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o i; ] - - Almost everyone‘who holds an oplnlon on the subJect

s iri agrees that one of the most slgnlflcantwpolltlcal trends of

the l960's and early l970's was the dramatlc decllne 1n the j;:

—— T - I

o ~ = power of polltlcal party aff1‘1atlon as a- predlctor of vot1ng
o S x - - L ":1

behav1or., The percentage of voters who percelve themselves t?’ o

' ?r '; - as 1ndependent and/or sp11t.the1r t1ckets has grown to the

v

i: E :7V polnt that 1n the vast majorlty of slzable vot1ng unlts across

the country, they hold.the balance of power.;

r—::"

The 1972 general electlon results 1nd1cate clearly the

. o o
‘H',"M"w" X

growlng 1ndependence of the electorate (8). Although a

Republlcan Presldent was elected.bv one of the largest.landrwf=; o ;;:5

=

|
, o )
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slldes 1n Amerlcan h1story, both houses of the U S. Congress

remalned Democratlc. Across the country Republlcan senator1a1

M

;f and gubernator1a1 candldates who expected a r1de to v1ctory
- on the Presldent's coat talls were drsap901nted on electlon 7
day,‘as were countless state 1eg1slat1ve candldates who were N

*‘5{7 defeated whlle gubernatorlal candldates of the1r party were

[
Vot

elected.f Thls trend may become even more pronounced wlth-the T

reductlon of the vot1ng age to l8. Although the'data alyzed

‘ w ‘
! o e
TR IR 2 e g e e YT
‘ il e

Qf, 1n thls paper do not address th1s 1ssue, 18-21 year olds pro-ii

4
R
[ St

fess party alleglance at a rate balow any other age group. In '

any case, the trend away from str1ct adherence to polltlcal

%é g . Mr. Atwood and Mr Sanders ‘are Assoclate Professors in
S - the College of ‘Communication and Fine Arts at Southern Illinois
T - University, Carbondale. The data reported in this paper are -

¥ D taken from a survey ‘conducted by the authors in collaboration
2 - with Professors John Jackson and Roy Miller of Southern Illinois
3 , University, Carbondale, and with the aid of Professor Frank
b .- Venturo of St. Louis Unlver51ty. o - - :
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party preference as a gulde to vot1ng behav1or contlnues f

~f:unabated

: Although there have been several attempts to explaln

the sw1tchers (7), float1ng voters (3), and perceptual 1nde-

—

pendents (2), the most recent, and by far the most provocat1ve,

“

' for communlcatlon scholars, 1s the pollt1ca1 dec1slon mak1ng

- model pos1ted by DeVr1es and Tarrance (4) 1n the1r recent

book, The T1cket Splltter.i A.New Force in Amerlcan Polltlcs.

The book 1s a strong reactlon to the,tradltlonal methodologles

5

;thlch have heen used to def1ne and explaln pollt1ca1 1nde-

pendence.r The ba51t contentlon of the book 1s that the only

—defenslble def1n1tlon of 1ndependence is based upon behav1ora1

rather than perceptual data.t The authors reason that 1f one

>

t,allows-voters to def1ne the1r polltlcal party aff111atlon and
- the strength of that aff111atlon v1a self reports, a very d1f-
‘7ferent p1cture emerges than when one e11c1ts self reports of

) actual vot1ng behav*or -as a ba31s tor determ1n1ng the 1nf1u—1

Sl

ence of'party preference. Th1s content-on is supported by

descr1pt1ve data from wh1ch the authors construct the1r

conceptual model o ,’ o

Contrary to trad1t10na1 ana1y31s of polltlcal 1nde-

~ pendence, especlally that-of the Survey Research Center as‘re-

’ported 1n The Amerlcan Voter . (2), DeVrles and Tarrance dls- )

count the role of polltlcal part1es contendlng that
e o +.in the survey studies that we have conducted or- re- -
viewed over the last several elections, the dominance of
party 1dent1f1catlon has evaporated. Today when people
are asked how” they make up the1r minds - about a candidate,

-

-

e graree]
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they d1scuss h1s general—abillty, h1s\persona11ty, h,
ab111ty to handle the-'job, his stand on the issues; and
so on.- This is espec1a11y true for the sp11t-t1cket :
voter" (4, P- - 74)., .

Of spec1a1 1nterest to the communlcatlons researcher is the ~---

. \ 57

- 1nf1uence Wthh DeVr1es and Tarrance grant to- mass med1a~

Many voters - pr1nc1pa11y the’ t1cket sp11tters . ;,..

draw issués from the media (princ¢ipally television)~

and -interpersonal relatlonshlps (famiiy and friends).
Ticket-splitters- do not rely on political ‘parties or -
their group affiliations < they rely on the news media )
for their . 1nformatlon about polltlcs and - government Co
(4, p. 115).f ———,7 - i-v T ) - -

Devrles and Tarrance conclude that because t1cket splrt-—

;f:,ters make vot1ng dec1slons based heav11y upon 1nformatlon

about the candldate and the 1ssues, are hlgh consumers of medla

e output, grant hlgh cred1b111ty,to the ‘mass medla, espec1a11y

L

: 5? telev1slon, and percexve medla contacts as be1ng 1nf1uent1a1,,;

7the med1a do, 1n fact have a stzong d1rect effect on tlcket
: sp11tt1ng'behav1or.‘ We,have several responses to th1s 11ne

" of reason1ng and to the data upon Whlch it is based

F1rst, 1t is 1ron1c to us that Devrles and Tarrance

i‘—would make the same error wh1ch they ascr1be to the authors

':;h Gf The Amerlcan Voter (2). Thelr major complalnt with the

approach taken by the Survey Research Center 1s ;hat they al-

~ lowed voters to. descr1be their party alleglance and to report 7

-

‘on the1r perceptlons of the strength of that alleglance w1thout

overt behav1ora1 va11datlon. This dependence upon a perceptual

. operatlonal def1n1tlon of the varlable, rather than a behavioral

' 'operatlonal def1n1tlon led the SRC to draw, say DeVries and

Tarrance, erroneous and rather valueless 1nferences regardlng
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' electlon survey conducted in Mlchlgan 1n whlch voters were

4 ) — R ,‘// s ) -

NS

R who 1ndependents are and how they are 11ke1y to behave. Howfif

ever, DeVrlegkand Tarrance accept,w1thout questlon a 1970

asked to rev1ew a llSt of thlrty-flve varlables that mlght .o

o have ‘'some . 1nf1uence on the way they made up the1r m1nds on - - -

polltlcal matters (4, p. 75).7 Respondents rated each of the

.35 varlables on an e1even-poxnt scale 1nd1ca ting the de-

:3? gree of 1nf1uence each had Because nlne of we 12 varlables

whlch recelved ratlngs of 5 0 or'more were mass med1a var1—

:Zf ables, the authors conclude that these are 1ndeed the most 1m-

portant 1nf1uences on t1cket-sp11tt1ng behav1or'and proceed to

construct a model based upon thls conc1u51on.” In other words, .

to DeVr1es and Tarrance, perce1ved 1nf1uence equalsareal in-
fluence. ThlB loglc, we be11eve, conta1ns the same essent1a1
flaw as does much of the perceptual data produced over the °

past 15 years by ‘the Survey Research Center. Voters may be

o able to make perceptual d1st1nctlons whlch have 11tt1e or. no

- 1mpact on thelr overt behav1or.

Second, every concluslon upon Whlch the DeVries and
Tarrance model is. based was drawn w1thout beneflt of a single
test. of statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance. ‘All conclusions are based

upon purely descrlptlve data. Thls serlous omlsSIon is,. ho ==
R

- ever, consxstent w1th the major purpose of the book As the

- has had a profound effect on Amerlcan politlcal 11fe durlng

authors 1nd1cate, "The purpose of this book is to descr1be

and thereby understand .a phenomenon (tlcket-splltting) which

-
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the 1960' (4, p.7113) We contend, that wh11e descr1ptlon

may be the beglnnlng of understandlng, 1t can be greatly ’
a1ded by the app11catlon of 1nferent1a1 stat1st1cs, a prem1se
which we hope to support later 1n thls paper.'f7

At another 901nt, Devrles and Tarrance make exp11c1t

the1r att1tude toWard some of the analytlc technlques used -

T 1n th1s paper when they say that the

e book is meant to. be nelther a rlgld technlcal
document with correlation coefficients and mu1t1p1e
regressions nor -a journalistic polemlc with no hard
data and consideration of campaign rea11t1es. It is -
71ntended to be a conceptualizing document about a new-
‘group ‘of - 1ndependent voters who, we believe; hola- the
balance of power.1n Amerlcan p011t1cs. (4, p. 38)

We don t mean to be unduly contentlous,.and perhaps we are

s

show1ng our academ1c b1as~ubut we flrmly be11eve that DeVr1es
and Tarrance have drawn a false dlchotomy. There are several
reasonable a1ternat1ves to the1r approach, none of wh1ch are

-

rigidly technical nor unrea11st1c. ln fact,‘we ‘contend that
1f.one is golng to assume correspondence between perceived }
media influence and freal"‘media‘influence on voting behavior,
one must, in order to avoid unrealistic conceptualizing, )
test the nature and degree of that corresnondence: |

- Th1rd we doubt the v1abr11ty of most media varlables
as pred1ctors of d1fferent1a1 voting behav1or because, in
general, previous stud1es (5, 9 10) wh1ch have employed mult1-
variate statistics show no such d1rect effects and because of

the ‘pervasive nature of the media, particularly television

and newspapers, in society.
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. Thus, for these reasons, the research reported in thlSlrf,
- paper was deslgned as a part1a1 test of the pOlltlcal dGCISlonr
maklng model outllned by DeVries and Tarrance. 'SPGQIflcally;:
we sought to test the followxng hypothesls- o ' -
When polltlcal afflllatlon, stréngth of polrtlcal
affiliation, and.place of residence' are held con-

stant, mass media variables account for slgnlflcant N
proportlons of varlance 1n tlcket Spllttlng behavmor.

R ME‘I“HOI')S. :

7 : Data were collected via personal rntervxew from 247
. reglstered voters 1n three rural Southern IllanLS countles~j§
‘ and from 172 reglstered voters 1n suburban St.-LOUlS County,:i
Mlssourl, durlng the two-week perlod Just prlor to the . 1972
general, electlon. Thlrty-one Southern IlllhOlS and 23 st.
Louis County respondents were dropped from thlsranalysls be-'
cause of mlsslng data. Thus‘we'have 365 cases analyzed in
this report. ] ‘“‘ |

In Southern Illinois, 77 of the respondents were rngh
istered voters who had partlclpated in a similar study of the
1972 IlllhOlS prlmary electlons and who had been chosen at
random fromggffldaVLts f11ed at the ‘time theyrrecelved their
ballots to vote in’ the primary. The remainder of the Southern
IllanIS respondents were - chosen at_ random from current regis-
tered voters 1ists in the zhree eountles.

In St. Louis County, Missouri, which includes muoh of

the suburban area around the city of St. Louis, but not the
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city proper, a Biock sampling technique was utilized. Census;

S

s bloéks were drawn at random and interviewers were given a

speCified number of interViews to complete within each census

;block. - 'f

r

< » *

. ';{‘J*‘\’\'""L.f:"‘ g

i - enrolled in Communications‘and Government courses'at Southern .

) Illinois UniverSity, Carbondale, and at St. Louis UﬁiverSity.f

4 fc{.sf R ;

All interviewers had participated in at least two training

- sessions and had gathered practice interViews in the field

*

- T -

‘ before gathering data for this study.

Y

j:v'ﬁdata collection begana ;t took,from 301minttes to one and

. -

one-half hours to administer, depending—uponfthé}sophistica-

i s AR g s gy opr e RE Nas
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tion of the interuiemer'andiintervieWee. Following a ¢ ~~ies of
tgr questions on media use, perceived ‘media credibility, per,eived
media influence, perception of candidates and issues, and
political attitudes, respondents completed a “secret" ballot

¥ '7:{ in ‘which they could vote for the top six political offices in

:—‘ their state 8 election.

: , , o
- L . Discriminant analysis (6) was used to determine if
i 7 f§” .communication variables (amount of information £rom various

sources, kind of information - candidate or issue, primary -
; _.  source of information, media credibility, perceived source

influence, information seeking) would account for Significant

proportions of variance for either ofrtwo ticket splitting

criterion scores.

Self-designated party preference, strength

of politicdal affiliation, and location of residence were used

»

Interviewers were graduate*and undergraduate students -

S The interView schedule was pretested and revised before‘

P 1
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-and give a more preclse test of the’ effects of the‘communlca- 7

. tion variables,

aff;l;at;on, strength of pol;t;cal aff;l;at;on, and place of

‘from the seven quest;ons in the survey wh;ch were most rele- -

' ‘vant to the model.

" as are the number of tlcket splitters from each of the affil;-

. onercan expect a relat;vely small percentage of txcket

- splitters among Republ;cans, a somewhat larger percentage

as covar;ates to hold constant the effects~of-those variables

= .

M gem o

» . . . ) -9

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In order to test ‘the hypothes;s that when pol;t;cal

res;dence are held constant, mass med;a variables account for
s;gnif;cant proportlons of variance 1n txcket splitt;ng be-

havior, we appl;ed regress;on technxques to the data obtaaned

7 as Table ‘i 1nd1cates, of the 365 respondents in the
study, 85 (23.29%) were self des;gnated Republicans, 167
(47. 75%) were self deslgnated Democrats, and 113 (30.96%)
were self des;gnated Independents. Th;s pattern is generally

cons;stent w;th the results reported by DeVr;es and Tarrance,

atxons. The Devrles and Tarrance data show taat, 1n general,

among Democrats, and -a Btlll larger percentage among Inde-

pendents. Although th;s ‘general pattern held true for both
of our operat;onal def;n;t;ons of the dependent varlable, only

two 31gn1f1cant differences emerged. The proportion of
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splitters among'Republicans was significantly‘smaller than
for‘bemocrats‘or Independents‘when.we defined splitting as a
split between President and Governor. When ve defined a

split as any change of party so long as the respondent voted

in at least‘three contested races, Independents splitiin a’e

‘significantly larger proportion of cases than did Republicans }

oxr- Democrats" (L), o
o It should also be noted from Table I that the two
operational definitions of the criterion variable produce

very different results. The more liberal definition of one -

split in at least three votes.produces a far higher number of

. -

splitters. i{;‘

DISCRIMINANT ANALYSES - -

~

None of the analyses attempting to account for sig-

nificant proportions of variance in ticket splitting between

President and Governor isolated communication variables con-f

tributing significant proportions of unique variance.r

Por this

one ‘definition of "ticket splitter we may therefore reJect the

hypothesis that communication variables are major contribu-
tors to ticket splitting behaVior within the context of our
approach. ’ ' 7

—

rsince one of the most clearly asserted propositions in
the DeVries and Tarrance conceptual model is ‘that information
about the candidates and about their positions on the issues
are “important ingredients ‘in the ticket splitter's decision

making process, and since there is no generally accepted and

=




o 10 _ s S
applied definition of"ticket splitter' tne secondtset of
iffdiscriminant analysas seemed warranted. The results of the’
: analyses provide little support for the conceotual model' - r,r
prcposltions since only one variable in each of three of the -
- seven models tested contributed significant proportions of
:unique variance. These models and the questions enployed are
B ‘given in Tables I, 'III, and IV and the zero-order correla-
h t7'tions anonggthe variables are given in Tables v, VI, and VII.
7}1 ~_ The data in Table I show that the onlyzinformation L
77L;:variable for which the proportion of variance was significant §l¢1:;;:2: )
f‘iwas candidates' political background. and this vas only 1.38 . 7”1 o
71J:fper cent (lr). The full statistical model accounted for lG 38 e
,f;per cent of the total variance. Campaign issues failed to ,; ! . -

',;;account for a significant proportion of ticket splitting be-

5<,ihavior although the Devries and Tarrance concentual model

ff;wculd lead us to expect issues would be a major contributor )

‘;f;to variance accounted for. Political affiliation and strength

:*:of political affiliation were significant predictors account-

: §11ing for 9.03 per cent and 6. 82 per cent respectively of the
"5f;ivariance in ticket splittinq (lz).

S ‘rable nr exhibits a similar configuration for the , L

| 7i;7source believability question. While the full statisticzl - e
f;gnwdel accounts for 21. 62 ‘per cent of total variance, the only o
7fircommunication variable that accounts for a small, but sig-

- nificant, proportion of variance is believability of raiio

:fii;information, 2.43 per cent. -t .
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,sp11tter from the stralght,tlcket voter.:

1 .- D

This finding is‘inconsistentnnith the DeVries and
Tarrance nodel which posits that—television, newspapers, and
interpersonal communication are more belieuabie and thus more
iihely to influence behavior of the ticket splitter.’ We do-
f1nd that a majorlty of all respondents, 52.6 per ‘cent, do

attrlbute greater bellevablllty to telev151on than to any

other medlum, but 1t 1s be11evab111ty of 1nformatlon obtalned

from radlo, not telev1s10n, that d1scr1m1nates the tlcket

Agaln the party

vsubset and strength of p011t1ca1,a£f111atlon var1ab1es account

for more var1ance than do any of the source be11evab111ty
varlahles (8. 53 and 6 38 per cent respectlvely,.

As w1th the other communlcatlon varlables, percelved

7sources of influence contrlbuted 11tt1e to our ab111ty to pre-

dict tlcket sp11tt1ng behav1or.

- +

one source, news maga21nes, accounts fOr a s1gn1f1cant pro-r
portion of varlance, 1 27 per'cent, while the party and.
strength of polltlcal aff111atlon varlables account for 7. 97
and 6.74 per cent of the varlance respectively. Total vari-
ance accounted for by all predictors was 21.42 per cent.

‘Overall then, wé’fiﬁd only the variables of (1) can-

7d1date p011t1ca1 background,?(Z) oe11evab111ty of radio

1nformat10n, and (3) 1nf1uence of news magazlnes accounting

for'slgnlflcant proportions of variance 1n‘tlgket Splitting A
behavior when party and strength of political affiliation

a'r,e''he'lid’Ac;’:inst'an‘t—f hnd; theSe'proportions, five points or

As shown in Table 1v, onlY V_

o e

JE U
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- ta1ned from each source, (2) the s1ngle most believable medium

© tion about the campalgn, and (4) percelved usefulness of .
‘“varlous sources when a voter 1s seeklng 1nformatlon about the

7campalgn acoounted fbr s1gn1f1cant proportlons of varlance in

'tlcket sp11tt1ng. ER —'7;7,7 S _ L

12

less, are so small as to be v1rtually meanlngless.

L 2

Further, none of the communlcatlon varlables in the

d1scr1m1nant models analyzlng (l) amount of 1nformat10n ob-'ff .

-for polltlcal 1nformatlon, (3) the primary~source Of informaé'

“

>

P - -

. N —

In general, our multl-varlate data analyses overwhelme

1ng1y d1sconf1rm.the hypothesls generated out of the Devrles* :

and.Tarrance model., "In four of the 14 regresslon models :

we tested no communlcatlons varlables accounted for sig-

n1f1cant varlance., In the three,reported abOVe, only three i

o

scattered communlcatlon varlables accounted fbr varlance,

-

and in one of these 1nstances,’1t (news magazlnes) would not )

have benn predlctedlby the DeVrles and Tarrance model as

slgnlflcant. We, therefore, reJect the hypothesls w1th Whlch

.
we began thls study and conclude that those who pos1t a corres- b

-

pondence between perceptually derlved data. on mass media 1nflu-

& B

ence and tlcket Spllttlng have yet to support conv1nc1ng1y

-

the1r p031tlon. Moreover, we would urge great caution in the

drawing of generalizations about pol;tlcal campaign strategies

based upon the DeVries and Tarrance model untll a more per-

Taa o«

suasive case for its v1ab111ty has been presented.
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and IV are the unique variance acc
with all others held

for by the predictors individually will n
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constant. . Thus, the variance accounted -

ot necessarily add up

to the proportion accounted for by the entire model with all -
n conjunction due to.ihpercorrelationS»

variables opérating i
among the predictors.
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12, Perceived political affiliation was determined
by answers to the standard Survey Research Center question:
"Generally: speaking; do you usually thipk of yourself as a
Republican, -a Democrat, an Independent, or what?" - Respondents

. were then asked to indicate the strength of their affiliation
. on a scale ranging from one (weak) to seven (strong). These,
"questions are the bases for the data on political affiliation.

and strength of afflllatlon reported throughout this paper.
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TABLE I
NUMBER OF TICKET SPLITTERS BY PARTY DESIGNATION
s :»:Tc}tai' o 'fi;ékeft: - = “per cent
. Respondents  “Splitters. split
A Séiit Présiéént/G&Qérnbr »
-~ Republicans . 8 12 14,12+
“Democrats T 167 4 44 26.35
- Independents 113 42 37.17
Split One of Three Votes .
" Republicans = 85 . 45 52,94
. Democrats . . 167 . . 105 62.87
" “Independents 113 97 . 85.84 %+

ve-wnw *Proportion is significantly smaller than for Democrats
‘and Independents.

**Proportlon is s1gn1f1cantly larger than for Republlcans

‘ﬂ and Democrats.

4o
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- ) TABLE II ‘
PROPORTIONS OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR IN TICKET SPLITTING
BY TYPES OF INFORMATION RESPONDENT PERCEIVED RECEIVING
: p-value
Variable ) .. Variance. . less than Correlation*
FULL MODEL .. © .1638  ° .0001 q
7 Céhdidatéfpe:sonal - i - :
- Iives ; o 0000 n.s. -.01 -
Campaign issues’ - .0000 n.s. - .02
Candidate personal . T
character. .0013 n.s. =.02
Candidate political
- background .0138 - .05 .13
Republican - =017
Democrat -.09
Independent V 7 .26
Party subset <0903 ** .0001
‘Strength of political =
affiliation - .0682 .0001 -.22
i Southern Illinois _
o . residence ‘ .0016 n.s,. -.03

: *Zero-order correlation between predictor and cri-
terion variables. ;

**Variance accounted for by the. swarm of points for all.
three categorical political predictor variables.

The question was: 7Genera11Y' how much information do you feel

you have been getting -about each-of the following: (see op-

tions in Table II above). Respondents rated each option on
- .a Likert-type scale from one,.indgcéfing "none," to five,

indicating "a great deal." >~ ’

vt
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TABLE III

...........

BY PERCEIVED BELIEVABILITY OF.INFORMATION FROM EACH SOURCE

.................. P

B pféalue -
Variable Variance' less than Correlation*
| FULL "MODEL : L2162 . .0001-
Other people - .0007 n.s. -.04
Newspapers .0004 n.s. .12
Magazines .- .0080 n.s. .18
Political mailings .0036 n.s. " -.08
. Radio . .0243 . .01 .18
Telephone messages. ., «0074 - n.s. F=.10
-Republican ! -.17
Democrat B -.09
Independent ) ' ) ' .26
Party Subset .0853*%* . 0001 .
Strength of political
affiliation 0638 .0001 -.22
Southern Illinois -
residence . .0011 n.s. -.03

*Zerp-oider correlation between predictor and cri-.

terion variables. - i .

- **Variance accqunted for by the swarm of points for all’
three categorical political predictor variables.

The question was: I would now like to ask you how believable
you feel the information you are getting about the election
is. Using the 5-point scale -at the bottom of the card, tell
me how believable the information you are getting is from each
of the sources ranging from not at all believable (score=l)

.to very believable (score=5)?
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TABLE IV

>

PROPORTIONS OF VARIANCE ACCOUNTED FOR IN TICKET SPLITTING
: BY PERCEIVED SOURCES OF INFLUENGE

......

13

p-value .
Variable Variance 1less than Correlation
FULL MODEL L2142 .0001
 Friends . .0022 ° n.s. .08

* Relatives. - 0000 n.s. .02
Newspapers . 0000 n.s. .13
News magazines .0127 .025 .23
Radio news : .0035 n.s. .19
Television news - .0044 n.s. .11
Campaign workers .0005 n.s. -.00
Campaign literature .0001 n.s. -.02
Candidates .0000 n.s. : .09
Television advertising .0045 n.s. -.02
Radio advertising .0014 n.s. .08
Public officials .0002 n.s. .04
Husband/Wife .0038 n.s. ) .08
Republican , -.17
Democrat ) -.09
Independent .26

Party subset c0797%% .0001
Strengfh of,political

affiliation .0674 .0001 -.22
Southern Illinois o ’

residence. .0013 n.s. -.03

_*Zero-order correlation between predictor and cri-

terion variables.

E

. ' IR
**Variance accounted for by the swarm of points for
all three categorical political predictor variables.

The question was: Generally,
opinions about the candidates
fluenced this year by each of

- Respondents -rated each source

5 (a lot of‘influence)h

how much do you think your
and the issues have been in-
these sources of information?
from one (no influence) to

N

g
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