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The several attempts to relate such ecoxd.nde factors BS‘inILaLicy}‘
ﬁnemplo&ment and income to political atti'adés and bghaviér have.produéed-.‘
;ontradictory findings (Kramer, 1971; Stigler, 1973; Okum, 1973; Aﬁcelus
and Meltzer, 1975; Tufte, 1975: Cogfwan and Eramer, 1975; Bloom and Price, -
1975). Such unce?tainty 11lust/ites the difficulty of employing aggregata
variables to explaiﬁ the Bplitical orientitions of indiwﬁduals.. A smaller
group of studies hasjatéémpted to surmount this diffiéulty by attempting
to relate indiviéu#is' economic perceptioné toltheir palitical orientations;
these studies have used or could use such variables as self*pefceivéd
economic chaﬁge, evaluations of governmeﬁtal policy, and evaluations of
'tﬁe=candid&t3§zan&iox~pamtias~asaeconuminaaaﬂag§#£EME;

"~ On the oné hand we have the "objective” an& macxo studies;-on the
other hand we.hafé the "subjective" and micru studies. Unfortunately,
we havellittle way of directly reldting the tﬁu typeS'oﬁ approaches. For
example; Qe have virtually no Qay of testing Eﬁ@ degiée'of similarity
between "subjective” and "objective"'evaluationa-Gf personﬁl and/or national
economic conditions."We lack the data to félate the ﬁsychological economic
world of the individuﬁl to the aﬁtual economic world. ﬁﬁd withcut thése-
data we cannot combine the most fruitful aspects of aggregate and survey
approaches. If the CPé coul& codze what actually happened to unemployment:,
prices, and interést rates both preceading and éuc;eeding the intexrview,
we could begin to test perceptﬁal accuracy, and we could begin to compare
expected with actual.‘ Hopéfully, we could work toward the goal of measurins -

the relative impact of external and internal economic worlds as well as



interactions the_suof. In . .ave. L h

v ter study the impact of

economic issues, we ~sed to add confextual informzeion to our zta bao.,

Moving to another ":pic, I would like to addresz the question of

issue voting through Yepor.:irg un some research I have recently completed
and discussing how its flndln : and questions lead to further types

of discussion. I have been exple-ing whether we can use what is known
about individuals who express a choice duning a pre-election survey to
predict the votes of individuals who have not made up their minds.

In working with the 1972 CPS Election SLudy I have die cove?éd that.simply
allocatlng the undecideds in the same proportion as those who have alyeady -
wade up their minds will not work._ We are faced with the intercsting

anomally that while 68Z of the decideds expressed an intent to VDte fox

Richard Nixon, 64% of the undecides voteéd for George.HcGOVPrn. Obviously,

g
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‘a straight-foward transfer of percentages cannot be made.

The undecideds, though different in prefefences,'ﬁight he weighing
issue, party, and candidate factofs similarly to the decidedz. Are the
decision-making processes similar? A number of discriminant anzlysgee
have been perfofmed on the decideds,‘and the rQSULting diseriminant
function coefficients have been used to predict the votes of the undecide&sﬁ.-
The procesa has allowed comparison of the cJassificarory power of jssuve
positions, candidate affect, party affiligtion; and a variety of combinations
thereof. The efficacy of discriminant analyéis has been tested through
applying sats of coefficients derived from the known sample to the unknown
sample, and 63% of the originally undecided vofers'haye been correctly
allocated.

In taking a careful look at the 317 of the original undecideds for

whom the classification was incorrect, I have discovered that thelr candidate

affect changed a great deal between pre-election and post-election interview.




The predicted McGovern voters who voted for Nixon averaged 14 degree§
more warmth toward Nixon and seven degrees more coolness toward McGovern,
and the pre-post thermometer change for erroneously predicted Nixon
voters was +]11 toward McGovern and —176wq.f¥a§ixon. Combining the
thermometer movements into an affective change index results in a correl;tian
of .76 with vote.

" Al1l this has been very interesting (I hope), but what does it have
to do with the subject matter of the memorandum——issue voting9 it need
be clarified that issue positions were initially found to add virtually
no classificatory power to that contributed by party and candidate |
affeétQ Issue variables were thus drdpped f;om the final predictive
equation. In view of this, it seemed reasonable that issue positidns'
would explain predictive errors. Indeed, the multiple correlation between
12 issue posit%pns and vote for the erronecusly predicted undécideds is
a high .63. Since the correlation between affective change an& issue
yositions is .60,’we caﬁ ask if the correlation of affective change with .
vote can be explained by individuals simply bringlng their candldate
. evaluations in line with their issue positions.

If so, the correlation of affective‘changezwifh vote should belsub-
stantially iéduced when controlling by issues. Such controis; hpwe#er,
reduce the .76 correlation-only to .75, whiéh means that tﬁe affective
change index can still'explain.SGZ of the rem;ining variapcelin vote.
These figures in turn lead us to the question of whether issue‘positions
have siﬁply been projected of rationalized so aé to be consistent with
candidate preference. But the correlation of issues with vote does-not
reduce to meaninglessness when controlled by affective change. The multiple -

partial correlation for issues is .60, which of course statistically explains



367 of the remaining variance.  Thus affective change hasrsubstancial
explanatory power independent of issues, and issues have substantial
explanatory pover-independent of affective change.

The two sets of predictive variables can together explain 73% of
the variance of vote. The variance explained uniquely by affective change
is 34%, that explained uniquely by issues is 13%, and the variance.shared
by both is 25% (figures do not add to 73 because of rounding). Because
sucﬁ a large-prOPQrtioﬁ of expiained variance is shargd, ;t is impossible
to conclusively establish the predominance of either affective change
or issues, aﬁd it is impossible to allocate the exact fropqrtion of
variénce explained by éithef. If iésues accouﬁt for tha propQrtion
of variance which is shared, they (probably'issue voting) are more
responsible fof the erroneous predictions than affective change, and if
afféctive change accounts for the shared variance, its explanatory power
is aﬁout four times greater than issues. =

The above figures come from the conﬁext of some unusﬁal reseﬁrch
with a small portion of the electoréte, ﬁut they have been used for the
sake of illustrating wifh actual ratﬁef than hypothetlcal data, and‘the
prinéipies they illustréte apply to other aﬁtempts to‘5pecify £hérie1ativ¢
impact of candidate, party, and issues. When indéﬁendenﬁ vari;bles'are
| highly corfelated, and when theylsharé a largevpropo?tion.of-the
explained variance of a depéndént variable, it is mathematically impossible
to separate their individual éﬁfécts. We thus need to face the fact that
in dealing with issue voting we may never have the capability-of precisely i
measuring it., It could be the case, moreover,that our-&iéputes aboult

issue voting stem from theoretical disagreements which will never be

empirically resolved.



I have reported my ongoing research firstly to illustrate the
difficulty of disentangling the effects of highly correlated independent
variables. Secondly,.the report illustrates the potential utiiity of
pre and post candidate thermometer scales. Although the electorate as
a whole did not meaningfully change its thermgmeter ratings of Nixon and
McGovern during the pre and post election surveys, a particularly
important segment of the electorate did. This segment involved at 1éast
some of the individuals who aﬁpeared ready to vote for one candidate and
evenfually voted for the other. In order ﬁo better understand the .

ldecisionﬂmaking process of the individual voier, particﬁiarly those wﬁb
have not quite made up their minds and probably those who chénge their
minds in thé midst of the campaign, we need to ask the candidate thermometer
questions at least twice. Unfortuﬁafely, such quesﬁions were asked only

prior to the 1976 election.
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At the same time, we need to reexamine and aﬁéemﬁt to determine what
the thermometer queétions are measuring; As implied by the discuésion
_ éf shared variancé above, thé feeling thermometer may partly be capturing
‘issue proximity. OFf course it may algo be éapturing partyraffiliatidn.
The thermometer's ratio‘leﬁel éfqmeasuremént'has &one much to advance our
methodological sophiéfication {the 98-100 éatego?ies Should not-be éollapsed |
to 97). However, an'instrumeﬁt which would capture-eﬁerything'wnuldla
distinguish nofhing. Welneed to develop ways of determining what the
feeling thermﬁmeter does capture and to better distiﬂguish its unique
compohents from such variables as salience issues, valence issues, party,

and economic conditions. Possibilities include factor analysis of likes/

dislikes questions, partial correlations, and canonical correlations.





