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In an effort to discever the effects of mass leaza on

viewer perception of candidates!' positions, tests were administered
to 10 to 12 families at each of five locationms' across the ccuntry .
immediately folloving each of the 1976 Carter-Pord debates. Sixteen

statements were drawn from the presidential platfora ©

of each party

and each statement was evialuated by the respandent as self, as
Carter, and as Ford on standard five-pcint agree/disagree scales. The

£0llouing conclusions were. made:

(1) the nction°that voters move-

their positions toward the position of the candidate ¢f their choice .
- and that presidential-campaigns induce a substantial part of the

‘  wvoters to- switch candidates was not supported;

(2) fer mcst voters,

the fall“presidential campaigns. served a maintenance or reinforcing
function for previously made decisions; (3) the same campaign can
serve both to reduce and to increase perceived pclarity between,
candidates; and (4). families showing Jndependent choices among the

-~ members are rare. in general, the family provided a firs reference

- for voting behavior and apparently was more forceful in influencing - .

£ fanily members to change their preference than were the televised

debates. (Three illustrative tables and a sanple guesticnnaire are

included.) (JF)
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[ . R Researchers in the broad field which has been crudely Iabele'a
AP - P S .

£ _:,"pdliticat‘commmicaﬂ‘on" pravide a wide variety of tentative hypotheses

// /' and“conclusions regarding the-impact of media on political preferences

VAT AN - ; - T
. , g . , Co ) ;

and voting behavior. Virtually all of the.empirical political socgaliza-") .

fion literature contains direct or indirect referencé to media variables

within various levels of satial'complexity. Ever since the "classic"

- ) »

-studies of the forties , summary yolumes such as The People's Choice s

»

Voting,: The Voter Decides and American Voting Behavior have réinforced

2

5 " . the contention that media play an active jle in the political socialization

" process. More recent collecthns of é\c\n\iticar‘ communibation) research - q
N o, : <
such as those by Chaffee (1975) and Kraus and Davi7(.1976) suggest that -

contempgr'ai'y researcheg frequently accept the assertions of,thesek
~ benchmark studies without engaging in further empirical verification

) ¥ " s e N et~
which would help clarify the relationship between mass'communication _

A

SR "and political socialization.
One of the most popular conceptualizations which has been used-tg -
. , 'ﬁde the past dgcade"s political eomrnunication research was first

< - -~ - advanced by @apper (1960) and refined by Kraus (1964). -According to

< . ' -these writers, the effect of the media is Yphonomenistic.” That i$, '
‘.'; -~ v i . v - .
T - @xposure to media content takes place among other factors, both i
, Ao & . "

’
'

R T eJ
) .+ ' -tehavioral and social, whichalso serve as mediating influences.
- . Wrtting about the impact of the 1960 "Great Debates,"- L.ang and Lang

\

. e

S L {1961) obsewgd, "To dtsentan?}b‘the ir}luence of any single carr;patgn
0 » . ~ ’ ¢ . ! .




eyent or'lssue— on thé outcome of an election is always difficult. -In the

B T ‘ .
case of the TV debates, lt~becomes‘a logical absurdity . . ." (p. 277).

' Rather(than graﬁt candidate exposure via .telae’vised debates any single,

. dlrect lnﬂuence, Lang and Lang reasoned tha;the 1mpact ‘of telewsed ; 5

1
L
3.4
N
.4

RO
-

debates need to be analyzed agatnst a backdrop of the well—estabhshed

-~ . ]

ﬂncttons served by the mass medta. As stated by the authors "They

L]

T fmctlon pr1m / in two ways: (1)-to increase the, saltence of party - .

¢

allgnments and (2)- to adjust and br1ng 4mages of the rien, issues, etc. »

into llne w1th votlng preferences. n The ~telev1sed debates are somewhat

!

unlque, however, in that they prowde’ the v1ewer with exposure to the

t 1

' \ " two candte!ates slmultaneously. Hence, the vlewen-'is forced to make ' e
’ lnstantaneous comparisons and contrasts between the“c‘andtdates' posi-- - - - -
' . tlons on lmportant 1ssues s @S opposed te permlttlng the llmltatton ef Co “\ / ‘
' ! ) ~ -
R one's exposure solely to the candidate of choice. Though Kraug and 'L T // ;

*  Smith (196?) found that the issues in the 1960 debates were closely llnked .

to the perceived 1mages of the candtdates themselves, these and glmllar
“ ’ . 17 4» ’ /

studles offer support for the posttlon of I_ang and Lang thatvpresldentlal
F debates serve to bmng the voters' conceptloh of the 1mage of.the candi~

E 3 ‘ date and the issues, close to'the viewer's original voting’preferent:e. ,

»

-, (Kraus and Davis, 1976, p. 89.) . )
X . kS . s .

Subscrlblng to the notion that the impact of the‘medla s phenomenb—

- D
1

- 7 ttc, our, lnterest ln studying the 1976 Carter—Ford debates‘was based upon

the belief that the series of debates afforded %pproprlate events within R

-the campaign perlod which enabled us to look at cl;anges in voter percep—
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tions of candidates! positions over time. The debates themselves were

s LN T - ~
but a stngle element in the total po‘lttical milieu which existed prior to
. . H R :
I J the 1976 election. . ) o .o C
- = Combining the ﬁndings of politic¢al communication researchers
3 v

interested in measuring media effects with the. results of political

hd R N R UL e

e

L sctenﬁsts enggg_ed in inquiries which consider the 1mpact of peer groups,

¢
\

3 " education, socioeconomic factors and farhily vaIUes, perm1ts.the genera—-

a

.

tion of conflicting sets of hypotheses. -Since these "models" of political
socialization fail to lead the researcher to the same deﬁniti\}e conclu—

.. w“ o\t

»

-stons, the vamous hypotheses need to be addressed, and subsequently

a

l

»
accepted or: rejected on the basis of the resultlng ewdence.

«
a

’

S
4

o

\~

To date there\has been little ewdence to shake the firmly held con—

tention that the family unit holds a central positton in the process of poli-

.

tical sociahzation. .While it is nearly impossibleto determine at what

N\

¥

point family influences intersect with other influences in" the \;oters"”

.

. environment, it appearﬁ iogical to assume that "family" as a grossly -

) some cases that media exposure has no measurable efféct.

deﬁned variable forms the nucleus of all socializing agents.‘BIumen-
5

feld (1964) and Wasby (1966) have suggested that the primaryo role played .

IR

by the family in the area of political socialization is the transmission of ..
polttical preference (party afFiIiation). So strong is this influence in

In other

initénces, indtvidualsoare apt to selectively attind to those appearances . :

and staternents which reinforce the primary affiliation. A




- . ' -

‘ ’ .. Rt \. : > ' .
With'the recent decline in direct party identification, some recent

) studies'have ‘poihted to an increased emphasis on campaign iss.ues and .
L LI Lo ; N < . '

L. " ¢ ¢ R v, -
" + ' lcandidates’ images. farents transmit their political ‘oreferendes to their
di . - - ' ' ’ _ " .
# " | . children on the basis of issues and images in the same way that they/ pro-

N y ® -t \ \

e ject simple par*t.y aﬁ'ihation. Whether the voter is actually in agreement :
. -
. ~°"‘vgith the position of the candidate appears to t;e of minor 1mporta,nce., OfA

‘Jmuch;greater signifjcance is ywat sthe voter penceives the existence’'of

P}

‘ such agneement (Sherrod 19f1° Mendelsohn and O‘Keefe, 1975)Q' s

‘Regardlng changes in percepttm of candidates, O‘Keefe and’ ,
{

\

Mendelsohn (1974) ’ mtervxewmg wvoters in Summit Comty, Ohlo, found

e

A
that iny ten pencent of their responden,ts\clatmed to have Ieamed some-~

': I . thing after dec1 d1ng upon a candtdate that r'etnfor'ced thew mmal- demswn. .
¥ . :

Conwrsely, only thnee percent stated that they had learned somethmg
2’5 !
‘ ". new which made them ‘uncer'tain :that they had selected the best candidate.
. b , s
Although these ﬁndtngs tend to phowde additional support for the popular

Qs ~

reinforoement hypothests, it can be ar‘gued that the voter‘s did, in fact, ..~ .-

. S

acquire new 1nf'or~mation of, whtch they were unaware. Ear*lielg r'esults -

e T / from a 1972 Summtt County study revealed that more than 20 percent

. of the voters sampled claimed to have been influenced by various events
. ‘ S “ j -
. whlch occurr'ed dumng the cam;batgn——aw'\eugha sizab{e—segment of tbg “ |

&
voter‘s appeared to 1nterpret 1nﬂuence in terms of rationalizations for

L U : N N .\ . . - ,‘ -
. previous dectsions. S i - -
. . . . .

. se .
* . 1 -

<y © ‘o Suggesfing that actual VQtlng behaviof‘* or candidate switchv,ng is

e \an oversimpliﬂed criterion of. change, O‘Keefe (1975) has called for

. S
¢ . - . ’ ] . ’ . P .
‘ ] , . N R . !
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3 . - ) ) . ig
research effo'r"ts‘which delineate the net effects of combBined campaign
> {nfluences upon voter decision-making: ‘"D:eghee ofr?/po}*ted inﬂuehce
. . : : ) : R
- also neec}s tL be empi rically associated with changes \n réqundgnté'

[ ' R

positions.on issues, _perc‘eptions of candidates' positions on issues, and -
e, . . ‘1\ * . . . ’ . - '
T peroeitions of candidates' images. This should ideally be conducted by .

“+ - ~ ‘ . - N .

‘measuring perceived influence, issue and image change, and commu— .

. . - ‘ \ . / . .
nication behavior at a minimum of three points in time with use of N -

gppmp('iéte causal modeling techniques. " (p. 140.)

. * ’ . e
%, .
w . . " -
: ' .*/\L/‘\,

Rationale and Hypotheses
[ 1. ,"ﬂ\\>

Following the reg:omméndations of O'Keefej_/the present study per;

- . . . N F'4 , ® .
T ' mits the investigation of ‘patterﬁs of change in the perceived position "ofg |
* R /‘-4 ~ 3

B . ‘s v lal be .': . '
self and each of the two major candidates, by individuals withirlw a Ffmilyﬁ‘
’ . [ . : . LN ) . !

M
¥ <

.. - unit.’Itis, therefore, possible to investigate (1) what patterns ‘appearis -* * .

o within the entire subject group, and (2) whether patterns exhibited by * }
individuals witl"\in‘family groups are simitar, directed toward congruernce,

-

« ' .

or independent. .

-~ ——
i
.

With’fegard to the first quastion, a number of change patf:erns’have

- . . . been postulated, either directly fgr.{nferr'ed, to describe the possible

= . ., functions oi’ a campaign. Drawing-fmm"ghe literature of political communi-

a

-

| b - eneratod to bredict changet
' cation at least five hypetheses can be generated to predict changes in

Pl ' #

-~ . \(_oter'»per"ceptionofcandidat”es' positions:' . ' - -t .

L P Percebwaf Stability or Maintenahce —— At;séncg of Shift. Con-
'stste;t with the widely he‘l‘d view that the:n';\ass me;jizf\_and‘ d'gh;a\r_' campatgn_.
" , ) .tnﬂ%g;:es \se"r:ve mergly ;o reinforce ékgstmg perceptto;\'s;' Eﬁfhey have '

Py -~

- .- o
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. any impact et all, one could predi'ct that the campaign would be insuf-

-

/ ;}f‘iz - ficientto ‘f‘esult ina measurable change. Even though O'Keefe has sug-

2 v

T . : gested that mstrumentatmn such as that destgné’d for this study should

" A PR pmve to be.more sensitive tg perceptual shifts within the p_r:e—electlon
- ® : ‘ ’ o o

’ per'iod, there is some existing evidence that these changes simply do

f " not take place. If the per't:ephons of voters remam stable throughout

N~ 2

v the campatgn s We would expect their responses to receal anchorage of

self and the reiattve posttton of candtdate of choice and opposmg candi- .
RO date. Change in perception of one candidate should therefore be coupled

wlth a stmtlar change in the other. (See thure 1.) . “ ,

4 '\ ‘
oot . 2 Alignment with Candidate. Just as there is evidence to suggest /

' no movement, one_could predict that as the campaign develops, the voter

. ' : T
' . becomes increasingly aware of the issues and adopts the position of the .

» candidgte of choice. If this pattem operates,»oﬁe would expect the change’ -« -

o * to occur on the self position (voter), with either constant values or par:aI:-_-

-

les change for the candidate of chmce. (See thure 2.)

s . -, - -

3. Contrast and Asstmﬂatmn. What m1g|*$ be described as a \

S

.k

| "classic" hypothesis would argue that the self position should remain
'r_’imc}:\or'ed thr:.‘oughout the campaign period, while the éarididate of choice™ - -

f . ‘ ". - R . ’ .
[ . .oois moved’clos‘er: to the position of the voter. The opposing candidate's *

' _positions are perceived as becoming increasirgly distant over time. . ’

In other words, the voter underggés a shift in his/her perception of both ﬂ C

L3

. . _candidate's positions, moving the candidate of choice closer to one's own

< T, * . ’
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Figure 1 * "¢ Figure 2 .
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, \ - thurefs

. 4
KEY: In all ﬁgures A is the dtﬁ’erence between the perceived position of the
candidate of choice and tha self position; B is the difference between the per—
ceived position of the oppos ng candidate and the self posmon, and C'is change
in the tndlwdual's positlon over time.
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as the campa'ign pr‘og?‘esses R while md\/ihg the opposing,candidate farther
K ” '. : ) d. . ; .,

away. (See F-'igure 3.). o o ) ‘. . .

2 i . .

“to self) over time. This interpretation ,’/pfesented graphieally in Figure 5, ,

.»intra-.-familtal patter:ns: congruent, convergent and ind’e% t. ‘T‘he con- ) B ‘
g f

4. Double Exposure. Lang and Lang (1961) have, argued that the

campatgn (especlauﬁ/ the debates) serves to expose the voter to both can-
v .\ { ) o4 2
didates. Fulﬂther, it can be argued that the nature of Amemcan preS1dentta1

campalgns).end to reduce the dlfferences between the candidates. One

.

would therefore expect a paﬁtem in support of this hypothesw to show

>

-, . i 4
candidates convei"ging’, but the self position would remain relatively stable.

2 .

5. Selling of the President. The "selling" or "merchandising" hypo-

-

thesis would predict the existence oﬁ\%an anchored pergebtio’h for self, but

» ;—, .
with diﬁ’er*er‘wt candidate&holding the %ssimilated position (closer proxi

]

/

-

asswnes that no single candidate can maintain a consistently persuasive

‘campaign. Inthe case of a consisterit advantage, one would expectthe _ ‘.. .

Y

viter td remain anchored and the continuous assimilatien of a single can— I .

. , . T \ ks |
didate. If there is cohcomitant rejection of the unsuccessful candjdate P 1‘
- |
i

- ) . \

the pattern mimics the contrast and a'sstn'“fgatton pattern. \ -

Regardmg the second question, we have suggested three stS1b1e

"gr'uent pattern argues for .the traditional notiori of streng family influence

-

. on vottng behavior.. Initial position will be stmilar and change should it

occur‘ will be pal‘allel. The convergent pattern /wouid also support str'ong
famtly inﬂuence but would suggest the oper'atton of mcreastng salience of
"farntly vafues. " Initial posttions would be mdependent ?\dochange by |

. . : | N . J
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family share a oommon posltton at the close of the campaign.

. L4
- -.

[

It was not expected that a S1ngle individual fam111a1 hypothe51s swould ,'

I3 / <
" be found to fully or even substanttally accommodate ‘the data. It was,

howeve‘r, expected‘that each of these patterns and perhaps others not ’

* - . . LS
hypothesized would appea _' e \ .
Procedures ' '

/

-

In order to test these hypotheses, Sixteen statements were drawn

’ . ’

. fr'om the presidential platforms'of the Repubf{can'and I?emocratic parties.

« Vhe statements seleéted were those which exhibited the greatest disagree~
; .

¢ : e / T . : N
- ment between the twd parties, or htghly pr.onounc'ed identification with one

of the parties.’ Each statement was evaluated by the respondent as self

as .Jimm% Carter and as Gerald Ford on separate, standard s five—-point,

agree/disagree scales. These statements were\zthcluded in an extensive .
questionna1re-which was used with a panel sample of fammes drawn f’rom .

ﬂv&locatmns. A farmly was defined as two or more persons 16 years

or older Itvmg in the same resldence and related by'marriage or blood.
Z °

All members of the family who were 16 years or older responded to the.

Pid r

questionnatre. The five Iocationswere Athens, Ohio; Austi‘n, Texas,

Pg
.

‘ s
East Larising, Michigan; Hartford, Comecttcut, and.Salt Lake City, Utah' '

e

* The locations were those of the contributors to this paper.

[ . : 4

I

s
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" -10-
\:f ' T - - Families yvere.'rando\ml; selected at each location, inf'or‘med“’of the_
* ‘ : .pan‘el,task, and asked to perticipeté. Thi;pr‘ocess was eontinued until "
( . " 10 t§12 f"'almiliés pen location had volunteered to complete the entlre task.
N .

7

-t

Panel families completed the questionnaire four times. The ppe—t:est was

-;.‘ © . ) . ) /\k v , \ N . “ . 4 x
* given during the week of Septémber 21_-, 1976; the remaining three te

. ’ . 3 \ . w ) ' 1 L4 ’ - ) L3 V,‘ .
were administered in tum, following each of thetelevised debates. In

- ‘ .

- w general the questiorinaires weré hand-delivered prior to each debate

t

N and retrieved followmg a few days time to perrmt completton by each .

[N

\l‘\' v family member. Each PeSPOndent had hls/her own personal copy. of each

questionnaire. No aattempt, then, was made to ltml‘t.mter‘peﬁonal or

= other media’ mfluences whlch followed the debates. 'Respandents dld, how-

. ) -

N7

~—

> ewver, document sources of | 1nﬂuence concemmg‘ their judgmert of the

v = L ;
&baes. " c . . co, .?]’ « \- . . . .
‘ ) ° N -y L » A v » Y. * ;‘ . T
* Four dis criterion measures were constructed from these data
— LN . ¢ . M ’ , vt .
-\ ) . -~ ~ . -3
* and are described as follows: * .- . A ) 1—/‘// . s 7
D4 was the'average absolute diff§rence between the individual's
. e ./ . I . >, - . ~ L . -
) bosition‘l(x“) and the perceived position of the' N&jatROF cholce X
= ' & : ’ L ‘~ . - . ’ ° : N
which is given by: ' . s -0 .
~ - , N ' A R ’
= - - ' Dﬂ V= 2 CCi . .
, =1 I JL ' - o ' T
L . ’ Ty NI o Wher"elethen r of,

¢
Vaw,

non-zero parrs.

~ . .

N *

02 was the average absolute dtﬁ'er'ence between the indlvidual's p

& e,

/
poéltlon and the percelved posttmn of the o§posm9 candw&te (xoc) Or‘

L3 . . -~ _ A
N : ' » ‘ L - £
» . * y
. ‘s > s ’ h J -
N , S .
s ey, ~. N A L - . ¢
- ¥ » ~
\_. ) . .
- , [ .
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. - ~
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c Co Ds- was the average absolute difference between the candidate of

ar “ ehoioe and the opposing~candidate. Or:
. > Y ! N ) )
: ‘ Dy = -« *eci ™ Xoci "

,a

Candida'ge off/choice and opposing candidate were determined by

\ N
~

response to a forced-choice i'cex;niin the questionr:ié.'ire requiring the:

¢t . A

”
-

-+ " to the ‘candidate showing less distance. _
. ‘»
D4 was the average absolute difference between the individual's

strations. Or: -
- / - -

ro 'cestléf'c hand. - .

\’ : D, was also calculated for the pre~test data alone by.tak;hg the

WO ‘ y 4 L ‘i

CiArm, B LTI € g hg
>

LY
e

£
%

Q : . 2. L
IC - . 13

IR . L ,-

response (1 or 5& This score can be considered a "potential change"

dlemy
~
+
N
1

Y

Al
RS
Sxlal

53

_ respondent to select either Ford or Carter as their candidate. In a few

.l | . cases where the choice was not made, candidate of choice was assigned‘

' . position on“the pre-test and his/her position on the subsequent post admini-

- ) For the first post-test. In
11~ ><Iai o subsequent tests, the minu-
A . L7 end remained the same but
. e -N “the sutrahend was taken

S . ’ . * from the particular post”

. I’vemge absélute difference between the 'actualre_spéns&a‘nd the extreme
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score, assuming that respordents selecting extreme values show less

potential for cl:\ange. “The pre-test D4 use was limited to pr‘qwde an
anchor pomt in subsequent graphs.

~

S

-

Results and Dtscusswn .

.

. -+ Patterns of Chﬁngg

+ E \ In order to test for patterns of charige am‘c;ng the criterion measures,
the difference between the pre—~debate values for each of the Dy, Do, and

v D3 meadures, and the corresponding values in the last b_ost—debate

" questionnaire was tested for direction. Individuals were sorted on the
' . * > ) 0‘*
- - basis of the various difference patterns which emerged, e.g., Dyq £ D14,
' ﬁ ' ' . ) . P
Dy £ Doy Daq £ Dgg4, later referred to as GQG.1'The rationale for this .
5 s — 9 . .
> sort included the following: - .

v

1) The hypothesized patterhs (excluding the merchandizing pattern)
7 ' , '
established requirements as to the existing )r\elationih’ip between pre and

post values.

[ 4
<

. 2) Thg, merchandizing hypothesis could be deal;: vyith by direct analyses
of the respondents who e)#hibited a chz;nge for their candidate of choice. !
3) 'l"he' sotr't:, while e;stablishing restriction on the Ian debate valut‘e |
d | - (greater or lesser) withir'w ; set, in no way Iirﬁitéd the other values in t:hat \
| oL set, ,Cmséquently, it was.‘consider*ed a legitimate pro'ced.ar*e to‘(a) oo}\duct

. " tﬁe'sort, and.(b) to determmine if the entire data set fit the pattern predicted.

. -
L 4

1

The condition of equahty occurred in five cases. These cases were
distributed into retained patterns (see below) if they would fit with one and
4 ‘ ) only one cha.nge. ‘Three cases were r*ec'lalmed in this manner,

«,° v

. 14




" than media hype. Since there was no obser‘v’ble su&oi‘t for the me™-

2

.

. Merchandizing Pattern . v

Prior to the sort, the data were examined for support for the mer—

chandizing pattern. Only six individuals were found who recorded a

-

2

switch from one candidate to another. No-oter switched more than

once, and all voters who switched did so in the direction of the other .

members of their family. It appeared obvious thé'c'voter' preference

switches could better be explained by intrafamilial influences rather

-

N

chandizing hypothesis the six respondents were returned to.the subject
" pool for the sort test. : ' S

_From the sort, five attributable catagories (LLL, GGG, GLL, LLG, LGG)

1Y

emerged. These accounted for 89 percent of ajl t’*espondents.2 These

4

" categories appear to'provide support for three patterns of perceptual

shift: Maintenance, Exposure and Assimilatiorv/Contrast. -

- Maintenance. T'he sor;t categories LLL. and GGG fit the requirements
of the maintenance pattern. That is, the direction of change in the per—
ceived difference béeren the self:' positién and‘the'candidate of i:hoice,
and the self positior; apd the opposing candi(date was the same. The
individual position remained relatively stable. In the LLL. category, both

candidates converged on the individual's self position with the opposing

]
v

-

2The remaining ten respondents showed unique or low frequency patterns
(é.9. LGL) or had ambiguous equality occurances. :
7 . .
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candldate who begms at'a greater distance movmg slightly more rapldly

+

than the candtdate of choice. In the GGG category, both car‘\dtdétés ‘nové

. {

away from the md1v1dua1's self pos:tlon ’ but the candldate of chmce noves

n:lor'e slowly. These patterns are clearly reﬂeéted in Fi‘gur‘e’s 6a and 6b.

-

~

The ﬂgur*es graphlcally m—:pr‘esent the mean scores,for D1 s D2, Dg

i ! . - \ ~

and D4 over the four adrmmstr‘atlons for the GGG and L.LL. subJects

r‘espectwely.3 (The actual _mea‘h scores a,r‘e presented in Table I.) The |
graphs reveal that the individwmains anchored over time but 'shiﬁé .
_ the perception of the two candidateg; Jdn ccjmn%on direction, though to

\. ~
- v
differing degrees. . .o«

N In considering the differences between the two maintenance paéterns,"

1 ¥

L A - it is likely.that an LLL r;espondént would express fewer reservétions

1 - about the opposing candidate whilé maintaining the-_favoi*ed position of the
, ~ > ) .
candidate of choice. The GGG respondent on the other hand would express

greater reservations about the candidate of choice while maintaining a
e ) much/ greater distance for the opposing candidate.

The maintenance pattern accounted for 36 percent of the c}uali'fying

geép;ndents . \ . > - ' B A 9

sure. The GLL and LLG sort categories met the expected

values for-the exposure pattern. It was expected that-in this patte m'an

-

- increased exposure would tend to decrease the perceived polarization of

-

1 o . 3The reader is remmded that D41 is an anchor score and not a change
S soor‘e, D4 in admmlstratlons 2 3 and 4 represents the amount of change

-~

a - . .
L7 from_ the pre-test. . ' &i ‘ . |
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‘the ca.ndt te of choice and the opposing cahdtdat&can 'r)ow-: towar'd each - .' v

'other, or the candidate of choice and the opporsmg cand1d$ & can move -

. [N . ‘ [N
. . " )
- i . .
s 4.‘ f > ' \'« *
A . B
as -

N . . C

. .8
. ' \ -16+ , \Q ‘ = S
. ~ . S . ye

the two candldates. There are two chahge seq uences whlch prov1de this effeé'c- S

.,

RS T P ‘S
(!\
toward a common referent The GL.L sort category suggests the for*mer' L
. .

-, and the LLG categor*y the Iatter, with an tndlatlon that the cand1dates move: '.

-

A\

tovvard the common referent at d1ﬁ"er~ent speeds. F1gur~es 7a and 7Dpr‘ovide (

the graphlc representatlon oﬁ the rrean scores (see Table II for the numemcal

R J\,,f b

Dg, and D4 over the four test admmlstrations. The

A9

GL.L. sort graph (7a) shows a. clear candldate convergence pattem with

I
» *

D3 decr'easmg and D4 remamlng stable. Tt is 1nter~es’tmg to note that
most of the change occurs 6n the ﬁrst post—deba& questlonnawe which was .

the debate with the highest audiénce ratings. , ” , :

vaIues) for Dy, D2.,

The LLG graph (7b) shows a sefr convergent pattern as both -of the
candidates’ perceived positions move ¢loser to the individual's self posi-
. e . \

. * tion. The candidate of choice, however, moves more rapidly than that of

the opposing candidate. As a consequence ,' the difference betweer‘w the cand{dates

(Dg) increases. . Once again, the relati've position of the individual remains * °

stable.’ The é(posune patterh accounted for 27 percent of the respondents.

4

Asstmtlatton/Contrast The L.GG sort ca'cegor'y repreSented the Assim-

13

ilatign/Cona}ast pattermn. In thts pattern the candidate of chot?e moves ' °
. - P

éfcser to the self position, the opposing candtdate moves away and the

per'cepttons of the two candtdates become tncreastngly polarized Figure .

8 presents the grr‘aph .of the L.GG sort categor'y (Mean scores. are in

-
w8

Table III ) The data set closely matches the expectation for their pattem.'

- . ~
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_ The candidate of chojicé moves stegdiiy closer to the gelf position and

the oppos'ing candidate farther away; D3 increases and Dy remainsg conr
- b

N , - . Y K

-t - gtanty The L.GG sort category was the Iargest cateéory, accountmg for . _‘

L ¢ ‘ ’ . 4 p

o37 percent of the respondents. Th1s percentage for'a smgle sort category

1l<

'.would suggest that this pattern is the more c;ommon patt.rn to Be found »

~ . M ' 4 ~ - Y
o . .inour analys_is of carnpaign effects.. ' .- ' A . - )
. ‘Y ) ¢ . ' RN ' , . ' o

It is important td note that in all three of these patterns the essential

movement occurs in the peroeptlon of candldates posmon. There is

[ -~

: ,E( ,r‘ e .
‘almost no change noted in the \mdwxdual s 4oosmon oger tune. Candldates,

f
oo . 4

’ therefore ,are nof: persuadtr}gf\/oters to their posttlon, liut raﬁwer it is

e

L4 ——

their position whlch accommodates the voter. This effect‘elther suppo,rts, ;

NN <
‘or is a oonsequende of, the political folk Iore that an issues-orlented candtdate

e o
. . O

will be‘ a defeated candldate. . . . .

, ) . . s . .

Family Patterns * . - X . L ;

e I

L

Farrﬁly pattermns were investigated by iook{ng at families with two or -
< R k\. !
more members who completed three or more of the questionnaires. In *

74 peroent of these families, each respondent manber declared the same

! " last choice for pres*;der\rt. Onl six percent of the families had respondent

- - ‘members who maintained a different chotce of_c'andidate. . F ifteen per cent

(.“ g of the famtlies had one Family member whose; ‘inttial position varied from
the other family members, but whose fina posttion coinctded with the

éommon postt[on.4 Of the three hypothestz?d patterns, the sfost. common -

- was-the congruent and the Iea.st common was the tndependent. The

= - . . .
-, - t o~ R ¢
- ] :

: t 4The remaining five per cent had members who refused to disclose a e’

AAAAA

Q preference. - ] , . E ) - .

. i . - .
- ) .
- ’
. . -~
. . b s : ~
s - . -
- L R . . . ’
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r'el'attve occurarsc\e' of the ?ongruent and convengent-pattems may well be -

a fungtton of the pomt in tinae of the initial quest;onnalr*e. "It may wetl

’
be that had we adrmmster*ed the initial questlonnawe 1mmed1ately aﬂ:er

'S [

S ' pattem would have shown ha.gher fnequency. dudgmg fnom\our respondent
. A k-
ST e gmup,-post'ions on candidates wer'e apparently well est,ablpshé’d-by the, ,
el . ) B ¢ R ;- . 2 o
- - » .

|- fime the debates began.’ Seventy-four- per cent of the sobjecta declared a

. pneferenoe. "Only, 20 per cent used the "escape foil" of "not suwe" at any
e .t
2 b | . ’
time during the panel study. The question that remains to be ahswered is:
When was that preference establis}'\\ed? o . T A
* \ ’ i v - . : - ' b .
P o » e

- . o Conclusjons © -

From/tfus study, the follovvmgyéoncluswns appean warranted

1) The notion that vo'cer's move thew posmons toWard the posltton
. L w
y of their candtdate of chowe and that prestdential campaighs induce a

substan'cial proportton of the voters to switch cand1da'ces was not
4 N . r .

-

s"pmf”"e?'n o . \ AN
2) ‘ For most voters, the fall ;pr'eéidentiavl' campaigns pr'o\;ide aa Y )

. mainhenanoe or reinfor'cing f"unct:t.on for deoi’stOne pre;dooaly made. e

‘ : , 35 On the basis /of data derived from the different;éut';ject groups,

- T, it seems clear that the same campaign cmféer',;/e to Fboth reduce/and C

- —t

" . , \1 .
. : used by the respondents. ‘/ o T

s T P
Q : R . ®

- ’ . < . L - 3




PEFENSATORS .
<. -

Pl ' «

- s

/ . P .

. - . . e 21 '_ . . .
4) Families showing independent choices .a}rhong\their membeds are
faré. In general, the family prdvided a ﬁrm reference for voting

- )
N . .

e *  ‘behavior and apparently was forceful in inﬂuencing errant member's}‘-rto

.
> .

adopt the common position.
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EN

SIXTEEN STATEMENTS USED ON'THE FIVE-POINT AGREEMENT
SC?XLES FOR SELF, FORD, AND CARTER

1.

’ ‘20

APPENDIX I

In an eﬁ’or't to curb unemployment every effort should be made 'co
create/bobs in private 1ndustr~y.

Inflation is the number one problem with our economy.

\L

L3
>
A

3. The best way to insure economic equality is by str'engthemng Anti-’

. 4, The wage base for earmngs subject to soc1a1 security tax should be

~

"'5.

|

6.

7.

Trust Iaws.

There should be a comprehenswe national health msurance system
" with uriiversal and mandatory coverage.

A full and complete pardon for those in legal trouble because of their ~ N
- opposttion to the Vietnam War should be given.

8.

A ] ' " .
3 The best way to assure speedy trialis by increasing the nurben of
judges, prosecutors and public defenders.

11.

12,

138.

14.

15.

It is increasingly clear that there is no free, competitive market for. <
crude oil in the United States.

The number of federal bureaucracies should be drastically cut.

16. ‘Better relations:with Russia are important for this country.

S

’

d)—v of welfare off .

State and federal govemment should take the bur
. of local government,

" There should be federal subsidies and low interest loans to encourage
the construction of low and moderate income housing..

{

v

United States military forces overseas should be maintained at
their present strength

Owverall defense spentding could and should be cut through better .
management C

There should be a Gonstitutional Amendment to prevent abor'cion.

Income tax reform i{s necessary to shift the tax burden from Iow and
middle incomes to (aigher' income brackets.
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