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Students oi' politics have long been concerned. about the ro.le that 

issues play in conditioning the political jUdg::ients people make and about 

the extent of their impact in that regard with respoct to such forms of 

collective decision-malting as occur iu election.so Tne study of 11issue 

voting" is but one, particular manifestation of that !'!ore general concern. 

However, in as much a,.-, it :i.s a manifestation which has been given con::d.der~ 

able attention by researchers, it offers a convenient bz,$e from which we 

might learn about the more generaJ. aspects of the psychology of politics 

connected with the broader area of concern. Hence, the progress we make in 

studying issue voting can be thought to have a special salience a.i1d, for 

precisely this reason, the suggested conference on 11Issue voting, cognitive 

processes, and rationality" should probably be so structured in content as 

to deal with the narrower matter of issue voting in a manner that ecbeds its 

consideration in a context which serves to address these broader questio= 

as well. In any event, it is in that spirit that I ~ave set out the content 

of this memorandu::i offering r.iy suggestions as to what sorts o:f cruestion.s. \"ie 

ought fruitfully consider at such a conference. 

What might be taken as the 11basic problem11 confronted by students 

of issue voting can be conveniently broken do1-m into four 11sub-probJ.e:u11 areas. 

First, there is the tarok of estil:lating; the extent to which a person's under-• 

standing of politically relevant issues and his attitudinal reaction to the~ 

conditions his behavioral responses to campaign situations and stimuli and, 

in particul=, his choices among the specific alternatives voted on in elec­

tions and referenda. Second, there is the question of investigating; the 

various forms 1-1hich this conditionin5 effect 1:1ay ta,ke and the range of res-

. ponses associated typicnlly· vith euch forno Next, there is the matter of 
' 

determining the mechanisms through which such conditioning effects occur, an 

undertOY..ing which, hopefully, would sec the specification of these mechanis~..s 

in terms ,-rhich embed them in a theo1--etical fre!:1e\·1ork consistent with what is 

known more generally abo,.1t the individual p.syc.'10logy cf hu::ia.11 behavior~ Only 

in this r:ianner will we be able to forr,,ulate a.""1 uncforstanding of the ps-Jchology 

of issue votin~ which is fir1:1ly gr~:n.ltl:!.Cdt- :F'intlly, ·f;c need to evaluate the 
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aggrei:;ative itlpact of issue voting within the opera.tion of thq collective 

decision processes through which social choices =e 1:iade at a macro-level 

in politics. 

The meta-theoretical framework implicit in this partitioning of tlhat 

I have called the 11 basic proble:n11 confl•onted by students of issue voting pro­

vides a mea.YJ.s of evaluating where we have progressed :i.n dealing witil the seve­

ral matters connected with this general enterprise. Moreover, it also offers 

a convenient organizational device for the purposes of specifyi..YJ.g a research. 

ar;enda with regard to future work in the area. In maJ.-.:ing my remark.9 in t:hat 

follows here, inclusive of the specific proposals offered,, I have atte;:ipted 

to use the fraoework in this fashion. Indeed, as an initial. proposal, I wou..l.d 

suggest that it be considered as an organizing device fol' categorizing the 

kinds of questions to be addressed by participants in the January conierence. 

It is my opinion that all of the various topics \Jh.ich wei·e mentioned as poten­

tial. foci of interest in the me:norandu.:i announcing the conference can be con­

veniently placed in one or the other of the four sub-problem areas detailed 

above and thereby evaluated in terns of the central concerns definitive of 

whichever catee;ory contains it. Thus, as an organizilig device, my framework 

could prove quite usefulo 

In overview fashion, one might safely say that the modern study of 

issue voting began in the mid-1950's, its main research themes having been set 

by the positions set out in such seminal early works as Votin0 , ~ Voter 

Decides, An Economic Theory of Democracy, and The American Voter°' i-~uch of the 

research in the area conducted since that era has follo,·1ed in the 11traditions11 

associated with these earlier publications and their author.so I thi.TJ..~ it is. 

correct to sa:y that each of the books cited here has something to o:tfer on each . 

of the sub-probleu areas I have delineated previouslyo However, :i.t. seems to me 

equally accurate to describe the roa:i.n·emphasis--the 11 bottom line11 iuterest--in 

each as falling within the fourth sub..:problem area, and understunclably so in as 

much as political. choice is a collective enterprise and, hence, has :i.ts great­

est significance for students of politics in its collective manifestation.so 

I would like to pursu() this last observation somewhat further, for I 

believe it carries important i.np).i.cab.ons about the way we have approached the 

study of issue votins--i.mplications I believe to be central. to sor.ie of the par­

ticular methoclologictl problems v,e should discuss at the January confere?tce. 



As I have previously noted, each of the four e=ly major ~1or;,-..s I havE. 

cited contains sone discussion of specific matters in each of the three sub­

problem areas in my organizing frruneuork. Indeed, .VotinG and ~ rl!leric2n 

Vote:: offer discussions of these matters which I regard a.s particuJ.arly ir:ipor-

tant and. useful in the study of isst:e voting. Yet, I find. it :i.uteresting and. . . 
significant that each discussion of these rnatters--with the e,;ception of that 

found in Anthony Downs', An Economic Theory of DemocracY;--is couched. in terms 

which reflect the authors' r.iore salient interests in the collect;i,ve :,.•esponse 

to issues in an electorDl situation rather than the range of differences among 

individual voters' responses in that context. The language used in these <lis­

cussions emphasizes the averase, the modal, or the typical response found. :Ln 

previously specified aggregates of voters. T'ne individuality of response so 

characteristic of huoan juclgoent and perception (see, for example, Tucker, 1964; 
Gulliksen, 1964; and Chm.-clw.an and Eisenberg, 1964) as studied elsewhere is 

little in evidence in these discussio.ns. Yet, we nou know fror:i these other 

areas of research within psycholo,;y proper that there ey.ist wide variations :L-i. 

individual psychological responses fotmcl in a consiclbrably ,1ide i·ange of exper 

icntial contextso I see no reason why one s.li.ould not expect si-'nila.,;- individual 

differences· in responses to issues taken as situationally located stir.:uli, dif­

fere;ices which occur in such aspects of psycholo1,"icaJ. response as. the content, 

direction, consistency, latency, a.~d amplitude (see Coombs, 1954c, 1976) of 

responses of attitudinal, perceptual, or judgmental fom. • Since I believe the 

question of individt\Dl differences in response to issues has largely been con­

tinued in subsequent research on issue voting .following on these. earlier tracli.­

tions, I thin.1{. this question-and the methodological i.mplicatio,,s which f'oLl.ow 

from it-should be given serious considerat:ion in setting out the agenda for 

the January conference. In particular, we need to consider \·lhich aspects of 

individt\Dl responses to issues are most important to o:ur concerns and in wha.t 

manner we can tap them tb.rough the kinds of sl.ll.'Vey resea:i:ch designs that \·dll 

be used in the national election studies to be conductedo 

In making these lc>.st proposals, I realize tha·t some-••perha.ps nany-­

rese=chers in the field. will undoubtedly throw up their hands in nock despera­

tion at the prospect of JT.ovin,; to a truly individun.l level of a.-i.alysis ,1hich :i •·· 

so heavily couched in psycholor;ical terms. To them, I wotild offer the follos·r.i.1',s 

countcr-a~c;ument: If i.t pl'Oves true th..,,;1.t the bases of. res}_Jonse to a particPJ ~Y' 



issue, tul:cn as a stinulus, vro~y widely ar!!ong individual voterG, then ,-:hatever 

measures of typical response we use for describing the behavior o:f aggreG.::.tes 

of voters may b~ seriously cornpror:1ised in their t1eo.ni.ngs$ In essence, ,re r:w.:y 

well be faced with the proverbial. problem of groupinr; ap:;,lcs with ore.nges a.'"Ld 

draw:;.ng broad comparative inferences a."ld conclusions about the res,ll.t 0 Our 

only me=s of circu.nventing this problem, short of actua.Uy investigating the 

r=r;e of individual differences which mas- exist, 1·1ould seem to be that of 

specifying a particular, circ\1.:'.Jscribed dimension of response to be used by 

respondents in reacting to these stimuli. T'aat strate8)' is, for ~ll practical 

purposes, what we have conventionally done in practice in designing !lJ,·evious 

survey studies of issue voting~ We have treated issues as though they were 

unitary phenonena toward which individuals respond in some.specified, unidi­

mensional fashion. Thus, we treat an issue lli:e racial. i:;egl'egation, as \!ell. as 

policies devised to deal with the problem at the root of the issue• as though 

it were not multifaceted in character, offering different features of sali0nce 

in varying degrees to different people. Here, I am speaking mainly a.bout oiu­

operational treatr.ient of such an issue and I want to em:phasize that fa.ct, for 

it seems to me that our theoretical discussions of :an. issue are often set out 

in ways that cl.o take into account the multifaceted chru:acter it a."ld the pol.:Lcy 

response to it ta};.es. In that resr,c>ct, our operational definitions do not i..'1. 

l!la.l1J". cases provide a good fit to the conceptual definitions ue mean. _to employ 

at a theoretical level in e:x'}?laining the results of our rei:;earc:h. 

Tnis last point raises a broader question which I feel, we should al.so 

take up at the conference: the matter of the stioulus complexity of :i,ssues and 

its :i.raplications for research design and the design of measurement instru;:rents 0 

In this context, it is interesting that the conveners of the conference have 

hit upon the-the"1e of emphasizing cognitive processj.ng of :i.nfo:cr.10.ticm about 

issueso Host of the research ori cot.nitive processes \'1hich tak.c-s an :b1.forr:;ation. 

processing ·approaCh to the topic -either irJplicitly or explicitly emphasizes the 

complexity of St~ □uli and stimulus "a:::rcys. For exar:1;,le, a st:Unnlus such as the 

word 11 jackpot" in a verbal lc2..rni11g and memory study, or a ·proposition of rea­

sonably simple sentential form as micht be used in e. study of psycholin6"U.ist:i.c 

semantics, ii:; conventionally treated as a rather cor:.nlex i:;t:i.mulus.(see, for 

e)w.mple, Bower, 1.975; Rap:,_ooport and Su.r.ir3eri:;, l9'l3; Warr and Knapper, 1.958.) ~ 
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If the single word, 11 jackpot11 , an exac1ple used by Bower (1975) in discussing 

strategics for encoding inforr.iation about a stimulus, is a complex st:b:iulus 

(and also a conpowid one), how much more so is the event ( a "r..acro-event11 ) 

11Victnruu War11 l l 'f'ne sane mi;;ht be said of 11inflation,11 11 wiemployr~imt," 

"raciul. discr:L·n.i.nation, 11 11 big goverru:ient, 11 and the whole retinue of issues 

which \·le have tried to research with respect to their cond.i.tion;,,5 of a per­

son's voting behavior. In short; if we wish to make serious use oft.lie work 

on cognitive processes carried out in the infori;;ation--processing pe~.,,ptictive, 

we need to con.sider the complexity of issues as stimuli, to thin~~ carefully 

about the range of discriminable facets which may go together in making ·up 

the compowid fa= of some issue as a stimulus and about the organizational 

arrangements and variations in such configurations which might be reflected 

in the perception of such a.'l. issue a.'l.d the further processins of info=ation 

encoded in the perceptual stage of processing. We may well find, a., ha5 been 

the case in some psychological research of this kind, that the linear forms of 

combination so favored in our construction of 11 indices11 (see Nie, Verba antl 

Petrocik, 1976) is less appropriate to this particular perspective on matters. 

That, of course, is largely still. an empirical t:!1attc'i:, but if' lie do not O.ec:idt 

to collect data which sample the range of facets potentially c:onnected with a 

given issue or policy area, we may never have the opportunity of answering 

questions of this Y..i.nd. 

Since an undertaking of the kind alluded in the last few sentences 

would require fairly detailed eY..amination of individual responses to ;;my one 

issue or policy =ca, .there are obvious design lioitations on the range of 

issues or policy areas we might efficiently and economically explore in ar.:.; 

given survey. It might be adviseable to look at only two such issues :i.n any 

one instance and to collect infornation about the ovcraJJ. salience (in an ag~ 

gregate sense) of a larger set of issues Ilh:i.ch we· could use to rotate new 

issues into subsequent surveys in a l:Ln};:ed-pair fashion across surveys. In 

fact, if a panel design were used which :L"!corporatecl some form of balanced, 

inco:;iplete block design with regard to the presentation of different linked 

pairc: for different sub-.:;ru:rples of respondents, we might be able to cover a 

wider ranr;e of issuer.. in this detailed e::-:JJJination fo:rmato \-le would prob2.bly. 

want to une a sir:iilar strateg,:r, employing 1xl.ircd--com:90.rison judg:1ents o:f the 

salience of different iccuc.:; or policy areas covering a fairly lw:ge nuraber 
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of such are.as so as to al.lo'.·t a euJ.tidir.1cnsio110.l analysis of the agg-;r-ec;:ate 

issue salience space at any 01.1e ti.i--:1e p0int, again i.ntcrlinldng this across 

panel 11aves in a systematic fashion so as to al.low the location of new or 

different issues rotatod into the set· by reference to those ;:otoi..'led over two 

or mo:::-c waves. The aggregate, or grou.'?, space would pi•ovide a 11frame11 1·1ithi.n 

which we might explore individual difference,:, in reSJ?on,:,e to salience of these 

issu0s throu:;h use of such multidimensional scaling tec!:ll1.i(1ues as the C:rr:?:'oll­

Chang method (see Carroll and Cha.'lg, 1970; Carroll, 1972). Balm1ced, incorJ­

plete block designs and the linked-pair versions of such designs in pa:i.red­

compari,:,on methodolo::;y are described in David (1963) and in any nu.r;ibei:· o:f 

experimental design texts. In setting out such a strategy, :C would cxoect we 

would want to coordinate the particular linked pai_rs of issues for detailed 

examination on =Y one instance uith the particular bloc:, of (or subset of) 

issues a particular group sub-sar.1ple was to judge in regard to.relative sali­

ence. It might even be the case that an in..'lovative sample e.esign could even 

incorr,orate such contextual effects as are associated ,-1ith regional or with 

urban-rural differences in residence n.mong 'the respondents~ It seems clca1.~, 

however, tlw.t any such strates,y as I have outlined here v1otlld require a quite 

complicated oa1:1pling design and the ir.1plication.s of that fact ,-:ould also be 

iclportant matters to be considered :i...ry deciding about its feasibil.ityo 

T'nere are three collateral points I would 1-1ant to make, next in CO!l­

nection with matters raised in the previous paragraph. First, it seems very 

important to ue that we need to consider the 11 sal.ience" question as an impor-

tant part of whatever further a.>1alysis we do with rer;ard to the impact of is-

sues and their conditioning effects on voting behavior. A.lraost aD.. serious 

information-processing based discussions of cognition that. hava ·been put for­

ward in recent_years have given (!Onsiderable emvhasi:c:; to ~ttentiona11:1echan:iso.s 

of the kind involved in the salience questiono Horeover, it i,eeras cleru.- to me 

that this is a matter of notable importance to re.searchers ,-,ho have engused in 

the continuing debates about tho sign:i.ficance of :i.ssue votin,;o In this resard, 

we need to recognize that jud6-ments of this J,..ind (and, ind.eed, perhaps of aD.. 

kj_nds) ~ relo.tj_ve, 9.f.t~. require inforh!a.tion int~•·:rv.tion, .and reflect ~he 

kind of percet1tual 1)roc?.ssinr-; of criviron.::H1nttl ~ describ~d EI, Bl.~unswid~ in 

his Hprobabilistic ft1.c-i.ctione:tlisn" an·,,roach to perccntion ( r;ee B5.rnb2,um, 1975). 

Thus, we need· not only to loo1;: at nets of issues but to do so i.n tcrws o;f asld.n5 -
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for reasonably sin::;,le kinds of comparative judr;ment tasks, such .>.s are us"!d 

in paircd-cor.-,paJ.·iso= iaetho::ls. This, then,is my second collateral pout: that 

we need to recogrize those features of jud:;--::cntal responses and desi01 our 

r.ieasurement methodology t.o accooodate them. An. im::tediutc_ implication of this 

point ccy be that our conventional kinds of survey itc,as which \l..""-llP1 1y c"-11 

for absolute judg□ents of a single stimulus type are not likely to be of nuch 

use in an infornation-processing approach to the cognition of issues u.'"lless 

we empl.oy them is wa:ys w:ni-ch allo1-1 the derivation of sti.-nuJ.u.s-co;nparison kinds 

of data at some later stage of anal.ysis. Indeed, Pa.rducci (J.968 1 1971~) and. 

Birnbaua (1975) have argued that such absolute judg□ents a.re actually relative 

in character, depending on or being judged relative to t:ie context or the stir.:i­

ulus n:rray involved. In as much as we fail to specify nuch 1 n t}1e \:ay of con­

text in our survey ite::is of this kind., ve open the possibility of the respon­

dent supplying his mm: con.textual basis in reaction to the ambiguity or vague­

ness of that presented him~ Clearly, the meaning of such judgwents in terms 

of the inc1.:i.vidual1 s respor.se is effectively hidden from the rcseri.rcher i.!:'. such 

circumstances. However, from a'l inforraation proccss5:1g approach to the cogci­

tion of issues, such meanings are exactly the kind of information we ,rould firn· 

of interest in studying issue votingo 

Hy third, and final., collateral point is one whlch, though coll.o.teral, 

•is :tn·my mind one of tremendous importance. It is simpl.y that~ on r:ry observa­

tion, the kinds of substantive matte:!:"s ,;e are now interested in studying with 

reference to the issµe voting problem (a'ld other areas of voting behavior) have 

reached a level of comple,:ity such that ,re require data of a form not 1:i.kely 

to be forthcomir.g in a satisfactory manner from conventionaJ. kinds of survey 

desigr.s. Con.sequentJ.y, we need to explore methodolog:i.cal innovations in the. 

area of survey design which might succeed in neeting these needs. It is ray • 

o,m view that we shou.7.d seriously explore the possibilities of incorporating 

features of expr;rimental design in setting out our survey designs. Indeed~ ~.y 

suggestions about the possible use of balanced, incomplete blcck desisn fea­

tures in collecting data on individual _perceptual nnd judgi,iental responses to 

issues arc a reflection of this view. I think the conference v:ould benefit 

from a discussion of such rnitterso 

Hy comraents thus far have focussed en the individual differences prob 

J.e:n and the stir.ml.us complexity probl.erJ in dealing with the perce>ptio!:!. of 2.n 



issue or a net of issues and the higher-order processing of infornation encoded 

at the perceptual stase of cognitive processing. I have tried to point out t~c 

very complicated, almost molecular m·:idels of inforr:iation-processini; t.li.at are, 

in my experience, characteristic of this approach to the ,:study o:f cor,ni.tio;:i in 

psycholo1:;--ical theory and reseaxch. T'.nis chro·acteristic is illustrated. in the 

following diai;ram, taken fro:n Bouer (1975), ,,,hich specifies the me.nary storage 

o:f a simple statemont in terms of an implied conceptual structure. 

.... ,---, loCTOA Ol!JfCI 

,.C:1 
C,11,ltii 

~ 
' I 
' O!U~CT ,.' 

FIGURE 7 Di.igrnm of the assoc1.il1\e structure set 11p in memory to encode the • 
conccptu;,l content of "Fitlo bit a girl yesterday, so fli:! st-:ot hirn." The arro\,s· a,e 
lab::kd assocbtions (refotions). The definition of bi:,; is also shown. D;:.finitions and 
knowJcUtc about c.:tch concept is not sho~vn to redu~e clul!cr. 

We need to give careful attention to assessing whether we wish to engage :Ln a 

research enterprise of the complexity and probable expense that would 1,e assoc~. 

iated with a reasonably full exploitation, of such .a theoretical paradigm~ I 

believe tnat we mu:,t ultimately explore issue voting in these ter:ns, but I am 

not as certain that the series of national. election studies.under consideration 

is the conteA--t for that ·efforto It zaight be possible to look at partic1.llcl.2:'~ 

circumscribed aspects of the approach in a relatively limited fashion, sey, 

with respect to one or· hro centa·al issues. The salience issue is certailuy 

one that is more tractable and probably could be m2..nagec1 in the studies being 

planned. ~'he other matters, or for-r:is of cognitive processing, such as concept 
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forr.m.tton, conceptual structure, meL~ory storasc and retrieval., rui.cl problc:!1-

solving operation$ connected with issue voting, present very q.ifficult aetho­

dolobical proble□s [;iven otu- traditiontil .means of ztudyins voting behavior. 

If an attempt is made to stiicly these aspects, it wou."\.d lli;ely be moro prudent 

to d:, so in carefully selected contexts, possibly state-level elections, and 

o. lir:rl.ted oel.ection of issues which mii)lt be dealt 1-1ith in some depth. !\.n 

on-going series of limited, sr.itll-scale pilot studies of a panel design form 

might serve such purposes if it could be done as a spL'1.-off of the larger, 

national. election studies.9 

While I have focussed rrr1- general and specific comments on the area 

of the perception of issues ruid of conceptuaJ. structure aspects of storage of 

information encoded from perception, I should point out that nost, if not all 

of my comments ca.xrJ over to a treatment of rational judgr:ien.'~ ,-1hich could be 

given firr.i grounding in the information-processing approach to cogr-i.tiv-e oper­

ations~ There are a number o_f _irnplicEJ.tions which seem to ne to follow fro:u 

this observation which are pertinent to the rational choice mo.de}.s of issue 

voting, particularly those couched in terms of spatial a.>1alysis. I believe 

these to be sim.la:rly pertinent matters in connection ,-1ith the conference in 

as much as its theme stresses both the information-processing approach and 

the rational jud.ge1ent question. IrJ. what foD.ows here, I comrr~ent. on these im­

plico1.tions. 

First, I would like to say that I regard the rational choice approach, 

as coupled with spatial. analysis, to have been one of the most helpful heuris­

tic innovations in the study of issue voting. Nonetheless, its value lies, in 

my view, again with the area of predicting colle.ctive choices :i.n the aggregfl.te 

caseo I find this situz,.tion ironic, since the rational. choice model is speci­

ficall.y addressed to individual-lev.;.,l analysis: that is, it is a nodel of the 

individual's choice beh3.vior. Yet, applications of the model have not re2ll.y 

paid much attention to modelling the psychological. tas~ confronting an indivi­

dual in respondine; to issues as cues pertinent to the voting choices he nii,ht 

later muke,.. Hence, an understanding of the joint ind.ividutl-trr:-:1:;. ll.loc"t~l- of · ,- .... 

performance :L'l this ree;ard in not available. That is, we need t'.:> J:ecognize 

that, as Dawes has cla..i..ned (1975), there is a r~odel :involved here that trec>.ts 

tho rcquirem0nts of ::;uccessful. task performance n...."'ld the specification of L--idi~--. 

vidual res_?onse joiI1.tly.,. In essence, \1(:} a.re: modelling the te.sk prcser..ted t~ 
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the individual while we are at the s:J.L1e b1ne moclelliug the set of p,;ycholosi­

cal procesr;es which underlie his responsco These t 1,·to • efforts arc l~"'lkccl ·to­

get!1.er as a Y~nd of "beho.ver-ta.sl~u system through tho :r.espoime-e:vo!d.ng contex.ta 

They seem to operate as a ki .... TJ.d of sy!.:.1biotically organized system. Tr!.us, if' 

prop0rly desiened and executed, model_ling the tc<.sk appropriately will provide 

info~mation about the model of psychological processes underlying tne behavioro 

If we look at the way in which the 11 task11 is modell0(l in applicatior:s 

of the rational choice/13patial analysis approach, we see that it actually pro~ 

vides us little information about th,:, other kind of r:1odeJ.o Indeed, j_t seer..s 

that the llilderlying behavior processes L1odel :i.s presu."lled at th:c, outset in a 

number of applications. For exampJ.e, the spatial approach ir:Jplies that some 

form of co!:!parative judgment is made ar.·,one the issue p0sitions taken by candi­

dates and that preferred by the voter in regard to_ some :9olicy nattero But, 

we h,i.rdly ever present the task to the our respondents ln that :fashion. ~le 

usually attempt to have the respondent rate eucn candidate, sepaxately Hith 

respect to how "close" his position on a policy matter is to that ta..1-:.cn by the 

respondent. We them treat these jud5ments aJ3 though they involved [-<. co::rpa.ri­

son between two or more candidates 11ith respect to the respondent's ;position. 

Even though we ma.1-;:e that cor.1parison for h:i.r.:t in our analysis of the data, we 

have no evidence that he actually did so, or even that he was ·capable of doing 

so •. In essence, _we have presumed tli.at these judr;;;icnts involve such a. co:nparison. 

Similarly, m;, ti·eat the tas'.<: of using cues about issues to inform one I s 

self about what would be an appropriate voting response as though voters did it 

in separate fashion, perhaps even in seriatim fo.:shion, for each of a nu.-:ibcr of 

separate issuese T"ne "issue space" is concerned with a single issue in each 

instance and, usun.lly, is unidimensional in formo Hence, we are sas:ing, at 

least implicitl.y, that each voter responds to each issue or policy ro:-ea onJ.y 

in terns of gradations· of response to one aspect of that issue; raoreover, we 

aJ.so imply that the same ~s:Ject is singled out by all. voters in the agg:cegates 

over which we make our p:,:-edicti.ons. In short, we have ignored both the matter 

• of stimulus complexity and relativity of judgmental response and the natter of 

indivicl.ua.l differences in attentional salience and yerceived cha.racter of the 

issue or issues ~nvolVed~ 

An issue tlo:j:d.n like HVietn~n \·:ru-tt and the related pol.ic.:.y c1uestions 

associated with it is obviousl)" r.mltifactetl a.'1tl capable of evold.nr, concept1.mli.-

zutions of the.se r:i.attcrs wh:i.ch haye c;u.i..te hish We do not Y..no·,f 



whut the character and nutlbcr of such dir.iensions is for any given :indivi.C.ual's 

co?1ccptualization of that icsue, nor do we know 1·1hat 1-:eighting each of tb.cce 

dic1ensions might ·have with regard to its response-producins or response-selcc, 

tion capacityo It is possible that ,-re couJ.C. not Y..r.ow this kind of infornation. 

about his conceptualization of that issue and its relation to his capacity to 

make rutionru. judgments predicated on w:i.z.t he thinks to be the oase there. 

.. , 

Yet, we have not even tried to find out whether lie could achieve such :L"lforma.­

tion because we have not tried to model the task p:eesented to the responc.ent: 

with sufficient complexity and deteil to determine that ans·.-1er~ 

I should add that all of the foregoing comments carry over, as \/ell, 

to the matter of a set of issues to which a. votei· is e::q;,osed in a camptign and 

the relative ioportance of each in conditioning his voting responses. Once 

again 1,e are faced with the need to recognize that the task which confronts a 

voter in the issue voting probJ.el!l is one of comparative judgments to be made 

among rat.li.er lo.rge-sccle,. hir;hly complex stimuli. It is nost likel;, that he 

uses certain cognitive 11 strategies11 to simplify this task.to a degree co::isis­

teut \'/ith the limited moelen_tary capacity for short-term cognitive processing 

of infor:nation relevant to the ta.sko But we will hardly be able to e:>..'}llore 

the use of such strategieS u..ritil-..we or[;anize our conceptual. 1mclersta.."'ld.in5 of 

the ta.sk naturally present i..'l a campaign to the point where we can desig.'l in­

strur:ients for data collection which yield information on these natters. 

I have one f;nal point to n:i.ke about the question of rational judg­

ment approaches to issue voting. It has to do 1·1ith the fact that suc._'l. efforts 

typically treat the motivational incentive as one of □axil;Jizing benefits by 

some hedonistic criterion of interests~ This is seen as pa..rtiall.y a matter of 

minimizing inforrJation costs, as ~1ello Yet, if individuals have reaso!lably 

complex: conceptuali.zatio:n.5 of particular issues and of the range of issues i.n 

the campaign as a whole, ·the!l it is likely that ma.-d.m:i.zi..'1.g along one cli.mension 
• 

of those conceptualizations m::,:,· conflict with doing so along sane· ether di.men­

sion. \faile there are a variety of ways of coping uith such interl"..al, cosn,i­

tive "cross-pressm'ed1 throush perc0pt1cl and concepttml d.i.stortion or t:h.roug,..i'l 

forms of rationalization, I would like to suggest that the basic natter of 

treating the goai as one of maY.imization is a f.'istaken specification in such a 

context. I think a b~t tcr specificatio!l would be one based on rcachi.."lg an 

~tiraum decision (and response) given the constraints embedded in the context··, 



?i1e optir.!ality decision r.iade in su.ch a context viill li}:cly be one ma.de on ~ut,.... 

jective i·ather than objective e;rounds (see Shepard, 1961+) • :Hcncet the l:l3.tter 

of ind...i..vidual clifferenccs enters the question once rigaino Moreover, it. would 

seem that attc.1pts to judr;c the rational.quality of such decisions (and tho 

voting behav:i.or linked to them) in ter-'S of some objective criterion grou.r,dcd 

in the collective outcor;ie, unmediated by individutl differences in percpetion, 

is a nistaken effort°' It simply- fails to appreciate that the task be~~-.J1.0 r has 

nat been appropriately modelled in so far as it avoio.s confronting the problem. . 

of inc"!ii.>-.i.dual differences in subjectivcly-dcterrrinecl respons~so T"nus, wh:i.J.e it 

n~ predict and e;,,.-:,lain election results in the ae;gresate, :i.t lacks any basis 

for that explanation which could be couched :i.n teri:1s of the individual. psycho­

loe;y of issue voting. 

.. * * 

Ny comments in this r.1er.1orandua have been directed toward .the discussion 

of what I take to be salient matters cmmected with adopting some kind of treat­

ment of the psychology of issue voting which is grou.".lded in an inforr.ia·tion­

processing approach to cognition and which >:ould speak to the question c:f deter­

mining the rational quality of issue voting and the p1,acc of issues in c,ondition­

ing votinc, behav:i.or generallyo I have tried to erJphasize that I think it very_ 

importD...'1t that we ultimately formu:).a';e such a treatc1ent. Yet, I have also tried 

to emphasize that a worthwhile exploitation of such an approach raises a variety 

of questions which nay nat be ones that can be adequately or appropriately re­

searched in the context of a mass election survey o If we are serious about our 

use of this approach, ,1e mu.st tackle those questions ultiI:1ately. It may l>e pos-

• sible to deal ,nth some of them in a piece-meal fash:i.on within our _su...--vey format,_ 

but even these will require that we explore the perceived character of issues in 

much greater detail and sophistication that we have heretofore done. 1-!oreover, 

such efforts will require i.•movative elaboration of the conventional for;;is of 

survey design; If there. is one issne which the participants of the confei'ence 

should surely consider, it is whether or not it is feasible or J>rofitabJ.e to dc,­

velop such an approv.ch through the L1edium of the p1.·ojected series of national. 

election studieso 
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