 

switchers are morepatters are nore likely to favor school busing and 

likely to oppose busing, but both groups are overwhelmingly opposed to 

Switchersbusing and are in favor of the neighborhood school concept. 

are more likely to favor increasing the penalties for the possession 

have neutralof marijuana, while standpatters are more likely to 

opinions in 1972 and to favor legalization in 1976, although both groups 

oppose legalization. Switchers are more likely to grant women an equal 

to haverole in society in 1972 and standpatters are more likely 

neutral opinions on this issue in 1976, but both of these groups favor 

an equal role for women. These differences in political opinion raise 

the possibility that theories of issue voting considered in Chapters 4 

and 5 may provide some insight into patterns of interelection change. 

Another bone of contention between the floater and the switcher 

arguments concerns media use, employing media use as a surrogate 

indicator for information levels. Converse (1962) argues that media 

the lessuse and information levels are related to vote switching: 

media use, the less political information, and the greater the likeli 

hood that voters will be swayed by short-term election specific 

factors which produce vote switching. Converse also reports that 

standpatters are more likely to have high levels of political information. 
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Key does not bring any data to bear upon the question of media use. 

although he makes a case for switchers being as informed" as stand 

patters by inspecting the frequency of "don't know responses on a 

couple of opinion questions (Key, 1966, pp. 96-98). Do standpatters 

and switchers differ in terms of their use of the mass media? Table 5 

presents the data to answer this query. Apparently, standpatters and 

switchers use mass channels of commiinication in roughly the same pro 

portions ; Around 80 percent of each of these groups report following 

politics in the newspaper, 50 percent use radio, 60 percent use magazines, 

and a little over 90 percent use television. 

But a simple report of media use is probably a misleading indi 

of thecator of information levels, especially since the content 

messages carried by print and broadcast mediums differ (Patterson and 

McClure, 1976). And since switchers are more likely to rely on 

television as their primary source of political news, candidate images. 

personalities, and the drama of the campaign may dominate their infor 

mation levels, since these are the attributes which are emphasized in 

the coverage of elections provided by television. Moreover, stand 

patters are as siibject to this type of media content because they also 

tend to rely on television for their political news. 

Active Political Participation 

are moreWhen it comes to active participation, standpatters 

than are switcherslikely to participate in general campaign activities 

(see Table 6). Standpatters are more likely to try to influence the 

opinions of others, to attend political meetings, to campaign for one 
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Table 6, Political Characteristics of Standpatters 
and Switchers: Political Activity 

1972 1976 

Characteristic^ Std Swt Z Std Swt Z 

Influencing Opinions 45.3% 35.1% 2.62* 47.7% 39.0% 2.18* 

(585) (205) (585) (205) 

Attending Meetings 16.8 9.3 3.00* 10.3 5.4 2.45* 

(585) (205) (585) (205) 

10.9 4.9 2.95* 8.4 4.4 2.22*Campaigning 
(585) (205) (585) (205) 

20.5 7.8 5.08* 18.7 4.3 6.54*Giving Money 
(585) (205) (535) (188) 

35.1 42.7Writing Public Officials 41.7 1.69 39.7 0.75 

(585) (205) (583) (204) 

Writing Letter to Editor 11.5 9.3 0.92 14.0 11.8 0.81 

(585) (205) (584) (204) 

*p < .05 testing Ho: there is no difference in the proportion of 
standpatters and switchers in a particular category. 

in the^Percentages represent those who reported participating 
particular activity. The questions are: (1) "During the campaign, did 
you talk to any people and try to show them why they should vote for 

one of the parties, or candidates? 
If 

(2) "Did you go to any political 
meetings, rallies, dinners, or things like that? 

II 

(3) "Did you do any 
other work for one of the parties or candidates? 

II 

(4) "Did you give 
II II 

any money to a political party this year? (5) Have you ever written 
about somea letter to any public officials giving them your opinion 

thing that should be done?" and (6) "Have you ever written a letter to 

the editor of a newspaper or magazine giving any political opinions? 
It 
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of the parties or candidates, and to contribute money to a political 

party. But when writing to a public official or an editor is considered, 

switchers are just as likely to participate in these ways as standpatters. 

What do these differences suggest about standpatters and switchers? If 

standpatters are viewed as party voters (see Chapter 3), it makes sense 

for them to participate in election campaigns by influencing opinions. 

in order toattending meetings, campaigning, and contributing money 

elect their party's candidate. Party voters are tied to a political 

issue votersorganization, however loosely; switchers, if they are 

initiative and are(see Chapters 4 and 5), depend more upon their own 

more likely to participate in personal modes of contact, such as taking 

pen in hand to write an official or an editor. 

Electoral Activities 

to theStandpatters support the same party from one election 

But donext and switchers change party support between elections. 

they differ in terms of any other electoral activities? Table 7 pre 

sents evidence on split ticket voting, participation in presidential 

elections, party voting in presidential elections, and time of decision 

for standpatters and switchers. Standpatters and switchers are just 

as likely to participate in presidential elections. Indeed, about 

70 percent of each of these groups report participating in every 

election they were old enough to vote in. Standpatters are more likely 

in 1972 andto vote a straight ticket and switchers a split ticket, 

itin 1976. Since switchers split their ballots "between" elections, 

anis not too surprising that they also split their ballots "during 
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Table 7. Political Characteristics of Standpatters and 

Switchers: Electoral Activity 

Characteristic Std 

1972 

Swt Z Std 

1976 

Swt Z 

Split Ticket Voting^ 

Straight Ticket 75.5% 46.2% 6.66* 76.1% 65.7% 2.48* 

Split Ticket 24.5 

100% 

(506) 

53.8 

100% 

(156) 

23.9 

100% 

(482) 

34.3 

100% 

(166) 

Participation in 
Presidential Elections^ 

All 72.7 67.2 1.41 71.3 67.6 0.97 

Most 18.0 22.0 -1.14 24.2 25.0 -0.23 

Some 6.6 5.4 0.60 4.3 6.4 -1.10 

None 2.6 

99.9% 

(532) 

5.4 

100% 

(186) 

-1.56 0.2 

100% 

(578) 

1.0 

100% 

(204) 

-1.14 

Party Voting 
Presidential 

in 
Elections*^ 

Voted for Same Party 44.5 31.8 3.10* 45.2 20.9 6.94* 

Voted for Different 

Parties 

d
Time of Decision 

55.5 

100% 

(517) 

68.2 

100% 

(176) 

54.8 

100% 

(577) 

79.1 

100% 

(201) 

Before Conventions 44.2 37.7 1.62 37.2 22.5 4.20* 

During Conventions 19.2 18.6 0.19 24.1 14.2 3.30* 

After Conventions 36.6 

100% 

(568) 

43.7 

100% 

(199) 

-1.73 38.6 

99.9% 

(580) 

63.2 

99.9% 

(204) 

-6.31* 
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Table 7 (Continued) 

*p £ .05 testing Ho: there is no difference in the proportion 
of standpatters and switchers in a particular category. 

^Since only a third of the states elect their senator during a 
presidential election and several elect their governor in "off-years, 
the measure of split ticket voting is derived simply by comparing the 
party of the candidate supported in the presidential race with the 

party of the candidate supported in the congressional contest, If 

respondents failed to vote in the congressional election, they are 
treated as missing data. 

b 
Question: In the elections for president since you have been 

old enough to vote, would you say you have voted in all of them, most 
of them, some of them, or none of them?" 

'^Question: Have you always voted for the sampe party or have 
you voted for different parties for president?" 

*^QueStion: How long before the election did you decide that 
you were going to vote the way you did? 
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election. Switchers, however, split their ballots more in 1972 than in 

1976, suggesting that they are "responsive" to the conditions of the 

election (a "liberal" candidate at the top of the ticket). On the 

other hand, standpatters cast straight ticket ballots in roughly the 

same proportions in both elections (75.5 percent and 76.1 percent), 

evidence which is consistent with a party voting interpretation of their 

behavior. forMoreover, standpatters are more likely to report voting 

the same party in each of the elections they were eligible to partici 

pate in. About 70 percent of the time, switchers vote for "different 

parties"; whereas, on the average, standpatters vote for the same party 

about 45 percent of the time, indicating that vote switching is probably 

a more generic form of interelection behavior (DeVries and Tarrance, 

1972). And finally, standpatters are more likely to make up their 

minds prior to the conventions and switchers after the conventions. 

Apparently, standpatters know before the conventions who they plan to 

support, the party nominee probably. Switchers, not committed to a 

particular party, wait to decide after the candidates are selected and 

they have a chance to study the policy proposals of the candidates. 

Conclusion 

Generally speaking, standpatters and switchers have similar social 

characteristics, except they differ in terms of their educational back 

grounds. They have somewhat different candidate and party images. 

partisan and ideological identifications, general political interest. 

and psychological involvement. They have similar participatory attitudes. 

levels of interest in the campaign, and patterns of media use, although 
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switchers tend to rely on television as their primary source of political 

Standpatters, by and large, tend to take part in thenews. more active 

modes of participation, but these are attributable to partisan political 

orientations. Switchers are just as likely to write their congress-

person. And finally, their other electoral activities are generally 

consistent with a view of standpatters as party voters and switchers 

as issue voters. 



CHAPTER 3 

STANDPATTERS, SWITCHERS, AND PARTY VOTING 

Why do voters "standpat" and why do they "switch" their party 

support between elections? One perspective argues that voters stand-

pat because of a long-standing psychological commitment to a political 

party; switching occurs when this psychological ccxnmitment is absent. 

Another perspective argues that voters standpat because they are in 

agreement with the policies and programs of a party and switch because 

of changing policy sentiments, either among the voters, the parties 

and candidates, or both (Key, 1966; Page, 1978; Pomper, 1975). This 

chapter examines the former perspective with data from the SRC/CPS 

panel study. 

A Theory of Party Voting 

A theory of party voting emerges in the works of the Survey 

Research Center/Center for Political Studies at the University of 

Michigan. The principal SRC/CPS studies include The Voter Decides 

(1954), The American Voter (1960), and Elections and the Political 

Order (1966). The basic organizing concept of their theory is party 

identification, generally defined as a "psychological identification 

with a political party" (see Campbell et al., 1960). The voting act. 

from the perspective of these works, is a product of the interplay 

of factors which transcend a particular election, party identification 

providing the clearest example, and factors that are unique to an 

56 
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election, such as individual perceptions of candidates and issues. 

Party identification, a long-term commitment to a party, colors 

popular perceptions of stimuli during an election campaign. As a con 

sequence of the stabilizing influence of party identification, short 

term factors which are unique to a particular election are relatively 

unimportant, so voters usually support the same party from one 

election to the next (Asher, 1976; Converse, 1975; Miller, 1978; 

Pomper, 1978). 

Party identification has its initial roots in the socialization 

patterns of the family, for most people adopt the party identification 

of their parents. Formed at an early age, party identification usually 

lacks a substantive policy dimension and is primarily an "evaluative 

tool which guides popular judgements and interpretations of political 

happenings. Since people seldom, if every, change their party 

identification, it acquires a degree of stability that increases 

with time. As people mature, their partisan affiliation "structures 

the way in which they experience and organize their political worlds. 

And since people prefer an ordered and balanced view of the world. 

they guard or defend their partisan self-image by selectively per 

ceiving political objects. Party identification is thus the 

'picture of the world," the stereotype that structures popular images 

of politics. 

Despite the emphasis on party identification within the SRC/CPS 

framework, it has no direct influence upon voting behavior. Borrowing 

an analytical assumption frcan field theory, their framework considers 

only those explanatory factors which are in the field" of the 
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phenomenon under investigation (Baldwin, 1967). A partisan self-image 

is a "distal" influence, since its existence is established in time 

prior to the act of voting. Consequently, factors which are closest 

to the voting act in time, such as candidate images and policy 

cognitions (or issues), exercise a direct influence upon voting, with 

party identification working through and upon these "proximate 

images (see Natchez, 1970). 

Although the SRC/CPS theory is regarded as the "leading 

explanation of voting behavior, several recent studies have challenged 

various aspects of the theory: (1) for more recent political 

generations, the transmission of party identification within the 

family unit is weaker (Pomper, 1975); (2) party identification may 

have a substantive policy dimension heretofore ignored as a conceptual 

possibility (Goldberg, 1972; Popkin et al • / 1976); (3) the stability 

of party identification over time is now a questionable assiomption 

(Dobson and St. Angelo, 1975; Dreyer, 1973); (4) the extent of partisan 

loyalty is less likely to increase with age (Abramson, 1974); 

(5) party identification no longer structures popular images of 

politics to the extent that it did in the 1950s (Pomper, 1975; 

Trilling, 1975); (6) party identification often is not the single 

best predictor of voting behavior (Miller, Miller, Raine, cind Brown, 

1976; Nimmo and Savage, 1976); and increasingly, (7) people fail to 

identify with either of the major political parties (Nie et al 1976).• 9 

These recent qualifications suggest that "switching" may stem from 

the presence of faulty empirical linkages between the theory of party 



59 

voting and the practice of changing party support between elections. 

In order to test this supposition, this chapter examines the SRC/CPS 

theory for standpatters and for switchers, focusing upon five 

empirical linkages: (1) the transmission of party identification 

from parent to child; (2) the stability of party identification over 

time; (3) the "structuring" effect of party identification for 

candidate images and policy cognitions; (4) the impact of candidate 

images and policy cognitions upon voting behavior; and (5) the extent 

of party voting, partisan defection, and non-party voting. 

Political Socialization and Party Identification 

The first link in the SRC/CPS theory is the development of 

party identification, an attitude developed within the family (see 

Goldberg, 1966). Several studies have focused upon the role of the 

family in transmitting party identification, noting that effective 

transmission patterns depend upon two key factors; the degree of 

homogeneity present in parental identifications and the extent of 

political interest among the parents (Campbell et al • 1960, p. 147;t 

Jennings and Niemi, 1974, pp. 38-54; Langton, 1969, pp. 59-66). 

When both parents identify with the same political party and either 

expresses an interest in public affairs, the child tends to adopt 

their party identification. When these factors are missing, or 

parental identifications are heterogeneous and neither parent expresses 

much interest in politics, the child is less likely to embrace the 

party identification of either parent. 
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Transmission patterns for standpatters and switchers are studied 

with recall data gathered from panel respondents in 1972 on the party 

identification and political interest of their parents (see Niemi, 1973 

for a critic of this approach). The specific questions used to 

measure these traits are as follows: Do you remember when you were 

growing up whether your (father, mother) was very much interested in 

politics, somewhat interested, or didn't (s)he pay much attention to 

it? Did (s)he think of (himself, herself) mostly as a Democrat, as 

a Republican, as an Independent, or what? Parental party identifi 

cation is coded into three categories: both parents Democratic, both 

parents Republican, and no consistent party. The "no consistent party 

category includes husband-wife pairs with heterogeneous identifications; it 

also includes homogeneous pairs of Independent identifiers, considering 

psychological "independence" as the basence of partisan affiliation. 

Parental political interest is coded into two categories: either 

parent very much interested in politics and neither parent very much 

interested in politics (cf., Campbell et al., 1960, p. 147). 

Looking at the relationship between parental identification and 

the party identification of panel respondents in 1972, displayed in 

Table 8, it is clear that people do tend to adopt the partisanship 

of their parents when those identifications are homogeneous. For 

standpatters, 56.9 percent of the Democrats and 65.6 percent of the 

Republicans are from families where both parents identify with the 

same party. For switchers, 60.6 percent of the Democrats and 46.9 per-

cent of the Repioblicans are from homogeneous family backgrounds. 

When parental party identification is heterogeneous, however, the 
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tendency is for offsprings to adopt an independent stance toward the 

parties, a tendency which is more pronounced for switchers where 48.4 

percent of the Independents are from heterogeneous backgrounds. 

Turning to correlational analysis (see Table 9), the linkage 

between parental identification and party identification is not as 

strong for switchers, as indicated by lambdas of .28 and .15 for 

standpatters and switchers, respectively. When parental political 

interest is controlled, the "transmission linkage" for standpatters 

remains the same (lambdas of .28 and .29), but in the case of 

switchers, the linkage is stronger when either of the parents is 

very much" interested in politics (lambda = .23). As these findings 

suggest, the demise of party voting, at least for switchers, begins 

in the socialization patterns of the family. The transmission linkage 

is weaker in the families of switchers, especially when neither of 

the parents is very much interested in public affairs (lambda = .11). 

The Stability of Party Identification 

The second link in the SRC/CPS theory is the stability of party 

identification. The stability assumption is a central premise of the 

theory, for it provides a justification for viewing party identification 

as an "attitude" rather than an "opinion. Opinions are usually 

transitory and temporary in nature, while attitudes are generally 

stable for long periods of time and across a variety of situations. 

Without this stability, an attitude comes closer to being an opinion. 

conceptually and empirically. The stability question thus strikes at 

the root of the SRC/CPS theory: Party identification is an attitude 
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Table 9. The Influence of Parental Party Identification 
Controlling for Parental Political Interest 

Parental Parental Political Interest 
Identification Either Parent Neither Parent 

by Respondent Very Much Very Much 
Identification Interested Interested 

Standpatters .28* .28* .29* 

(585) (252) (333) 

Switchers .15* .23* .11* 

(205) (78) (127) 

*p _< .05 testing Ho; parental identification and party 
identification are not related with a two-tailed chi-square test. 

which structures other political opinions. If party identification is 

not stable, what point is there in viewing it as the II 
anchor" which 

moors popular impressions of political happenings. 

The stability assumption is verified in a variety of ways, but 

the most popular and frequently used method is the cross-sectional 

design (Miller and Levitin, 1976, p. 36). In each of its biennial 

studies of the American electorate, the SRC/CPS questions voters about 

their party affiliations. Each of these studies is typically a separate 

san^le or 
II 

cross-section" of the electorate at a particular point in 

time, and when comparing these different samples, researchers make the 

inference that party identification is stable when minor shifts occur 

in the overall distribution. For example, the Democratic percentage 

may change, in the aggregate, only about 2 or 3 percentage points. 

supporting the supposition that party identification is stable. 
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Examining the overall distribution for standpatters and switchers, in 

Table 10, the assumption that party identification is relatively stable 

finds ample support. The magnitude of overall shifts is rather small. 

with few exceptions. 

Table 10. A Cross-sectional Analysis of 

Partisan Stability 

Standpatters^ Switchers^ 
1972 1974 1976 1972 1974 1976 

Democrats 33.7% 35.4% 33.2% 46.3% 43.9% 50.7% 

Independents 31.5 31.6 32.5 35.1 40.0 37.1 

Republicans 34.9 33.0 34.4 18.5 16.1 12.2 

100.1% 100% 100.1% 99.9% 100% 100% 

^Number of cases = 585. 

dumber of cases = 205. 

isA second method of verifying the stability assumption 

correlational in design (Converse, 1975, p. 130) . In this method. 

the correlation between a person's party identification at two different 

points in time (a panel study) is used to measure the stability of 

party identification; the larger the correlation, supposedly, the more 

stable the identification. For standpatters, the observed lambda 

is .61 andbetween a person's 1972 and 1974 party identification 

between 1974 and 1976, .66. For switchers, the 1972-1974 lambda is 
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.51 and for 1974-1976, .48. As far as correlations in social scientific 

research are concerned, these are rather large, again supporting the 

notion that party identification is stable: Nearly 50 percent of the 

variation in their present identification is "explained" by their 

prior identification (lambda is similar to r^). 

Although cross-sectional and correlational methods are employed 

the most, they are probably the weakest methods for studying the stability 

question, since they conceal or obscure a great deal of "potential 

change. In cross-sectional time-series analysis, the overall dis-

tribution of party identification may "appear" stable because an equal 

number of shifts have cancelled each other out, negating or concealing 

the true extent of change. Just suppose the "electorate" consists of 

only fifty people. Further imagine that they are either Democrats or 

Republicans. From one year to the next, a cross-sectional study may 

indicate that 50 percent are Democratic and 50 percent Republican. 

But this stable distribution" would also emerge if twenty-five 

people shifted one way and another twenty-five shifted in the opposite 

direction. The overall distribution in this case would appear stable; 

however, it would negate or conceal the fact that 100 percent of the 

electorate actually changed their identification! Cross-sectiona l 

analysis inevitably conceals these kinds of changes (cf., Dobson 

and St. Angelo, 1975). 

but in aIn correlational analysis, that is also a problem, 

"nominaldifferent sense. Party identification is at best a 

variable: It simply classifies people as Democrats or Independents 

or Republicans (Lodge and Tursky, 1979). Hence, the "sign" of 
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identification atthe correlation coefficient between a person's party 

two points in time is meaningless. Normally, a negative sign indi-

cates an inverse relationship between two variables (as temperature 

a directincreases, humidity decreases); a positive sign signifies 

But forrelationship (as temperature increases, so does humidity). 

nominal variables, such as party identification, the categories have 

no logical order or ranking. Consequently, the investigator only 

an inter-considers the magnitude of the correlation when formulating 

pretation of the relationship. In the case of party identification. 

then, the obvious question is; Does the magnitude of the correlation 

the absence ofprovide a measure of stability? If stability implies 

change, the size of a correlation coefficient (lambda in this case) 

does indicate to what extent one variable accounts for variation in 

another variable. If there is no change in party identification, from 

one year to the next, the correlation would approach unity or a perfect 

correlation of 1.00. But unity could occur under a variety of 

circumstances. Returning to our hypothetical electorate of fifty 

people, suppose the analyst is faced with the patterns of change as 

seen in Table 11. Pattern A represents absolute stability and 

associationPattern B absolute change. To examine the degree of 

differentbetween party identification, a nominal variable, at two 

level measurepoints in time, the analyst selects lambda, a nominal 

The formula forof association (see Champion, 1970, pp. 210-213). 

lambda is: 
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Table 11. Frequencies for Two Hypothetical Patterns of Change 

Pattern A Pattern B 

1972 1972 

1974 Democrats Republicans Democrats Republicans 

Democrats 25 0 25 0 25 25 

0 25 25 25 0 25Republicans 

5050 

lambda = (25 + 25) 25 = 100 lambda = (25 + 25) 25 = 1.00 

[50 - 25L [ 50 - 25L 

^fi - ^d 
lambda = 

N - ^d 

of thewhere f^^ = the largest frequency within each subclass 

independent variable; 

= the largest frequency found within the dependent 

variable totals; and 

N = the total number of observations. 

variable andTreating the 1972 identification as the independent 

plugging the appropriate values into the formula (see Table 11), a 

lambda of 1.00 is obtained for both patterns! Does this demonstrate 

that a correlation's magnitude is a misleading indication of stability? 

When a third method, the typological approach, is adopted, the 

evidence indicates that party identification is unstable. The typo 

logical method tries to construct and verify "types" of change, along 
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• tthe lines of The People's Choice (Lazarsfeld et al 1944). Two broad 

classes of change are of concern here: unstable and stable party 

identifiers. Within the unstable group, there are at least four types 

of change; crystallizers, waverers, party changers, and disintegrators. 

Crystallizers are people who have no party identification in 1972 but 

later acquire one, in either 1974 or 1976. Waverers are people who 

start out with a party identification in 1972, then fall away from it 

in 1974 and later return to their original identification in 1976. 

in 1972Party chcmgers are people who start out with an identification 

and later change to the other party, in either 1974 or 1976. Disinte 

in 1972grators are those people who start out with an identification 

and later abandon their partisanship for independence in 1974 or 1976 

(see Daudt, 1961, p. 12). The types of stable party identifiers are 

constant Democrats, Independents, and Republicans: people who main 

tain the same party identification across all three waves of the panel. 

Table 12 displays the distribution of these types for standpatters 

and switchers. As the cumulative percent column indicates, 34.0 per-

havecent of the standpatters and 40.5 percent of the switchers 

unstable identifications. Where cross-sectional and correlational 

methods suggest that party identification is stable, typological 

analysis indicates just the opposite; There is a great deal of change 

in party identification. Without coroborating evidence from previous 

time periods, it is difficult to determine whether or not party 

identification is always this unstable, and to what degree it is 

eras? It isunstable. Are these findings representative of previous 

difficult to say, one way or another. But one thing is quite evident; 
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Table 12. Type of Change in Party Identification 

Standpatters Switchers 

Absolute Cumulative Absolute Cumulative 

Type of Change Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Crystallizers 9.4% 9.4% 12.2% 12.2% 

Waverers 12.5 21.9 11.2 23.4 

Party Changers 1.7 23.6 2.9 26.3 

Disintegrators 10.4 34.0 14.1 40.5 

Constant Democrats 25.5 59.5 31.7 72.2 

Constant Independents 16.1 75.6 19.5 91.7 

Constant Republicans 24.4 100.0 8.3 100.0 

100% 99.9% 

(585) (205) 

Build thine assumptions upon a rock, or stated differently, do not 

construct theoretical assumptions upon faulty methods, as the proponents 

of theSlC/CPS perspective have done and continue to do with the 

stability of party identification. 

The Perceptual Structuring Effect of Party Identification 

The partisan self-image of an individual is viewed as the most 

important concept of the SRC/CPS framework because it "structures fl 

or "determines" other political images (Helm, 1974). How does this 

occur? It happens because party identification functions as a 

is astereotype. Recall from Lippmann (1922) that a stereotype 



70 

picture of the world" and that people avoid those things which call 

their "pseudo-environment" into question: 'We imagine most things 

before we experience them. And those preconceptions . . . govern 

deeply the whole process of perception" (p. 59). As a stereotype. 

partisanship colors the way in which people experience and organize 

their political worlds: Party identification is a psychological 

commitment or attachment to a political party that normally predisposes 

one to evaluate that party and its candidates in a favorable light 

(Asher, 1976, p. 33). Since people prefer an ordered pseudo-environment. 

they guard or defend their partisan self-image by selectively per 

ceiving other political objects (cf ♦ McGrath and McGrath, 1962;f 

Sigel, 1964). Partisanship is thus the picture of the world that 

structures popular images of politics. 

The SRC/CPS perspective is premised upon an attitudinal theory 

which views perception from the standpoint of the perceiver: in 

other words, "beauty is in the eye of the beholder" (see Nimmo, 

1970; Nimmo and Savage, 1976). Candidate attempts to communicate 

issue positions are not very effective, for they are conditioned by the 

partisan predispositions of the electorate. Because of these pre 

dispositions or stereotypes, political perceptions, images, opinions. 

and cognitions are selective; People tend to misperceive and mis-

their owninterpret persuasive communications in accordance with 

it in apredispositions, by evading the message or by distorting 

favorable direction (Berelson and Steiner, 1964, p. 536). If the 

process of selective perception is working effectively, little, if any. 
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change in party support would occur. But, as previously noted, nearly 

between 1972 and25 percent of the electorate shifted party support 

to "structure1976. Is it possible that party identification fails 

the images and cognitions of switchers? 

Party identification could influence either candidate images 

(Sherrod, 1971-72) or policy cognitions (Brody and Page, 1976), so 

it is important to consider both relationships. What is an image? 

And how is one measured? Conceptually, an image is simply an 

evaluation," with two basic components: direction and intensity. 

People have either a positive or a negative image of an object and 

feel more strongly about some objects than others. When the object 

is a candidate, the evaluation is a candidate image. The "feeling 

thermometer is a measure of candidate images; it measures both the 

directional and the intensity components by asking a respondent to 

rate an object on a scale from 0 to 100 degrees, with 50 degrees as 

the neutral point. The respondent is informed by the interviewer 

that: 

Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you 

betweenfeel favorably and warm toward the object; ratings 
0 degrees and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel 
favorably towards the object. If you don't feel partic 
ularly wairm or cold toward an object, you would rate 
it at 50 degrees. 

1976. RatherBoth the major party candidates are rated in 1972 cuid 

candidatethan viewing each of these ratings singularly, a relative 

of the Democraticimage score is developed by subtracting the rating 

candidate from the rating of the Republican candidate, yielding an 

100 are coded asoverall range frcxn -97 to +97 (ratings from 98 to 
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97") . For example, if a person rates the Republican at 75 degrees and 

the Democrat at 50 degrees, the relative rating is +25 degrees 

(75 - 50 = +25). Positive scores indicate that the Republican is 

rated more favorably; negative scores indicate that the Democrat is 

rated more favorably. A recoding of the range produces the following 

categories; Democratic candidate more favorable (-97 to -11), little 

difference (-10 to +10), and Republican candidate more favorable 

(+11 to +97). 

Turning now to the structuring effect of party identification 

for candidate images, presented in Tables 13 and 14, it is apparent 

that party identification structures the perceptions of standpatters. 

but not switchers. For standpatters, the correlation between party 

identification and relative candidate image is .22 in 1972 and .34 in 

1976. For switchers, no association is present in 1972 (lambda = .00) 

and the relationship is very weak in 1976 (lambda = .07). Stand 

their candidatespatters with Democratic identifications tend to rate 

affiliations. Thismore favorably, as do standpatters with Republican 

of the Democratspattern is less pronounced in 1972, where 24.4 percent 

rate the Republican (Nixon) more favorably. Moreover, the process of 

selective perception seems to "work" more effectively among Republican 

theiridentifiers: 90.7 percent in 1972 and 83.6 percent in 1976 rate 

candidate more favorably. Independent identifiers who standpat rate 

the Republican more favorably, although 37.4 percent in 1976 express 

similar evaluations of the candidates. 

theAlthough party identification fails to "structure" 

candidate images of switchers. Table 14 does offer some clues on why 

people change party support between elections. In 1972, 63.2 percent 
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of the Democrats rate the Republican more favorably, whereas in 1976, 

62,5% rate the Democrat more favorably. This pattern of interelection 

change in relative candidate image is also present among Republican identi 

fiers : 86.8 percent in 1972 rate the Republican more favorably while only 

24.0 percent do so in 1976. These trends suggest that candidate images, 

or changing candidates and images, may account for changes in party 

support between elections, a "theme" returned to in the next section 

of the chapter. 

Does party identification structure policy cognitions? What, 

in the first place, is a policy cognition? A policy cognition is a 

belief which includes the relative issue positions of an individual 

and a candidate for public office. For instance, a person may think 

that marijuana should be legalized and perceive a candidate to be in 

favor of legalization, resulting in a policy cognition (for the 

individual) with proximate elements. A policy cognition lacks 

proximity or closeness when the belief elements are different from 

one another. A research tradition that challenges the party voting 

perspective places more emphasis upon the role of issues and policy 

cognitions in voting behavior, describing switchers as issue voters 

(Key, 1966; Page, 1978; Pomper, 1975). Issue voting supposedly occurs 

when individuals vote for the candidate who is closer to their issue 

positions (Kessel, 1972; Nie et al., 1976). But issue voting is 

sometimes nothing more than "party voting" in disguise, especially 

when two psychological processes occur: First, party identification 

structures" the initial issue positions of voters, and second. 

they "project their own issue positions upon the candidates (Brody 

and Page, 1976, p. 234). 
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How is a policy cognition measured? Policy cognitions are 

measured with proximity indexes, first developed in the Comparative 

State Election Project (see Kovenock et al., 1973). A proximity 

measure provides an index of how close a person’s position on an issue 

is to the perceived position of a candidate on that same issue. For 

example, one of the issues of this study is the controversy over the 

legalization of marijuana. Respondents are presented with the 

following alternatives; Some people think that the use of marijuana 

shoxild be legal. Others think that the penalties for using marijuana 

should be set higher than they are now. Sxibjects then are asked to 

place themselves on a 7-point continuum, reuiging from 1, "make use of 

marijuana legal," to 7, "set penalties higher than they are now. 

After providing self-ratings, subjects are asked to place the two 

candidates on this same 7-point continuum. Four steps are involved 

in arriving at a "relative" proximity measure. First, a measure of 

absolute" distance is obtained by subtracting the perceived position 

of a candidate from a respondent's self-placement on the continuum. 

For instance, if a person's position on the marijuana scale is 6 and 

the perceived position of the Democratic candidate is 4, the absolute 

distance between these two ratings is equal to 2 (6-4=2, ignoring 

the sign of the resultant). Next, an absolute proximity score is 

obtained by subtracting the absolute distance from 6, giving a score 

of 4 in our example (6-2=4). For a single issue, absolute 

proximity scores range from zero to six: An absolute proximity of 

zero occurs when the respondent and the candidate are at opposite ends 

of the continuum, while a value of six occurs when the respondent and 
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Afterthe candidate are at the same position on the continuum. 

aabsolute proximity scores are developed for each candidate, 

the absoluterelative" proximity score is obtained by subtracting 

proximity score for the Democratic candidate from the Republican 

candidate's score. A relative proximity score normally ranges from 

minus six to plus six: A score of minus six occurs when the respondent 

and the Democrat are at one end of the continuum and the Republican is 

at the other; a score of plus six occurs when the respondent and the 

Republican are at one end eind the Democrat is at the other. Relative 

proximity scores are developed for five issues; legalization of 

mcurijuana, rights of the accused, busing to achieve racial integration. 

government aid to minorities, and women's rights (see Appendix I). The 

final step is the construction of an overall proximity index by combin 

ing each of the relative proximity scores for these five issues. Since 

each of these scores has a theoretical range from minus six to plus six. 

combining them into ein overall index produces a reuige from minus thirty 

to plus thirty, with negative scores indicating greater proximity with 

the Democrat and positive scores indicating greater proximity with the 

Republican. To simplify the presentation of results, scores from 

-30 to -1 are treated as "closer to the Democrat," a score of 0 as 

"no difference," and scores from +1 to +30 as "closer to the 

Republican" (see Beardsley, 1973). 

The structuring effect for policy cognitions is presented in 

Tables 15 and 16 for stcindpatters and switchers, respectively. For 

standpatters, the correlations indicate that perceptual structuring 

is more prevalent in 1976 (lambda = .29) than in 1972 (lambda = .15). 
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The policy cognitions of Democratic and Republican identifiers who 

standpat are usually closer to their party's candidate; 50.8 percent 

of the Democrats in 1972 and 66.0 percent in 1976; 83.8 percent of 

the Republicans in 1972 and 69.7 percent in 1976. Selective perception 

again seems stronger among Republican identifiers and weaker among 

Democrats, as in 1972 when 32.0 percent of the Democrats held policy 

cognitions which were closer to the Republican (Nixon). Independent 

identifiers who standpat also have policy cognitions which are closer 

to the Republican; 57.6 percent in 1972 and 48.9 percent in 1976. 

Perceptual structuring is noticeably absent for switchers. 

leaving open the possibility that they are issue voters and not under 

cover party voters. A couple of comparisons between standpatters and 

switchers are worth noting. In 1972, 32.0 percent of the Democratic 

standpatters and 61.1 percent of the Democratic switchers are closer 

to the Republican. In 1976, 69.7 percent of the Republican steind-

patters and 44.0 percent of the Repxjblican switchers are closer to the 

Reptiblican. These differences call attention to "issues" as possible 

explanations of changing party support, along with differences in 

candidate images over time. An examination of the relationships 

between candidate images, policy cognitions, and voting behavior 

should help to clarify these suppositions. 

Candidate Images, Policy Cognitions, and Voting Behavior 

Since party identification fails to structure the candidate 

images and policy cognitions of switchers, they obviuosly are not 

party voters. Do candidate images and policy cognitions explain 
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their voting behavior? Recall that the theory of party voting parti 

tions the vote its long-term and short-term components; 

The long-term component is a simple reflection of the 
distribution of underlying party loyalities, a distri 
bution that is stable over substantial periods of time. 
In any specific election the population may be influenced 
by short-term forces associated with peculiarities of that 

election ... to shift its vote now toward the Republicans, 
now toward the Democrats. (Converse, 1966, p. 14) 

Voters who "deviate from their party identification generally do so 

either because of some attractive personal qualities of the other 

party's candidate or because of the candidate's issue positions (see 

Boyd, 1969). To this point, however, the evidence suggests that 

switchers lack the long-term component. Further evidence for this 

interpretation is provided when the bivariate relationship between 

party identification and voting behavior is examined. As expected. 

the relationship is fairly strong for standpatters, in both 1972 

(lambda = .45) and 1976 (lambda = .55). But for switchers, party 

identification is unrelated to voting behavior (lambdas of .00, in 

both 1972 and 1976). Without the stabilizing influence of party 

identification, the voting behavior of switchers probably is 

determined by short-term factors exclusively. Are switchers swayed. 

from one party to the other from one election to the next, by short 

term factors that emerge in each election? 

Candidate image is an important short-term electoral factor 

for standpatters and switchers, but it is more importaint for stand 

patters (see Tables 17 and 18). Nearly 70 percent of the variation 

in voting behavior is accounted for by the relative candidate images 

of standpatters. For switchers, however, the degree of association 
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is much less; .36 in 1972 and .29 in 1976. Considering the relation-

condition ofship for standpatters, a favorable image is a necessary 

party voting; over 95 percent of the time standpatters cast ballots 

for the candidate with the more favorable image. This percentage 

varies for switchers, with the losing" Ccindidates (the Democrat in 

1972 and the Republican in 1976) experiencing the largest defections; 

ballots for the25.8 percent in 1972 and 38.9 percent in 1976 cast 

eventual winner while rating the loser more favorably. These findings 

to accountsuggest that candidate image, by itself, is not sufficient 

for the behavior of switchers. 

Curiously enough, policy cognitions are significant for 

standpatters, but not for switchers (see Tables 19 and 20). Around 

50 percent of the variation in the voting behavior of standpatters 

is "explained" by policy cognitions. The drawing power of policies 

is somewhat stronger when people are closer to the Republican: 

in 1972 and 92.390.3 percent of the standpatters who vote Republicein 

to thepercent in 1976 have policy cognitions which are closer 

Republican. Although defections from policy cognitions are greater 

for people closer to the Democrat, a substantial proportion of their 

votes are consistent with their policy stands; 80.7 percent of the 

standpatters in 1972 and 75.9 percent in 1976. The policy cognitions 

of switchers, the bastions of issue voting, are not related to 

voting behavior (lambdas of .00 in 1972 and 1976). Their vote 

is heavily in favor of the winning candidate, in 1972 and in 1976, 

but these patterns seem unrelated to policy cognitions. In sum. 

candidate image is a significant short-term influence upon the voting 
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behavior of switchers; candidate image and policy cognition are 

significant short-term influences upon standpatters. 

Party Voting, Partisan Defection, and Non-Party Voting 

The last link in the SRC/CPS theory is the extent of party 

voting, partisan defection, and non-party voting. In their recent 

study. The Changing American Voter (1976), Nie, Verba, and Petrocik 

elaborate the conditions of party voting. The main rule of party 

voting," they suggest, "is simple; when there is a choice between 

the candidate of the party with which you identify and the opposition 

party, vote for your party's candidate" (p. 156). Party voting 

requires that; 

1. A voter have a party identification which extends 
across elections. 

2. The candidates are from different parties. 

3. The individual must use his party affiliation as the 

criterion for choosing between candidates. 

Their notion also implies that; 

4. A voter without a party identification cannot vote 
on the basis of party. 

5. A candidate not identified with one of the major 
parties cannot receive a party vote. (pp. 156-157) 

A typology, designed to represent these conditions, is developed 

to determine the extent of party voting, partisan defection, and non-

classificationparty voting among standpatters and switchers. This 

scheme is constructed with three variables; party identification . 

relative candidate image, and voting behavior. Recall that each of 

these variables has the following categories; 



88 

Vote:Party Identification; Candidate Image: 

(1) Democrat (4) Democrat ftore Favorable (7) Democratic 

(2) Independent (5) Little Difference (8) Republican 
(3) Republican (6) Repiiblican More Favorable 

six twoWith these variables, it is possible to distinguish types; 

types of party votesr, type I and type II for lack of better terms; 

three types of defectors, perceptual, behavioral, and complete; and 

non-party voters. Type I party voters rate their party's candidate 

more favorably and vote their party identification (1-4-7 and 3-6-8). 

same but voteType II party voters rate the candidates about the 

their party identification (1-5-7 and 3-5-8). Percpetual defectors 

vote theirrate the other party's candidate more favorably but 

party identification (1-6-7 and 3-4-8). Behavioral defectors normally 

morecast party votes, since they rate their party's candidate 

candidatefavorably, but they cast a ballot for the other party's 

(1-4-8 and 3-6-7). Complete defectors rate the candidates about the 

and defect fromsame, or the other party's candidate more favorably, 

3-4-7). Non-their party identification (1-5-8, 1-6-8, 3-5-7, and 

since aparty voters are simply the Independent party identifiers, 

voter without a party identification cannot vote on the basis of party 

(any chain with a 2). In view of previous findings, the largest 

and theproportion of party voters should occur among standpatters 

largest proportion of defectors among switchers, since party identi 

fication is unimportant for them. 

standWhat, then, is the distribution of these types among 

patters and switchers? Table 21 displays these figvures. For 

standpatters 56.9 percent in 1972 and 59.8 percent in 1976 are party 
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Table 21. Party Voting, Partisan Defection, 
and Non-party Voting 

Standpatters Switchers 

1972 1976 1972 1976 

Party Voter I 48.4% 50.1% 21.5% 32.2% 

Party Voter II 8.5 9.7 2.0 8.3 

Perceptual Defectors 1.9 0.8 1.5 3.9 

Behavioral Defectors 0.3 0.2 3.4 2.4 

Complete Defectors 9.4 6.7 36.6 16.1 

Non-party Voters 31.5 32.5 35.1 37.1 
100% 100% 100.1% 100% 

(585) (585) (205) (205) 

voters (combining the two types). Defection rates for standpatters are 

rather small; 11.6 percent in 1972 and 7.7 percent in 1976 (combining 

the three types). For switchers, party voting is more extensive in 

1972 (40.5 percent) than in 1972 (23.4 percent), Con ve rs e ly, de fe ction 

rates for switchers are more extensive in 1972 (41.5 percent) than in 

1976 (22.4 percent), reflecting the disruption of the normal party 

vote in that election. The figures on non-party voting for stand 

patters and switchers average around 34 percent and range from 31.5 per 

cent for standpatters in 1972 to 37.1 percent for switchers in 1976. 

What do these figures suggest about party voting? Standpatters are 

more likely and switchers are less likely to cast party votes, However, 

nearly a third of the standpatters and switchers are non-party voters. 
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Summary and Conclusion 

This chapter examined a theory of party voting for standpatters 

and switchers, focusing upon five major aspects of the theory; 

(1) the transmission of party identification from parent to child; 

(2) the stability of party identification over time; (3) the structur 

ing effect of party identification for candidate images and policy 

cognitions; (4) the impact of candidate images and policy cognitions 

upon voting behavior; and (5) the extent of party voting, partisan 

defection, and non-party voting. The supposition that "switching" 

stems from the presence of faulty empirical linkages between these 

aspects of the theory and the practice of changing party support 

was the primary rationale for examining these relationships. Support 

for this proposition was evident in each of the five aspects of the 

theory. 

Parental partisanship is more important for standpatters than 

switchers. Hence, the demise of party voting originates in the 

socialization patterns of the family. Party identification is just 

as stable for standpatters and switchers, although unstable party 

identifiers are more prevalent among switchers. Party identification 

fails to structure the candidate images and policy cognitions of 

switchers, but it is an important structuring factor for standpatters. 

Of the two short-term factors studied, candidate images and policy 

cognitions are important for standpatters, but only candidate images 

are significant for switchers. And, finally, party voting is more 

extensive among standpatters and vote defections are more extensive 

among switchers. 
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Why do voters "standpat" and why do they "switch" their party 

support between elections? They standpat because of a long-standing 

psychological commitment to a political party and switch when this 

psychological commitment is absent. In other words, the long-term 

component of the vote is more important for standpatters; short-term 

factors, especially candidate images, are more important for switchers. 



CHAPTER 4 

STANDPATTERS, SWITCHERS, AND ISSUE VOTING 

Why do voters standpat and why do they switch party support 

between elections? In the previous chapter, "Standpatters, Switchers, 

and Party Voting, the answer suggested in the party voting theory is 

presented: Voters standpat because of their long-standing psychological 

commitment to a political party and switch when this commitment is 

absent. Another perspective asserts that voters standpat becaiase they 

are in agreement with the policies of a political party and switch 

because of changing policy sentiments. Voters, in other words, cast 

ballots on the bases of their issue positions (Key, 1966; Page, 1978; 

Pomper, 1975). The focus of this chapter and the next is thus upon 

one basic question: To what extent do issue positions or policy 

preferences guide the electoral decisions of standpatters and switchers? 

The Conditions of Issue Voting 

What, then, are the conditions of issue voting? The main 

decision rule of issue voting, suggest Nie, Verba, and Petrocik 

(1976), is: If there is an issue A and two positions on that issue 

will vote(A^ and A^), the voter who prefers one of the two positions 

for the candidate who holds the same position" (pp. 157-158). 

Another way of formulating this rule is: Vote for the candidate 

that is perceived to be closer to your issue positions (Kovenock, 

Prothro, and Associates, 1973). Issue voting has two basic 

requirements: 

92 
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1. That the individual have a preference for either 

2. The candidates must offer a choice on the issues. 
(Nie et al 9• 1976, p. 158) 

Though these "conditions" seem fairly straightforward, at 

leeist as conceptual criteria, disagreement on how best to study them 

in empirical situations still exists. The question of issue voting 

is of course an important one, for it follows from the basic notion 

of popular control in democratic societies. But the normative signifi 

cance of the problem is matched, if not obscured, by the diversity of 

methodological and technical approaches to this question (Kessel, 

1972; RePass, 19 76). In assessing the extent of issue voting, it 

is therefore important to study the problem from a variety of methodo 

logical standpoints. Why? First of all, as social scientists, we 

need to be sensitive to how our conclusions hinge upon the way in which 

a particular problem is studied. It therefore makes sense when deal 

ing with social phenomena to study them from a variety of perspectives. 

Secondly, given the confusion that presently characterizes the study 

of issue voting, it is incumbent upon new studies to determine to 

what extent different conclusions derive from different methods 

orand to indicate whether this is a matter of interpretation 

method (Margolis, 1977). 

Approaches to Issue Voting 

To consider issue voting from a variety of perspectives, it is 

necessary to identify the various approaches currently in use. 

These approaches are organized along two general dimensions; (1) a 
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single-issue/multiple-issue dimension and (2) a cross-sectional/ 

longitudinal dimension. Studies either examine one issue at a time 

or treat the interrelationship of several issues across a variety of 

si±istantive domains. And studies either focus upon political 

activity at a single point in time or examine behavior over time. 

These two major dimensions are not mutually exclusive; rather, any 

one study usually contains an element from each dimension, as the 

following analysis demonstrates. 

Single-Issue, Cross-Sectional Studies 

As a general rule, most studies of issue voting focus upon n' 

issues at one point in time, and they consider them in isolation from 

other issues. This is one of the approaches of Campbell, Converse, 

Miller, and Stokes in The American Voter (1960, pp. 168-187). In 

that study, sixteen issues, ranging across domestic and foreign 

policy domains, are examined in terms of three criteria; 

1. The issue must be cognized in some form. 

2. It must arouse some minimal intensity of feeling. 

3. It must be accompanied by some perception that one 
party represents the person's own position better 
than do the other parties, (p. 170) 

Only about a third of the electorate could satisfy all of these 

conditions on any one issue, with a high of 36 percent and a low of 

18 percent; Many people fail to appreciate that an issue exists. 

others are insufficiently involved to pay attention to recognized 

issues, and still others fail to make connections between issue 

positions and party policy" (p. 183). 
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An important variation of this approach divides the electorate 

into "issue-publics," those people who express some interest in a 

particular issue. This approach typically relies upon open-ended 

questions to identify issue-publics: Those people who mention the 

same issue are grouped together as members of the issue-public. 

Among these publics, issue positions and policy preferences are 

important influences upon electoral choices (Jones and Jones, 1971; 

Kirkpatrick and Jones, 1974; Natchez and Bupp, 1970; Repass, 1971). 

However, studies which take this approach seldom demonstrate that the 

entire electorate casts an issue vote on any one issue. Because 

of this limitation, this type of analysis is inappropriate for the 

research problem posed in this chapter. 

Single-Issue, Longitudinal Studies 

Technically, the analysis presented here is the first to 

examine shifts in issue positions over time and their relationship 

to interelection voting behavior, but Key's landmark study. The 

Responsible Electorate (1966) , is similar in approach, for so much 

of his argiment predates and foreshadows the analysis performed in 

this chapter. Key links patterns of interelection voting behavior 

to shifts in the issue positions of voters. Theoretically, if no 

systematic shifts occur in the issue positions of voters, they 

should support the same party from one election to the next. Con 

versely, if systematic shifts occur in the issue positions of voters. 

they should change party support between elections, eventually 

casting ballots for the party and candidate closer to their issue 
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positions. Key's analysis supports each of these propositions, and 

this study reconsiders their merits with data spanning the presi 

dential elections of 1972 and 1976. 

Is it possible for shifts in voting behavior to occur without 

corresponding shifts in the issue positions of voters? If the 

candidates present the electorate different policy alternatives 

from one election to the next, voters could shift their support 

without changing their issue positions and still vote for the 

candidate who is closer to their issue positions. Key (1966) 

acknowledges this possibility in his discussion of the "echo chamber": 

The voice of the people is but an echo. The output of an echo 

chamber bears an inevitable and invariable relation to the input 

(p. 2). Key is simply calling attention to the parameters of the 

situation: If candidates present the voters different policy alterna 

tives from one election to the next, they probably will respond in 

different ways. However consistent this alternative explanation 

of vote switching is with Key's basic framework, it remains an 

untested hypothesis. Do candidates, in fact, offer the electorate 

the same "choices" and "echoes" from one election to the next? And 

different choices?if offered different policy options, do voters make 

A variation of the single-issue, longitudinal study examines 

the relationship between an individual's issue positions at two 

ordifferent points in time, focusing upon the "persistence" 

stability of opinion. The initial concern of those who practice 

this approach is with "nonattitudes," or those issue positions 

created by survey research: 
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That is, the very act of asking people about issues may 

create responses that do not represent any genuinely 
held attitudes about the topic at hand but simply reflect 
a desire on the part of respondents in an interview 
situation to appear cooperative and informed about 
current issues. (Asher, 1976, pp. 98-99) 

As a general rule, the analytical task involves "the correlation of 

measurements of the Scime items over time" (Converse, 1970, p. 169). 

When high test-retest correlations are observed, the issue positions 

are considered stable emd labeled "attitudes," but when low 

correlations are noted, issue positions are considered unstable and 

cedLled "nonattitudes. But how is this type of analysis relevant 

to a consideration of issue voting? Popular government, if that 

government is to remain stable, should not rest upon light and 

transient concerns of the populace; rather, for popular opinion to 

find expression in government, that opinion should have a certain 

degree of persistence (Thompson, 1966). The question, then, for 

issue voting is: Are the policy concerns that guide the decisions 

of the electorate light and transient ones or do they represent 

genuine grievances that popular government ought to heed? 

Multiple-Issue, Cross-Sectional Studies 

Multiple-issue, cross-sectional studies usually investigate 

V-

the "belief systems" of voters, defining "a belief system as a 

configxiration of ideas and attitudes in which the elements are 

bound together by some form of constraint (Converse, 1964, p. 207). 

Constraint refers to how well we can predict a person's position on 

an issue given knowledge of his or her position on another issue. 
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Constraint, in operational terms, is therefore a matter of correlation, 

and a matrix of bivariate correlations is the device generally employed 

to display the electorate's "configuration of ideas and attitudes." 

This approach assumes that voters with constrained belief systems 

are more likely to cast issue votes (Asher, 1976, p. 90; Nie and 

Anderson, 1974, p. 586) . Why? If a belief system exhibits "constraint," 

it is assumed that it was produced by, or is indicative of, ein 

underlying liberal-conservative dimension which enables individuals 

to order their attitudes into consistent and meaningful patterns. 

Moreover, becuase of these consistent patterns, issue positions 

provide clearcut guides to political action at the polls, Whereas, 

those without constrained belief systems have no consistent guides 

to action, since their issue positions "pvish" them in several 

directions at once. How constrained are the belief systems of 

voters? A study by Converse (1964) in the 1950s concludes that 

the belief systems of mass pviblics do not display much constraint. 

He bases this concliosion upon an examination of a matrix of 

correlations between a variety of domestic and foreign policy issues, 

finding average correlations of .23 within domestic and foreign 

policy domains and .11 between domestic and foreign (p. 229). 

Another study, with data from the 1970s, reports within-domain 

correlations of .36 and between-domain correlations of .18, indicating 

that belief systems of mass publics in the 1970s are more constrained 

than belief systems in the 1950s (Miller, Miller, Paine, and Brown, 

1976, pp. 766-768). The greater degree of constraint noted recently 
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has raised the possibility that voters are more likely to cast issue 

votes, a conclusion which finds some support in multiple-issue, 

longitudinal studies. 

Multiple-Issue, Longitudinal Studies 

Multiple-issue, longitudinal studies also investigate belief 

systems, but over time. A pure longitudinal study would examine 

the belief system of the same group of people over time (Brown, 1970). 

The usual approach, however, is to study different cross-sections of 

the electorate (but the same belief elements) at different points 

in time. One such study reports increasing levels of constraint 

between 1956 and 1972. Extending Converse's analysis over time. 

Nie and Anderson (1974) report increasing levels of constrciint 

•(i.e f larger correlations) within domestic issues, between domestic 

and foreign policy issues, and for all issues combined into a single 

index (Asher, 1976, pp. 113-115; Nie and Anderson, 1974, p. 566; 

Nie et al • 9 1976, p. 129). Clearly, then, the belief systems of 

mass publics are becoming more constrained, which also means that 

the electorate's capacity for issue voting is improving. Nie and 

Anderson link these patterns of constraint to the increased saliency 

of politics during the 1960s, certainly a function of the domestic 

conflict generated by the civil Rights Movement and the Vietnam War. 

Commenting upon their findings. Converse (1975) poses some interesting 

questions for the present study; 

What is not clear, of course, is whether or not the change 
in public opinion is permanent. Nor is a closely related 
question clear: Which is a more normal state of affairs, 
the public opinion portrait from the 1950s or that from 

the later 1960s? (p. 92-) 
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Multidimensional Studies 

toThe correlation matrix approach to belief systems tends 

assime that constraint is a unidimensional characteristic, while others 

have argued that belief systems are multidimensional and possibly 

idiosyncratic (Marcus, Tabb, and Sullivan, 1974; Weisberg and Rusk, 

1970). The multidimensional approach is a special case of the 

multiple-issue/matrix approach. Basically, it is an extension of 

the matrix approach; A correlation matrix of issue positions is 

factor analyzed to determine the dimensionality of the issue space 

(Stimson, 1975). Factor analysis identifies "clusters" of issue 

positions that exhibit constraint, and a mass belief system may 

have several clusters or dimensions which are unrelated to one another. 

In this study, the multi-dimensional/factor analytic approach is 

applied cross-sectionally and longitudinally. The main cross-

and switchers 

share belief systems? If they have similar belief systems, a 

characterization of one group as "issue voters 

sectional question is; To what extent do standpatters 

and the other as 

'non-issue voters" would be difficult to support. The longitudinal 

question is; To what extent are belief systems stable over time? 

If issue positions are a guide to electoral behavior and belief 

should occursystems are stable over time, consistent voting patterns 

through time. In other words, standpatters should have stable 

belief systems. If, on the other hand, belief systems change 

and are a guide to behavior at the polls, changing patterns of 

party support should occur. Voters should switch their party 

support between elections. 
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Issue Voting from a Single-Issue, 

■ ACross-Sectional Perspective 

In studying issue voting from a single-issue, cross-sectional 

perspective, three questions are raised: (1) Do voters perceive a 

difference in the candidates' issue positions? (2) Are the voters 

'■.iff'-*-'''’ 
closer to one candidate's issue position? and (3) Do voters support 

the candidate closer to their issue position? For issue voting to 

occur, an individual must first perceive a difference between the 

candidates and their issue stands, hold an issue position which is 

closer to only one of the candidates, and vote for that candidate. 

If any of these conditions is violated, a vote is not an issue vote. 

The analytical task suggested by these conditions is represented 

in Figures 1 and 2. 

Dem Voter Rep 

/■/■■■/.■■/ / / / 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Figure 1. Condition One 

Dem Voter Rep 
/ / / / / / / 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Figure 2. Conditions One and Two 
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On a hypothetical issue continuum, ranging from 1 to 7, suppose the 

Democrat occupies the second position, the voter the fourth, and the 

Republican the sixth (Figure 1). Since the candidates take different 

issue stands, the first condition of issue voting is satisfied, but 

the voter, in occupying the fourth position, is eqvddistant from 

the candidates, with no clearcut issue basis for selecting between 

them. On a second continuum, suppose the voter occupies the third 

position, and the Democrat and RepubliccUi retain the second euid sixth 

positions, respectively (Figure 2). Here, the first and second 

conditions of issue voting are satisfied; Ihe voter perceives a 

difference in the candidates’ issue positions and is closer to the 

Democrat. Issue voting occurs when the voter supports the Democrat 

under these conditions. Of course, if the voter violates this third 

condition by supporting the Repviblican, that vote is not an issue 

vote. 

The crucial conceptual question in this type of analysis is; 

How close is close? If voters must support the cemdidate who is 

closer" to their issue position in order to cast an issue vote. 

what does this comparative adjective mean in this context? Apparently, 

this concept has two meanings in the literature of issue voting. 

For Nie, Verba, and Petrocik (1976), issue voting occinrs when the 

voter supports "the candidate who holds the same position" (p. 158). 

Issue voting, for these authors, depends upon an absolute conception 

of issue closeness; closer means exactly the same issue position. 

Another perspective suggests that issue voting occurs when the voter 

supports the candidate who is perceived to be closer to his or her 
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issue position (Kovenock et al / 1973). Issue closeness is a relative• 

concept; That is, the voter's issue position is closer to one of the 

candidates, which is a matter of degree. Rather than selecting one 

of these conceptions, two separate analyses are performed, one with 

an absolute and another with a relative conception of issue closeness. 
. / / /■' 

i. I 

Absolute Issue Closeness 
;■ ■ !/."j 

y j 

/' \ . 

To examine issue voting with an absolute conception of issue 

closeness, three null hypotheses are tested for Republican stand 

patters (n = 371), Democratic standpatters (n = 241), Republican-

to-Democratic switchers (n = 164), and Democratic-to-Republican 

switchers (n = 41). These hypotheses are; 

The two major party candidates take the same issue 

position. 

H.: The voters and the Democratic candidate take the2' 

same issue position. 

The voters and the Republican candidate take the 

same issue position: 

Testing of these hypotheses provides an empirical evaluation of 

the first two conditions of issue voting. The first condition is 

satisfied when the first null hypothesis is rejected, Acceptance of 

the second or the third hypothesis indicates that the voters 

are close to that particular candidate. Since voters may cast an 

issue vote for either of the candidates, one of the last two 

hypotheses must be accepted and the other rejected in order to 

satisfy the second condition of issue voting, for if both are 

accepted or rejected, voters are closer to neither candidate. The 
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third cxjndition of issue voting is checked by noting whether or not 

voters support the candidate who is closer to their issue position 

when the first two conditions are satisfied. 

These null hypotheses are tested for five issues: the legal 

ization of marijuana, rights of the accused, busing to achieve racial 

integration, government aid to minorities, and women's rights (see 

Appendix I). For each issue the voters are asked to place them 

selves and the two major party candidates on a 7-point scale. For 

example, on the marijuana issue, voters are presented the following 

alternatives: Some people think that the use of marijuana should 

be legal. Others think that the penalties for using marijuana 

should be set higher than they are now. Subjects then are asked 

to place themselves on a 7-point continuum, ranging from 1, 'make 

use of marijucuia legal," to 7, "set penalties higher than they are 

now." After providing self-rating subjects are asked to place the 

two candidates on this seime 7-point continuum. 

Republican Standpatters 

Republiccin standpatters vote for the Republican cemdidate in 

two successive elections: in this case, the presidential elections 

of 1972 and 1976. But do they support the Republican nominees 

because of their issue positions? Significance tests to answer 

this question are presented in Table 22. Examining the first 

condition of issue voting, it is clear that, for Republican stand 

patters, the candidates do offer different policy choices on the 

issues, in both 1972 and 1976 (see columns 1 and 4 of Table 22) . 
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For each of the five issues in both elections, the null hypothesis 

that "the two major party Ccindidates take the same issue position" 

is rejected using a two-tailed t-test, p < .05 (Blalock, 1972, 

233-235).pp. But considering the second condition of issue voting, 

on only one of the issues, the legalization of marijuana in 1972, 

is one of the voter/candidate hypotheses accepted and the other 

rejected. For this issue, the voters are closer to the Republican 

candidate, with overall means of 5.3 and 5.1, respectively, and more 

distant from the Democratic candidate (x = 3.2). All three of the 

conditions of issue voting thus are satisfied on only one issue. 

Democratic Standpatters 

Do people that support the Democratic nominees in two successive 

elections do so because of their issue positions? Table 23 presents 

the significance tests for this question. In 1972, Democratic stand 

patters perceive a difference in the issue positions of the candidates 

on all five issues (Table 23, column 1). However, the second condition 

of issue voting is supported for only the rights of the accused and 

women's rights issues; The voters are closer to the Democratic 

CcUididate in both instances. In sum, issue votes are cast by 

Democratic standpatters on two issiies in 1972. But what about their 

voting behavior in 1976? In that election year. Democratic stand 

patters perceive a difference in the stands of the candidates on only 

three of the five issues: rights of the accused, aid to minorities, 

and women's rights (Table 23, column 4). But the second condition 

of issue voting is not satisfied for any of these three issues. 

In other words, as far as this analysis can determine, issue votes 
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are noticeably absent among Democratic standpatters in 1976. 

Republican-to-Democratic Switchers 

Switchers supposedly are issue voters; they move from party 

to party between elections, depending upon their policy concerns 

and the choices presented by the competing candidates (Key, 1966). 

Between 1972 and 1976, approximately 23 percent of those who voted 

in both elections cast ballots for different party ceuididates. 

Eighty percent of this group are Republican-to-Democratic switchers 

euid twenty percent cure Democratic-to-Republiccui switchers. If 

switchers are indeed issue voters, this larger grov?) shoiHd satisfy 

all three conditions of issue voting. In other words, are Republican-

to-Democratic switchers issue voters? The results are displayed in 

Table 24. In 1972, the first condition of issue voting is satisfied 

for all of the issues except one, the women's rights issue (Table 24, 

column 1). But the second condition is not satisfied for any of 

these issues. Hence, these switchers axe not issue voters, at least 

in 1972. Are they issue voters in 1976? No. llie first condition 

is met on only one of the issues: busing to achieve racial integration 

(Table 24, column 4). And on that issue, the voters (If = 6.3) are 

close to neither candidate (xs of 4.0 and 3.6 for the Democrat and 

Republican, respectively). 

Democratic-to-Republican Switchers 

Are Democratic-to-Repviblican switchers issue voters? The 

evidence, displayed in Table 25, is mixed, but the general conclusion 

that switchers are not issue voters finds ample support. In 1972, 
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these switchers perceive a difference between the issue positions of 

the candidates on all five issues, staisfying the first condition of 

issue voting (Table 25, column 1). The second condition also is 

satisfied for three issues: busing to achieve racial integration. 

government aid to minorities, and the legalization of marijuana. 

But in considering the third condition, the results are mixed and 

somewhat confusing. On two of the issues, busing and aid to minorities. 

the voters are closer to the Republican candidate. On the marijuana 

issue, the voters are closer to the Democrat. Since these switchers 

cast ballots for the Democrat in 1972, an issue vote emerges for only 

one of the issues. But given the fact that on two of the issues the 

voters are closer to the Republican amd that they support that party's 

candidate in 1976, one is hard pressed to consider these switchers as 

inissue voters. Should they not have supported the Republican 

1972 if they are issue voters? In 1976, this general conclusion also 

is supported: The first condition of issue voting is not satisfied 

for any of the issues (Table 25, column 4). Contrary to conventional 

wisdom, switchers are not issue voters, at least when issue voting 

is studied from a single-issue, cross-sectional perspective 

employing an absolute conception of issue closeness. Is the por 

differenttrait of the electorate, especially for the switchers, 

when a relative concept of issue closeness is employed? 

Relative Issue Closeness 

issueIssue analysis based upon an absolute conception of 

closeness is probably too restrictive and possibly unrealistic, given 
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the diversity of interests that any candidate for political office 

must please. An absolute conception requires the voter to adopt the 

same issue position of one of the candidates, or vice versa. If this 

assumption is relaxed so that issue voting occurs when a ballot is 

cast for the candidate who is closer, relatively speaking, to a 

voter's issue position, does the extent of issue voting change among 

standpatters and switchers? Before addressing this question, an 

operational measure of "relative issue proximity" must be developed. 

A proximity measure provides an index of how close a person's 

position on an issue is to the perceived position of a candidate on 

that same issue. Once absolute measures of proximity are computed 

for both candidates, a measure of "relative" proximity can be 

developed. Recall that respondents are asked to locate themselves 

and the two major party candidates on a series of 7-point scales. 

Three steps are involved in arriving at a relative proximity measure. 

First, a measure of absolute" distance is obtained by subtracting 

the perceived position of a candidate from a respondent's self 

placement on the continuum. For instance, if a person's position on 

the meurijuana scale is 6 and the perceived position of the Democratic 

candidate is 4, the absolute distance between these two ratings is 

equal to 2 (6-4=2, ignoring the sign of the resultant). Next, an 

absolute proximity score is obtained by subtracting the absolute 

distance frcm 6, giving a score of 4 in our example (6 - 2=4). 

For a single issue, absolute proximity scores range frcm zero to 

six; An absolute proximity of zero occurs when the respondent 

and the candidate are at opposite ends of the continuum, while a 



value of six occurs when the respondent and the candidate are at the 

same position on the continuum. And finally, after absolute proxi 

mity scores are developed for each candidate, a "relative" proximity 

score is obtained by subtracting the absolute proximity score for the 

Democratic candidate frc«n the Republican candidate's score. A 

relative proximity score normally ranges from minus six to plus six; 

A score of minus six occurs when the respondent and the Democrat are 

at one end of the continuum and the Republican is at the other; a 

score of plus six occurs when the respondent and the Republiceui are 

at one end and the Democrat is at the other. To si.raplify the 

results, scores from minus six to minus one are treated as "closer 

to the Democrat, a score of zero as "no di.fference. and scores 

frcsn plus one to plus six as "closer to the Republican" (see 

Beardsley, 1973). 

The measures of association (lambda) in the following tables 

are based upon a cross-tabulation of each issue, using these three 

categories of relative issue proximity, with a respondent's 

reported vote in 1972 and 1976. Rather than present these twenty 

tables, the results are collapsed into a format with three categories: 

issue vote, no difference, and non-issue vote. The issue vote 

category includes those voters who support the cemdidate who is 

closer to their issue position. The no difference category includes 

those voters who could perceive no difference between the issue 

positions of the candidates; more precisely, it includes those 

voters who are "equidistant" from the candidates. And the non-issue 

vote category includes those who do not support the candidate who 

is closer to their issue position. 
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Standpatters 

For standpatters in 1972, the relative issue positions of 

the candidates are moderately associated with vote choices, with an 

average lambda of .27 for all five issues (see Table 26). Roughly 

47 percent of the standpatters cast issue votes by supporting the 

candidate closer to their issue position, ranging from a high of 

60.7 percent on the school busing issue to a low of 34.4 percent on 

the women's rights issue. Approximately 42 percent of the steuid-

patters are closer to neither candidate, on the average, with a high 

of 56.1 percent on women's rights eind a low of 27.7 percent on school 

busing. And around 10 percent of the stcindpatters cast non-issue 

votes by failing to support the candidate closer to their issue 

Table 26. Relative Issue Position and Voting Behavior: 
Standpatters, 1972 

Issue No Non-Issue 

Issue Vote Difference Vote Lambda 

Rights of Accused 44.1% 47.7% 8.2% .29* 

School Busing 60.7 27.7 11.6 .34* 

Aid to Minorities 52.5 36.9 10.6 .36* 

Marijuana 45.5 43.6 10.9 .20* 

34.4 56.1 9.6 .18*Women's Rights 

*p < .05 testing Ho: no relationship between relative candi-
date issue position and vote within a two-tailed chi-square test. 

Correlation coefficients are asymmetric lambdas (Champion, 1970, 

p. 212). 

n = 585. 
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position. The proportion of issue voters is highest on only three of 

the issues: school busing (60.7 percent), aid to minorities (52.5 per 

cent), and legalization of marijuana (45.5 percent) where the pro 

portion is only slightly larger than that of the no difference 

category (43.6 percent). What does all this mean in terms of issue 

voting? When voters are closer to one of the candidates, they 

support that candidate. Issues are important for standpatters in 

1972, but their impact upon vote choices is reduced, since the 

interplay of candidate issue stands and voter preferences often 

creates no net adveintage for either candidate. 

In 1976, the relative issue positions of the candidates are 

again moderately associated with vote choices, with a slightly 

smaller average lambda of .22 (see Table 27). Are issues less 

injjortant in 1976? This degree of association, when compared to the 

average coefficient in 1976 (.27), certainly suggests such an 

interpretation, as do the proportions of respondents in the issue 

vote, no difference, and non-issue vote categories of Table 27. In 

contrast to 1972, only about 36 percent of the standpatters support 

the candidate closer to their issue position; 54 percent, on the 

average, are closer to neither candidate; and around 10 percent cast 

non-issue votes (the same percent as in 1972). The proportion of issue 

voters is largest on only one issue, school busing. What do these 

results suggest about issue voting? To repeat the previous generali 

zation, when voters are closer to one of the candidates, they support 

that candidate, but voters are rarely closer to one of the candidates. 

as the results for standpatters in 1976 demonstrate. 
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Table 27. Relative Issue Position and Voting Behavior: 
Standpatters, 1976 

Issue No Non-Issue 

Issue Vote Difference Vote Lambda 

Rights of Accused 30.0% 57.6% 7.4% .25* 

School Busing 49.1 37.6 13.3 .25* 

Aid to Minorities 43.6 47.5 8.9 .28* 

Marijuana 29.7 60.5 9.7 .18* 

Women's Rights 23.2 66.0 10.8 .14* 

candidate*p ^.05 testing Ho: no relationship between relative 
issue position and vote with a two-tailed chi-square test. 

n = 585. 

Switchers 

Are switchers issue voters? In 1972, the relative issue posi 

tions of the candidates are weakly associated with vote choices, with 

an average lambda of .05 for all five issues (see Table 28). In 

fact, for three of the issues, school busing, legalization of marijuana. 

and women's rights, lambda is equal to .00. (An asterick is placed 

beside these coefficients because their chi-squares are significant.) 

On the average, around 41 percent of the switchers support the 

candidate closer to their position; 46 percent are closer to neither 

candidate; and 13 percent cast non-issue votes. The proportion of 

issue voters is largest on only two of the issues, school busing 

(49.8 percent) and aid to minorities (49.3 percent). The weak to 
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Table 28. Relative Issue Position and Voting Behavior: 
Switchers, 1972 

Issue No Non-Issue 

Issue Vote Difference Vote Lambda 

Rights of Recused 41.0% 51.7% 7.3% .15* 

49.8 29.8 20.4 .00*School Busing 

Aid to Minorities 49.3 41.0 9.7 .09* 

41.5 44.4 14.1 .00*Marijuana 

24.4 62.9 12.7 .00*Women's Rights 

*p ^.05 testing Ho: no relationship between relative candidate 
issue position and vote with a two-tailed chi-square test. 

n = 205. 

vote choices andnegligible associations between issue positions and 

to neither candithe general preponderance of switchers who are closer 

date lead to a conclusion that switchers, by and large, are not issue 

voters. If switchers are motivated by their issue concerns, as Key 

(1966) argues, more clearcut evidence is necessary to support that 

assertion. In 1972, that evidence is lacking. 

Switchers are only switchers when they change party support 

between elections. How are we to know whether or not this group of 

voters switched between 1968 and 1972? That is a moot point, but 

it ought to be considered when viewing the voting behavior of this 

group in 1972. The switchers of this study are switchers from 1972 

to 1976. Therefore, an examination of their voting behavior in 1976 
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seems more appropriate. Are switchers issue voters in 1976? No! The 

relative issue positions of the candidates are not associated with 

vote choices, as indicated by an average lambda of .00 (see Tcdsle 29). 

The proportion of switchers who are closer to neither candidate 

(58 percent) is over twice as large as the proportion who support 

the candidate closer to their issue position (26 percent). Moreover, 

roughly 16 percent of this group cast non-issue votes in 1976. 

Table 29. Relative Issue Position and Voting Behavior: 
Switchers, 1976 

Issue No Non-Issue 

Issue Vote Difference Vote Lambda 

Rights of Accused 30.2% 55.1% 14.6% .00 

School Busing 37.6 41.5 21.0 .00 

Aid to Minorities 25.8 54.6 19.5 .00* 

Marijuana 23.4 64.9 11.7 .00 

Women's Rights 14.6 73.6 11.7 .00 

*p £ .05 testing Ho: no relationship between relative candidate 
issue position and vote with a two-tailed chi-square test. 

n = 205. 

Summary 

To what extent are standpatters and switchers issue voters 

when that question is approached from a single-issue, cross-sectional 

perspective? For issue voting to occur, an individual must first 
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perceive a difference between the candidates and their issue stands. 

hold an issue position which is closer to only one of the Ccuididates, 

and vote for that candidate. If any of these conditions is violated. 

a vote is not an issue vote. 

Previous studies have suggested that voters fail to perceive a 

difference between the candidates' issue positions (Campbell et al • 

1960, pp. 179-187; Page, 1978, pp. 90-102). Other studies, in contrast. 

note the increasing propensity of voters to identify "ideological 

differences between the parties and their candidates (Nie et al • / 1976; 

Pomper, 1972; Pomper, 1975). What light does this study shed upon 

this first condition of issue voting? Standpatters usually are able 

to perceive a difference between the candidates' issue positions. 

Switchers, on the other hand, note issue differences in 1972 but not in 

1976. Why are standpatters able to discern issue differences when 

switchers are appraising the "same" candidates? Since party identi 

fication tends to structure the perceptions of standpatters (see 

theirTable 15 of Chapter 3, page 78), they may tend to "pull 

candidate closer to their own issue position and "push" the other 

betweencandidate away frcm their position, creating a difference 

the perceived candidate positions. In other words, standpatters may 

be prone to defend their political egos by selectively perceiving the 

issue stands of candidates (Berelson, Lazarsfled, and McPhee, 1954, 

pp. 215-233). 

differencesWhen standpatters and switchers are able to discern 

between the candidates, they usually support the one who is closer 

criteriato their issue position. But when different analytical are 

9 
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resultsiised to determine "issue closeness," slightly different are 

a relativeobtained. Generally speaking, whether an absolute or 

in the 1976conception of issue closeness is employed, issue voting 

presidential election is noticeably absent. But for the 1972 election. 

the results depend upon which concept of issue closeness is adopted 

(RePass, 1976). For example, following a set of decision rules 

premised upon an absolute conception. Republican standpatters cast 

an issue vote on the legalization of marijuema issue, while Democratic 

accvised and women'sstandpatters cast issue votes of the rights of the 

rights issues. But when issue voting is ascertained with a relative 

three issues inconcept, standpatters as a group cast issue votes on 

1972: school busing, aid to minorities, eind the legalization of 

marijuana. Are different conclusions reached when issue voting is 

approached from a single-issue, longitudinal perspective? 

Issue Voting from a Single-Issue, 

Longitudinal Perspective 

candidatesHow are changing patterns in the issue positions of 

cuid voters associated with patterns of interelection voting behavior? 

Do voters standpat because no systematic shifts occur in their issue 

that favorpositions? Do they switch when systematic shifts occur 

one of the candidates? In short, are standpatters and switchers 

issue voters when that question is approached from a single-issue. 

longitudinal perspective? 
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Shifts in the Issue Positions 

of Candidates and Voters 

Do candidates offer the electorate different choices from one 

election to the next? Or do voters simply change their issue positions, 

supporting the candidate who they happen to be closer to at the moment? 

To answer these questions, three null hypotheses are tested; 

H, ; The Democratic candidates take the same issue1’ 

position in 1972 and 1976. 

The Republican cemdidates take the same issue2* 

position in 1972 and 1976. 

The voters take the same issue position in 

1972 and 1976. 

Issue voting, when viewed from a longitudinal perspective, may stem 

from changes in either candidate or voter issue positions, or from 

some interaction of these components. Before considering their 

interaction, changes in each component are analyzed, Attention then 

turns to a consideration of the relationship between changing 

patterns of "relative candidate proximity and interelection voting 

behavior. 

Standpatters 

If issues guide the electoral decisions of standpatters, only 

minor shifts should occur in their issue positions and their per 

ceptions of candidate issue positions. Why? If standpatters are 

issue voters, stable issue positions (through time) should produce 
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stable patterns of interelection voting behavior. Logically, if no 

systematic shifts occur in their issue positions, they should 

support the same party from one election to the next. How stable are 

the issue positions of standpatters? Looking at the t-values in 

Table 30, significant shifts in the voter and Ccuididate issue positions 

seem to be the rule rather than the exception. Republican standpatters 

perceive shifts in the Democratic candidates' issue positions on all 

five issues (column 1), in the Republicain candidates' issue positions 

on three issues (column 2), and shift their own positions on three 

issues (column 3). A similar pattern of instability emerges among 

Democratic standpatters; they perceive shifts in the Democrats' 

issue positions on three issues (colimnn 4), in the Republicans 

positions on three issues (column 5), and shift their own positions on 

four issues (column 6). Apparently, the issue positions of stand 

patters are not stable but are in a state of "flux," raising serious 

questions about the role of issues as guides to their electoral choices. 

Switchers 

If systematic shifts occur in the issue positions of switchers. 

they should change peurty support between elections, eventually casting 

ballots for the party and candidate closer to their issue positions. 

How dynamic are the issue positions of switchers? Considering the 

t-values in Table 31, switchers generally perceive shifts in the issue 

positions of the candidates but fail to shift their own issue positions. 

Republican-to-Democratic switchers perceive shifts in the Democrats' 

positions on four issues (column 1), in the Republicans' positions on 

three issues (colimm 2), and shift their own positions on only one 
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issue: school busing (column 3). Democratic-to-Republican switchers 

see shifts in Democrats' positions on only one issue, aid to minorities 

(column 4); in Republicans' positions on four issues (column 5); and 

shift their own positions on only one issue, aid to minorities 

(column 6). Is it possible for shifts in voting behavior to occur 

without corresponding shifts in the issue positions of voters? 

Apparently, yes. If switchers are issue voters, it is not because of 

shifts in their own issue positions; the source of interelection change 

for switchers does not flow from instability in their issue positions. 

If the candidates present the electorate different policy alternatives 

from one election to the next, voters could shift their electoral 

support without changing their issue positions and still vote for the 

candidate who is closer to their issue positions. Do switchers 

"respond" to different policy alternatives by supporting different 

candidates from election the next?one to To answer question,this 

an examination of the relationship between changing patterns of 

relative candidate proximity and interelection voting behavior is 

necessary. 

Shifts in Issue Proximity 

Recall that relative candidate proximity for any issue has three 

categories: closer to the Democrat, no difference, and closer to the 

Republican. aTo examine shifts in issue proximity for any issue, 

comparison of relative proximity for each issue at two points in time 

is in order. Five types of "shifts emerge when such a comparison 

is made: stable Democratic, Democratic shift, stable no difference. 
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Republican shift, and stable Republican. A stable Democratic pattern 

occurs when the voter is closer to the Democrat in both 1972 and 1976. 

Similarly, a stable Republican pattern occurs when the voter is closer 

to the Republican in both years. A stable no difference pattern 

occurs vdien the voter is closer to neither candidate in both elections. 

Shifts, either toward the Democrat or the Republican, occur when a 

voter moves (1) from closer to one candidate to closer to the other 

candidate; (2) from closer to one candidate to closer to neither 

candidate; and (3) from closer to neither candidate to closer to one 

of the candidates. What are the distributions of these types among 

stcuidpatters and switchers? Is there any rhyme or reason to the 

patterns observed? In short, do they conform to theoretical 

expectation about issue voting? 

Standpatters 

Although the issue positions of Republican standpatters are 

in a state of flux (see Table 30), few patterns emerge in Table 32 

which would suggest that these Republican supporters standpat becai:ise 

their issue positions are closer to that party's nominees from one 

election to the next. Indeed, if any pattern emerges. Republican 

standpatters generally are either closer to neither candidate or 

shift toward the Democrat. On the average, 2 percent of the 

Republican standpatters have stable Democratic issue positions, 

32 percent shift in a Democratic direction, 28 percent have stable 

relative proximities, 17 percent shift in a Republican direction, and 

around 22 percent have stable Republican issue positions. The 
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largest proportions of stable Republican issue proximities are on the 

school busing (38.5 percent) and aid to minorities (29.4 percent) 

issues, but in each case, almost a third of these standpatters also 

shift in a Democratic direction (33.7 percent and 28.0 percent. 

respectively). In sum, these figiares cast doubt on the supposition 

that standpatters are issue voters, especially when a longitudinal 

perspective is adopted. 

Approximately 22 percent of the Democratic standpatters have 

stable Democratic proximities, 24 percent shift in a Democratic 

direction, 28 percent generally are closer to neither candidate in 

both elections, around 24 percent shift in a Repviblican direction. 

and only about 3 percent have stable Republican proximities (see 

Table 33). Do these figures suggest that Democratic standpatters 

are issue voters? This general distribution suggests that their shifts 

in relative proximities are purely random phenomena. On the average. 

about as many Democratic standpatters shift in a Democratic direction 

(24 percent) as shift in a Republican direction (24 percent). 

Nearly a third (28 percent) are closer to neither candidate from one 

election to the next, therefore lacking a bases in their issue 

positions for choosing between the candidates. And only about 22 per 

cent have stable Democratic proximities, a figure that should be much 

higher if issues are the reason why these voters standpat with the 

Democrats. 

Switchers 

Key (1966) has made a strong case for considering switchers as 

issue voters: Those who switch do so to support governmental policies 
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But the evidence to thisor outlooks with which they agree" (p. 104). 

point is unsympathetic to this portrait. Implicit in Key's work is the 

supposition that chemges in the issue positions of voters are associated 

shifts occvirwith changing patterns of party support; If systematic 

in the issue positions of voters, they should change party support 

between elections. But many scholars aissociate negative qualities witb^. 

shifts in voter issue positions: Voters may "float" from party to 

pcu:i:y because of a lack of interest in politics (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, 

cind Gaudet, 1944, p. 69), because they lack a psychological commitment 

fto one of the political parties (Can^bell et al • 1960, p. 547), 

becaiise they are influenced by the mass media (Converse, 1962), 

or because they have no definite attitudes on matters of public policy 

(Converse, 1970). But the previous emalysis concerning shifts in 

the "source ofvoter and candidate issue positions indicates that 

interelection change for switchers does not flow from the instediility 

of their issue positions. Rather, voters may switch simply because 

the candidates offer them a different package of benefits, causing voters 

to support different candidates. This interpretation is supported by the 

evidence in Table 31 (page 124) and in Table 34 which displays the 

patterns of shifts for Rep\iblican-to-Democratic switchers. 

Nearly half (approximately 45 percent) of the Republican-to-

Democratic switchers, on the average, shift in a Democratic direction. 

and on three issues, approximately 50 percent shift in that direction; 

rights of the accused (52.4 percent), school busing (53.7 percent). 

and aid to minorities (49.4 percent). This is the first evidence to 

support Key's claim that switchers are issue voters. And keep in 
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mind that the issue positions of these switchers are fairly stable 

(see Table 31, page 124). They cire presented different policy 

alternatives from one election to the next and they make different 

choices at the polls. Switchers, in short, are responsive voters, 

at least when their behavior is viewed longitudinally. The evidence 

for Democratic-to-Republican switchers, however, does not support 

this argument as dramatically (see Table 35). About 13 percent have 

stable Democratic proximities, 20 percent shift in a Democratic 

direction, 25 percent are closer to neither candidate in both 

elections, 36 percent shift in a Republican direction, and around 

6 percent have stable Republican proximities. 

Nonattitudes and Patterns of 

Interelection Change 

The argument that Republican-to-Democratic switchers are issue 

voters in the sense that they tend to shift their votes in accordance 

with changes in the policy choices presented by the candidates 

hinges upon the "stability" of their issue positions. A variation 

of the sinlge-issue, longitudinal perspective focuses upon the 

persistence" or stability of political opinions by studying 

'nonattitudes," those opinions which are so unstable that they are 

possibly artifacts of the interview situation in survey research. 

To study nonattitudes, the investigator examines "the correlation 

of measurements of the same items over time (Converse, 1970, p. 169). 

When high test-retest correlations are observed, the issue positions 
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are considered stable and labeled "attitudes. but when low correla 

and calledtions are noted, issue positions are considered unstable 

'nonattitudes. 

Are the opinion statements of standpatters and switchers 

merely nonattitudes? Do li^t and transient concerns guide the 

elecrtoral decisions of these voters? To examine these qxiestions. 

correlation coefficients (Pearson r), displayed in Table 36, are 

Thecalculated for each issue for standpatters and switchers. 

average correlation for standpatters is .51 and for switchers, .46. 

These average correlations are not significantly different (using a 

z-test from Chan^ion, 1970, pp. 203-204). What can we conclude 

exhibitfrom this? For one thing, standpatters and switchers 

indicatedroughly the same degree of stability in opinion statements as 

by the correlation coefficients. Does this mean that their judge 

ments are either attitudes or nonattitudes? Since these test-retest 

if notcorrelations are in the middle-ranges, it is difficult. 

impossible, to make a determination. These coefficients, however. 

generally are in the range observed for party identification, an 

attitude which is generally thought to be stable. 

Conclusion 

determineOne of the initial concerns of this chapter was to 

to what extent different conclusions derive from different methods 

or methodand to indicate whether this is a matter of interpretation 

(Margolis, 1977). Generally speaking, where cross-sectional per-

spectives are employed, standpatters emerge as issue but notvoters 
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Table 36. Nonattitudes 

Issue Standpatters Switchers 

Rights of Accused .43* .38* 

School Busing .57* .49* 

Aid to Minorities .48* .32* 

Marijuana .58* .62* 

Women's Rights .48* .51* 

Average r .51 .46 

Stein-*p £ .05 with a two-tailed test (Nie, HiHl, Jenkins, 
brenner, and Bent, 1975, p. 283). 

switchers. Jxast the opposite is true when longitudinal perspectives 

are adopted. The initial debate over issue voting between Key and 

his followers and the authors of The American Voter emerged from 

thedifferent methodological perspectives, with Key representing 

longitudinal perspective and The American Voter the cross-sectional 

viewpoint. If this chapter demonstrates anything, it reveals that 

different conclusions about issue voting do, in fact, emerge when 

different perspectives are taken. Are different substantive con 

areclusions arrived at when multiple-issue perspectives taken? 



CHAPTER 5 

ISSUE VOTING FROM MULTIPLE-ISSUE PERSPECTIVES 

Do steuidpatters and switchers have similar belief systems? 

And do these belief systems change over time? Recall that a belief 

system is defined "as a configuration of ideas and attitudes in which 

the elements are boimd together by some form of constraint (Converse, 

1964, p. 207). Constraint refers to how well we can predict a 

person's position on an issue given knowledge of his or her position 

issue.on another Constraint, in operational terms, is therefore a 

matter of correlation, and a matrix of bivariate correlations is 

the device generally en^loyed to display the electorate's "configuration 

of ideas and attitudes." 

Issue Constraint 

How constrained are the belief systems of standpatters and 

switchers? And do these levels of constraint change over time? 

Table 37 displays the correlation matrices for standpatters. In 

1972, the average correlation (Pearson r) for standpatters is .25 and 

in 1976, .21. Each of the bivariate correlation coefficients is 

statistically significant, suggesting that some degree of constraint 

is present in the belief systems of standpatters. How do these levels 

of constrednt compare to those of switchers? The correlation matrices 

for switchers are presented in Tc±»le 38. The average correlation 

in 1972 is .22 and .18 in 1976. All but one of the individual 

coefficients is statistically significant, the correlation between 

136 
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Table 37. Issue Constraint Among Standpatters 

1972 1976 

Issue Issue 
^ a
Issue 1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 

2 .29* .23* 

3 .30* .36* .25* .36* 

4 .32* .22* .25* .18* .19* .22* 

5 .21* .13* .18* .26* .16* .14* .10* .26* 

Average r = .25 Average r =» .21 

*p ^ .05 testing Ho; r = 0 with a two-tailed z-test (Champion, 
1970, p. 199). 

^Issue code: 1 = Rights of Accused 
2 = School Busing 
3 = Aid to Minorities 

4 = Marijuana 
5 = Women's Rights 
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Table 38. Issue Constraint Among Switchers 

Issue^ 1 2 

1972 

Issue 

3 4 1 2 

1976 

Issue 

3 4 

2 .20* .15* 

3 .28* .29* .18* .23* 

4 .29* .23* .24* .15* .26* .14* 

5 .19* .14* .17* .21* .15* .14* .13 .32* 

Average r = .22 Average r = .18 

r = 0 with a*p _< .05 testing Ho: 

®Issue code: 1 = Rights of Accused 
2 = School Busing 
3 = Aid to Minorities 

4 = Marijuana 
5 = Women's Rights 

two-tailed z-test. 
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women's rights (issue #5) euid the legalization of marijuana (issue #3) 

in 1976. Curiously enough, standpatters and switchers have similar 

levels of overall constraint, in 1972 and 1976, and although minor 

changes occur in the level of overall constraint for each of these 

groups over time, the differences are not statistically significant 

(using a z-test from Champion, 1970, pp. 203-204). 

How do these levels of constraint compare to those found in 

studies in the 1950s and 1960s? Is the American public becoming more 

or less ideological in its thinking? Judging by the magnitude of 

these average coefficients, the level of ideological constraint among 

voters in the 1970s is more similar to levels observed in the 1950s 

(Converse, 1964). Voters, in general, are less ideological in their 

thinking than they were during the 1960s (Nie and Anderson, 1974). 

What do these results suggest about issue voting? They certainly 

suggest that issue voting is on the demise, especially if the trend 

toward lower levels of constraint noted here continues. Is this 

something to lose sleep about? How concerned should we be with 

declining levels of issue constraint? It depends, to some extent. 

upon what "authority" you consult. Converse (1964) would have us be 

concerned with these trends, since they suggest that voters are no 

longer able to integrate the "stuff of politics" into meaningful 

wholes. On the other hand, students of democratic institutions. 

such as Dahl (1967), look upon these trends with favor. Why? The 

more constrained a belief system, the more people tend to take the 

same side, either liberal or conservative, in a conflict. And it 
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conflicts within ais these "cumulative" cleavages that produce severe 

political community. Plvuralists, such as Dahl, argue in favor of 

cross-cutting" or overlapping cleavage patterns which produce less 

intense political conflicts within a community. Overlapping cleavages 

are a source of political stability, for it is easier for government to 

resolve these less intense conflicts (Dahl, 1967, pp. 279-281). Do we 

wish to return to a situation like the mid-to-late 1960s and the 

hysteria of that period just to encourage people to take ideological 

stands on the issues? 

Issue Constrciint as a Multidimensional Concept 

Are theirDo standpatters and switchers share belief systems? 

belief systems stable over time? If issue positions are a guide to 

voting behavior eind belief systems are stable over time, consistent 

electoral patterns should occur through time. In short, standpatters 

is valid.should have stable belief systems if this proposition 

But if belief systems change and are a guide to behavior at the polls. 

Voters should switchchanging patterns of party support should occur; 

their party support between elections. 

Factor analysis is employed to investigate the "dimensionality 

of voter belief systems. Constraint, from a factor analytic per-

spective, is not a unidimensional construct. Belief systems are 

multidimensional and possibly idiosyncratic. Factor analysis 

identifies "clusters" (factors) of issue positions that exhibit 

clusters orconstraint, and mass belief systems may have several 

dimensions which are unrelated to one another. To study the belief 
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systems of standpatters and switchers, twenty-five variables are factor 

cuialyzed, including the voter's issue position, the perceived issue 

positions of the candidates, and the perceived issue positions of the 

two major political parties for the five substantive issues of this 

study: rights of the accused, school busing, aid to minorities, the 

legalization of marijuana, and women's rights. A separate analysis 

is performed for standpatters in 1972 and in 1976 and for switchers 

in 1972 and in 1976. In each instance, principal component factor 

analysis with varimax rotation is performed (Rummel, 1967; Rummel, 

1970). For each of the four analyses, five factors are extracted 

which account for about 50 percent of the variation in the original 

correlation matrices (see Appendices II through V for rotated factor 

loadings, percent of total variance, and percent of common variance). 

Common Dimensions 

Three factors emerge in all four of the separate factor 

cuialyses and one factor emerges in three analyses, suggesting that 

standpatters and switchers share certain belief dimensions (see 

Tables 39 through 42). These four common dimensions are labeled 

Democratic Party Liberalism, Republican Party Conseirvatism, 
II 

Women's Rights," cUid "Possessive Individualism. The two party 

dimensions usually have high candidate and party issue loadings. The 

women's rights dimension has high candidate, party, and voter loadings 

on that substantive issue. And the psssessive individualism dimension 

generally has high candidate, party, and voter loadings on the rights 

of the accused issue. 
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Table 39. Rotated Factor Loadings; Standpatters, 1972 

Issue 1 2 

Factor 

3 4 5 

Marijuana; Dem Party 
Marijuana: Dem Cand 
School Busing; Dem Cand 
School Busing; Dem Party 
Aid to Minorities; Dem Cand 

Aid to Minorities; Dem Party 

.70 

.69 

.66 

.63 

.61 

.55 

Women's Rights Rep Party .82 

Wbmen's Rights Rep Cand .79 

Women's Rights Dem Party .78 

Wbmen's Rights Dem Cand .64 

Women's Righst Self .50 

School Busing; Self .61 

Aid to Minorities: Rep Party -.60 

Aid to Minorities; Rep Cand -.55 

Marijuana; Self .55 

Rights of Accused; Self .53 

Aid to Minorities; Self .50 

Rights of Accused; Rep Cand .80 

Rights of Accused; Rep Party .79 

Rights of Accused; Dem Party .62 

Rights of Accused; Self .60 

Rights of Accused; Dem Cand .50 

Marijuana; Rep Cand .79 

Marijuana; Rep Party .76 

School Busing; Rep Party .55 

School Busing; Rep Cand .48 
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Table 40. Rotated Factor Loadings; Standpatters, 1976 

Issue 1 2 

Factor 

3 4 5 

Rights of Accused; Rep Party 
Rights of Accused; Rep Cand 
School Busing; Rep Party 
Aid to Minorities; Rep Party 
Aid to Minorities; Rep Cand 
School Busing; Rep Cand 

.77 

.76 

.71 

.70 

.68 

.68 

Rights of Accused; Dem Party 
School Busing; Dem Party 
Rights of Accused: Dem Cand 
Aid to Minorities: Dem Cand 

Aid to Minorities: Dem Party 
School Busing; Dem Cand 

.75 

.69 

.67 

.65 

.65 

.56 

Women's Rights; Rep Cand .81 

Women's Rights; Dem Cand .79 

Wbmen's Rights; Dem Party .79 

Women's Rights: Rep Party .78 

Women's Rights; Self .50 

Marijuana; 
Marijuana: 
Marijuana; 
Marijuana; 

Rep Cand 
Dem Cand 
Dem Party 
Rep Party 

.77 

.74 

.71 

.69 

Rights of Accused; Self 

School Busing: Self 

Aid to Minorities; Self 

Marijuana; Self 

.74 

.54 

.52 

.51 



144 

Table 41. Rotated Factor 

Issue 

School Busing; Dem Party 
School Busing; Dem Cand 
Marijuana; Dem Party 
Rights of Accused; Dem Cand 
Marijuana; Dem Cand 
Rights of Accused; Dem Party 
Aid to Minorities; Dem Cand 

Aid to Minorities; Dem Party 

Women's Rights Rep Cand 
Women's Rights Rep Party 
Women's Rights Dem Party 
Wbmen's Rights Dem Cand 

Marijuana; Rep Party 
School Busing; Rep Party 
Marijuana; Rep Cand 
School Busing; Rep Cand 

Rights of Accused; Rep Cand 
Rights of Accused; Rep Party 
Rights of Accused; Self 

Rights of Accused; Dem Party 

Aid to Minorities; Self 

Aid to Minorities; Rep Cand 
Aid to Minorities; Rep Party 
Aid to Minorities; Dem Party 

Loadings; Switchers, 1972 

1 2 

Factor 

3 4 5 

.71 

.69 

.69 

.65 

.61 

.58 

.58 

.44 

.83 

.80 

.78 

.70 

.74 

.73 

.71 

.67 

.91 

.84 

.51 

.46 

.73 

.58 

.52 

.47 
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Table 42. Rotated Factor Loadings: 

Issue 1 

Women's Rights: Dem Cand .85 

Women's Rights: Rep Cand .84 

Women's Rights: Dem Party .82 

Women's Rights: Rep Party .82 

Women's Rights: Self .58 

Aid to Minorities: Rep Cand 
Aid to Minorities: Rep Party 
School Busing: Rep Party 
School Busing: Rep Cand 

Marijuana: Dem Party 
Marijuana: Dem Ceind 

Marijuana: Rep Party 
Marijuana: Rep Cand 
Marijuana: Self 

Aid to Minorities: Dem Cand 

Aid to Minorities: Dem Party 
School Busing: Dem Party 
Aid to Minorities: Self 

School Busing: Dem Caind 

Rights of Accused: Dem Party 
Rights of Accused; Dem Cand 

Rights of Accused: Self 

Rights of Accused: Rep Party 
Rights of Accused: Rep Cand 

Switchers, 1976 

Factor 

2 3 4 5 

.79 

.76 

.74 

.72 

.84 

.81 

.71 

.68 

.50 

.65 

.62 

.59 

.53 

.48 

.75 

.73 

.60 

.56 

.54 
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nemocratic Party Liberalism 

Standpatters and switchers tend to group the issue positions of 

the Democratic party and its presidential candidates together. 

especially on the school busing and aid to minorities issues 

(Factor 1 of Table 39, Factor 2 of Table 40, Factor 1 of Table 41, 

and Factor 4 of Table 42). In 1972, the legalization of marijuana 

is also a feature of this cluster, for standpatters and switchers. 

Most observers of the 1972 election associate the "politicization 

of pot" with the candidacy of George McGovern, and these same 

observers usually attribute the downfall of that candidacy to the 

liberalism" of his issue positions. Ironically enough, in 1976, the 

legalization of marijauna emerges as a separate dimension, with both 

candidates and parties loading highly. In 1976, the candidates put 

forth more moderate stands on this issue, possibly because of 

McGovern's experience in 1972. The rights of the accused issue also 

emerges in this cluster for standpatters in 1976 (see Table 40) and 

for switchers in 1972 (see Table 41). 

Republican Party Conservatism 

Standpatters and switchers also tend to group the issue 

positions of the Repi±>lican party and its candidates together. 

particularly on the school busing issue (Factor 5 of Table 39, 

Factor 1 of Table 40, Factor 3 of Table 41, and Factor 2 of Table 42). 

The content of the clustering, however, varies from one election to 

the next. For standpatters and switchers in 1972, the Republican 

party dimension includes the legalization of marijuana and school 

busing issues. But in 1976, in addition to the school busing question. 



147 

this dimension includes the aid to minorities issue for standpatters 

and switchers and the rights of the accused issue for standpatters 

only. In sum, the issue positions of the Republican party and its 

candidates on the question of school busing are the major source of 

continuity, between standpatters and switchers and through time. 

Women's Rights 

Within the party dimensions, the issue positions of the voters 

are noticeably cdssent from the clusters. Moreover, as the pattern of 

loadings suggest, partisan differences exist between these dimensions. 

But the women's Rights dimension includes the candidate and party 

issvie positions of both political peurties; it also includes the issue 

positions of the voters except in the cluster for switchers in 1972 

(Factor 2 of Table 39, Factor 3 of Table 40, Factor 2 of Table 41, 

euid Factor 1 of Table 42). Appeurently, for this belief dimension. 

a high degree of consensus exists between standpatters and switchers 

cUid between their own issue positions and the issue positions of the 

candidates and parties. 

Possessive Individualism 

A similar "consensual" pattern emerges in the Possessive 

Individualism dimension (Factor 4 of Table 39, Factor 4 of Table 41, 

and Factor 5 of Tcible 42) . This cluster also includes the issue 

with thepositions of both candidates and both political parties, 

exception of the Democratic candidate for switchers in 1972, as well 

as the issue positions of voters. Hie substantive aspect of this 

dimension is the rights of the accused, and since this strikes at the 
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cxjre of the American political mind, Lockean liberalism, this dimension 

is labeled possessive individualism (Baskin, 1971; Roelofs, 1976). In 

effect, the consensual pattern of the Women's Rights dimension also 

fits within the Lockean framework (Devine, 1972; Hartz, 1955). 

Unique Dimension 

In addition to these fovir common dimensions, three dimensions 

emerge which are unique in the sense that they fail to transcend 

more than two factor analyses. One pattern is unique to standpatters 

and for the sake of simplicity is labeled Voter Concerns." Another 

pattern, "Aid to Minorities," is unique to switchers in 1972. And 

a third pattern, "Pot," is unique to the 1976 election and includes 

standpatters and switchers. 

Voter Concerns 

The Voter Concerns dimension emerges among standpatters in 

1972 and 1976 (Factor 3 of Table 39, page 142 and Factor 5 of Table 40, 

page 143). The distinguishing feature of this dimension is its 

composition; it includes voter issue positions predominantly. The 

only exceptions to this generalization occur in 1972: The issue 

positions of the Republican party and candidate on the aid to 

minorities issue load on this factor negatively. All voter issue 

positions load positively in both 1972 and 1976: school busing. 

legalization of marijuana, rights of the accused, and aid to 

minorities. Since these "voter concerns" do not load on the party 

dimensions, does it mean that these standpatters are potential 

switchers? Is there a reservoir of untapped issue concerns among 
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standpatters? This is one inference that is supported by the Voter 

Concerns dimension. 

Aid to Minorities 

Another pattern which is unique to switchers emerges in 1972. 

This dimension includes four variables pertaining to the aid to 

minorities question: the voter's issue position and the perceived 

position of the Republican candidate, the Republican party, and the 

Democratic party (Factor 5 of Table 41). In 1976, for switchers, 

these variables cluster either with the Republican or the Democratic 

party dimension, with the issue position of the voters loading 

on the Democratic dimension. Ihis emergence and absorption of a 

belief dimension suggests that switchers held a set of issue concerns 

in 1972 which were incorporated into the political debate in 1976, 

with the Democratic candidate striking the more responsive chord. 

Potentially, this pattern indicates a correspondence between changes 

in belief elements and vote switching, a pattern consistent with 

issue voting. But this is the only pattern which supports an issue 

voting interpretation when that question is considered from a multi 

dimensional perspective. 

Pot 

A third and final unique belief dimension emerges in 1976 among 

standpatters and switchers. The substantive nature of this dimension 

concerns the legalization of marijuana. Hence, the name "Pot" for 

this cluster. For standpatters, both the candidates and both the 

political parties load on this dimension (Factor 4 of Table 40, page 143). 
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And for switchers, the candidates and parties plus their own issue 

position load on this factor (Factor 3 of Table 42). This consensual 

pattern suggests that marijuana is no longer an issue which is a 

subject for public debate and controversy, at least not during a 

campaign for political office. The candidates, parties, and voters 

no longer take extreme positions; the question is no longer between 

whether to make the substance legal or to increase penalties for its 

use. This is not to say that the issue will not surface again, but in 

terms of the patterns noted here. Pot is not the issue that it was in 

the eairly 1970s. 

Factor Comparison 

To what extent to standpatters and switchers sheire belief 

systems? And to what extent are their belief systems stable over time? 

Uie previous analysis has identified four common and three vinique 

dimensions by inspecting visually the highest loadings and their 

respective patterns across four separate factor analyses. TO shed 

further light upon these questions, the anedysis now turns to a 

comparison of the factors. Since the cases (standpatters and switchers) 

are different but the variables (issue positions) are the same, "only 

the variable loadings can be compared" (Rummel, 1970, p. 456). The 

simplest and most straightforward way to compare factor loadings is 

to examine their correlation. If the factor loadings of two factors 

are correlated highly, they are similar. In other words, if one of 

the factors for standpatters is correlated highly with one of the 

factors for switchers, they "share" a belief dimension. 
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Standpatters and Switchers 

To what extent do standpatters and switchers share belief 

dimensions? Tables 43 and 44 present the matrices of correlation 

coefficients (Pearson ±) between ,the factors for standpatters and 

switchers in 1972 and 1976. Looking at Table 43, each of the factors 

for the standpatters is correlated significantly with at least one of 

the factors for the switchers. Four of the correlations are even in 

the .90 range, indicating that there is a great deal of overlap between 

the belief dimensions of standpatters and switchers in 1972. Turning 

to Tcible 44, the factors for standpatters are again correlated signifi 

cantly with at least one of the factors for the switchers, although 

fewer correlations cire in the .90 range. Apparently, the belief 

systems of standpatters and switchers are not that different. 

Table 43. Correlation of Factor Loadings: 
Standpatters and Switchers, 1972 

Switchers, 1972 Standpatters, 1972 
Factor 

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 

1 .92* -.22 .09 -.11 -.47* 

2 -.03 .95* -.32 -.22 -.24 

3 -.39 -.29 -.44* -.28 .91* 

4 -.34 -.14 -.32 .94* -.14 

5 -.12 -.21 .23 -.16 -.15 

*p £ .05 testing Ho: r = 0 with a two-tailed test (Nie, Hull, 

Jenkins, Steinbrenner and Bent, 1975, p. 283) »• 
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Table 44. Correlation of Factor Loadings: 
Standpatters and Switchers, 1976 

Switchers, 1976 Standpatters, 1976 
Factor 

Factor 1 2 3 4 5 

1 -.20 -.12 .97* -.28 -.07 

2 .85* -.40* -.14 -.17 -.54* 

3 -.19 -.21 -.33 .92* .06 

4 -.64* .54* -.21 -.22 .22 

5 .19 .58* -.26 -.40* .38 

*p £ .05 testing Ho; r = 0 with a two-tciiled test. 

Belief Systems Over Time 

To what extent are the belief dimensions of standpatters and 

switchers stable over time? The evidence is presented in Tables 45 and 

46 for standpatters and switchers, respectively. Considering Table 45, 

each of the factors for standpatters in 1972 is correlated significantly 

with at least one factor in 1976. A few of the factors are correlated 

negatively, but each is correlated positively with at least one other 

factor. The belief elements of standpatters therefore are fairly 

stable. What about switchers? Moving to Table 46, the belief elements 

of switchers also appear relatively stable. Each of the factors in 

1972 is correlated significantly and positively with at least one 

factor in 1976. 
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Table 45. Correlation of Factor Loadings; Standpatters 

1976 

Factor 1 2 

1972 

Factor 

3 4 5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

-.65* 

.77* 

-.08 

.32 

-.15 

-.16 

-.07 

.97* 

-.23 

-.12 

-.62* 

.02 

-.10 

-.07 

.82* 

.54* 

.19 

-.21 

-.47* 

.37 

.41* 

-.66* 

-.26 

.60* 

-.19 

*p ^ .05 testing Ho; r = 0 with a two-tailed test. 

Table 46: Correlation of Factor Loadings: Switchers 

1976 

Factor 1 2 

1972 

Factor 

3 4 5 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

-.26 

-.42* 

.11 

.55* 

.36 

.89* 

-.07 

-.25 

-.27 

-.32 

-.33 

.61* 

.44* 

-.58* 

-.46* 

-.21 

.33 

-.27 

-.34 

.71* 

-.04 

.12 

-.26 

.52* 

-.31 

*p < .05 testing Ho; r = 0 with a two-tailed test. 
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Conclusion 

Are standpatters and switchers issue voters when that question 

is approached from multiple-issue perspectives? Standpatters and 

switchers have generally the same levels of constraint between their 

belief elements. Moreover, changes in the average levels of constraint 

for standpatters and switchers over time are insignificant, When the 

dimensionality of their belief systems is examined, standpatters and 

switchers tend to share the same dimensions, and these dimensions are 

relatively stable. In sum, standpatters have stable belief systems, as 

expected, but switchers also have stable belief systems, If belief 

systems change and are a guide to voting behavior, changing patterns 

of party support should occur. Does the evidence support this pro 

position? No. Although switchers do change party support, this pattern 

of interelection voting behavior seems unrelated to their belief 

systems. Does this mean that standpatters support the same party from 

one election to the next because of their stable belief systems? This 

is a difficult question to answer, given the nature of evidence. 

Thinking back over the loading patterns and considering the conditions 

of issue voting, the logical answer is no; The evidence does not 

support the notion that stable belief systems, per se, are a guide 

to the electoral choices of standpatters. Why? On the two party 

factors in 1972 and 1976, the issue positions of voters are absent. 

And when voter issue positions do load on factors, both the candidates 

or both the parties also tend to load on the factor. If issue voting 

occurs when the candidates take different stands on the issues auid 

voters support the candidate who is closer to their issue position. 
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the voter's issue position should load on a factor with only one of the 

candidates or parties. This pattern does not emerge in the factors 

for standpatters. In sum, standpatters and switchers are not issue 

voters when that question is studied from multiple-issue perspectives. 

Issue Voting; A Postscript 

To what extent do issue positions or policy preferences guide 

the electoral decisions of standpatters and switchers? Obviously, 

as Chapters 4 and 5 demonstrate.. cm answer to this question depends 

on how the question of issue voting is approached. Standpatters 

emerge as issue voters when a cross-sectional approach is adopted; 

switchers emerge as issue voters when a longitudinal approach is 

adopted. When multiple-issue perspectives are employed, neither 

group of voters emerges as issue voters. 

An initial concern of these chapters was with the influence of 

aboutdifferent research perspectives upon substantive conclusions 

issue voting. Different perspectives do yield different substantive 

conclusions. This is most apparent when cross-sectional and longi 

tudinal perspectives are compared. Apparently, they are different 

paradigms. 

The initial debate over issue voting between Key (1966) and 

his followers and the authors of The American Voter (1960) emerged 

from different methodological perspectives, with Key representing 

the longitudinal perspective and The American Voter the cross-

sectional viewpoint. Time and its relationship to issue voting is 
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probably the major difference between these paradigms. In the cross-

sectional mode of analysis, voters are asked to judge between the 

candidates in terms of their "proposed" policies, while in the longi^ 

tudinal mode, the voters judge the candidates and parties in terms of 

their past "performance": 

The patterns of flow of the major strecims of shifting 
voters garphically reflect the electorate in its great, 
cuid perhaps principal, role as an appraiser of past events, 

past performance, and past actions. It judges retrospec 
tively; it commands prospectively only insofar as it 
expresses either approval or disapproval of that which has 

happened before. Voters may reject what they have known; 
or they may approve what they have known. They are not 

likely to be attracted in great numbers by promises of 

the novel or unknown. Once innovation has occurred they 
may embrace it, even though they would have, earlier, 
hesitated to venture forth to welcome it. (Key, 1966, p. 61) 

Key's argument is supported strongly when the relationship 

between past political experiences are related to voting behavior in 

1976. Two questions are of importance here: the popularity of the 

incumbent president, Gerald Ford, and popular approval of his pardon 

of Richard Nixon. Presidential popularity provides a summary index 

of Ford's performance in his role as chief executive; the Nixon 

pardon shows the influence of a specific political happening upon the 

choices of voters in the1976 election. 

In 1976, voters are asked this question; Do you approve or 

disapprove of the way Mr. Ford is handling his job as president? 

Table 47 presents the relationship between popularity and voting 

behavior for standpatters and switchers. For standpatters, nearly 

95 percent of the variation in voting behavior is "explained" by 

the popularity of the president (Yule's Q is directly interpretable 

as a proportional-reduction-in-error measure: Champion, 1970, p. 208). 
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Table 47. Presidential Popularity and Voting Behavior 

Standpatters^ Switchers^ 
Vote Approve Disapprove Approve Disapprove 

Republican 85.1% 11.8% 29.9% 5.3% 

Democratic 14.9 88.2 70.1 94.7 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

(390) (144) (107) (75) 

Q = .95* Q = .77* 

*p £ .05 testing Ho; Q = 0 with a two-tailed chi-squcu:e test 
(Champion, 1970, pp. 143-146; for a discussion of Yule's Q, see 
Champion, 1970, pp. 207-209). 

^Missing cases = 51. 

blissing cases = 23. 

Of those who approve of Ford's performeince, 85.1 percent vote for him. 

But 88.2 percent of those who disapprove of his performance vote for 

the other candidate. Is this not a case of throwing the "ins" out? 

For switchers, nearly 77 percent of the variation in voting behavior 

IS explained" by presidential popularity: 94.7 percent of those who 

disapprove of the incumbent's performance vote for the challenger. 

Similar results emerge when the relationship between the 

Nixon pardon" and voting behavior is examined. In 1976, voters are 

presented the following question sequence; Shortly after taking 

office. President Ford pardoned Richard Nixon for any wrong-doings 

he may have committed while he was president. Do you think that Ford 

should have pardoned Nixon? 
tt 

Table 48 displays the impact of the 
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Table 48, Ford's Pardon of Nixon and Voting Behavior 

Standpatters^ Switchers^ 
Vote Approve Disapprove Approve Disapprove 

Republican 94.1% 29.9% 31.7% 13.0% 

Democratic 5.9 70.1 68.3 87.0 

100% 100% 100% 100% 

(273) (268) (63) (131) 

Q = .95* Q = .51* 

*p < .05 testing Ho; Q = 0 with a two-tailed chi-square test. 

^Missing cases = 44. 

^Missing cases = 11. 

pardon upon voting in 1976. Among the standpatters who approved the 

pardon, 94.1 percent support Gerald Ford, but 70.1 percent of those 

who thought that the pardon was a mistake vote for Jimmy Carter. 

Nearly 95 percent of the variation of the voting behavior of stand 

patters is "explained" by their position on the Nixon pardon. This 

figure is substantially lower for switchers where approximately 

51 percent of their voting behavior is "explained" by the Nixon pardon. 

Nevertheless, the pardon is an important influence upon the voting 

behavior of switchers: 87.0 percent of those who thought that the 

pardon was a mistake vote for Jimmy Carter. 

The "rule of parsimony" is usually the principal criterion for 

selecting between competing explanations, theories, or paradigms; 
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The approach which "explains" the most variation in the dependent 

variable under study with the fewest number of independent variables 

is the superior, or more parsimonious, perspective. By this criterion. 

single-issue, longitudinal perspectives are the most parsimonious of 

the perspectives examined in Chapters 4 and 5. When Key's perspective 

on issue voting is adopted. the voter emerges as a person who 

appraises the actions of government, who has policy preferences, and 

who relates his vote to those appraisals and preferences" (Key, 1966, 

pp. 58-59). 



CHAPTER 6 

A NORMAL VOTE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 

VOTER PORTRAITS 

The previous analyses have focused upon party voting and issue 

voting as self-contained and unique theories, In this chapter, the 

analysis turns to an examination of these theories as "alternative 

voter portraits. Normal vote analysis is employed to test these 

competing e}q>lanations of voting behavior. This type of analysis, 

however, is limited to a consideration of only one issue at a time. 

Hence, it does not provide a measure of the combined effects of several 

issues at once, an analytical problem addressed more fully in the next 

chapter. Normal vote analysis, when modified, partitions the vote 

into its long-term and short-term components, considering party 

identification as the major long-term force cuid relative candidate 

issue proximity as the primary short-term force. In sum, normal vote 

analysis is used to answer the question; Are standpatters and switchers 

party voters or issue voters? 

Dependent and Responsive Voters 

What is a party voter? Party voting, according to the dependent 

voter portrait, derives from a long-term psychological identification 

with a political party. This identification is transmitted within 

the family unit and it structures individuals' perceptions of political 

objects throughout their lifetime, since few people ever change their 

160 
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partisan identification. Nie, Verba, and Petrocik (1976) formalize 

a "decision rule" for party voting: 'When there is a choice between 

the candidate of the party with which you identify and the opposition 

party, vote for your party's candidate" (p. 156). 

Are standpatters or switchers party voters? According to the 

analysis performed in Chapter 3, Standpatters, Switchers, and Party 

Voting," standpatters emerge as party voters: They adopt the partisan 

ship of their parents, that identification is relatively stable over a 

four-year period, their candidate images and policy cognitions are 

structxired by their partisan self-image, they are less likely to deviate 

from their "psychological" party when they vote, and the direct path 

between their party affiliation and vote is significant. On the other 

hand, switchers are less likely to measure up to the requirements 

of party voting: They are less likely to adopt the partisanship of 

their parents, their party identification is less stable and it does 

not structure their candidate images and policy cognitions, they are 

more likely to vote contrary to their psychological party, and the 

direct path between their party affiliation and vote is insignificant. 

What, then, is an issue vote? Issue voting occurs when the 

candidates offer the electorate a "choice in terms of policy, the 

voters are closer to one of the candidate's policy positions, and 

they support that candidate at the polls. Voters, recalling Key's 

echo chamber analogy, are "responsive" to the alternatives and 

Even the most discriminatoutlooks presented them by the candidates: 

or evening popular judgement can reflect only ambiguity, uncertainty, 

into the echofoolishness if those are the qualities of the input 
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chamber" (Key, 1966, pp. 2-3). If presented policy options, voters 

will use policy views to choose between candidates; if given only 

partisan differences, they will choose in terms of partisanship; and 

if presented only "father images, they will use those images in 

deciding how to vote. Nie, Verba, and Petrocik (1976) summarize the 

issue voting argument with another decision rule: If there is an 

the voter whoissue A and two positions on that issue (A^ and A2), 
prefers one of the two positions will vote for the candidate who 

holds the same position" (pp. 157-158). 

Are standpatters or switchers issue voters? Chapter 4, 

"Standpatters, Switchers, and Issue Voting, answers this query with 

a simple admonition: It depends. When issue voting is approached 

from a cross-sectional perspective, standpatters emerge as issue 

voters. But vAien a longitudinal perspective is adopted, switchers 

emerge as issue voters. These conflicting interpretations are linked 

to the differences in perspective, with their respective conceptions 

of time providing the major source of divergence, The dependent voter 

portrait originates in a cross-sectional study of issue voting (Campbell 

et al., 1960). aWhereas, the responsive voter argiament develops in 

longitudinal study (Key, 1966). Issues are short-term, election 

specific factors in the theoretical system of the dependent voter 

portrait. The longitudinal perspective, however, places issues in 

a temporal context: Vote switching between elections occurs with 

changes in voter issue positions or candidate policies or some inter 

action between the issue positions of voters and candidates. And 

because of these different temporal conceptions of issues, these 
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little roomperspectives are separate and distinct paradigms, with 

for theoretical reconciliation. 

Normal Vote Analysis 

How does normal vote analysis enter into the intellectual 

debate between the dependent and the responsive voter portraits? How 

and switchersdoes it contribute to cui understauiding of standpatters 

as party voters or issue voters? Normal vote analysis provides a 

thesesystematic, single and straightforward method for examining 

the vote into itscompeting portraits of the electorate by partitioning 

long-term and short-term components: 

The long-term component is a simple reflection of the 
distribution of underlying party loyalties, a distribution 
that is stable over substantial periods of time. In any 

specific election the population may be influenced by 
short-term forces associated with peculiarities of that 

election ... to shift its vote now toward the Republicans, 
now toward the Democrats,(Converse, 1966, p. 14) 

Stated differently: 

beenThe normal vote is simply the vote that would have 
cast if party identification were the only political 
factor relevant to partisan vote choice. At any point 

ain time, it is possible to calculate what vote total 
majority pcurty candidate would receive if voters voted 
neither on the basis of the issues, nor on the basis 

of the personal attributes of the candidates (the short 
term forces) but rather voted only on the basis of the 

long-term force of their peirty identification. (Miller 
and Levitin, 1976, p. 37) 

Voters who "deviate from their normal vote generally do so either 

because of some attractive personal qualities of the opposition 

candidate or because of the candidate's issue positions (Boyd, 1969). 

In short, the long-term component is a direct corollary of party 
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considered invoting and the short-term component, when issues are 

the analysis> a corollary of issue voting. Normal vote analysis is 

thus a convenient device for considering whether or not standpatters 

and switchers are casting party or issue votes. Normal vote analysis. 

however, requires some minor modifications to take into account Key's 

responsive voter argviment. Rather than considering the normal vote 

across different issue positions of the electorate, it is important 

to examine the issue positions of voters in relation to the perceived 

issue positions of the candidates. 

of issuesConsidering the various arguments concerning the role 

in the voting act, an operational synthesis of the dependent and the 

responsive voter portraits seems desirable, if not essential, to 

to test them asrepresent the variety of perspectives at issue and 

competing explanations. Normal vote analysis, developed by Converse 

(1966) and refined by Boyd (1972), is designed to verify the 

A modificationtheoretical arguments of the dependent voter portrait. 

of this technique, to incorporate Key's responsive voter argument, is 

therefore necessary. Recall that a condition of issue voting is 

that a vote for the'voter who prefers one of two issue positions will 

candidate who holds the same position. Another way of formulating 

this rule is: Vote for the candidate that is perceived to be closer 

theto your issue positions. Following this revised principle, 

responsive voter argument emphasizes candidate issue-proximities 

treatedinstead of personal attributes and images or issues 

separately (Kovenock et al • 1973). When normal vote analysis withf 

issue-proximity measures is employed, it is assumed that the competing 

portraits of the electorate are represented operationally. 
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Estimating the Normal Vote 

Boyd's discussion of normal vote analysis and the various pro-

cedures for estimating the long-term and short-term ccmiponents is 

fairly striaghtforward, and this chapter draws heavily upon his 

discussion (Boyd, 1972). anApplication of normal vote analysis to 

"issue" requires the estimation of normal (expected) votes for each 

group of persons with different positions on the issue, The following 

procedures provide an estimate of these expected votes: 

(1) Responses to the issue are cross-classified against 
the Survey Research Center measure of paurty identification. 

(2) The scores (+2, +1, 0, -1, -2) are assigned to the 

five classes of identifiers (Strong Democrat, Weak Democrat, 
Independent, Weak Republican, Strong Repviblican). 

(3) From the scores, a mean party identification score 
is calculated for the distribution of party identifiers 
within each response category of the issue item. 

(4) The obtained mean (M) is then inserted into the 
prediction equation. 

V = .483 + .268M, 

where V is the e:q3ected Democratic proportion of the vote 
(p. 430) 

After the normal vote is estimated, calculation of the short-term 

ccmponent is a simple matter of finding the absolute difference 

between the "observed" Democratic proportion of the vote and the 

"expected" vote. Boyd develops indexes for the long-term (L) and 

the short-term (S) components, but his procedures are far too involved 

to present here. areFor the benefit of the reader, these indexes 

included in Appendix VI, along with an illustration of their application. 

Modifying Normal Vote Analysis 

If voters cast issue votes when they support the candidate who 

is closer to their issue positions, a measure of relative candidate 
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issue-proximity is required in order to operationalize the responsive 

voter portrait and to modify and refine normal vote analysis, Issue-

proximity measures are introduced in the third and the fourth chapters 

of the study, and their use here is identical to the description of 

"relative issue closeness" presented in Chapter 4 (see Appendix I). 

Recall thatrespondents are presented a series of seven-point scales 

with polar options on the ends of each continuum. For example, voters 

are presented these alternatives on the women's rights issue: Some 

people feel that women should have an equal role with men in rvinning 

business, industry, and government, Others feel that women's place 

is in the home." Subjects then are asked to place themselves and the 

two major party candidates on a seven-point continuum, ranging from 1, 

"women and men should have an equal role," to 7, "women's place is in 

the hOTie. After a series of subtractions in which measures of 

absolute distance (self-placement—candidate position) and absolute 

proximity (6—absolute distance) are generated, a "relative" proximity 

score is obtained by subtracting the absolute proximity score for the 

Democratic candidate from the Republican candidate s score. A 

relative proximity score normally ranges from minus six to plus six; 

A score of minus six occurs when the respondent and the Democrat are 

at one end of the continuum and the Republican is at the other; a 

score of plus six occurs when the respondent and the Republican are 

at one end and the Democrat is at the other. To simplify the 

presentation of results, scores from minus six to minus one are 

treated as "closer to the Democrat, a score of zero as "no 

difference (in relative proximity), and scores from plus one to 

plus six as "closer to the Republican" (Beardsley, 1973). 
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The Operational Logic of Normal Vote Analysis 

What operational cirteria are used to judge between the 

dependent and the responsive voter portraits? In examining these 

competing explanations with normal vote analysis, emphasis is placed 

upon the degree of party polarization (the partisan or long-term 

conponent) and upon the relationship of candidate issue-proximity 

(the short-term component) to defections from the normal party vote. 

If issue proximity is indeed important for switchers, as Key's study 

seems to indicate, rates of defection should be greater for them: 

Boyd's short-term index (S) should be larger than the long-term 

index (L) for switchers. Likewise, if party identification is 

important for standpatters, rates of defection should be less 

for them than for switchers: Boyd's long-term index (L) should be 

larger than the short-term index (S) for standpatters, In other 

words, the validity of these propositions depends upon the relative 

size of Boyd's indexes, viewing them as operational measures of 

the dependent and the responsive voter portraits. Moreover, these 

propositions assume that the "expected" Democratic proportion of the 

vote differs from the "observed" Democratic proportion, an assumption 

tested with a chi-square test of significance (Champion, 1970, pp. 130-

136). 

Results 

Figure 3 displays the results for the rights of the accused 

issue. For standpatters, the observed Democratic vote differs 

significantly from the expected Democratic vote, x^ (2) = 14.3, 
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£ < .05. Moreover a substantial amount of party polarization is present 

among standpatters on this issue (Figure 3.a), a conclusion supported 

by a long-term index of 8.2. The observed Democratic vote also differs 

significantly from the expected vote for switchers, x^ (2) = 11.4, 

£ £ .05, but the degree of peurty polarization is not as great for them 

(Figure 3.b), as indicated by the smaller index value (L = 3.1). 

Apparently, the controversy over the rights of the individual is seen 

in "partisan" terms by standpatters. It is possible to overstate this 

conclusion.. however, if attention is restricted solely to the index 

values. Over half of the standpatters (57.6 percent) are closer to 

neither candidate on this issue; a similcir proportion of switchers 

(55.1 percent) is closer to neither candidate, relatively speaking. 

Since the voters are closer to neither candidate on this issue, it 

is not too surprising that the degree of "deviation" from the normal 

vote for both groups is not very substantial (S values of 3.8 and 2.2 

for standpatters and switchers, respectively). As a result, it is 

possible to conclude that standpatters are party voters on this issue, 

but it is less clearcut for switchers. Are they party voters or issue 

voters? Although significant differences exist between the observed 

and the expected votes of switchers, the results support neither 

perspective unequivocally. If anything, the relative size of the 

index values suggests that switchers are party voters, since the 

long-term index (L = 3.1) is slightly larger than the short-term 

index (S = 2.2). But this small difference is only suggestive and 

not conclusive evidence that switchers are party voters. 
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Moving to a consideration of the school busing issue presented 

arein Figure 4, the observed Democratic vote and the expected vote 

significantly different for standpatters, (2) = 17.9, p _< .05, 

A marked degree of party polarization is again present for standpatters 

(L = 10.3). School busing is clearly a partisan issue of some import 

for standpatters; the expected vote among people closer to the 

Democrat is 62.8 percent, while it is 32.8 percent among people 

closer to the Republiceui, a net difference of 30 percentage points. 

School busing also emerges as a very potent short-term force for 

standpatters (S = 8.2). Amont those voters closer to the Republican, 

a "deviation" of over 20 percentage points occurs (expected Democratic 

vote - 32.8 percent, observed Democratic vote = 11.0 percent), The 

issue of whether or not to bus children to schools to insure racial 

integration is certainly one of the most volatile issues to emerge in 

American politics in the 1970s. And the results for standpatters 

demonstrate that school busing is not an issue which is very conducive 

to "middle-of-the-road" politics: A deviation of about 13 percentage 

points occurs among those standpatters closer to neither candidate. 

Despite these observations, school busing seems unimportant for switchers, 

either as a long-term (L = 2.2) or a short-term (S = 2.8) factor, For 

switchers, the observed and the e;qpected Democratic proportion of the 

vote differ significantly, x^ (2) = 11.8, £ _< .05. However, the 

slightly larger short-term index leaves little room for speculation; 

the difference is so slight that assigning any significance to it 

would be stepping beyond the bounds of the data. 
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To this point the analysis supports the view that standpatters 

are party voters, with salient issues producing deviations from the 

normal party vote. This generalization also applies to the aid to 

minorities issue, as Figure 5 indicates. For standpatters, the 

observed and the ejqpected votes are again significantly different, 

(2) = 15.6, £ _< .05. The degree of party polarization (L = 10.0) 

and the deviations from the normal party vote (S = 6.2) are also 

noteworthy. The influence of issue proximity is most evident for 

people closer to the Republican: A net deviation of about 20 percentage 

points occurs in a direction favorable to that candidate (Figure 5.a). 

What is unusual about the aid to minorities issue is the complete 

absence of party polarization (L = 0.6) among switchers. The observed 

and the ejected votes of switchers are significantly different, 

x^ (2) = 10.6, £ _< .05. And at first glance the magnitude of the 

short-term index (S = 6.5) seems to support the view that switchers 

are issue voters. But nuances in the data make this interpretation 

suspect. Issue voting requires that people vote for the candidate 

who is closer to their issue position. But in the case of switchers. 

the greatest deviation from the nomral party vote (about 22 percentage 

points) occurs among people closer to neither candidate on this issue. 

A deviation of 12 percentage points favorable to the Democrat occurs 

cunong those switchers closer to that candidate, but a deviation from 

the normal party vote of around 6 percentage points also occurs in a 

Democratic direction among people closer to the Republican. In sum. 

a straightforward interpretation of the short-term index as representing 

issue voting is difficult. given the patterns evident in the data. 
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Evidence in partial support of Key's claim that standpatters, 

given their issue positions, are where they ought to be in terms of 

party support emerges in the normal vote analysis of the legalization 

of marijuana issue (Figure 6). For standpatters, the observed and 

the ejected votes are again significantly different, (2) = 15-3, 

£ _< .05. The short-term index (S = 6.0) is slightly larger than the 

long-term index (L = 5.5), implying that partisanship is buttressed by 

an issue dimension. When people are closer to the Republican's issue 

position, a 21 percentage point deviation in a direction favorable to 

that candidate occurs (expected Democratic vote =38.3 percent, observed 

Democratic vote = 17.4 percent). Party polarization is not as pro 

nounced as it is on the other issues, and the slope of the observed 

Democratic vote even suggests that standpatters are issue voters: The 

observed vote of those standpatters closer to the Democrat is 67.3 per 

cent and 17.4 percent for those closer to the Republican, a difference 

of 50 percentage points. Turning to the data for switchers (Figure 6.b), 

their observed and expected votes also differ significantly, x^ (2) = 

11.1, £ _< .05. However, the long-term and the short-term indexes are 

similar in magnitude: L = 2.7 and S = 2.3. In view of the similarity 

of these index values, a straightforward interpretation again is 

impossible: The degree of party polarization is slight and deviations 

from the normal party vote seem unrelated to candidate issue-proximity. 

In sum, standpatters emerge as issue voters on the legalization of 

marijuana issue, but switchers are neither party voters nor issue 

voters within the interpretive framework of normal vote analysis. 

A major presumption of this chapter is that normal vote 

analysis provides a vehicle for ascertaining whether or not standpatters 
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and switchers are casting party votes or issue votes. On most issues 

some estimation is possible for standpatters, but a shadow of 

indeterminacy hangs over the electoral behavior of switchers. Although 

standpatters emerge as party voters, some evidence suggests that 

partisanship is linked to issues. This suspicion also surfaces on 

the women's rights issue, displayed in Figure 7. The obseirved and 

the expected votes of standpatters are significantly different, 

(2) = 8.8, £ £ .05. The short-term index (S = 5.1) again is 

slightly larger than the long-term index (L = 4.8). Since a majority 

of the electorate identifies with the Democratic party, often it is 

assumed that a Democratic candidate need only provide messages and 

cues that simply "reinforce" the peurtisanship of the voters to insure 

victory at the polls. The obvious strategy is thus to "mobilize 

the normal party vote, which translates: 'emphasize partisan ties. 

downplay the issues. The pattern of deviations (Figure 7.a) reveals 

sane obvious problems with this strategy: Substantial amounts of 

defection occur among people who are closer to neither Ccuididate 

(about 15 percentage points) and people closer to the Republican 

(13 percentage points). In short, a normal vote strategy appears to 

mobilize "defections" from the party vote on this issue. 

Before concluding that switchers are "fools" or that it is 

impossible to tell whether they are casting party votes or issue 

votes with normal vote analysis, inspect the results for switchers 

on the women's rights issue (Figure 7.b). The observed and the 

2 

expected votes differ significantly, x (2) = 9.5, £ < .05, and the 

short-term index (S = 8.4) is twice as large as the long-term index 
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(L — 4.2), supporting the view that switchers are issue voters, at 

least on this particular issue. As in the case of the aid to minorities 

issue, the largest deviation from the normal party vote (22 percentage 

points favorable to the Democrat) is among people closer to neither 

Ccmdidate. Because of this, the interpretation of the greater magni 

tude of the short-term index requires some further evidence. 

Deviations of 7 percentage points in favor of the Democrat and 8 per 

centage points in favor of the Republican occur among those switchers 

closer to the respective candidates. These deviations are thus con 

sistent with a view of switchers as issue voters, supporting the 

interpretation of the short-term index. 

Discussion 

Are standpatters and switchers party voters or issue voters? 

Apparently, some kinds of issues produce party votes and others produce 

issue votes. In most circles this is begging the question, but no 

cleeurcut generalizations emerge in this chapter. On some of the 

issues—rights of the accused, school busing, and aid to minorities— 

standpatters behave like party voters; on other issues—the legalization 

of marijuana and women's rights—they behave like issue voters. 

Switchers emerge as neither peurty voters nor issue voters on the 

rights of the accused, school busing, and legalization of marijuana 

issues; they behave like issue voters on the women's rights issue. 

And although the short-term index is larger on the aid to minorities 

issue for switchers, several nuances in the data prevent an inter 

pretation of the size of the index as a reliable measure of issue 
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voting. What is needed is a typology of issues which would facilitate 

theoretical speculation on the kinds of voting responses produced by 

certain issues in order to further explicate the nature of the 

relationship between the "input" and the "output" of Key's echo 

chamber. 

How do the findings of this chapter square with previous 

findings of the study? In the third chapter the analysis concludes, 

in effect, that stan<^atters are party voters; They adopt the 

partisanship of their parents, that identification is relatively 

stable, their candidate images and policy cogntions are structured 

by their partisan self-image, they are less likely to deviate from 

their psychological party, and the direct path between party 

affiliation and vote is significant, On the other hand, switchers are 

less likely to satisfy the conditions of party voting; They are less 

likely to adopt the paurtisanship of their parents, their party 

identification is less stable and it fails to structure their 

candidate images and policy cognitions, they are more likely to vote 

contrary to their psychological party, and the direct path between 

their party affiliation and vote is insignificant, The results 

of this chapter are generally consistent with these findings; Stand-

patters are more likely to cast party votes than are switchers. 

But this is only a tendency; sometimes standpatters cast issue votes. 

The modification of normal vote analysis developed in this 

chapter is comparable to a cross-sectional issue approach employing 

a relative concept of issue closeness. The results derived from this 
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approach in the fourth chapter suggest that standpatters are issue 

voters and that the relative issue-proximities of switchers are not 

related to their voting behavior in 1976 (Tables 27 and 29 of Chapter 4, 

pages 116 and 118). The conclusions reached with normal vote analysis 

are generally consistent with these findings: A sxibstantial amount of 

deviation from the normal party vote occurs for standpatters and 

switchers emerge as issue voters on only one of the issues considered. 

In sum, normal vote analysis yields results generally consistent with 

previous findings, but it does not provide a straightforward answer 

to the research question posed in this chapter; Are standpatters and 

switchers party voters or issue voters? Chapter 7 addresses this 

question with a multivariate model also designed to test these ccxnpeting 

e:q>lanations of voting behavior. 



CHAPTER 7 

A MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE 

VOTER PORTRAITS 

Are standpatters and switchers party voters or issue voters? 

Chapter 6, A Normal Vote Analysis of Alternative Voter Portraits," 

has examined this question, reaching several inconclusive generali-

zations. 
aThis chapter also examines this question, except with 

multivariate regression model that incorporates variables from the 

dependent and the responsive voter portraits, In sum, the multi-

variate perspective adopted in this chapter treats the dependent and 

the responsive voter portraits as competing explanations of voting 

behavior and tests these alternative perspectives with a model 

designed to represent each of these voter portraits. 

Altemative Voter Portraits 

One version of the dependent voter portrait appears in the works 

of the Survey Research Center/Center for Political Studies (SRC/CPS) 

at the University of Michigaui. The principal SRC/CPS studies include 

The Voter Decides (1954), The American Voter (1960), and Elections 

and the Political Order (1966). The voting act, fron the perspective 

of these works, is a product of the interplay of factors that transcend 

a particular election, party identification providing the clearest 

example, and factors which are unique to an election, such as 

individual perceptions of parties, candidates, and issues. Party 
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identification, a long-term psychological identification with a politi 

cal party, or a partisem self-image, colors" perceptions of stimuli 

during eui election campaign, As a consequence of the influence of 

party identification on voter perceptions, issues and policy pre 

ferences are relatively uninijortant (Asher, 1976; Converse, 1975; 

Miller, 1978; Pomper, 1975, 1978). 

The partisan self-image of an individual is viewed as the most 

inportant concept of this framework because it structures or determines 

other political images. How does this occur? A partisan self-image 

functions like a stereotype. A stereotype is a "picture of the 

world" and people usually avoid those things which call their "pseudo 

environment" into question; "We imagine most things before we 

e;q)erience them. And those preconceptions . . . govern deeply the 

whole process of perception" (Lippmann, 1922, p. 59). People acquire 

a partiseui self-image early in life and that image becomes stronger 

as a person grows older (Jennings and Niemi, 1974). As a stereotype. 

partisanship colors the way in which people experience euid organize 

their political worlds. Since people prefer an ordered pseudo 

environment, they guard or defend their paurtisan self-image by 

selectively perceiving political objects (McGrath and McGrath, 1962; 

Sherrod, 1971-1972; Sigel, 1964). Pcurtisanship is thus the picture 

of the world that structures popular images of politics. 

In contrast to the dependent voter of the SRC/CPS framework. 

V.O. Key, Jr. argues that "voters are not fools. that "the electorate 

behaves about as rationally and responsibly as we should expect. 

given the clarity of the alternatives presented to it and the character 
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of the information available to it” (Key, 1966, p. 7) . Voting behavior 

is not em activity which is "structured" by psychological determinants. 

since people exercise their own freedom of choice. Instead, people 

respond" in a minded and self-conscious way to the alternatives that 

are available: The voice of the people is but an echo. The output 

of the echo chamber bears an inevitable and invariable relation to 

the input"; therefore. the people's verdict can be no more than a 

selective reflection from among the alternatives and outlooks pre 

sented to them" (Key, 1966, p. 2). 

In The Responsible Electorate (1966), Key divides voters into 

patterns of interelection voting behavior. Those who vote for the 

same party from one election to the next Key labels "standpatters. 

Switchers" are those who change party support between elections. 

Key finds, using a respondent's recall of previous voting behavior. 

that switchers tend to gravitate toward the parties and candidates 

closer to their positions on the issues. Key also finds that stand 

patters, given their issue positions, are where they ought to be in 

terms of party support: 

The portrait of the Americem electorate that develops from 

the data is not one of an electorate . . . moved by sub 

conscious urges triggered by devilishly skillful propa 
gandists. It is rather one of an electorate moved by 
concern about central and relevant questions of public 
policy, of governmental performance, and of executive 
personality, (pp. 7-8) 

The Dependent Voter 

The psychological perspective that emerges in the SRC/CPS 

studies is an "affective theory of voting. since the major concepts 
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of their model are based upon a person's evaluation of political 

objects (Natchez, 1970). An evaluation is defined as a perception or 

an image. When the object is a political party, the evaluation is 

referred to as a party image; when a candidate is the object, the 

evaluation is a candidate image. When the evaluation concerns a 

person's attitude toward himself as a member of a political party, 

it is a partisan self-image or party identification. All evaluations 

have two basic dimensions; direction and intensity. People have 

either a positive or a negative image of an object euid feel more 

strongly about some objects than others. 

Despite the emphasis on partisan self-image within the SRC/CPS 

framework, this stereotype has no direct influence on voting behavior. 

Borrowing an analytical assumption from field theory, their framework 

considers only those explanatory factors which are in the "field 

of the phenomenon under investigation (Baldwin, 1967). A peurtiseui 

self-image is a "distal influence, since its existence is established 

in time prior to the act of voting. Consequently, factors, such as 

candidate and party images, which are closest to the voting act in 

time exercise a direct influence upon voting, with partisanship 

working through and upon these "proximate" images. The cuialysis to 

follow thus views candidate and party images as the core analytical 

concepts of the dependent voter portrait. 

One aspect of the dependent voter portrait remains to be 

discussed: the analytical status of issues. Conventional wisdom. 

and contemporary discourse on the matter, suggests that a person's 

position on issues is also a feature of the SRC/CPS framework 
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(Miller et al., 1976). Let us seriously reconsider that thesis. In 

Components of Electoral Decision, Stokes, Campbell, and Miller 

(1958) present a voting model with six independent variables: the 

voter's image of the Republican candidate, his image of the Democratic 

candidate, his positions on domestic and foreign policy issuesr his 

image of "the parties as managers of government," and "group related 

responses. Since domestic and foreign policy preferences appear in 

this model, it would be easy to conclude that issues are indeed a 

feature of their framework. These six variables, however, are 

derived from the following set of questions: Is there anything in 

particular that you (like, don't like) about the (Democratic, 

Republican) Party? Is there anything in particular about 

(Stevenson, Eisenhower) that might make you want to vote (for him. 

against him)? If issue positions are indeed a efature of their model, 

why are the two parties and candidates the only referents in the 

operational definitions of their six independent variables, Apparently, 

issue positions are dimensions of candidate and party images and not 

separate and independent concepts! 

When they discuss the components model in The American Voter, 

Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes (1960) suggest that issues 

are dimensions of candidate and party images: A candidate is the 

nominee of his party; party and candidate are oriented to the same 

issues" (p. 59). Shaffer's factor analytic study of the six 

components model with data from several presidential elections also 

supports the view that issues are dimensions of candidate and party 

images. Utilizing factor analysis to test the construct validity 
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of the model, Shaffer (1972) finds that "all six ccxnponents generally 

reflect but one dimension of attitude—party support" (pp. 432-433). 

In other words, all six components load positively on a single factor; 

"An a priori assumption that voters evaluate parties, candidates and 

issues on six different bases is not the same as empirical evidence 

that the voters actually perceive electoral events in this fashion" 

(p. 433). The conceptual status of these "six independent variables" 

is also unclear in Nie, Verba, and Petrocik (1976). Rather than 

accepting the original conceptualization, these authors develop 

their own classification scheme. Using the SRC/CPS questions on 

likes" and "dislikes about candidates, Nie, Verba, and Petrocik 

(1976) identify three dimensions of candidate images: an issue 

dimension, a personality dimension, and a party dimension (pp. 168-173, 

378-380). Again, if issue positions are a feature of the SRC/CPS 

framework, why do Nie, Verba, and Petrocik, in a work that follows in 

the footsteps of The American Voter, consider issues as a dimension 

of candidate images? Why is there so much confusion over the emalytical 

status of issues within the SRC/CPS framework? It is because issue 

positions and issue voting are features of the responsive voter portrait. 

The Responsive Voter 

Key’s responsive voter portrait suggests that a person's 

knowledge" of the issue positions of parties and candidates is an 

important aspect of the voting act. Where the dependent voter portrait 

emphasizes "affective" relationships between voters and political 

objects, the responsive voter thesis emphasizes the "cognitive 
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aspects of those relationships. The nature of these cognitive relation 

ships, recalling Key's echo chamber, is always contingent upon the kinds 

of appeals and messages that candidates employ during their campaigns: 

"If leaders believe the route to victory is by projection of images 

and cultivation of styles rather than by advocacy of policies to cope 

with the problems of the country, they will project images and culti 

vate styles to the neglect of the substance of politics" (Key, 1966, 

p. 6). 

When candidates offer the electorate a choice in terms of 

policy, which they do occasionally, voters may cast issue votes 

(Page, 1978; Pomper, 1972). What, then, is an issue vote? For 

citizens to cast an issue voter, they must first perceive a difference 

between the candidates and their issue stands, have an issue position 

which is closer to only one of the candidates, and support that 

candidate. If any of these conditions is violated, a vote is not an 

issue vote. Following these guidelines, the responsive voter argu 

ment emphasizes candidate and party issue-proximities” rather than 

candidate and party images, as does the dependent voter portrait. 

In other words, the responsive voter portrait contains a substantive 

policy dimension. Voters canvass the political market, looking for 

a place to "invest" their votes. When they find a product that 

appears to satisfy their policy interests, responsive voters cast 

issue votes (Popkin et al • / 1976). 
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Regression Model and Measures 

In order to examine these alternative portraits of the electorate, 

a multivariate model, incorporating variables from each voter portrait, 

is tested for standpatters and switchers. These competing portraits are 

tested with a first-order regression model, which is linear in the 

parameters and the independent variables, and takes the following form: 

+ e"i = ^"il • • ®8^i8 i 

where: 

Yj^ is a respondent's vote 

Bi, 83, . . . Bq are standardized regression coefficients 

Xi, X2, . . . X3 are independent varictbles 

e is a random error term 

i = 1, . . . , n. 

The dependent voter portrait is represented in this model by four 

independent variables: Democratic Candidate Image, Republican 

Candidate Image, Democratic Party Image, and Republican Party Image. 

The responsive voter portrait also is represented by four independent 

variables: Democratic Candidate Proximity, Republican Candidate 

Proximity, Democratic Party Proximity, and Republican Party Proximity. 

Feeling thermometer ratings for the two candidates and parties are 

employed to operationalize the SRC/CPS "affective" theory of voting. 

The "cognitive" theory advanced by Key and his followers is 

operationalized with issue-proximity measures for the two candidates 

and parties. 
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Feeling Thermometer 

The "feeling thermometer, first introduced in the SRC/CPS 

1968 national election study, is employed as a measure of candidate 

and party images, the core concepts of the dependent voter portrait. 

The feeling thermometer measures both the directional and the intensity 

components of an image by asking a respondent to rate an object on 

a scale from 0 to 100 degrees, with 50 degrees as the neutral point. 

The respondent is informed that; 

Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you 

feel favorably and warm toward the object; ratings between 

0 degrees and 50 degress mean that you don't feel favorably 
towards the object. If you don't feel particularly warm or 

cold toward an object, you would rate it at 50 degrees. 

In 1972 and in 1976, the party referents are "Democrats" and "Republi 

cans," but the referents for candidate image are different for each 

party in each presidential election; George McGovern is the 

Democratic candidate in 1972 and Richard Nixon the Republican; 

Jimmy Carter is the 1976 Democratic candidate and Gerald Ford the 

Republican. 

Issue-Proximity 

areThe cognitive concepts of the responsive voter portrait 

operationalized with issue-proximity measures developed in the 

Comparative State Election Project (Kovenock et al 1973). A• 9 

proximity measure provides an index of how close a person's position 

on an 
onissue is to the perceived position of a candidate or party 

that same issue. Issue-proximity measures are used in various ways 

in various chapters of this study, and their use here deviates 

slightly from previous applications. Recall that respondents are 
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presented a series of seven-point scales with polar options on the ends 

of each continuum. For example, voters are presented these alternatives 

on the school busing issue: Some people think achieving racial inte 

gration of schools is so important that it justifies busing children 

to schools out of their own neighborhoods. Others think letting 

children go to their neighborhood schools is so important that they 

oppose busing. Subjects then are asked to place themselves, the 

two major party candidates, and the two political parties on a seven-

point continuum, ranging from 1, bus to achieve intergration," 

to 7, keep children in neighborhood schools. In previous uses of 

these measures, relative proximity measures, which indicate whether a 

voter is closer to one of the two candidates or parties, are adopted, 

but in this analysis, absolute proximity measures are employed. 

Absolute proximity measures indicate how close an individual's issue 

position is to only one of the candidates or parties, For a single 

issue, absolute proximity measures range from zero to six: An 

absolute proximity of zero occurs when the respondent and the 

candidate or party are at opposite ends of the continuim, while a 

value of six occurs when the respondent and the candidate or party 

are at the same position on the continuum (Beardsley, 1973). 

Composite measures of absolute proximity are developed for the 

candidates and the political parties by combining the proximity scores 

of five issues: rights of the accused, school busing, aid to minorities, 

legalization of marijuana, and women's rights (Appendix I). Since 

each proximity score has a range from zero to six, the range of a 

composite measure is from zero to thirty, with increasing values 
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of the index representing a greater degree of overall proximity. 

Composite measures, using the same five issues, are constructed for 

the two candidates and the two political parties in both 1972 and 1976. 

The use of composite measures is justificible on several grounds. 

For one, voters probably are not single-issue voters. When scanning 

the political landscape, voters probably take into account more than 

one issue when formulating a vote decision. And one issue probably 

is not enough to tip the scales in favor of one of the candidates. 

On more pragmatic grounds, if each of these measures is treated 

separately, the model would include twenty variables (5 issues x 

2 candidates x 2 peurties =20) representing the responsive voter 

portrait, loading the dice" in favor of that perspective and 

rendering the analysis unwieldy. 

Results 

In the presentation of results to follow, two types of anedyses 

are performed; the regression model is tested for (1) standpatters 

and switchers treated together and (2) standpatters and switchers 

treated separately. The results for standpatters and switchers treated 

together are presented in Table 49. In 1972 and in 1976, the signifi 

cant F-ratios and the coefficients of multiple determination (R^) 

suggest that the model is only an adequate predictor of voting 

behavior: Nearly 60 percent of the variation in voting is accounted 

for by the model in each year. Despite the rather poor performance of 

the model, it provides a provisional means for testing the competing 

portraits of the electorate. 
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Table 49. Standardized Regression Coefficients 
for Standpatters and Switchers 

Beta 

1972 1976 

Democratic Candidate Image .297* .341* 

Republican Candidate Image -.334* -.274* 

Democratic Party Image .108* .209* 

Republican Party Image -.095* -.137* 

Democratic Candidate Proximity .048 .009 

Republican Candidate Proximity -.161* -.098* 

Democratic Party Proximity .052 .057 

Republican Party Proximity .043 .017 

N = 790 F = 135.20** F = 134.73** 

= .576 r2 = .575 

S.E. = .304 S.E. = .326 

*p £ .05 testing Ho: B = 0 with a two-tailed Z-test (Neter 
and Wasserman, 1974, p. 411). 

** 

p ^ .05 testing Ho: all Bs = 0 with a one-tailed F-test 
(Nie al •et 9 1975, p. 335). 
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As Table 49 indicates, all of the variables from the dependent 

voter portrait are related to voting behavior and only one variable 

from the responsive voter portrait, Pepvablican Candidate Proximity, is 

statistically significant. Among the image measures, candidate images 

appear slightly stronger than party images, All significant Betas are 

in the expected direction: Positive images of the Democratic candidate 

and his party produce a Democratic vote; positive images of the 

Republiceui cemdidate emd his peurty produce a Repxi>lican vote, In 

terms of issue-proximity, the closer a person is to the Republican 

candidate, in both 1972 and 1976, the less likely he is to vote 

Democratic. 

Since standpatters (n = 585) are more numerous than switchers 

(n » 205), it comes as no surprise that these same generalizations also 

apply to standpatters. Looking at Table 50, all of the variables from 

the dependent voter portrait are again statistically significant, 

with candidate images slightly stronger than party images. As before. 

Republican Candidate Proximity is the only variable from the responsive 

voter portrait that is significant, indicating that the closer a 

person is to the Republican candidate, the less likely he is to vote 

Democratic. The explanatory "power" of the model, as indicated by 
2 

the R s. is slightly better for standpatters than for standpatters 

and switchers treated together. 

The evidence, to this point, supports the dependent voter 

portrait of the electorate: Affective relationships between voters 

and political objects are better predictors of voting behavior than 

cognitive relationships. The only exception to this generalization 
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Table 50. Standardized Regression Coefficients 
for Standpatters 

Beta 

1972 1976 

Democratic Candidate Image .316* .267* 

Republican Candidate Image -.305* -.325* 

Democratic Party Image .171* .200* 

Republican Party Image -.105* -.148* 

Democratic Candidate Proximity .031 .047 

Republican Candidate Proximity -.157* -.082* 

Democratic Party Proximity .056 .052 

Republican Party Proximity .035 -.037 

N = 585 F => 140.30** F = 119.56** 

2 
R = .656 r2 = .619 

S.E. = .283 S.E. = .298 

*p ^ .05 testing Ho: B = 0 with a two-tailed Z test. 

** 
p _< .05 testing Ho: all Bs = 0 with a one-tailed F test. 
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is Republiccui Candidate Proximity. The dependent voter portrait, as 

it is presented in the SRC/CPS studies, emphasizes stability in partisan 

ship and voting behavior. Discovering that standpatters, those who 

vote for the same party from one election to the next, rely on 

affective images in deciding how to vote is confirming the obvious, 

as far as proponents of this theory cire concerned. Why, then, is 

Republican Candidate Proximity a significant factor? One plausible 

e:q>lanation concerns the "minority status" of the Republican party; 

Republican candidates must make issue appeals to build winning 

coalitions. If the strategy of the majority party, the Democrats, is 

to mobilize the "normal" party vote, the strategy of the minority 

party is th produce deviations from the normal vote. When the 

Democrats run attractive candidates, the Republicans usually appeal 

to Independents and weak party identifiers in terms of issues, hoping 

to mobilize them in a favorable direction. 

The evidence presented in Table 51 is not compatible with a 

view of switchers as issue voters or supportive of Key's bald 

assertion that "voters are not fools," for if the "wise voter" is 

an issue voter, switchers are fools! The only significant factors 

in 1972 are the two candidate image variables. In 1976, the candidate 

image variables are again significant, along with the Democratic Party 

Image variable and the Republican Party Proximity variable, Indeed, 

the only indication that switchers are issue voters, the positive 

Beta (.158) for Republican Party Proximity, suggests that the closer 

a person is to the Republican party, the more likely he is to vote 

2 
Democratic! The low R s (.325 in 1972 and . 290 in 1976) indicate 
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Table 51. Standardized Regression Coefficients 
for Switchers 

Beta 

1972 1976 

Democratic Candidate Image .254* .395* 

Republican Candidate image -.342* -.229* 

Democratic Party Image -.042 .211* 

Republican Party Image -.028 -.056 

Democratic Candidate Proximity .118 -.007 

Republican Candidate Proximity -.134 -.060 

Democratic Peirty Proximity -.016 -.059 

Republican Party Proximity .023 .158* 

N = 205 F = 13.27** F = 11.42** 

R
2

= .325 f2 = .290 

S.E. = .329 S.E. = .338 

*p ^ .05 testing Ho: B = 0 with a two-tailed Z test. 

*♦

p _< .05 testing Ho; all Bs = 0 with one-tailed F test. 
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that the regression model is a poor predictor of voting behavior for 

switchers. That a model incorporating aspects from the dependent eind 

the responsive voter portraits fails to explain approximately 70 percent 

of the voting behavior of switchers suggests that voting theory and 

research have failed to deed adequately with the question of inter-

election chcuige. 

Discussion 

What light does this chapter shed upon the competing portraits 

of the electorate? For one thing, issue voting does not emerge as the 

defining characteristics of the electorate; instead, voters are 

basing their decisions upon their images of the candidates. Key's 

switchers are not issue voters; they are swayed by candidate images 

just like standpatters, except standpatters also use their party 

images when making a voting decision. If the "responsible 

electorate" of the 1970s is responding to anything, it is responding 

to the candidates and their images and not to the candidates and their 

policies (Nimmo and Savage, 1976). Does this conclusion 

necessarily support the dependent voter portrait? Because of the 

factordecline of party identification as a long-term, stcibilizing 

in presidential elections, any answer at this point is p3:oblematical 

(Converse, 1976; Meier, 1975; Nie et al • 1976). Vote switcherst 

are less likely to satisfy the conditions of party voting; therefore. 

it is doubtful that these voters are dependent voters in the sense 

given to that term by this study (Chapter 3). These findings, however. 
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are consistent with an interpretation of standpatters as party voters: 

They satisfy the conditions of party voting (Chapter 3) and their 

candidate and party images influence their voting decisions. Emergent 

patterns of electoral communication also are eroding the influence of 

party identification, especially for switchers, Switchers are more 

television 
news 

likely to rely on as their primary source of political 

and less likely to participate in partisan electoral activities 

(Chapter 2). Candidates no longer rely on political parties to mobil-

ize the electorate. 
Increasingly, candidates rely upon their personal 

can^jaign organizations, employing the mass media to mobilize the 

electorate, circumventing the parties and weakening their influence 

(Epstein, 1967; Nimmo, 1970; Pon5)er, 1977). 

Writing in the 1950s, Garceau portrays the "political process 

as a continuum of interaction patterns between the individual citizen 

and the tension points of decision-making" (Garceau, 1954, p. 43). 

By focusing upon one "pole" of this continuum, the individual citizen. 

the temptation is to blame the voter for not casting eui issue vote. 

Why does issue voting fair so poorly in this chapter, especially for 

the switchers, the bastions of issue voting? A plausible answer to 

this puzzle is suggested in a recent study by Page (1978). Recall 

that one of the crucial conditions of issue voting is that candidates 

the electorate a choice in terms of issues. Page concludes 

that the candidates did not offer the electorate a "choice" on the 

five issues of this study; the candidates. at least in the eyes of 

the electorate, merely "echoed" each other's issue positions (pp. 94-

98) . Given the choices they faced, it was impossible to cast an issue 

vote. 
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The analysis of "absolute issue closeness" presented in Chapter 4 

of this study suggests another possible explanation for the absence of 

issue voting. Candidates do offer the electorate different policy 

options, but the options presented tend to "straddle" the issue 

position of the voters, leaving them closer to neither candidate and 

violating the second condition of issue voting: Voters must be closer 

to only one of the candidates in order to cast an issue vote. Page's 

conclusions are based upon a consideration of the entire electorate 

in 1972 and in 1976; therefore, his results are not directly com 

parable to the results of this study, Moreover, Page employs a differ-

ent analytical procedure to measure the difference between candidate 

issue positions (see note to Table 22 of Chapter 4, page 105). 

Nevertheless, since the issue positions of the candidates are not 

different enough to provide the electorate with a clear" choice. 

issue voting is inhibited. 

Does this mean that the "monkey is now on the backs of the 

candidates? Is it possible to blame them for the absence of issue 

voting in the electorate? When candidates fail to take definite 

positions on the issues, they present the electorate with an 

ambiguous" situation: 

Indeed, the most striking feature of candidates' 
rhetoric about policy is its extreme vagueness. The 
typical campaign speech says virtually nothing specific 
about policy alternatives; discussions of the issues 
are hidden away in little-publicized statements and 
position papers. Even the most extended discussions 
leave many questions unanswered. In short, policy 
stands are infrequent, inconspicuovis, and unspecific. 
Presidential candidates are skilled at appearing to 
say much while actually saying little. (Page, 1978, 
pp. 152-153) 
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What are the consequences of candidate ambiguity on matters of public 

policy? Two important consequences follow; (1) Voters are uncdale 

to judge between the candidates and parties in terms of issues and 

(2) voters are unable to control the direction of public policy, since 

it is difficult, if not impossible to know who to hold responsible 

for policy failures when no one is willing to take credit for their 

mistakes. 

Given these rather bleak consequences, it is important to 

inquire into the sources of candidate ambiguity, One source is 

the new style of campaigning, In a peculiar way, the new style 

has altered Key's echo chamber: The voice of the "candidate" is 

but an echo of what his campaign staff and pollster tell him about 

the electorate. A candidate commissions a poll" to find out what 

II J 
issues 

are on the voters' minds, with the intent of casting appeals 

to the audiences that are the most receptive to his message. A 

problem arises, however, when a candidate for the presidency faces 

"fifty audiences or fifty state electorates. Does the candidate 

usually find that the opinion distributions in all fifty states 

are similar enough to warrant taking a " definite" position on the 

issues during a campaign? Probably not. Facing the "ambiguity" of 

what to say before fifty audiences through mass channels of communi 

cation, the rational" candidate offers ambiguous policy statements, 

hoping that voters will read their own policy biases into his messages. 

These dynamics, if they bear any relationship to what goes on in 

practice, raise an interesting question for all to ponder, What was 

it James Madison (1961a) said about electoral constituencies; 
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Extend the sphere and you take in a greater variety of 

parties and interests; you make it less probable that a 

majority of the whole will have a common motive to invade 

the rights of other citizens; or if such a common motive 
exists, it will be more difficult for all who feel it to 

discover their own strength and to act in vinison with each 

other.(p. 83) 

Could it be that the source of candidate ambiguity and the correspond 

ing lack of issue voting is the American constitutional framework? 

Is this the forgotten "variable" of electoral research? 



CHAPTER 8 

INTERELECTION CHANGE AND VOTING BEHAVIOR 

The objectives of this concluding chapter are twofold: 

(1) review and suiranarize the major findings of the dissertation and 

(2) generate a "theory of interelection change" which is consistent 

with the empirical relationships discovered by this study. In pur 

suing these objectives, the major concerns are with "grounding 

answers to substantive questions in empirical evidence, offering 

generalizations where possible, avoiding oversimplified statements 

where appropriate, and raising speculative questions and suggesting 

theoretical propositions which remge beyond the data where necessary. 

The organization of the chapter petrallels these two objectives. The 

first division debunks the myth of "standpatters" and "switchers 

while reviewing the major generalizations of the study. The second 

division develops a theory of interelection change, presenting 

operational parameters, philosophical assumpticais, and testable 

propositions. 

The Myth of Standpatters cuid Switchers 

The use of the terms "standpatter" and "switcher" is more a 

linguistic convenience than a description of the primary focus of 

this study. patterns" of interelection change in voting behavior. 

These concepts have a mythical quality which inhibits our thinking 

about interelection change. These terms generate the "myth" that 
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certain voter "types" exist in the electorate: Standpatters and 

switchers have certain social, personal, and political characteristics; 

these can be identified and voters classified into one of these two 

types. Conceptualization of standpatters eis party voters and switchers 

as issue voters follows from an accepteince of these premises. But 

are these valid premises? Are standpatters and switchers valid 

empirical voter types? The merits and the implications of this study 

hinge upon a consideration of these questions. If one purpose of 

the study is to generate a theory of interelection change, do these 

terms facilitate or inhibit that objective? 

Voters are neither standpatters nor switchers; standpattinq 

and switching are activities which voters perform. This study has 

classified voters as standpatters and switchers, but that classifica 

tion is based upon their voting behavior in the presidential elections 

of 1972 and 1976. This is not to say that standpatters always stand-

pat or that switchers always switch. A consideration of these as 

valid voter types woiiLd require steuidpatters to support the same 

party from one election to the next and switchers to support different 

parties between elections in other interelection periods. But the 

evidence, presented in Chapter 2, suggests that over half (55.5 percent) 

of the standpatters of this study have switched in previous inter 

election periods and that nearly a third (31.8 percent) of the 

switchers have always voted for the same party in previous periods. 

It is therefore a mistake to think of voters eis either standpatters 

or switchers. What is left to explain are standpatting and switching. 

not standpatters and switchers. 
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Standpatting as Party Voting 

Standpatting is associated with party voting, a generalization 

that is possibly tautological true" by definition;or 
Standpatting 

occursis defined as voting for the same political party; party voting 

when the partisan self-image of voters structures their voting decision. 

When attention is limited only to standpatting, this generalization 

appears true by definition. But when the focus is upon switching, 

a pattern of interelection change expected when the conditions of 

party voting are absent, this generalization gains some validity. 

The voters who standpat tend to satisfy the conditions of party 

voting; They adopt the partisanship of their parents, that 

identification is relatively stable over time, their candidate 

images and policy cognitions are structured by their partisan 

self-image, they are less likely to deviate from their psychological 

party when they vote, and the direct path between their party 

affiliation and vote is significant, But the voters who switch fail 

to satisfy these conditions; They are less likely to adopt the 

partisanship of their parents, their party identification is less 

stable and it does not structure their candidate images and policy 

cognitions, they are more likely to vote contrary to their psycholo 

gical party, and the direct path between their party affiliation and 

vote is insignificant. 

Further evidence in support of this generalization emerges 

when standpatting is analyzed from normal vote and multivariate 

perspectives. The long-term partisan component of the vote should 
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outweigh the Influence of short-term, election specific factors if 

standpatting is associated with party voting, This inference is 

supported on three of the five issues considered in Chapter 6: rights 

of the accused, school busing, and aid to minorities. If standpatting 

is associated with party voting, candidate and party images should 

also overshadow the influence of candidate and party issue-proximities, 

a supposition supported by the analysis presented in Chapter 7, where 

candidate images emerge as the strongest influence upon the vote. 

Vote Switching as Floating 

Just as partisanship is a source of stability between elections, 

its absence is cd.so a source of vote switching, Lacking a psycholo-

gical tie to one of the political parties, which also means that their 

level of political interest and psychological involvement are lower 

them average, voters float" between the parties between elections, 

buffeted by short-term, election specific factors such as candidate 

images. Voting choices therefore change with the tides and currents 

of the short-term forces, providing the major source of chauige for 

the community, but change produced by demagoguery, humbuggery, cuid 

the drama and illusion of political campaigns, rather than by the 

reasoned consideration of the problems facing the society. 

Support for this "floating" interpretation of vote switching 

surfaces in every chapter where a cross-sectional approach is employed 

to investigate differences between standpatters and switchers, Vote 

switchers, for instance, are less likely to have a college education, 

to express an interest in politics on a regular basis, to care which 
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party wins the election, and to participate in partisan campaign 

activities (Chapter 2). Moreover, vote switchers are less likely 

to satisfy the conditions of party voting (Chapter 3), to support a 

candidate because of their policy cognitions (Chapter 3), to cast 

issue votes in either 1972 or 1976 (Chapter 4), to deviate from the 

normal party vote because they are closer to one of the candidates' 

issue positions (Chapter 6), or to vote for a candidate and party 

because of absolute issue-proximity (Chapter 7). In short, these 

findings convey a negative picture of vote switching, a view 

supportive of the floating arguments of the dependent voter portrait. 

Vote Switching as Issue Voting 

Convincing evidence that vote switching stems from issue voting 

emerges when a longitudinal perspective similar to the one advocated 

by Key (1966) is adopted. The analysis presented in the "single 

issue, longitudinal section of Chapter 4 demonstrates that vote 

switchers, by and large, maintain the same issue positions through 

time and that candidates offer different policy alternatives from 

one election to the next. Hence, voters shift their electoral 

support without changing their issue positions simply because the 

candidates present different policy options, Because of these chang-

ing policy choices, vote switchers are more likely to exhibit shifts 

in relative candidate issue-proximities which are consistent with 

their vote shifts, a relationship consistent with a view of vote 

switching as issue voting. 
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The Forgotten ExplcUiation 

The competing portraits of the electorate discussed in this 

study link patterns of interelection change to individual level 

factors; The sources of change in the dependent voter portrait 

are the absence of partisanship and disinterest in politics and in 

the responsive voter portrait issues and candidate appeals. The 

common ground between these two perspectives is the level of 

analysis: the individual voter. A focus on these perspectives 

overlooks a third perspective on interelection change which emphasizes 

group factors: the cross-pressures hypothesis of the BASR studies 

(Abrams, 1973; Daudt, 1971). Voters may switch party support to 

accanmodate different and conflicting cross-pressures which flow from 

their social networks. Voters may resolve these cross-pressures 

in different ways, accommodating one interest by voting Denocratic in 

one election and accommodating another interest by voting Republican 

in the next election. may acquireGroup affiliations a different 

significance for individuals over time, subjecting them to 

different cross-pressures. For example, suppose that a person's 

family background is Democratic and that our "hypothetical voter" 

supports that party's candidate in 1972. But what if this voter 

e;q>eriences a high rate of social mobility between 1972 and 1976, 

placing this individual in a social network favorable to the 

Republican party prior to the 1976 election. When voters confront 

this hypotehtical set of circumstances, they may switch party 

support in order to accommodatetheir political interest and their 
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newly acquired social interest. Persons who experience "cross 

pressures" usually have to take a variety of interests into account 

when formulating a voting decision: in our example, possibly the 

interests of family and occupation, In other words, their actions 

are mediated by group affiliations. Cross-pressured individuals 

usually are members of several social groups with differing political 

interests; they participate in different "publics in the process 

of formulating a political act (Blumer, 1966). The outcome of this 

process is not something which is determine^ rather, an act is 

constructed. Hence, the cross-pressures hypothesis rejects both the 

'psychological determinism" of the dependent voter portrait and 

the social isolationism" of the responsive voter portrait. 

Given the inability of the dependent and the responsive voter 

portraits to produce generalizations about vote switching, a serious 

considerationof the cross-pressureshypothesis is warranted, But 

why has this study not considered this argument? For one thing. 

the design of this study prohibits a consideration of this 

argument. The cross-pressures hypothesis emerges in studies with 

panel designs like the present study, except their focus is upon 

intraelection change, in a particxilar community, with multiple panel 

waves (Berelson et al • / 1954; Lazarsfeld et al., 1944). Given their 

focus, these studies could consider the character of group interests 

'within the community and trace the process of decision more carefully 

than the present study of interelection change, Even at that, their 

analyses are of limited value when it to thecomes understanding 

process of group interaction, in part because the procedures of 
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a con-survey research, with their emphasis upon large numbers, prevent 

sideration of the group process: A technique that approaches people 

as isolated individuals cannot describe, much less explain, how 

people take into account the interests of others when forging a line 

of joint action (Blumer, 1948). A test of the cross-pressures 

hypothesis requires a more intensive research design which pays 

attention to the qualities of group interaction. 

A Theory of Interelection Change 

The purpose here is not to develop a research design to test 

the cross-pressures hypothesis but to formiHate a "grounded theory 

of interelection change. What exactly is a grounded theory? Grounded 

theory is inductive in nature cuid by design, moving from eirpirical 

observations to theoreticcil generalizations; it is generated "in 

the research process as part of that process and is based upon 

empirical relationships, It is first and foremost theory generated 

from data: 

Generating a theory from data means that most hypotheses 
and concepts not only come from the data, but are systema 
tically worked out in relation to the data during the course 

of the research. Generating a theory involves a process 
of research. (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p. 6) 

In sum, the purpose is to construct a theory which integrates the 

findings of this study. To that end, this section of the chapter 

outlines the operational parameters, assumptions, and propositions 

of a theory of interelection change. 
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Parameters 

Any theory has certain limits, certain boundaries beyond which 

the theory does not apply. The orbit of the theory generated by this 

study has certain constitutional, participatory, and partisan limits 

which are discussed before considering its assumptions and proposi-

tions. 
These parameters set the effective limits of the theory; they 

are the "constants" which give it bovindaries. These limits and 

reservations flow primarily from the design of the study, its 

classification of standpatters and switchers, and from certain 

features of the regime. 

Constitutional Parameters 

The most obvious constitutional parameter of a theory 

generated from the data of this study is that it is limited to 

presidential elections. No comparable panel studies exist for 

orinterelection periods at the congressional, gubernatorial, 

senatorial levels, much less state and local offices. A not so 

obvious constitutional factor at the presidential level is the 

Twenty-Second Amendment to the Constitution, which states in part: 

"No person shall be elected to the office of President more than 

twice. George Washington is credited with starting the two-term 

tradition as an informal limit on presidential power which was 

carried on successfully until the 1940s. The Twenty-Second 

Amendment institutionalized the two-term tradition in 1951, and from 

that time forward the American political regime has included a 

feature which probably enhances vote switching at the presidential 
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level (see Devine, 1972, pp. 325-331). This constitutional parameter 

figures into the interelection period of this study. Suppose that 

Watergate never happened and that Richard Nixon did not resign his 

office; Nixon would have been ineligible to run for re-election in 

1976 because of the two-term restriction of the Constitution, As 

a result, the Republican party had to nominate another candidate anyway. 

Although no constitutional procedures prevent a candidate from running 

for the presidency more than twice, the Democrats nominated a different 

candidate in 1976. Hence, the interelection period of this study 

includes two different candidates competing for the presidency in 

two different elections. But how does this restriction influence vote 

switching? Consider, for a moment, the situation of a congressperson 

from a "safe seat" in the South. Since there is no constitutional 

limit on the number of teinns that a representative may serve and 

given the built in advantages of incumbency, chances are that not 

mudi vote switching would occur from one election to the next, since 

the majority of voters would probably support the incumbent and the 

remainder would continue to support whatever opposition candidate the 

"out" party could muster. With the two-term restriction on the 

presidency, however, the advantages of incvimbency periodically are 

stripped away with subsequent electoral contests between a couple of 

new faces. With these new political faces dotting the landscape, 

the voters have a greater range of choice which probably enhances 

vote switching indirectly, What if George Washington were granted 

eternal life for some reason, how many "terms could he serve if he 

wanted to without a constitutional limitation, and what impact would 

a perennial candidate of his stature have upon vote switching? 
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Participatory Parameters 

In order to classify voters as standpatters and switchers, they 

must participate in the elections which mark the period under 

investigation; in this study, the presidential elections of 1972 

and 1976. Obviously, any person who fails to vote in either of these 

elections falls outside the classification. According to one 

estimate, only about 55 percent of all adults of voting age partici 

pated in the 1972 election; approximately 53 percent participated in 

the 1976 election (Nimmo and Ungs, 1979, pp. 91-92). Therefore, 

any personal, social, or legal factors which prevent participation 

are 
, by definition, participatory parameters of a theory generated 

by this study (Nimmo and Ungs, 1979, Chapter 4). Chapter 2 persents 

a general overview of the social and personal characteristics of 

standpatters and switchers, concentrating upon those factors which 

are thought to facilitate participation in politics. The results 

of that analysis indicate that, generally speaking, standpatters and 

switchers share those characteristics which enhance participation; 

interest in the campaign, civic duty, and political efficacy, just 
to name a few. When generating a theory of interelection change, 

the "grounded theory" obviously is going to be slanted in the 

direction of the more active political participants. 

Partisan Parameters 

The classification of voters as standpatters and switchers 

also excludes all third party voters, effectively limiting the 

theory of interelection change to political systems with a two-

party pattern of competition (Epstein, 1967, pp. 55-69). Moreover, 
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all those factors which reinforce the two-party system in the United 

States are included as partisein parameters of the theory, A partial 

listing of these factors would include, among others: the electoral 

college, single-member electoral districts, plurality elections, 

and federalism (Epstein, 1967, Chapter 2). In sum, the parcuneters 

of the theory derive from the design of the study and the features 

of the political community; the theory is limited to voters who 

P^^icipate regularly in presidential elections and vote for one of 

the two major party candidates. 

Assxjmptions 

A central premise of this study is that a dependence on the 

people is . . . the primary control on the government" (Madison, 

1961c, p. 322). For "democratic" citizens to exercise this primary 

function, their policy preferences must guide their voting decisions, 

since popular elections provide the primary means through which 

citizens "control" their public officials. For elections to 

function as mechanisms of popular control, each of the following 

conditions should be satisfied: Citizens possess policy preferences; 

candidates offer choices on the policies of concern to citizens; 

citizens correctly associate policy preferences with candidates ; 

citizens vote for the candidate who best approximates their own 

policy preferences; the candidate with the most votes wins; the 

victorious candidate implements his/her policy; and if implementation 

does not occur, the official is defeated at the subsequent election 

(Weissberg, 1976, p. 171). 
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The parameters of the study provide one set of limits, but other 

limits are set as a matter of choice. Assumptions about the nature of 

political man and the proper function of elections set other limits. 

Given a popular control perspective on the relationship between the 

rulers and the ruled, a theory of interelection change should select 

assumptions vdiich leave "open" the path to popular control. An 

acceptance of the psychological assumptions of the dependent voter 

portrait, however, lead only to a conception of elections as mechanisms 

of "party support. In order to leave the path open. Key's per 

spective on voting behavior is adopted; Voters are conceived as 

responsive to their environment. Their choices are not determined; 

limited, certainly; constrained, of course; but not determined. 

In short, the fundamental characteristic of politican man is his 

freedom of choice. 

Key died before he could finish The Responsible Electorate, 

and his concluding chapter, simply a transcript of his handwritten 

notes, offers only a glimpse of what the master whould have written 

had he the time to develop his thoughts more fully. Key apparently 

believed that his study had supported the party voting theory, since 

the transcript includes this short statement; 

Probably confirms the significance of Angus Campbell's 
model built on party identification. Standpatters stay by 
the party even though they agree with the opposition party. 
But those who agree with their party are most inclined to 

stay with it. Policy preferences reinforce party loyalty. 
Those whose policy preference conflicts with their party 

voting record are most likely to defect. (Key, 1966, p. 150) 

Most students of issue voting fail to grapple with these remarks, 

preferring the distinction between the dependent and the responsive 
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voter portraits (Pomper, 1975). The one study which tries to draw 

some parallels between these two perspectives interprets Key's focus 

upon issues as short-term factors" but overlooks his emphasis upon 

issue voting as a longitudinal phenomenon (Converse, Miller, Rusk, 

and Wolfe, 1969). A theory of interelection change must integrate 

these perspectives, drawing upon their salient featxires rather than 

overstating their differences. An integration of the dependent 

and the responsive voter portraits into a theory of interelection 

change requires a set of propositions which captures the conceptual 

significance of these perspectives and summarizes their empirical 

findings. 

Propositions 

Although voters exercise their freedom of choice at the polls, 

the range of that choice is limited by the nature of the party system 

and the features of the political community. Voters approach 

election day with a decision to make; Which one of the two party 

candidates do they wish to support? Let us suppose that the choice 

j I 

they face is between an incumbent president and a challenger. How 

do voters choose between these two candidates? What criteria do they 

use when formulating their voting decisions? 

tV
) The first consideration is probably the "popularity" of the 

V" 

incumbent president, viewing popularity as a summary measure for the 

president's performance of his executive responsibilities. People 

expect the president to deal with the problems that arise during 

his administration, since these are usually the problems that affect 

,v. 

) 

I 
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the entire country; A president's popularity improves when people 

receive news that he has acted successfully, to their benefit; when 

people receive news which they believe thwart their values and which 

they believe to be the president's fault, his popularity declines 

(Brody and Page, 1975). Over the course of his administration, a 

president is bound to lose some of the electoral support that put 

him in office in the first place. This disaffected group of voters 

is driven into the other camp because the president has failed to 

live up to their expectations (Mueller, 1973, pp. 196-250). Likewise, 

a president's popularity may attract support from those voters who 

originally opposed his election. Popularity and performance are 

thus sources of vote switching. In deciding how to vote, if voters 

generally approve of the president's performance in office, they 

support him for a second term, regardless of which party he represents. 

If they are ambivalent about his performance or feel that he has 

done a "poor" job, they compare him to the challenger, seeking cin 

alternative to fovu: more years" of the incumbent's administration. 

The popularity of the incumbent president is the single best 

predictor of voting behavior of this study, and if presidential 

popularity is conceived as a measure of executive performance, it 

is evident that voters are exercising some degree of popular control 

"ruler.over their If the president steps beyond acceptable bounds, 

his popularity declines and he is opposed in the subsequent election. 

If he does not satisfy enough voters, he risks losing his job. 

The second most important factor is party identification. 

A president's popularity is tied to partisanship, but there is no 
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guarantee that a president will be popular among his party followers 

regardless of his performance in office. Performance counts! 

Eisenhower was able to attract a bipartisan following, as was Nixon 

in 1972. But Johnson's popularity declined markedly among his fellow 

partisans as American involvement in the Vietnam War progressed. 

If an incumbent president is low in popularity and faces a serious 

challenge from his opponent, various electoral strategies come into 

play, but it is impossible to avoid partisan differences (Miller, 

1978) . If the incumbent is from the minority party, partisan 

differences are deemphasized, since it is to his advantage to 

mobilize defections from the normal party vote. On the other hand. 

if the challenger represents the majority party, he tries to 

mobilize the party vote through his appeals to the partisan loyalties 

of his followers. But successful partisan appeals must be couched 

in terms of the issue preferences of the party's identifiers. This 

aspect of the echo chanvber is what is missing from the dependent voter 

portrait: Partisanship means more than evaluation; party identification 

also has an issue component. Issues may only reinforce partisan 

loyalties, but that does not mean that policy issues can be avoided: 

A partisan position must be established. If their party identification 

is important to them, they respond to these partisan cues by evaluating 

their party's candidate favorably. Party identification does intro 

duce an element of stability into the political system: Standpatting 

flows from party voting. 

Party identification is not an important criterion for some 

voters. When partisan ties are absent, voters look to the personal 
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qualities and images of the candidates. Candidate images are the most 

important short-term, election specific factors, and they are a major 

source of vote switching. Candidates make issue appeals to mobilize 

the electorate, but they often make similar issue appeals, particularly 

when the issue positions of the electorate are not that different. 

Because of these dynamics, voters are usually closer to neither of 

the Ccindidates, a condition which limits the role of issues as short 

term factors. But issues play a more important role when they are 

conceived as long-term factors. 

Vote switching is enhanced by the emergence of different 

candidates advocating different solutions to the problems of the 

country from one election to the next. In any one election, the 

Ccuididates do not take very different policy stands, but the policy 

positions of the candidates do vary across time, and it is this 

variance that produces vote switching. Vote switching is tied to 

issue voting for those voters with weak partisan ties. The issue 

positions of vote switchers are relatively stable over time, and 

they switch party support because the candidates offer them different 

policy options. In sum, vote switchers are responsive to the policy 

positions advocated by the candidates. But those voters who standpat 

are also responsive to the candidates' policy positions; standpatters 

tend to agree with the policy positions of the same party candidate 

from one election to the next. 

Conclusions 

What role do issues, or policy preferences, play in the act 

it comes toof voting? Issues are not very important factors when 
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swaying the outcome of a single election. Issue positions primarily 

reinforce partisan predispositions, and their short-term influence 

is less than that of candidate images. But issue positions play 

an important role when voting behavior is viewed from a longitudinal. 

perspective. Those voters who switch party support from one election 

to the next do so because of changing issue-proximities; they gravitate 

to the candidate who is closer to thdir issue positions. It is this 

small group of vote switchers who hold the bailance of power between 

the two political parties, and the pattern of their shifts indicate 

that some degree of popular control is exercised by the American 

electorate. 
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APPENDIX I 

ISSUE QUESTIONS 

Rights of the Accused; Some people are primarily concerned with doing 
everything possible to protect the legal rights of those accused 

of committing crimes. Others feel that it is more important to 

stop criminal activity even at the risk of reducing the rights 
of the accused. Where would you place yourself on this scale? 

1. Protect rights of accused 

7. Stop crime regardless of rights of accused 

Busing to Achieve Racial Integration; 'There is much discussion about 

the best way to deal with racial problems, Some people think 
achieving racial integration of schools is so important that 

it justifies busing children to schools out of their own 

neighborhoods. Others think letting children go to their 
neighborhood schools is so important that they oppose busing. 
Where would you place yourself on this scale?" 

1. Bus to achieve integration 
7. Keep children in neighborhood schools 

Government Aid to Minorities: Some people feel that the government in 
Washington should make every possible effort to improve the 

social and economic position of blacks and other minority groups. 

Others feel that the government should not make any special 
effort to help minorities because they should help themselves. 

Where would you place yourself on this scale?" 
1. Government should help minority groups 
7. Minority groups should help themselves 

Legalization of Marijuana; Some people think that the use of marijuana 
should be legal, Others think that the penalties for using 
marijuana should be set higher than they are now. Where would 

you place yourself on this scale?" 

1. Make use of marijuana legal 
7. Set penalties higher than they are now 

Women's Rights; Recently there has been a lot of talk about women's 
rights. Some people feel that women should have an equal role 
with men in running business, industry, and government, Others 

feel that women's place is in the home, Where would you place 
yourself on this scale?" 

1. Women and men should have an equal role 
7. Women's place is in the home 
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APPENDIX II 

Table Al. Rotated Factor Matrix for Standpatters in 1972 

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 h2 

Rights of Accused 
Self -.10 .11 .54 .60 .00 .66 

Republican Candidate -.14 .10 -.21 .80 .18 .75 
Democratic Candidate .47 .08 .25 .51 -.11 .56 
Democratic Party .40 .08 .19 .62 -.08 .60 
Republican Party -.08 .03 -.33 .79 .13 .76 

School Busing 
Self .02 -.06 .61 r.03 -.00 .38 
Republican Candidate -.38 .02 -.04 .09 .48 .39 
Democratic Candidate .66 .08 -.09 .03 -.16 .48 

Democratic Party .63 .07 -.13 -.05 -.13 .44 

Republican Party -.21 -.02 -.01 .05 .55 .35 

Aid to Minorities 

Self -.02 -.01 .50 .09 .08 .27 

Republican Candidate -.00 .06 -.56 .25 .27 .45 
Democratic Candidate .61 .03 .16 .03 -.07 .40 
Democratic Party .55 .04 .08 .09 -.07 .32 

Republican Party .04 .04 -.60 .20 .24 .46 

Marijuana 
Self .20 .12 .55 .10 .34 .48 

Republican Candidate .04 .01 .00 .05 .79 .64 
Democratic Candidate .70 .08 -.02 -.05 .12 .51 

Democratic Party .70 .05 -.06 -.05 .26 .56 

Republican Party .11 -.01 -.04 -.02 .77 .60 

Women's Rights 
Self -.03 .49 .33 .04 .01 .36 

Republican Candidate -.02 .79 -.31 .11 .08 .74 
Democratic Candidate .33 .64 .21 .10 -.01 .58 

Democratic Party .27 .78 .07 .03 -.05 .68 

Republican Party -.03 .82 -.28 .04 .01 .76 

Percent of total 

variance 13.3% 10.4% 10.1% 9.8% 8.9% 52.5% 

Percent of common 

variance 25.2% 19.9% 19.2% 18.6% 16.8% 
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APPENDIX III 

Table A2. Rotated Factor Matrix for Standpatters in 1976 

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 h2 

Rights of Accused 
Self .29 .18 .04 -.14 .74 .68 

Republican Candidate .76 .19 -.00 -.04 .28 .69 

Democratic Candidate .19 .67 .05 -.07 .34 .61 

Democratic Party .10 .75 .08 -.01 .26 .65 

Republican Party .77 .12 .01 -.07 .14 .63 

School Busing 
Self -.24 -.10 -.01 .06 .54 .37 

Republican Candidate .68 -.20 .01 .01 -.10 .51 

Democratic Candidate -.00 .56 .01 .00 -.10 .33 

Democratic Party -.13 .69 .03 .12 -.18 .54 

Republicam Party .71 -.25 -.00 .02 -.17 .60 

Aid to Minorities 

Self -.12 -.08 -.02 .01 .52 .29 

Republican Candidate .68 .02 .13 .14 -.22 .54 

Democratic Candidate -.06 .65 .12 .08 -.06 .45 

Democartic Party -.14 .65 .17 .11 -.09 .49 

Republican Party .70 -.05 .06 .13 -.30 .60 

Marijucma 
Self -.12 .00 .11 .40 .51 .45 

Repviblican Candidate .13 -.10 .10 .77 .08 .63 

Democratic Candidate -.12 .18 .03 .74 .07 .59 

Democratic Party -.09 .33 -.04 .71 -.03 .62 

Republiccui Party .26 -.06 .03 .69 -.08 .55 

Women's Rights 
Self -.09 -.05 .50 .04 .35 .38 

Republican Candidate .22 .11 .81 .07 -.12 .73 

Democratic Candidate -.10 .06 .79 .04 .12 .66 

Democratic Party -.03 .20 .79 .05 .06 .66 

Republican Party .26 .11 .78 -.02 -.19 .72 

Percent of total 

variance 14.1% 12.3% 11.3% 9.5% 8.4% 55.6% 

Percent of common 

variance 25.2% 22.0% 20.2% 17.0% 15.0% 
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APPENDIX IV 

Table A3. Rotated Factor Matrix for Switchers in 1972 

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 
2

h 

Rights of Accused 
Self .08 -.10 -.21 .51 .29 .40 

Republican Candidate .02 .06 .06 .91 -.05 .84 

Democratic Candidate .65 -.14 -.19 .30 -.14 .59 

Democratic Party .58 -.05 -.32 .46 -.07 .66 

Repi;iblican Party -.02 .07 .08 .84 -.06 .72 

School Busing 
Self .00 -.17 -.11 -.14 .39 .21 

Republican Ccuididate -.03 -.11 .67 .09 .05 .48 

Democratic Candidate .69 .04 -.10 -.02 .08 .49 

Democratic Party .71 .16 -.01 .01 .05 .53 

Republican Party .03 -.11 .73 .00 -.05 .54 

Aid to Minorities 

Self -.10 .02 -.08 .09 .73 .56 

Republican Candidate -.05 .18 .36 .34 .58 .63 

Democratic Candidate .58 -.04 -.12 -.05 .36 .49 

Democratic Party .44 .07 -.07 .05 .47 .43 

Repiiblican Party -.01 .10 .37 .29 .52 .51 

Marijuana 
Self .12 -.06 .00 -.22 .42 .25 

Republican Candidate -.03 .01 .71 -.02 -.05 .51 

Democratic Candidate .61 .05 .16 -.09 -.04 .41 

Democratic Party .69 .08 .30 -.02 -.10 .58 

Republican Party .02 .05 .74 -.13 -.07 .57 

WOTien's Rights 
Self .00 .30 -.08 .04 .37 .24 

Republican Candidate .00 .83 .05 .02 -.06 .69 

Democratic Candidate .23 .70 -.12 -.07 .09 .57 

Democratic party .15 .78 -.09 -.04 -.00 .64 

Republican Party -.14 .80 .04 .14 .00 .68 

Percent of total 

variance 13.0% 10.8% 10.7% 9.8% 8.4% 52.7% 

Percent of common 

variance 24.6% 20.4% 20.3% 18.4% 15.9% 
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APPENDIX V 

Table A4. Rotated Factor Matrix for Switchers in 1976 

Factor Factor Factor Factor Factor 

Varicdsle 1 2 3 4 5 2
h 

Rights of Accused 
Self .00 -.10 -.03 .28 .60 .45 

Repiablican Candidate -.00 .45 .08 -.20 .54 .54 

Democratic Candidate .14 -.06 -.02 .27 .73 .63 

Democratic Party .03 -.11 .02 .24 .75 .64 

Repviblican Party -.05 .36 .17 -.25 .56 .53 

School Busing 
Self .15 -.25 .08 .51 -.17 .38 

Republican Candidate -.00 .72 .02 -.04 -.00 .52 

Democratic Candidate -.06 -.02 -.12 .48 .28 .32 

Democartic Party -.08 -.01 .03 .59 .14 .37 

Republican Party -.01 .74 .02 .01 -.01 .54 

Aid to Minorities 

Self -.02 -.00 .06 .53 -.02 .28 

Republican Candidate .14 .79 .01 .15 -.04 .67 

Democratic Candidate .11 .16 -.05 .65 .19 .50 

Democratic party .10 .09 -.02 .62 .15 .42 

Republican Party .11 .76 -.09 .00 .00 .60 

Marijuana 
Self .19 -.02 .50 .34 .01 .40 

Republican Candidate -.07 .09 .68 -.23 .04 .54 

Democratic Candidate .02 -.09 .81 .18 .04 .71 

Democratic Party -.04 -.06 .85 .12 .01 .74 

Republican Party -.16 .08 .71 -.26 -.02 .60 

Women's Rights 
Self .58 -.02 .15 .09 .14 .39 

Republican Candidate .84 .09 -.11 -.01 -.04 .74 

Democratic Candidate .85 .02 -.10 .08 .06 .75 

Democratic Party .82 .06 -.10 .11 .04 .70 

Republican Party .82 .08 .02 -.12 -.09 .70 

Percent of total 

variance 13.3% 11.1% 10.9% 10.4% 9.1% 54.8% 

Percent of common 

variance 24.3% 20.3% 20.0% 19.0% 16.8% 
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APPENDIX VI 

BOYD'S L AND S INDEXES 

Boyd's L index; N = Number response categories for an issue, 

Ej = Expected Democratic vote in each issue category 
j, and 

WGj = Ratio of the number of party identifiers and 
independents in category j over the average 
niamber of party identifiers and independents 
in each category (the weighting factor), 

GE = ZEjWGj/N (the grand expected Democratic vote); 

L = ZAbs. Val. (Ej - GE) (WGj)/N (the partisan or 
long-term component). 

Categoryj WG
j EjWGj/N (Ej - GE) (WGj)/N 

1 72.4 .50 12.07 4.100 

2 47.6 1.73 27.45 .115 

3 32.4 .77 8.32 3.953 

GE = 47.8 L = 8.2 

Boyd's S Index; WAj = Ratio to the number of voters in category j 
to the average number of voters in each 

category (the weighting factor), and 

Oj = Observed Democratic vote in each category j, 

E. 
, -

GD = Z (Dj) (WAj)/N (grand deviation of the observed 
from the expected Democratic vote) ; 

S = ZAbs. Val. (Dj - GD) (WAj)/N (the short-term 
component). 
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Categoryj 3 
O-

D 
D.
3 WAj (Dj) (WAj)/N (Dj - GD)(WAj)/N 

1 72.4 77.6 - 5.2 .50 .867 1.020 

2 47.6 34.7 12.9 1.73 7.439 .923 

3 32.4 14.0 18.4 .77 4.723 1.822 

GD = 11.3 S = 3.8 
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