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As the propertion of the American electorate classifying themselves
as indzpendents increases and as voting becomes increasinply less steble
with respﬁ;t to party affiliations, thérﬂ is inéreasing speculation, and
even coacern, about the "parcyless" future of the craditionally twe-
party American political system {Burmham)., Earlier views of party iden-
tification as the central organizing force in ﬁuliti;al heﬁaui?r are being
questionad and there ﬁnu seems to be more speculation than hard empitical
evidence about the role Qlay&d by party id&ntificationliu the électu¥a1
process, Recent studies suggest that party atfflliztions bnth iafluzoce |
other cuﬁpunan:s of the electoril process, as has loap basn bélievad, -
end in lerge part are derivad from the issue evaluations cf the vater, a
less widely accepted idea but ome with very substantlal fiplisaciens
{(Jackson, lé?ia and 1975b; Mareus, 1976). Particularly if thesc lattar
influances arﬁllarge and predominant, théu the decline of party allegiances
is due inllarge part to par;}es and party leaders who .are no loager &d-
dressing the policy needs of the voters, either.bangusﬂ of changes In the
Anerican elestorate or because of miépercePtinna cn the paft ef condi-
dates and party elites. The nroposed research will exsmine the Importence of
issues and the belaviec of the competing partins in determining voters'
party affiliarions arnd the role of parly affiliatinns in determining Be-

havioral corponents of the electorzl process,



The Model of Party Influence and Determination
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The model underlying this investigation is presented in Jackson (1975-,
and shown in Figure 1. The parts we are particularly interested in here
are the 1inkagés from party identification to iésue positions, evaluations, .
-and vote intentions, and from evaluations to party identification. Tt is
always difficult te describe a simultaneous set of interactions because
of the lack of a causal ordering. However party identification’s central
?ole in the model demands that we start with the ways in which party influ;
ences other asﬁects.of electoral behavior, aﬁd then discuss how pérty '
affiliations are formed and how they change.

Dné-compéﬁent of party influence might be called the “Leadership ﬁffect":
because it measures the extent to which tha party, by the posiéions they
and their leaders adopt, can influence the issue positions of individual
voters. The:existence of this influence emanates from the parFiés' and
their candidates'ability to c&mmand attentiﬁn, to dictaté the étfucture of“
issuas and subsequent debate, an& even to control information and cuég; from
people'’s-needs to discriminate among cqnflicting statements; and froh the
 voters' attachments Eo aone of the parties; Voters may aléo_accept thig
.influence as the quid pro quo in an explicitltrade, "If the party ;dopts
my position on certain ﬁolicies, I will accept their positions oﬁ-others.“
The larger this leadership effect, the greater should be éhe difference
in positions édopted by affiliates of each party, other things being eéual:
For example, the 1964 election study (Jackson, 1975a) indicates that strong
Democrats were 0,30 more likely to agree with a statement supporting thé
role of the federal govermment in subsidizing medical and hospital care
than strong Republicans, controlling for such effects as income.and age,

sugnesting an important party leadership effect on that dissue.
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The presence of this leadership effect, if it exists én most issues
and ovef extended periods of time, has important implications for our view _\~
of the political party as a central agent in &he electoral and public
policy procesé. It means we can, and should, expect te find parties and
candidates developing, articulating, and debating public iésﬁes and in
the process of these debates producing an.informed, responsible electorate,
It also means that the parties and their'elites have a strong responsibility'
to provide the leadership envisioned and asked fof by various political
philosoPBers, if the pafty blatforms and debates are a sigﬁificant; ox
evén an . important, aspeét of people'’s issue positions thén the current
decline in party affiliations, the decay of the paxrty orggnizations,.and
the rise of individﬁal ééndidacies and perébnéi campaigns_ié.a éeriOus aﬁd_‘

worrisome development.
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To fully examine the extent of this parfy-leadérship; the ﬁost'impor
questioﬁs concern how pérty influence ﬁaries with time; issues, éﬁd'party
behavior. Again, for exampie, the samé 1964 study imﬁlies that the leader-
ship'éfféﬁt'on-fdfeign'poiic§ andlci%il'rigﬁts'isgues, 0.1§and'0,12 rESPQC;
tively, is‘less than ﬁalf‘%s 1arée_as that for medical qare,'meaning far
Less ﬁértﬁ influence. 'Axe these‘difféfenceé g function of the issue involved
The way the parties are pefceiﬁed by the voters? Or mereiy a ;irdﬁmstaﬁce
of the 1954 election? These are the quesfions‘io vhich this first part
of the study is directed.

The simple mbdel explaining voters' issue positions and relating thex

to party I.D, is shown in equation 1. This equation says that positions

(1) 1 = XB + ¥C; + U
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are a function of the social, economic, and geographic characteristics

of the voter, denoted by the vector of exogenous variables X and the

person's party identification, P. (This is the simple model estimated

in the 1964 study.) The amount of party influence is measured by C 1
indicating how the attitudes of Repuhllcans and Democrats dlffer other
things being equal, The hypotheses about how the magnitude of the party

influence varies are: (1) The more important an issue js, in the sense.

‘of being central to voters' attitude structures, the less influence the’

parties will have on individual positions, and (2) The more similax the,

" parties' positions are perceived to be, the less influence party will have,

These hypotheses imply that C; will be smaller for very salient oxr important

issues and for issues where the parties are perceived to have relatively

comparable positions. The results of the 1964 study'ere consistent with

these notions, although too few issues were considered to constitute an

iere "

-

adequate test, Among issues with the same proportion perceiving a difference
- tnd e

1

in the parties' positions (FEPC, laicl to education 'guarantped jObS)

e
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the party coeffic1ent.:pcreased as the pﬂrcent of the respondents retlvo

that issue as most 1mportant ﬂecreased ( Sy 3 to b5 to L,Ll respectively)
while )
Slmllarly,ﬁapprox1mately equal numbers of people thought SUbSldled medical
care and, foreign aid issues were most important, the number of people N
seeing no difference in the party positions was twice as large on foreign
care :

aid as on medlca%aand the party influence was twice as large on the medical -
care iSSue.

These results strongly suggest variations in party leadership based

on the importance of the issue and the amount of difference in the perceived

party position. These aggregate hypotheses, as well as the effect of varying



party positions on a given issue can only be studied by estimating similar

equations for these issues over a number of elections. The additional

election years, besides providing the additional information needed to
examine the hypotheses, will also provide important variations in the

" of the election,
- underlying structure, We can safely say that . the proportion perceiving
differences in the party positions has changed over the 1956-1972 period.
For example, in 1960 two;thirds of the respondents did not percei&e difw
ferences in the party positions on foreign pollcy and clv:] Ilghrq ISmuﬂS
compared to 504 and 30% resPectlvely in 1864, VWe should then expect party
afflllation to be a less important deferminant of issue poéifions in i950‘
than in‘1964 on these-samé issues, (Very-preliminary analysié is con;
" sistent with this prediction.) )

These same hypotheses stated at‘the;aggfegatéllevél sﬁoqld also bé
observed at the individualllevel. For example;-partisans who parceive a
differende'&h the parties should be mbré‘likély to ﬁa?e différeﬁé'Pgsiﬁigwwg’
presumébly consistent with their partj‘s sténd, than those who do not see

any difference. Similarly, party affiliation should play a larger role in

determining positions on issues which peop]e do. not fe@l are, most 1mportant,

than it does on more sallent'lsSues. We ran write this extended iandividual -

model as,
(2) . 13 -_'-_XB + (cll + €195 + Cy3D) + P + Uy

where § is a measure of the salience of the issue to each individual re—
" spondent and D is the amount of difference perceived in the parties'
positions. The effects of issue salience and perceived differences are

included in multiplicative form with party identification to be consistent

Y (



with the above hypotheses, The estimated effect of party ldentification

on issue positions is now a linear function of salience and party plat-

form differences. Our expectations are that Cyp is hegative, indicating

that the influence of party decreases as salience increases, while Ci3
is positive, indicating that the larger the difference in party positions,

the greater the difference in issue position of the respective party

partisans. The influence of personal social, economic, and demographic’

characteristics is again represented by the term XB.

The second way in which party affiliation influences the electoral
' . voters A : o
process is through the individualrﬁpatial evaluations of party-and candi-
date positions, relative to their own preferences. In simple form, as

shown in Figure 1, this evaluation equation for a given issue is,

(3) E = By + If;?l + Pczz_"“ Uy,

-

)

wvhere I is the. individual's issue position, P the pﬁrty identification, and
E is the measure of the relative perceived proximity of the two parties to

the voter's preferred position. This equation is a synthesis of two al-

. ferﬁdtiﬁé'éﬁplénétioné for party and'éanaidéte evaluations. " The first is

a pure spatial model‘which_a¥éues that evaluations are sttictly functions
of the individual issue positions becaﬁse candidaﬁes and ﬁartf platforﬁs
are unambiguously seen by all peoplé and evaiuétions are simély a matter.
of aséessing'the distance to each parties"positioﬁ'from_the.individual's
posifion.' The second explanation says that barties and candidates are

ambiguous and inconsistent in their platforms and positions andf/or that

voters have poorly defined attitudes and information. In ei;hef or both

cases, evaluations are largely dominated by party identification, so that



a person's own party is more likely to be preferred, regardiess of individual
preferences or party positions, the so called "strain to congistency" T
: : N
hypothesis. These two explanations then offer very contrary pfedictious
about the relative size of fhe two coefficients CZl and Cp5 in the evalu-
ation model in equation 3. |
. Hypotheses about the varying influence of issue positions and pafty'

affiliations on evaluations are important and paraile1 phé hfpothéses  ,
about variations in partj influence on the issue positiOné. The ﬁoéﬁ'h
obvious hypothasis islﬁhat the more similar the ﬁér;y positions are,'the.
less impértént'the individual issue positi@n becomes in. determining the
spatial  evaluation. At the extreme, if both partieﬁ.and capdida&es_advom
cate ox adopt the same positions, vntérs'shbuld be indifferent betweéd;'-‘
..theﬁ, have ﬁc pfeferénce; and any variatién in the evaluation variable .

should be simply‘random noise or error. At the same time, with issues. and
. P . . s . "T"\I‘{"
T ik ... ' . L, i
party platforms being unable to perform the discriminatory task, we may findg™

o

a greater propansity f0f the individual‘fo act as if; or to say thﬁt, ﬁhéir
party is closer fo:their own position. Or to put in conversely, as the
_coﬁpétiﬁglﬁaftieé.éné'é;ﬁ&idateé'Beéomé'moré'séparatEd; we'sﬁould—find leéé;f
percéptual Eias or gégnitivé balaﬁqing in forming evaluations and issge
positions should play a largaf and more‘imﬁ;rtant fqle;
The 1964 study discussed above provides subpor£ for this prédiction
“at the aggregate level._ On thgﬁforeign:pplicy issues;Iisaue pesitions
were iess important and party identifications.more jmportant in dete?miﬁiué
evaluations phan on domastic and ecivil rights issues whére the ﬁarties
were more likely to be perceived as having different poéitioﬁs.

We might also include the same =saliency hypotheses in the evaluaticn

Pt
e

modal as were in the issue model. Presumably the more important an dssue .
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is, the more carefully people may examine the party positions and the more
likely they are to make their evaluations on thé basis of issue positions.
At the same time, the straiﬁ towards consistency will be less 1ike1y-to

be resolved by missperceiving the pafty posigiOné on more imﬁortant

issues. The analyses of the 1964 election do not provide very clear evidence
on this hypotheses. Hopefully, by examining the same.six,or seven igsﬁes'

: : . in .
over three or four elections there will be sufficient variationﬁgaliences,

‘as well as in party positions, to complete the aggregate analysis.

These ex;ended relationships incorporating the effects on evaluations
of xelative party position and issue salience can also be tested at the

individual level, just as they were in the issue model. This is done by

. specifying multiplicative terms, as in equation 2. “his new model for evalu-’

ations is,

E = By + (Cpp + CppS # CpgD)T + (€4 + Cp5S + Cogh)P + Uy,

sfi

(4)

The expectations are the Cyy and Cy3 will be greater than zero, indicating

that as saliendy and the difference between the party positions increase,

issues are more importaﬁﬁlin deéermining”évaiﬁééiuﬁEL::Canvéfééiy, 625 353
026 should bg.negative indicating that ;he.influence of parfy identification
décrease§ in these‘circumstances.

There are additional influences on people’'s perception§ of the paitiesi
positioﬁs, and thﬁs qn‘gvaiuationé. These influences arise from some.‘ '“
commonality between candidate and respondent and are associated with the
jndividual candidates in each election. The commonality may cause one
candidate oxr party to be perceived more favorably, or more in line with
the individual's own jssue position. The most notable éuch influence is

probably in the 1960 presidential election. If such perceptual influences
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exist, we should find them among Catholics and Protestants in that election,

) " " - - - ' /---
with Catholics more likely to see Kennedy and the Democrats as closer |

to their own issue position (and vice-versa for Prétestants) because of
Kennedy's religous affiliation and tﬁe role it plaved in thelelecfion.

In other elections, we may find similar bilases emanating from'regioﬁal,.-
racial, or economic similarities between votef.and candidate, These hypotheses
can be incorporated in the model by including the respoﬁdént’s religion,
.}egidn,vetc. as an additional eiplanatcry'variéﬁle in.équatioﬁ 4,

The fiﬁéi.influence"exerted-by ﬁarty identifiéation% in'fhe.modelAis -
on the actua1 voté decision. According to the model, this infiﬁgnéé is
shared with the eyaiﬁations of the party and‘céndi&égé éositions on the
various.issueé. The evaluation vafiablé in this éase‘ié‘aﬁ_aggregatién pf
fhe evéiuéfions on the séparaté iséﬁes; _Pfoberlyvdgne;nthis_agg%egaéioﬁ jis

a weighted sum of the specific evaluations, where the weights are determis

by the relative importance of each issue, Both the 1964 study and a recent
paper by Marcus (1967) enrich this voting model with the hypothesis that the

- -influence of party affiliation on vgtinglvarieéﬁw}tﬁ;ﬁhefex;ent af‘indif:;ﬁ:f_

ferenée'exﬁressed in the evaluation variable, For ekample;ﬁvoters who are
indifferent in their evaluations should be more likely to vote their party
“identification than voters who have a clear issue preference. If we let

a value of 0.5 for the evaluation variable indicate complete indifference, we

'can write the vote equation with this additional, hypotheses és,

(5) V = Bgy + C, B+ CypP + C35f{B - 0.5|P + U

31 3°

" According to_the hypothesis, C43 is negative, indicating that the influeace

of party affiliatjon on the vote decreases as evaluations move away from e

.
0.5, i.e, as the voter becomes less indifferent between the parties or cendidats
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" from past affiliations,

- Determinants of Party Identificatian

The nen-recursive structure of our model is campleted by describing

how voters develop and maintain their party affiliations. The model pre-

-

sented here is that party identifications are a learned phenomena in which

adjustments are made over time, based on deviations of current evaluations

and that identifications become more stable the’

longer they are reinforced by evaluations., This model is shown in equation

" 6, where 7 ‘ c - ' . | . .

(6) Fr = By + (Cqy + Cpol)Ep + (Cy3 + CpyOP 5 + 1,
= Byy + C¥E, + C*P,_ +U, = B, + C*(E, ~ )401’ + 1
41 17t 3 -l 4 41 1t 3 t~1 4«
Py_3 is the person's affiliation at some previous election, P_ and E. are
the current affiliation and evaluation, H is the history of past affiliagioﬁs,“'
for example éhe number of years the person has identified with the party
. e A% % % ' ' o
indicated by P,y and Cy = Cl +-C3 . The central hypothesis is that
current identifications are an adjustment to past identific@tions, based

on the extent to which current evaluations deviate from that past identifi-

:catioﬁ. Presumably if E_ agrees with Pt—i’ then current identification

. o - o x| S
.should be the same as the previous ldnetification, implying that C3 is close

to 1., When evaluations differ from past'affiliatioﬂs the amount of change

in affiliation is determlned by the magnltude of the coefflczents Cl* and C3 .
The 1arger Cl‘ and” the smaller C3 , the larger the change in xdenLlflcatloﬁ
for a given difference between evaluations and past affiliation.

The additional hypothesis in this model is that the amount of change

in affiliation for a given evaluation-affiliation difference is 2 function

.of how long the person has been identifying with that party, Presumably

the longer the length of that identification, the smaller the change. The

coefficients Cs2 and 044 on the hlstory variable measure this hypoth

The expectation is that C4o 1is n;gatlve whlle Cay s positive,



Estimates of this model of party identification were made with the
1956-1960 American panel and with a synthetic 1960-64 panel (Jackson, 1975

using an age rather than a party'history variable. The coefficient

‘estimates were quite similar for both years, and imply an important

pattern for the development of party affiliations. As expected, C42
was negative while Csq was positive. Table 1 shews the estimated evalu- )

ation and pést party coefficients for different age groups. 'Among younger

voters — those in the tﬁanties and thirties — party identificaticns are

quite suseptible to change as a result of changing'eﬁaluatiqns,' By the
time the voter reaches fifty however, identifications are unlikely to

change.'

Table 1: Estimated Party Affiliation Equation, by Age

Age ; Evaluationo-cl*@_ T Part§~~03*
21 1200 " g.01
30 . .0.88 : 0,31
40 ' 0.64 ‘ 0.54

- 50 0.40 ‘ : 0.77

60 S 0.16 .. .00

The implications of this modallare‘that party identifications axe a

- learned phenomena, based largely on ones first evaluations on entering

the electoral process, _This is not to say that yoﬁng voters dg not begin
their poiiticgl life with a préfofmed view)of;ﬁhe §o1iticél parties
eﬁan&éing from childhood é%periéncés,u.ﬁhgt ghé“reéﬁifé‘do“suggest;hawévef

is that this prédisposition is véry subject to change based on the evalu-
ations made during the first several elections. _If these evaluations all
lead to a preference for the same party, the result is a pérty'identification

which becomes stronger and less susceptible to change in later elections,
",

Party identifications then can beccme a stablizing force in the political
process, but ‘one derived from past issue preferences and the parties’

positions and performance,





