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CABSTRACT=::mw: v o - im - i f ot

“i v Partisan Attitude, Party Identification and Voter Choices & .-

. An Exploration of a Cuing Model Approach . .. - .

o TR T S e propose “a- simple model of voter choice based on majority i T -

. vipreponderance of conflicting ‘cues which is very similar to that offered Tl
" by Fishbein (1963, 1966), Fisbhbein and Coombs (1971), Brody and Page .

(1973) and Kelly and Mirer (1974). Me then show how this model can be

extended to cover the case where our knowledge of all the factors

underlying voter choice is incomplete, by using the information we have

on voter cues to generate a probabilistic prediction as to voter choice.

We then further extend this model to take into account the effect of

partisan identification as a kind of “stare decisis" bias, and then

look at another potential impact of partisan identification -- a cognitive

blas toward misperception and/or selective retention of choice-relevant

cues. : : ;



The model of voter choice standard in the rational choice modelling
literature (eg. Downs, 1957; Riker and Ordeshook, 1968) posits that a voter
chooses that alternative {candidate/party) with the highest expected value.!

 Similarly, in the spatial modelling literature a voter's wmost preferred can-
T didate s theTone which:lies closest to the voter's ideal point.in some chojce: -
. ““space (eg. Davis, Hinich, and Ordeshook, 1971; Riker and Ordeshook, 1973)." "
'With a Randful of exceptions ({most notably Hinich, 1977), rational choice ™ "¢’
... ..models of voter behavior are deterministic in nature--once a voter has iden-
{7 .. tified his most preferred alternative he is assumed to vote for-that most S

.%pqeferrgd;;hoi;g_with“prbbabi]jty_pne,f;jfb,; BTl T P

N T In the psythologica1"ITterature'on”individua]'choice"b&habior;‘def't;-
. L . -iterministic models also predominate.® "One powerful tradition stems from the
e york of . Fishbedn (1963, 1966). Fishbein considers a dichotomous:choice sit--"""
uation (such as a two-candidate election, cardidates A or B but not both)
where each individual has a number of factors (fi) relevant to his choice.

Some of these factors are assumed to predispose him to choose A while other
factors predispose him to choose B, but not all factors need be of equal
jmportance. Rather, to each factor fi is essigned a weight Wi where,

for convenience, we may normalize such that X Wy = 1 . Fishbein postulates
"a linear additive model in which factors.may be thought of as elements with
signed valences. A positive valence is taken (arbitrarily) to be a predis- '~

~ position toward choice of A, The individual chooses A ifl'i?ﬁ%fgfﬁfo T
i aneitn - .\ i h -
if = wifi < 0 he chooses B. In the event cf a zero value to the summand,
i ) R ) L]

" the actor is corsidered to Ee indifferent batween the two choiées.

_ “Analovous models have been offered in the persen perception and
jnformation processing literature, although zlternative wodels also exist.
(For discussian, see Gollob, Rossman and Abelson, 1973; Anderson, 1974;
and Anderson and Birnbaum, 1976.) ' R

The Fishbain model has been applied by Fishbein and Coombs (1971) -
and Reynolds (1972) to voting behavior in U.S. Presidential elections.
'Although not explicitly derived from this research tradition, a model vir-
tually identical to that of Fishbein, except for the use of party identifica- -
tion to break ties, is used by Brody and Page (1973) and by Kelley and Mirer
(1974). Kelley and Mirer (1974) are able to correctly predict the choices
of 88% of the non-abstaining voters in 1952-1964 U.S. Presidential elections,
while Brody and Page (1973) correctly predict choices for 90Z of the voters -
in the 1968 U.S. Presidential election. ' I EEE

)

In this paper we present a simple deterministic medel of voter

 choice, which is very similar in its conceptual underpinnings to the Fishbain
model. We_then show how this model can be use to handie the cases where -
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our knowledge of all the factors underlying voter choice is incompiete, by
using the information we have on voter cues to generate a probabi]istié
prediction as to voter choice. We then extend this model to Take Tntg account

the effect of partisan identification as a “stare decisis" bias, and then

ook at partisan identification as a cognitive bias toward misperception of
cues. : '
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In Fishbein's model, if FA > FB the actor should choaée A

if FB < FA should choose B; and if FA = FB’ the actor is indifferent .

Let us set

. - | | |

- ] | _ . A ) _ . T .

e T T P E e T L I (3)
Fo * Fp - o

o

We may think of p as the fractior of (weighted) factors in the T
_environments which predispose the actor toward choice of A. Similarly

F . . , L.
1-p-= ?,_é?i;— gives the fraction of (weighted) factors which predispose
A B ' ' :

the actor toward choice of B. We may think of this fraction as a true popu-~
lation parameter which individuals estimate b+ sampling factors from their
environment. Individuals choice is still pos:ulated to be in accord with
‘the Fishbein model but, because individuals a-e sampling only a limited

" number of cues (factors), the nature of the simpling process determines the
probabilities that FA will be perceived of as larger than FB for given

values of p. To make this model more specific let us postulate:

(a) that the individual is sampling from an environment with a
fraction p positive {eg. Democratic) cues and a fraction 1 - p negative .
(eg. Republican) cues. : . : F

(b) that the individual chooses to vote Democratic (Republican)
depending upon whether or not a majority of the cueés.sampled aré Democratic -
(Repub?icang | ) '
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(c) that he samples N cues. {For simplicity assume N odd.)

Result 1 (Condorcet Jury Theorem): The relationship.between p

and the probability of voting Democratic given N cues sampled (denoted
pN ) is given by

‘I'f"p:>

o ! aS. N e
3 :

: “ﬁ:;‘ for a11 N 1fap
' \\\0 as N>« if p<

. Yalues of p for various values of p and N -are given in Table 1.
Ny - |

5

it ~:~ i

(Table 1 about here)

The prabability that a voter w111 vote Demncratac is a function of the per-

centage (p) of Democrat1c cues in h1s env1“onment and the number (N) of
.cues sampled. S L : _ o

Note that, for given p, as the number of cues sampled increases,

. if p> %- the probability that the individual will choose to vote Democratic

‘gets closer and closer to 1 while if p< %— the probability that the individ-

.~ ual will choose to vote Deﬁocratic‘gets cjoser and closer to 0.. This rela-
tionship for vaious values of p and N 1is graphed in Figure 1. (Data
“drawn from Table 1.) As we see, the graph is an 5-shaped curve.

Using the normal a prox1mat1on to the blnom1a1 we may approximaie
the formula of Fxpression (4

,‘I‘ b5

(6}
D . \/ Eg&—gz

I:

. [] - .
where ¢ 1is the area under a normal curve from - « to p. ﬁn other works,
ve approximate the binomial by a normal distribution with mean  p and




variance equal to p(1-p)

N = the variance of a binomial distribution of mean p.
(See Grofman, 1975, 1977a forthcoming.)

The model we have specified requires that all individuals either
vote Democratic or vote Republican, as the majority of their cues incline
them, except where there is a tie. We now wish to expand this model to permit
~for the impact of party identification. Ue shall once again_assume .(a) and
oo mAb). as abovey-but :shall replace (b) with (br).: lw m- ez e st 2 1

n) whenever = .

i_‘;;:'_;ﬁi(hf)"Anlihdividua] chooses ;b;vote Demq;ratic'(Rébdbjica
it least “p7(p” = ) of the cues sampled ave Democratic (Republican). Whend.
" ever 1f'i§*f¥ﬁe'both‘théf‘]éﬁs'tﬁaﬁ’"p;.*df'fﬁéfédes sahﬁféamE;éfDéﬁbé}at%g};?Wif,
‘cues and that less than - p” of the cues sampled are Republican cues, the in- . -
..dividual uses-his. party 1dentification to determine his 'vote. t. v RO
| "1n'dthaf words, we assume indiﬁidﬁals'requiFé a “séféty'&é;gin"”be;" '
fore they vote for a party other than that congruent with their party ID.
If a sufficient preponderance of cues on one side or the other is not obtained,
the individual makes use of a rule akin to "stare decisis® and follows his

previous partisan inclinations. '

Using the normal approximation to the binomial, we may express the.
relationship between p, p” , and the probebility of voting Democratic
without recourse to party ID given N cues sampled, which probability we .
shall denote as Py is given by :

D

p’— . FE \ -
N p-p’ -
P =& _ - {7)
P N
The analogous probability of voting Republican is simply
= & 1-p-p~_ e L {8)

p
NRp‘ \u/ E(&"El

The probability that party ID will be called in to play to detenﬂige the
individual's vote, which probability we shall denote pNI » 1s simply one

. ' p”
minus the expression in (6) and (7) above, i.e.’

p =1-9 p-p’ ' -‘5 “ 1“p_p}’ i
C Ny / p(1-p) . p(1-p)
p N v ) N

’ - —_ ————r
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“ as does the value of the intercept at’ p'='.§o
a

" Result 2:

/‘ aSN-!-vo]'fp>p'
%D+~\§uN+mﬁ1-w<p<w oy
p’ 'l . . ’ ‘

if 1.0-7p7< p< p’

R - proof.of result 2 follows readily from inspection of expressions (6) and ...
-(8) -and-knowledge of the asymptotic properties of the normal distribution.- ..

‘ "7 Result 1 may, ov course, be regarded simply "as a special case of Result 2,

=1 | |
7 -

For all p* {p* 2.10 the graph of the féiationship between Py i
: : | B D,
P

with p*

and p 1is an S-shaped curve (like the‘graph of the relationship between
Py~ and p). Of course, the slope of this curve depends on p’ and N

1

—

2

‘ . For all p” ; the graph of
the relationship between Py and p is & bell-shaped curve with maximum .
) I ~ ' ° - - ; ° )
o P : - a .
at p = %a. The dispersion of this graph ground its mean (p = .5) varies _

"with p’ and N. The lower p’ the more tightlj clustered aré v&]hes R

around p= .50 The higher N, the greater the maximum of the curve. OFf
course, this maximum has a limit of 1, which .it approaches as n - =; the

~ higher p”, the more rapidly the maximum valuz of the function approaches

.1 as N dincreasss.

In our S-curve model, p measures the propensity to vote Democratic.
The higher the p (for fixed p~ and N} tbe higher the probabiljty of
voting Democratic. However, this relation is not a linear one. In our model,
p” has a role very similar to that of net decision cost {C-D) 1in the ‘

- Dowsian model. 1In that model if the voter's 2xpected benefit from voting <or

preferred candidate fails to exceed his expected net decision cost, he ab-
stains. In our model, if the voter's received difference between the two
candidates fails to exceed some specified maryin, he votes party. ID. The
higher a voter's p- (for fixed N and P), the greater the 1ikelihood of
his using party ID to determine his vote. It is also the case that the
higher a voter's p (for fixed N and p), the more likely he is to vote
consistently with his party ID. )
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The interpretation of N is also straightforward. Presumably there
are-a ltarge number of cues which might influence an individual‘s vote. Our
model assumes that not all these cues are sampled. The more cues sampled
the more likely is it that the picture in the voter's head will be an accur-
ate reflection of the actual universe of potential cues. Thus, for a voter

= owith . p> % (p.< 3); the higher is his.N (for fixed -p* .and p), the.more ..o

likely it-is .that the voter will vote Democratic (Republican). For voters: _°
_with' p->'p°- (1 - p>'p°) the probability of voting- Democratic {Republican) .
" approaches ‘1 as..the number of cues sampled in:reases. In other.words, for . *
- 'voters whose. universe of potential cues would predispose them to vote Demo- .. -
..cratic (Republican), the more accurately that. universe is .sampled, the mora. =
.predictable their vote becomes. For voters who are in the in-between - -. -~ .
- (cross-pressured) zone, having a universe of cues inclined sufficiently toward "~
“neither the Reptblicdn nor the Democratic side, the fewer the cues sampled =~ - 7~
the greater the likelihood of an error in partisan choice due to “sampling" '
error. By setting a high value of p’, the veter's possibility of such
"sampling” error can be reduced, but only at the cost of sometimes failing to
vote for the party which an accurate perception of p. would impel him toward.

I111. Empirical Exolorations

We shall offer a preliminary approach to.testing the predictions of our prob-
abilistic predictions of voter choice via the Michigan Survey Research Center
"partisan attitude" scale, which we shall use both as an estimate of the true
percentage of Democratic and Republican cues in the potential voter's decision-
relevant environment, and as an estimate of the number of cues the individual
samples. ) :

The variable partisan attitude -.(PA} (more commonly called resvon--
dent's partisan attitude (RPA)) has been operationalized in a variety of
ways. The most common of these {Stokes, Campbell and Miller, 1958; Stokes,
1966; Kelley anc Mirer, 1974), and the one which we ourselves used in our
previous work ir this area (Grofman and Mackelprang, 1974; Mackelprang, .
Grofman and Thomas, 1975) involves responses toward eight open-ended questions.
"What do you lika2 (L)/dislike (D)} about the R2publican (R}/Democratic (D) . :
party (P)/candidate (C)," with the respondent aliowed up to five responses per
question; and with PA defined as follows: S ,

" PA = LRPHLRCHDDP+DDC-LDP-LDS-DRP-DRCF20 . (12)

Respondent's may indicate up to 20 pro-Republican and anti-Democratic/
pro-Democratic and anti-Republican cues. The net balance of pro-Republican
and anti-Democratic over pro-Democratic and inti-Republican cues is taken to
be the respondent's partisan attitude on a +20 to -20 scale and‘js then nor-
malized by the additionjof a 20 point constant to derive the "40 point PA
scale customarily used. : : I ;

The primary advantage of PA over many of the usual indices of issue
. -.voting is-that it allows the respondent to -choose his own .cues, rather than: ...
" ‘assume that some given set of issues is salient for all voters. If some -~ --- "=~




':aﬂff:j;{(aigelow,f]887: 522, ‘cited in Wainer, 1974:17)

factar in the PA scale is not salient to the voter we may anticipate that he .
will be unlikely to be able to specify favorable or unfavorable items for it.
Like Kelley and Mirer (1974) and other earlier authors we have chosen to
weight equally all responses to the questions in the PA scale and to assign
all factors in that scale, whether positive or negative, an equal .absolute
weight.* This may seem a questionable practice, yet i1t has both venerable
roats and support in recent work in cognitive psychology.

.i-2l i The venerable roots lie at least as deep as Benjamin Franklin's ..
September™ 19, 1972 comments in a letter‘to”his-ffiend,'Joseph‘Prfest]y Tl

1" cannot, “for want of sufficient premises, advise you what - :-:.
-to- determine, but if you please I will tell how . Wy T
7. way is to divide half a sheet of paper by.a Tine into two 114
“.z.columrs, writing over the one Pro and over the other Con. ... .7 . %
-"iw-.Theny during three or four days® consideration, I put down .~ ..o il o
under the different heads short hints of the different - *~ =~ - -
- mtives, that at different times occur to me for or against
the measure. When I have thus got them all together 1in one:
view, I endeavor to estimate respective weights. . . (to)
find at length where the balance lies . . . And, though
the weight of reasons cannot be taken with precision of .
algebraic quantities, yet, when each is thus considered,
separatively and comparatively, and: the whole matter lies
before me, I think I can judge better, and am less liable
to make a rash step; and in fact I have found great advan-
tage for this kind of equation, in what may be called moral
~or prudential algebra. o : S

=

Recent work discussed in Wainer (1974), by Dawes and Corrigan
(1974) and Einhern and Hogarth (1974),provides evidence that frequently
the most accurata weighting scheme in terms of predicting behavior .is to
mevely count the actor’s motives. This will be often more accurate than .
weightings derived from the actor's own evaluations as to the relatjve
importance of the factors in his decision-making. Wainer (1974, p. 18)
notes that this ippears especially true if the prediction variables are
intercorrelated highly. High intercorrelation among factors, of course, is
exactly what we night anticipate to be the situation in the partisan attitude
case. Wainer (1974:18-19, emphasis his, but we share it) goes on to cele-
brate the fact that making judgments as to what factors are important is
. "far easier" than assigning weights with respect to their relative importance!
To have them be more accurate also {under many circumstances) is & double
blessing." : ' '

We show in Figures 2 Partisan Attitude Scores for 1956 and 1960 U.S.
Presidential elections plotted against percentage of two-party vote. .As can
‘be seen by inspection, the scatter of those points is far-better described
by an S-shaped curve than by any linear regression line. Indekd, if we
2ggregate data across four presidential elections, as Kelley and Mirer (1974)
do, we obtain an even more striking fit to smcoth S-shaped curves. (See
- Kelley and Wirer, 1974, Figure 1:574}. . = - . = . '



The data we present in Figure 2 and the Kelley and Mirer {1974) find-

ings we cite above must, however, be regarded as only suggestive. They

do not provide a direct test of any of the "fine-tuning" aspects of our
model. For example, our model makes predictions about the way voting
behavior should vary as a function of N across partisan attitude scale
categor1es _For a fixed value of partisan attitude, the higher a re-

- spondent's "N .valde, the more 11ke1y should be a vote cangruent with
“'the direction spec1f1ed by this ~PA~ scale value.-Furthermore, other’

-7 models (e.g., probit models (Aldrich and Cnudde, ]975) of which our mode1 “_

_is a close relative, and logit models) also give rise to S-curve rela-

... tionships. We v0u1d need to carefully comparz fit of our predictions AT
- "7 with those of alternative probabilistic frameworks before we could have

~any great confidence that the fit suggested by the data in Figure 2 was S

- other than accidental.” * In the full version of our paper we hope to S S
. “-do this.; One other point:-- we have not yet resolved the question of how '

“ip? -~ is to be-estimated. - One possibility would be to posit that ™ p’ oz e s
varied directly with strength of party identity. This again, is an xssue

we hope to explore in the full version of our paper.

- IV. The Role of Party Identification as a Perceptual Bias

Consider a dichotomous choice s1tuat10n satisfying our 0?1?1na1 assump-
tion (a) through (c) (or modified assumptiors (a), (b)’, and (c)} as spe-
¢ified above. Let us now further assume that -

(d)} 1nd1V1dua1s exercise selective percaption and/or selective retention,
_ ;1.e., the. conditional probability that a cue-sampled will be seen/counted:
- as Republican (Democratic) if it is Repub11can (Democrat1c) is pRR(pDD)'

Clearly Pup = 1 - Prp? and pRR 1- FDR Moreover, . pDD and pRF
need not be equnl, nor need they both be equal to one.

Coro]lary 10 Resu1t 1:  For a given 1nd=v1dua1 with selective percep~'
tions/retentiveress given by Pop and PRR>" the re]at1onsh1p between p

and the probabiiity of voting Democratlc glven N cues samp1ed.1s given
hy )

- ( : N (1-p) (1 ) "
p = 2 [PP + -P -p ]
| ND N+ h ) | DD RR

h==5 ; N-h
' ‘-'—‘[P“‘PDD) + (I"P)PRR ] i

[
. H

(12)

Proof: The expression pppy + (1-p} (1- pRR) sxmply gives the probab1}1ty

that a cue sampled will be soon/counted as Democratic; similar]
p(1- pDD) + (1-p} ppr  Gives the probab111ty that a cue samp]ed M111 be

seen/counted as Repub]1can. -

LY




There are several special cases of interest:

A. Ppp ='PRR,.i.e., the'accufaqy-of percepiion sthe 1ikelihood of

retention, does not vary with the nature of the cues or with the voter's
own partisan attitude. In this case expression (12) reduces to

e . - - . s el ewn

i%;;édﬁiTH ;?thén:quggurSQ,}gxpressioqgj}3)3rgd@égﬁzdireét1j3bgcklt6:;;a_TM

expression (4). - T - : -

B Ppp = 1s Ppp = Ppalpgg = 15 Ppy = pyp)s i.e., Democratic
(Republican) cues are always correctly perceived/counted; Republican

{(Democratic) cues only sometimes so. For Democratic identifiers under
these assumptians, expression (12) reduces to oL ;

. - .

e B(8) [ ][] >
gn?(ﬂ_)- [ - Gy ] [(_]'p)r*iff]ﬂ_}_)f

R
~—

7

For Repdb}icaﬁ idenfifiers, the formula is jdeatical, yitﬁ- pDD'-substituted
for Ppp - MNote that in this model the probability of misperceiving or faii-

ing to count cues favorable toward the candidate discrepant with one's party
10 is invariant with respect to the voter's own Partisan Attitude. . -

| c. Ppp = 1, ka =1 - p(pRR =1, Ppp = p). In thislqase, equation :
(12) becomes _ . . ‘

= g (V) o] [0 ] 0




Here, misperception/bias in retention is a function of the voter's own
partisan attitude; the more his partisan attitude is at variance with his
party ID the less will the voter misperceive/fail to count the cues favorable
to the party discrepant with his own party ID.

- Be Pop % Pops PRy = Prp» 1:e:, a1l cues have a certain probability of .

~**being Sesn/counted as Democratic oF seen/counted a5 Republican, but ‘thess '~

2 probabilities*are independent of whether-or not the cue actually is'a -

1f:' Republican or actually is a Democratic cue. In this case (12) reduces to

g z(';,‘) (pgn)"np)""

el e
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if ppp = P {i.e., Prp = 1-p), then (16) becomes

. N ' : - .
N h N-h : :
Py = Z p (1-p) S 17).
Ny (h) P . (17)
=z - RS -

Note that this case is identical to the caSe-where_cUes.are alwéys correctly

. perceived/are a2lways counted in the decision (i.e., the case.in which

"Pop = PRr 1.} Hence a certain type of bias in perception/retention is
" jdentical in its effects to no bias at all. ) '

We may think of Pop and Ppp @S filteing propensities which differen-

tially affect the decision-relevant impact of pro-Republican or anti-
Democratic vs. Pro-Democratic or anti-Republican cues. The strength of
party identification may determine (at least in part) these selective percep-
tion/retention propensities, Ppp and pRR,--For example, if we measure the

intensity of party identification in the usual way, the strong Democrats
{strong Republicans) should have PhD (pRR) very close to 1. Similarly,

strong Democrats (strong Republicans) should have pDR‘(pRB) > 0, On the

other hand weak Democratic (weak'Republican) identifiers should have )
pDD(pRR) less c¢lose to one and should have pDR(pRD) closer to 0 than

strong party identifiers. Finally, we mi%ht nypothesize that either non-.
party identifiers would have ppy, = Ppp i.e., would conform to Model C)

or would have ppn = Ppp = 1 (i.e., would be 100% accurate in their per-

ceptions). Thus, we distinguish between two Xinds of independe%ts, those
with accurate perceptions/unbiased retention and those unable to differen-
tiate between parties in terms of successfully identifying which cues be-
-long to which party. . It is important to note that under. the assumptions

" “$pecified above; both kinds of independents would behave “identically with
respect to probability of voting for the candidate of a given party.




If we think of p as being measured by PA as before, and treat Pop
and Pap 2 functions of strength and direction of party identification
(PI), then we would hypothesize that

Hypothesis 1: For any given value on the PA scale on the pro Republican
{pro Democratic) side, the stronger the Republican (Democratic) Party identi-
fication tne moye likely is the individual to vote Republican (Demacratic).
(0f course, we are here assuming that the individual votes Democratic
(Republican) according as a majority of cues .sampled are Democratic (Republican)

However, this relationship {for fixed Ppp and pRR) will not be in-
dependent of p, since the impact of Ppo and Par ON Pp depends upon p,
even if Ppp OF Pgp are not themse1yes direct functions of . p. (See
expression (12)). While pp, declines monqtonically with T-pp, and Prr
for all p’, the closer p is to 7 s the greater the magnification of
Republican (Demncratic) vote propensities as Ppr (pDD) increases. Thus, we
hypothesize that '

Hypothesis.2: The impact of strong Democratic'(Repub1ican)7Party idzan-
tification on Democratic {Republican) vote is greatest for individuals with
PA close to the midpoint of the scale. For extreme partisans (PA values rear
0 or 1), Party Identification should make relatively little difference it the
percentage voting Tor the party congruent with their PA position. . On the -
~other hand, for theose with PA values close to the midpoint of the PA scale,
.the percentage voting Republican (Democratic) should vary considerably across

categories of Purty Identitication, in a direction congruent with Party
Identification. ‘ . ‘ '

In the ful) version of our paper, we hbpe to examine data bearing on
these hypothese:. - - i

b -
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Footnotes .

]0f course, the list of available alternatives may include abstentions.

2This deterministic nature is characteristic even of approachés‘such as the
Ferejohn-Fiorina (1974) minimax regret model which postulates voter decision
rules other than expected utility-meximizing.

3n psychology, there is also a long tradition of probabilistic modelling nf
individual choice. One strong tradition stems from the work of Luce. (Se»
e.g., Luce, 195G; Yellott, 1977 forthcoming, and citations therein.) 1In '
probabilistic madels, choice of one's most preferred alternative is usually
not certain, but is merely more probable than choice of any other less
favored alternative. In probabilistic models of choice, there are consis-
tency norms similar to the familiar transitivity (or quasi-transitivity) and
connectedness assumptions on binary preference orderings, e.g., the strong
stochastic transitivity requirement. Let Px|xy denote the probability that

X will be chosen from the {x,y}. If %—slPx[xy < 1. and. %—5 Py|yz, then
strong stochastic transitivity requires B :

Px|xz z max <:Px|xy, Pylyz:>;

4Note that pro-Republican {pro-Democratic) cues are taken in this scale as
equivalent to anti-Democratic (anti-Republican) cues. This feature may be
regarded as somewhat suspect. The PA scale as operationalized above has -
one other feature which may be considered either an advantage or a defect:
. respondents who offer only a handful of respcnses must necessarily be
located near thz,center (20) of the PA scale even if all or almost all of
their cues arc pro-Republican/pro-Democratic. On the one hand, this pre-
vents wild Fluctuations in PA position arising from additions or subtrac-
tions of one or two cues. On the other hand, it seéverely misrepresents

the proportion of pro-Republican/pro-Democratic cues in subject’s responses
for those able to offer only a limited number of cues. .

5Caveat: as long as more than half the voters with PA values above the
midpoint vote Democratic and more than half the voters with PA values belcw
the midpoint vote Republican, to maximize the number of correct-predicticrs
it is necessary to predict that all voters above (beTow) the midpoint will
vote Democratic (Republican). Attempting to predict individual voter
behavior within each PA category via the hypothesized vote distribution

for that category is inferior to all or none predicting. (The reader

should assure himself that this is in fact, true. The fallacy of thinking
otherwise is quite common and is known as the "probability matching” fallecy).
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Probable Positive.Vote as a Function of Percentage of Positive Cues {p)

-

Table 1 -
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