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ABSTRACT
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image and 1issue learning as it affects the voting decision, a study
conducted a secondary analysis of panel survey data from Wisconsin
during the 1976 presidential elections. The study hypothesized that,
because of the difficulty in understanding complex issues, voters
rely on image evaluations for initial candidate preference--issue
positions are then learned to support the image-based choice. The
survey consisted of random telephone interviews: the first set of
interviews was completed shortly before the first presidential
debates between incumbent Gerald Ford and Jimmy Carter; those who
agreed to be reinterviewed were called again between the first and
second debates. The third interviews occurred after the four debates
but before the election; and final interviews folicwed the elaction.
A total of 164 respcrdents continued throughout the interviews.
Measurements includ.d vote intention, candidates' personal image,
respondents' position on four political issues, ideological
differences, and party identification and leaning. Precommitted or
"one-issue" voters were eliminated, leaving 123 respondents for
analysis. Causal analysis revealed that for Carter, images at an
initial time period determined later candidate preference and issue
learning. Also, image evaluations for Carter occurred at the
beginning of the decision-making process. For Ford, however, images
did not predict later issue learning and candidate
preference--initial issues were the predictor. Also for Ford, vote
intention played a sagnificant role in later issue learning. (Four
tables of data, 4 figures, and 49 references are appended.) (MM)
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by Hayg Oshagan, Doctoral Student
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This study tested the proposition that due to the difficulty
in understanding comp:lex .issues in a presidential campaign, and
where there are no precommitments to influence the vote decision
based on pre-campaign determinations, the voter relies or image
evaluations for initial candidate preference. Issue positions are
then learned to support the image-based cho.ce.

Path analyses conducted on data from the 1976 presidential
election supported our expectations in the case of Carter, but
not in the case of Ford.
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A great deal of rewsearch has been conductoed by political

scientists and mass communication researchers 1n the concerted
effort Lo understand political campaigns 1n Lhe Uniled States.
As party 1dentification since 1990 has steadily declined 1in
its power to predict the vote (Nie, Verba and Fetrocih, 1984),
researchers have had to part with the relative theoretical
confort that concepts such as "activation" and "selective
erxposure" (Lacarsfeld, Berelson and Gaudet, 1944) afforded in
explaining voting behavior.

Research during the 1960°s and thereafter, began to euplore
1n greater depth the (nfluences of 1ssues and images, 1n
addition to party i1dentification, on the voting decision. The
trilogy of party affiliation, issue proximity, and image
evaluation as the praimary determinants of the vote decision
has since been established in the research literature (Marlus
and Converse, 1984).

In twenty—five years of scholarship, a wealth of factors
has been identified as playing a role 1n voting decisions of
the electorate. Those of i1nterest to ue include the findings
that party affiliation 15 still the best predictor of the
eventual vote (Sears and Chaffee, 1976), that recently, 1mages
have predicted the vote hetter than i1ssues (Dennis, Chaftee
and Choe, 19279; Whitney and BGoldman, 1980), thal 1mages play
an imporiant role even in the decisions of highly educated
people (Glass, 1984), as well as for the more television
reliant (Mcleod, Glynn and McDonald, 19C.0), that 1ssues <an be

divided 1nto "easy" and "hard" depending upon a number of




factors (Carmines and Stimson, 1984), that there are
differences depending upon time of decision to vote (Chaffee
and Choe, 1980), and that there are differences 1n all the
previous factors depending upon whether the election 1s
congressional or presidential 1n nature (Ranney, 1983; Mann
and Wolfinger, 1984).

The evidence mentioned above forms part of & large body of
literatuwre on election campaigns. From 19460 to 1976 and
beyond, the phenomenon of presidential debates has added
further to ow lnowledge through debate related events such
as: polarization of partisan voters (Sears and Freedmnan,
1979) , most use of debates to discover candidate 1ssue
postions, bul most information gain from i1mage evaluations
(MclLeod, Bybee and Durall, 1981; McLeod, Durall, Ziemle and
Bybee, 1979), and moust use of debates for campaign deciders
(Chaffee and Choe, 1980).

Models do exist (Baker, Dalton and Hildebrandt, 1984;
Markus and Converee, 1984; Fage and Jones, 1984) that bring
together 1n differing configuralions party, 1esue, 1mage and
other items, but they often do not account for lemporal
ordering: or they try to explain o much to 1nc ease the R=
that they louse i1ntelligibil:ty.

It 18 our purpose to 1nvestigate a plausible explanation of
the voting decision, one that addresses the process 1n a
relative temporal order.

The question oddressed 1n a large sense 15, hoew do most

volers learn i1mages and 1ssue stands and decide who Lo vote
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for?

At the heart of our i1nterest 1s & strong skepticism about

1ssue voting, though this 1n 1tself 1s nothing new (Campbell,
Converse, Miller and Stokes, 1960). Issues 1n a national
presidential election campaign are necessarily complex, since
they deal with enduring national or 1nternational problems.
Complex issues, moreover, usually entail equally comple:
consequences, which 1n turn are conditional upon a host of
other matters. Reducing unemployment or the deficit, for
example, are extremely complicated and difficult tasks
involving a great many other related factors such as the prime
lending rate, foreign tariffs, the GNF, tazes, and so on. When
s.ch matters become campaign 1ssues, buth candidates will
profess a desire to fi13: the problem, and each will present a
differing plan for doing so. We would expect that for most of
the electorate, given that most people are not economisis, it
would constitute an impossible task to decide, on the merit of
the issue, which candidate has presented the best plan. It is
this rrelatively straightforward argument that forms the basis
for our slepticism as regards issue voting: given the very
complex and abstracl nature of mnational election i1ssues, we
find 1t doubtful that candidate preferences are determined to
any important extent because of agreement on Lssue positions
between voter and candidate. How can one agree when one does
not understand? This 1s not the same concepl as "hard" issues,
which are usually defined es those requiring mental calculus

to decide the option that 1% 1n one’'s i1nter est: (Nie, Verba and
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Fetrocik, 1984). In ouw- conception, most national election
1ssues are unintelligible 1n their entirety, and even 1{f bits
and pieces of a certain 1ssue can b.: understood, the whole
1ssue with 1ts enormous collection of cunsequences cannot be.
Though we do not i1gnore any possibly simplistic, or incomplete
understanding of the i1ssue itself, we maintain however, that
that is not an 1mportant aspect of a voter 's decision process.
Faced with an 1ssue such as the deficit with 1ts competing
proposals for reduction, we eupect the voter to realize
his/her incomplete understanding of the matter. Facwed thus
with the i1nevitable i1mpasse 1n deciding based on 1ssues, other
factors must play a role 1n the process. fmong these latter
determinants would be party affiliation, 1deological leaning
{l1beral - conservative) and 1mage perceptions. -

Strong party affiliation and i1deology are usually long
stand.ng commitments and are thus not campaign-determined,
especlally so for repeat as opposed to first—-time
voters. In this strict or eitreme determination, party and
1deology do not form part of the campaign process, but rather
stand outside of 1t as esiogenouns variables, bein( determined
1n advance of the campaign. A Republican will tend to vote for
the Republican candidate no matter what the particular i1ssues
ur images, and a liberal will tend tou vote for a clearly
liberal candidate. The study of these predisporitions: 1s not
ow 1ntent and we will consequenlily not deal with voters whose
decigions are based on pre-commitments, whether they are party

related or i1deological in nature.
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The voters whose decision process we are most interested in
are those that meet national elections with no clear
commitments, and are thus i1n need of malling an eventual choice
based on campaign-specific 1nformacion. As this i1nformation
consists primarily of tssuzs and 1mages, and aw most 1ssues
are arguably unintelligible, what remains of most use as
information helpful 1n the deci=ion process according to our
conception, 1% 1mage 1~formation. Impressions, 1nfluences,
lites and dislibes are fairly personal 1n nature; they are
affective responces that need no greater learning or Lnowledge
to be experienced. We thus eupecl that a relatively quick
impression of a candidate 1s made bas:d upon 1mage
characteristics such as speabing ability, honest lools,
presidential demeanor, i1ntelligence, charm, etc. Affective
response based upon such 1mage characteristics can be gleaned
with relatively little exposure and effort. LCandidate
prefterence based on 1mage attributes, Lbherefore. seems to us a
probable first step 1n the decision process.

Issue learning, however, is a documented process 1n many
studies and so must be further accounted for. Here, we male a
crucial distinction between 1ssue learning and issue
understanding. The latter we believe as i1mprobable for most
issues for most people. But 1ssue learning can refer to a
learning of what each candidate supports or stands for,
without a necessary understanding of that position based upon
the i1ssuers that form 1t. All that 19 nerded 15 a learning of

relative differences 1n emphasis between candidates, and not
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eract "positions." We believe that this learning of candidate
issue positions 1s the next step in the decision process. In
effect, we propose that once image commitments are determined,
the 1ssue positions of the preferred candidate are learned.
But we note again that the cruwi! of the decision falls
necessarilly on image perceptions.

The process we propose can be modeled by the temporally
ordered attitude-knowledge-behavior cognitive siructure, where
because of the relative unintelligibility of national election
issues, images play a major role 1n the voting decision
process for those with no recourse to prior commitments. Once
attitudes are formed, knowledge 1s gained and the behavior,
voting, follows 1n due time.

A great deal of the evidence cited previously is 1ndirectly
supportive of our position. These i1nclude the large number of
studies where 1mage perceptions predict the vote better than
issue proximity does, suggesting the possibility of an
initial, important image determination; those where there
exist large inaccuracies in preferred candidate issue stands,
suggesting difficulty in 1ssue understanding; those where
greater expectations exist of issue understanding from
debates, but where eventually image perceptions provide more
satisfaction, suggesting the relatively greater facility for
affective determination.

While none of these findings provide outright evidence for

our approach, they do hint at the possibility of the existence

of & process as we pPropose.




Fropositions centrally connected to our proposal are:

1. There generally enrsts a strict temporal ordering of
information gain ard decision mal.ing concerning candidates.
Most often, 1mage characteristics will be firist noticed, a
tentative candidale preference will be made based on that
informaltion, and ther 1ssue differences will be learned. |

2. Most election 1ssues will not be fully understood as a
result of their i1nnherent complexity, though Eerta1n limited
aspects of an 1ssue may be.

To these ends, debates may be seen as the most suitable
opportunily for the study of a temporal order i1n the vote
process. Uince evidence exists that voters withhold decision
making with the expectation thal the debates will provide a
great deal of issue and imege i1nformation (MclLeod, Bybee and
Durall, 1981), a tesling instrument may be constructed to
collect informalion on temporally ordered knowledge gain and
decision maling. This would be a relatively direct test of the
process we pirropouse. Another method would be the probing with
open ended guestions Lo reveal the extent ot understanding,
not only of learning, but also of election 1ssues.

Though we expect the general process delineated above,
situational factors may affect the process to varying degrees.
Feer pressures, spiral of si1lence, time of decision, and weak
partisan ties are among many faclors whose effects on the
process here outlined need to be elaborated in further
research. What we maintain to be important in this confluence

of possibilities is the starting point of assumptions that
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guide research directions.

A final consideration 1mportant for our i1nvestigation
concerns i1ndividuals who, although not understanding the
1ssues 1n the campaign, nevertheless do not male decisions
based on 1mage or partisan ties. For certain voters., there may
exist one or maybe two particular issues they consider
absolutely crucial, and thus choose their candi date based on
an issue of great personal importance. We do not e.pect many

such "one-i1ssue voters," (or actually more than "one-igssue"
voters) and that 1s why we still assert the general
applicability of our hypothesis for most people. These
"one—issue voters" are the closest to "issue voters." i.e.
those using some "mental calculus" for their choice.

This study, then, will be an attempt to examine a
temporally ordered process in image and issue learning. This
aspect cf our study corresponds to a test of our first
proposition, that image preferences based on image
characteristics are what get decided 1nitially and are what
consequently determine issue learning of the preferred
candidate.

Froposition two which claims that most election issues
cannot be fully understood cannot be tested here. It is an
important and explicit assumption underlying all our

propositions, but its test will not be directly measured.

SAMPLE

Our research design consists of secondary analysis of panel
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survey data from the state of Wisconsin duwring the 1976
presidential elections (Dennis, Chaffee and Choe, 1979). The
reason the 1976 elections were studied was because that
election campaign was the closest in nature to the 1988 one.
In 1976, Jimmy Carter was the newcomer Democrat with no
Lresidential experience, a situation which will be precisely
repeated i1n 1988, whoever the Democrats nominate as their
presidential candidate. Carter also needed to get his views
and image better known, a process all Democratic primary
candidates now have to go through. Also in 1976, Gerald Ford
had been vice president, and president for a short time, and
was the Republican nominee for president. His views and image
were somewhat familiar although not very clear. That situation
isy, this year, approximated by George Bush, who has served as
vice president, and seems to want to create an image and make
his 1ssue positions known. So if the results of this study are
worth further investiyation, this presidential year should
provide an ideal setting for it.

Telephone interviewing, then, with sampling based on area
codes, prefixes, and four random digits, was used throughout
the study. The fit'st wave was completed just before the first
debates (T, : Sept. 17-23). Those who agreed to be
reinterviewed were called again between the first and secand
debates (Tz: Sept. 24-0ct. 6). The third wave followed the
completion of the four debates but was before the election

(T=: Oct. 2Z-Nov. 1). And the final wave came after the



election (Ta: Nov. 3~-29). A total of 16% respondents continued
threcaghout the four waves.

The reason debates were chosen to be studied, was, as
mentioned above, because people’s anticipation of the debates
may have encouraged them to withhold their decision until the
debates; which would results in a more valid cause-effect

assumption for tihose who thus rely on the debates {..-

decisicis. In addition, parel surveys of the debates provide a

determinate temporal order to examine. 1975 was also an
"issue-oriented" election (Dennis, Chaffee and Choe, 1979)
such that our chances of finding evidence of the
counter-hypothesis of more issie voting are maiimized.
Although 164 respondents may be ‘oo few, the Wi.consin
sample was nevertiheless representative, predicting within 2
percent the actual Wiscorsin vote, and close demographically
to national samples of Gallup and others. We thus consider the

1976 elections well suited for our study.
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MEASURES

The items of interest in the survey were measured 1n the
following manner. Vote Intention was measured on a reduced
2-point scale in the T;-Tx waves, where a score of "i"
signified intent to vote for Ford, and a score Df/"E" pointed
to an intent to vote for Carter. Fersonal Image questions were
measured on S-point scales, with the following items asked of
each canaidate in each wave: honesty and integrity, strength
and decisiveness, friendliness and pleasantness, capacity for
effective leadership of the government, clarity on the 1ssues
and ability to i1nspire confidence as a speaker. On each item,
a score of "3" is the most positlive rating, while a score of
"1" is the least positive. A typical phrasing of an image
question:

How do you rate the candidates in their ability to

inspire confidence by the way they speak. How does

Carter rate on the way he speaks 7

Five-point scales were also used to measure respondents’
own position and the positions ascribed to Ford and Carter on
each of four issues: Unemployment, Tax Reform, Abortion, and

Defense Spending. A typical phrasing of an issue question is:

Let ‘s taks the issue of government spending for defense and
the military. If ‘1’ means increasing the level of spending
for defense a good deal and ‘%’ means substantially
reducing how much we spend for defense, where would you

place yourself 7

llj 1}

Each issue item was scored such that a score of

corresponded most closely to the Republican party platform,
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while & score of "35" would be closest to the Democratic party
platform.

Ideological differences were calculated i1n the same way
using & S-point "liberal-conservative" scale.

FParty identification was measured on & 5:po1nt continuum,
with "“independent" in the middle, "strong" Democrats and
Republicans at the extremes, and "weak" identifiers and
"leaning" independents grouped together at the intermediate
points.

Farty Leaning, finally, was measured on a reduced Z2—-point
scale where a score of "1" signified leaning most towards the
Republican party, while a "2" meant leaning most towards the
Democratic party.

Finmally, we used mean substitution for our missing data due
to its conservative nature, and because we could ill-afford to

lose respondents.

METHODS

As mentioned above, we are primarily interested in the
decisional processes of uncommitted voters and the effect of
image and i1ssue information on that process. Because
precommitments, in this sense, might severely influence voting
decisions regardless of image or issue informatior present in
a specific campaign, we first pulled out of our sample those
voters who had ideological or party commitments. In addition,

and for the same reasons, we deleted from our sample those
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individuals deemed to be "one-issue voters."

To take out those 1deologically precommitted, we recoded
items by multiplying by 100 one’'s own liberal —-conservative
position, and by 10 the position on the liberal-conservative
scale assigned to Ford. We then added those two items to the

)
position assigned to Carter, and extracted from the new scale
extreme scores and coded them "1." By doing this at each time
point, we created a new measure where a "1" signified
individuals who saw themselves as very liberal or very
conservative and who saw the corresponding candidate, Carter
or Ford, as very liberal or very conservative. For an
individual to be deleted from our sample because of
ideological precommitment, that individual would have had to
have scored a "1" on this new scale, and would have had to
have mainteined that extreme position from Ty te Ts. In this
manner , we excluded a total of seven individuals.

We used a similar procedure for determining Farty
precommitment. The variables used here were strength of party
identification and vote intention. The extremes coded as "1"
here signify those who nave strong party identification, and
intend to and eventually do vote for the candidate closest to
their party ( Ford as Republican, Carter as Democrat). Those
individuals pulled out of our sample because of party
precommitment would have had to score a "1" on the new scale,
and stay at that extreme position from T, to Ts. This
procedure excluded thirteen cases.

"One-issue voters," being the closest to a "rational voter"

13-




idea, were taken out because of their precommitment on a
specific issue. The first critericn for these voters was that
they have an extreme own position on any issue at Ti: and
maintain that same extreme position to Ts. since "one-issue
voters" need to vote for a candidate, they must by Ts at the
latest have learned candidate positiuns. Consequently, the
second criterion was for them to discern a difference other
than a "Neutral" or "Don't Know" between the candidates on the
particular issue at Ts. Finally, they had to vote for the
candifate perceived to be closest to the Ty to Ts extreme
position. If an individual met all these criteria, then s/he
was classified as a "one—issue voter'" and pulled out of our
sample. In this way, a total of twenty-one individuals were
selected out. Looking separately at each issue, 2 were
precommitted on Unemployr ent, 7 on Taxes, 11 on Abortion, and
1 on Defense. The fact that more people were precommitted on
abortion than on all the other issues combined, follows from
our theoretical expectations for "easy" issues.

These three categories of precommitted voters have made
their vote decision previous to the campaign, such that image
and issue i1nformation that surface during the election and
debates did not serve to change their i1nitial position. The
remaining voters, however, will be dependent upon such
information for their vote decision, and this is the process
we want to test according to our hypothesis. Admittedly, we
would have met with great disappointment and strong

disconfirmation of our assumptions had we in this manner taken




out too many voters. In fact, our expectation was that very
few would have been "one-issue voters" in the classic rational
voter mold. At this initial juncture, our assumptions held,
and from our cample of 164 individuals we pulled out 41 voters
that met our criteria for precommitment.

For the remainder of our analysis, including the
information in all the tables and figures, we deal only with
the remaining 127 individuals who have little political
precommitments.

At this point we will bring in the variables that we
previously theorized would be involved in the decisional
process of the voter. In Table 1, we present the means and
standard deviations for each of the items that will make up
the Issue and Image indices in our later analyses.

It seems from Table 1 that most of the items we are dealing
with are relatively unchanging. The means vary little from T,
to Ts, as do the standard deviations. This is on the face of
it somewhat discouraging to us. We did expect high and
unchanging Image evaluations since we theorized that image
attributes are quickly ascertained and do not require
intellectual debate. But we had hoped for greater variance
between issue position evaluations. Specifically, since we
theorized T, Image evaluation to determine later issue
learning, we expected Ts issue item variances to be smaller
than Ti variances. One plausible explanation of this would be
the possibly arbitrary nature of Ti: as "before the first

debates." The process we wish to examine may have been




determined at some time before the study’'s Ti, causing us to
miss the initial relative "confusion" concerning issue
positions. Even so, it 15 interesting to note that in most
cases, Self position on issues has a larger standard deviation
than candidate positions. Though not significant, this
difference may point to the difficulty we theorize is inherent
in issue understanding. In the same vein, while it seems that
most Self positions are closer to Carter’'s position, aggregate
vote intent is completely undecided, possibly hinting again at
the difficulty in deciding based on issues.

We next constructed indices to use in later multivariate
analyses. Since we theorized a temporally ordered process with
differing Image and Issue effects at different times, we had
to construct separate indices for each time point. We
constructed six sets of indices all together; three Image
indices and three Issue ones for Tis, Tz, and Ts. For the Image
indices, we grouped together at each ;ime point all six Image
items in an additive manner. This combines the items Honesty,
Strength, Friendliness, Leadership, Clarity and Speaking
Ability into an index of Image evaluation. We followed this
procedure separately for Ford and for Carter,y at each time
point.

We also constructed Issue indices to be used in our
multivariate analyses. For the Issue items, we followed
closely the procedures used by Dennis and Chaffee in 1976 on

the same data. We created a measure of "relative distance from

self," a common measure in political science (Beardsley,
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L7700 . We tollowed v pi ceodur o for the [osue 1 Lems

sepal ately for caclh candided @y b g Limer pulnl. To create o
distanie-trom-celt neasure, we subslracted Own pusition on an
1esue frum lhe ponilion ascriboed to each candildale separalel y,
diccarded the »1gns, and added oll I:zue 1tems together at
each time i1nterval. We Lhus created three Tessue 1ndices for
vach candidate, al each time poinl using Lhe candidate s
perceaved position as a deviation from one’ < own powl1tion. The
smaller the score 19 on the Issue 1nder, the closer you are to
the candidate’ s position.

Fable & shows Cronbach’s NIpha, or reliabiitily scores for
@ach 1ndex created. The Image 1ndices have very high
reliability scoies which increase over time, 1ndicaling
possibly that all Image 1tems can bLe swen as a single
dimenslon 10 one’: thoughts about a candidale. This supports
our notion of guickly ascerlained, and relatively e Paarg g
1mage evaluations of candidates from hrief 1nttial £ poOSsUl e,
Feliability scores for the Thsaue 1tems, on the obther hand, are
not near ly as baigh, and «l To Carter ‘s Tesue inder can even be
decmed unreliable. Mol having «a. many ttems 1n the Issue
Ldices as There were tn Lhe Tnage ones may be a contributing
factor to the lower zeores. Bub 10 1o aluo plausible that
since no one Issue ttem o varying wildly 1n Teble |, the

SLUue 1tems do not form part 0of a constant dimension of
thought 1n one’ s mind. It may be Lhat over Limmey, given
assumplbion of diffrcully o wndor st anding 5 ssues and theur

consequences, tndividual o review many differing aspects of an




teste wnoan 0ffor U o cone to gape with 3. Al differing time
POLPES, we may 10 facl nol be measursing Lhe same Lhong.
Noretheleoss. 1osue teliabilities du usual ly 1ncrease over
time, and are generally acceptable. [t docos scem thiat over
timey, a» 1ss5ue po=-1L10ns 0f candidates are learned, Lhe lssue
1ndices may be mrasw aing more cuonrsislent conceptual tzation ..
This pusoibilily 16 ospectally ynlerecting af 1t egal de
Larler "> 1s5ue tndes. The fact that his Ix reliability s much
highar than hiz 1y o Ta reliabi lities may 1ndicate an
eventually clear er undaerstanding of an uninown candidate =
position.

Having delermined reliability measures at each t.me point
for each index by Cronbach s Alpna, we felt 1t imporiant Lo
also review reliability and stabilit y measures across tianc.
For this we refer to the method devised by Heice (He1 se,
1969) . ve chould note here Lhat <ance we had no reason to
doulbt that the determination of the 1ndex by the wnderlying
varltable and the rate of anslebilibty of the underlving
ver tahle were constant over Lime, we 7elt Lhal we had
fuldi1lled the assumplions under Jy1ng Helse s method and Lhus
did not usze the melhod devised Ly W ley and Wiley (Wi ley and
Wiley, 197w . Table I shows the 1 eliability and stabi ity
scorez four each 1ndex across Limoe. [E 19 apparent that both
Issue «nd 1mage 1ndes relsabillitios for evther candidate are
high across time, -wggecting that {or our time period, we are

measur thg similar concoeplualications withizn ecach 1rden. lven

this, 1t 18 encow aging to ws thal stabilities bebave Cluse tw
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whal we would have e.pected. [nages are highly stable for bolh

candidale. Jdenotong the unchanging natuw e ot evalualilons of

i)
L4

candidate 1mages. FTor Carter 1mage, Sie 18 .97 and S 1

I
B
.
~

-

while for Ford 8,20 10 0926 and Sewe 1 .99, Theoe are VEr
stable conceptualirations, which to us roflect the gquichly
ascertained and unchanging nature of 1magee. In conlrast,
1ssue stabilities start much lowes bul inerease substanbtially
o«er time which may 1ndicate o learning of candidate pousttions
over a longer period of time, as we expecled. In this context,
the fact that Ford’'s 1ssue 1ndices are 1nitially more stable
than Carter "s (.79 sersus (570, and remain 20 (.95 versus
64y may retlect Furd o ancuwsbency in the cense that his
Lesue stands had wmors Li1me to be learned.

In addition to lLhe Image «nd Josue 1adices, we need to
moanbyon Lwo mor e ver tablous wsed on owr omul L1 osar 1 ate
procedur oL, The s ar e Parly Lean and Vote Intention. We feld
it important to oiclude Lthaese varables 1n ow path models of
the decisional process, bocanse each could be seon as a
precomnitment and thus have an influence on the process under
invesligation. Since we dvd not pull out Lhose individuals who
leaned towards one party or anolbior, we 1ncluded bthe variable
at Te 10 our anal yoese Bamlarly wilh Yole Inbkention, as we
did not eiclude Lho-e mndividudl 3 wibth vole intoents, we
included the variable i our cnalyses at 1, and §z S1nce we
felt 1t could be influential 1 deter mainong candidate
prefer ence,

Before going o uar causal analyels, wue present an Table 4

Q 2
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the Fearson product moment correlations for all 1he varitables
used 11 aour path models.

Imtially, 1l 15 apparent from observing the +i1rst two
triangul arly maried areas, that the Image 1ndices foir both
candrdales are highily correlated across the three tioe
intervals., The louwer two triangles delimil losue indoewx
Ltorrelations across the time pornts, and those also are
slrongly correlated. The fact Lhat Ford's 1ssues are more
highly currelaled may agaan poinl to the fact that the
Nizon-l-ord 1usue positions had a numboer of years to be
learncd. bserving the Llwo borted areas, 1t 15 apparent that
each candidale s Image Jndices are also stroungly correlated
with Llhal candidale < lusue indicez. Aleo, he bond between
1me ge: evalualions and 1ssue pusilicn learning strenglhens over
time, 1ndicating possibly & lecar ning process under way. [t 18
noc surpr1sing that there 18 no vignificant correlatbion
belween Ford amd Car ter Image i1ndices, indicating perhaps the
saae OF diostingushing between {he btwocandidales on the basis
Wi ormage cvodualion. un the other bhand, the 1nibral estiotance
of slrong correiations of L7080 betwoen 1y Carlor andd Tord [esue
indices and the disappearance of {hat correlation by (= to a
merae 00 (sec Lhoe arrows, pos=1bly atteste to the difficulty
inherent on 1scuw under standing and Lo Lhe tempol ol process of
loarning to distinguwish. The e 13 aleo evidence of Vote
ImLention bowng correlaled with some Imaye 1ndices al 1, and
Ty s well as wilh Ford lssue 1ndices. Party Lean docs not

eithibat atrong correlations wilh anything but Vale Intoention.




To us, these iresulte are 1ntultively reaso le and they
encaourage ow mul tivarlate lests to uncover a process asn we
propose. Hince Table 4 does not, of course, presentl
intormation on & tempor ally ordered process of 1mage
pvaluation and consequent issue learning, we wili now examine

these relatiorships i a multivartate content.
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CAUSAL ANALYSIS

Figures 1, 2, 7 and 4 prescnl the sare palh models but
separately t+tor each candidate. We have [ ept our path models as
minimally encumbered with other varlables as poseible. Since
we are interested on the effect of 1mages on 1ssues and
vice sversda jn an uncommltted sample, we have 1ncluded as

iogenous variables 1n different models 1n addition to Image
and Issue indices, only those variables possibly indluencing
the uncommitted nature of ow sample. Though variables such as
Age and Suciov-economlc siatus may have some influence, we did
not enpect stirong ef fecls, and to beep our models simple, we
did nol 1nclude them. We admat that Debale Viewing may be an
important. variable, bul as we did not have too large a sample,
and as most people do vicw some of the.debates especially if
uncommitted (Chaffee and Choe, 1980, we felt safe for now in
omitting 1t.

The path figures are arranged such that for @1i1ther
candidate, each model on the Lop is a mirror image of the
model on the botiom except for lmage to Issue changes.
Moreover, figures | and T are tlie ones moot closely following
our propositions, while figures 2 and 4 examine a slightly
different variatiun. Nlso for both candidates, the model s on
the Lop concord to ow expectations, while the models on the
bottom are their Lheoretical reverses. We examined Ford and
Carler paths separalely because we velt that there may exist

dif ferences botween the two candidates that we might loseo by




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

combining ow widght pathe 1nto four.

In Lhe time o dered soquence precsented 1n our models, what
15 of interesl to ws 15 whelther o ;mt M 1mages predict Tx
lssues as theorized. fo that ond, ow recursive path models
presenl the threo time 1nter vals the dalasetl i1ncludes before
the actual vote. AL the first stage, we assune are those
variables that caen influence lalor foarning. Image 1ndes at Ty
and ITseue andesc al Ty are tne logrcal cholces here, but in
addition we 1ncluwde Fart, Lean since (t can lead to a
precommitment of parly or candrdate and may strongly influence
later learning. Looling at the models on the top, it is also
possible, that Vote Intent can play & role similar to that of
Farty Lean 1n 1nfluencing later learning. On figures 20 and
4A, therefore, we substitute T, Yoie Intention for T, Image
first and T, Issue next (on figures 2F and 1R .

Next 1 this causal ordering, we assume tor figures 1 and &
that Vole Intention at Te may play an 1mportant role either as
an indirect path through T, Image or T, Ferty Lean. It may be
that orce o favorite impression 13 made baszed on 1mage
evaluation, &« decrsion on who to vote for 1s made which would
lead to later issue learntng. It 1% thus reasonable to 1nclude
Vote Intention as an 1ntervening variable. Fur figures 2 and
4, the second stayge expects the 1, Image inden as the possible
intervening variabla, Tf Votoe [ntentivn does act as a sort of
precommitment, 1t should then intluence later 1mage and 1ssue
learning.

At Tx, the final ostage 1n the causal order, we theorized




issue learning to take place, having {followed 1mage learning
end so the Ts lssue 1nten is hWere. The models on the
bottom,beiny the theore =al opposites to our expectations
therefore have the Tx Image i1ndex 1n place of the Issue one.
Here, the expectation 1s for 1ssue learning to lead to image
preterence.

What we expect from these models is thal the path from the
Ty Image ‘ndex to the 1x Issue indey for figures 1 and 3 will
be the strongest, stronger chan the direct path from the T,
Issue 1ndex. It should be noted again that tigures 1 anu 3 are
what we proposed ¢nd their reverse. Figures 2 and 4 posit Vote
Intention as possibly having an influence on the process and
that variable 18 thus at Ti. However., since we expect image
impressions to lead to 1ssue learning, we still believe for
figures ZA and 40 lhat the path from the Tz Image i1ndeyx will
be the strongest. Here also, 23 and 48 represent the reverse
expectation.

We do not address euplicitly 1n our models the final vote.
Our interest, however, 1s not so much to decompose the
geterminants of the vote as it 1% to understand the proceus
through vhich learning and decisions take place. Qur basic
proposition is sli1ll that 1niti1al image impressions lead to

later 1ssue puasilion learning of preferred candidate.

RESULTS

To eotimale the coefficients of our path models, we uced




the usual kinds of structural equations and series of multiple
linear rogression computations. We report 1n ow models the

standardized palh coefficients as there was no ditference

between standardized and non—-standardired ones.

Examining the fow figures, 1t 15 apparent that ford s and
Carter 's 1mage evaluations and 1ssue positions had different
influences on one another. Loolking at figures % and 4, Carter,
first it seems that our propositions have met with relative
success. In the model closest to our hypothesis, figure A, T,
Image predicts Ts Iassue more powerfully (..3) than T, Issue
does (.19). Moreover, Vote Intention seems to play no
significant role in issue learning (.00), nor doos Farty
Leaning. Figure 3B, the reverse of our proposal, does not
concradict us. T, Image predicts T= Image (.73) muw-h better

than T, Issue does (.12). These results support a time ordered

sequence of decisional events as we proposed. Initial 1mage
evaluations seem to predict later issue learning.

The pair in figue 4 tell a similar- story. The possiblity
ot Vote Intention influencing Ts lssue 1s noc supported (.13
to Tz Image, .16 Lo Tw Issue). 1. Image 1s still the best
predictor of Tx Issue (.36), again better than T, lssue is
(.2&8). In the cpposite model, Tz lssve does not predict Ts
Image (.1%) better Lhan T, Tmage (.72) and so the model does

not contradict our expectationz.

Although Carter supported ow propositions, Ford on the
other hand, does not seom to. It is apparent from figures 1

and ¥ that none of what we eupetled holds true for Furd. In
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tfigure 1A, T, lswue predicts T= lssue (.51) much beotter than
T, Image does (.19), unsupportive of our hypothesis. Thinys
are not totally reverwed tough, as figure iR, the mor: direct
challenge to our proposal, coes not contradict. T, Issue still
does not predict Ix Image (..30) better than T, Image does
(.39), although the path coefficient 1s as significant
(pi.wl). Similarly for the pair in figure =y Ta Issue predicts
Ts Issue (.35') much better than T Image which is not even
significant (.1%). It 1s 1nteresting to note here, that even
though Farty Leaning has no effect on Tz Image (O, T. Vote
Intention predicts 1x Issue well (.227), and as significantly
as Ty Iesue does (p..0l). In model 2R, again, all is not lost
as [1 Image predicts = .oage (.59) better than anything else.
Of note here 1s the strongly significant path coefficient of
Ti Vote Intention on Tz Issue (.25), and the subsequent
similarly significant path coefficient from T.. Issue to Tx
Image (.30), although T, Vote Intention has no effect (.0%) on
Ts Image.

In general we have found partial support for the hypotheses
that directed our research design. It secns that for Carter,
tmages at an inittial time period do tend to determine later
candidate pretference and issue loarning. For Carter, then,
Inage evaluations come al the beyginning of a temporal sequence
of decision making during elections. For Ford, however , we
found no support for our proposals. lmages here do not predict
later issue learnting and candidate prefercencg, but 1nitial

tssues do. Moreover, initial icsues even do well in predicting

e Y




later 1mage evaluations. Also for Ford, Vote Intention plays a
significant role 1n later 1ssue learning. For neither
candidate, however, does Party Leaning play an important role.

It is not easy to interpret our results. Our expectations
were met for one candidate but not for the other. As a result,
we have some justification in not abandoning our initial
propositions, although this forces us intoc post-hoc
theorizing. It thus seems that incumbency had an effect on
issue learning. We should quickly add that we still maintain
issue understanding to be relatively impossible for most
national election issues, but that candidate issue position
learning dues occur. With that 1n mind, it is probable that an
incumbent’'s issue posilions have had greater time to be
learned, and as such should not he compared to a candidate who
is newly voicing hie position. What 1s the difficulty here, is
tine real Ti tor each candidate when both do not start at the
same theoretical time. Also 1n the same vein, we may need to
take into account in the future those who are habitual voters
and have developed certain .oting strategies, and those voting
for the first time. Here again, T,'s do not correspond
necessarily.

In the 1976 elections, Carter was a new candidate and since
we looked at the uncommitted voters, most T, ‘s should be
theoretically at the same point. Ford however, having
continued most Nixon i1ssue policies, had a large 1ssue
kriowledge advantage. An argument here may be made that Foird’s

image was not well defined 1n 1976, but his +55ues, having




also been Nixon’s tor & long Lime previously, were well known.

In this post-hoc analysis, it 1w not swpri.ing that for Ford,

images do not predict 1ssues.

DISCUSSION

In this study, we have been interested in testing a
proposition concerning the way 1n which voters determine their
choice candidate. Starting from the idea that issues are too
complex to te understood, we predicted that where there are no
precommitments to influence the vote decision based on
pre-campaign determinations, the voter would have no option
but to resort to easily gathered 1.age evaluation as a guide
to randidate preference.

To test our basic proposal, we used secondary data analysis
to examine results of our hypothesis in the context of the
1976 national elections.

We did find our propositions suppported in the case of
Carter, but denied in the case of Ford. Beside explanations
for why this minht be as elaborated on above, there are other
problems that need to be addressed which may have played an
impourtant role in our results. These have much to do with the
fact that the design for our study was a secondary anal ysis.

Whereas our propositions necessitate a Ty that truly is at
the beginning of a campaign for all purposes, the T: of our

data were before the first debates. If there is an opportunity

to retest our hypothescs, we would like to establish a T.




which is early enough that we an be confident of little
learning before 1t. In this vein, four issue items are not
enough to create a good index, a problem Chaffee and Choe also
ercountered.

More specifically then, 1988 wight be a better test of our
propositions. Even if he were the Republican candidate, Vice
Fresident Bush has not really made his position on many issues
very clear, and it is as yet compietely unknown who the
Democratic candidate will be. As such a T, might be relatively
equal in familiarity advantage to both candidates. Moreover,
it T, is dwing the primarius o earlier, then issus
commitment ("one-issue veoters") can be seen more readily.
Questions could alsce be asked to detarmine pcople’s
understanding of "hard," or national 1ssues wWith a possible
measure of "determination® or "finality" of understanding or
decision, on issuesvover time. Open—-ended questions probing
the extent of consequences understood might be used, and
questions dealing with cortainuy of individual decisions,
criteria for decisions, and importance of decisions could be

asked.

REST COPY AVAILABLE




REFERENCES

Atkin, C. (1973). "Instrumental utilities and
information seeking,” 1n P. Clarke (ed.) ~New
Modals for Mass Communication Research. Beverly
Hills: Sage Publications.

Baker, K., R. Dalton and K. Hildebrandt (1984). "A
causal analysis of the component of the vote,"
in R. Niemi and H. Weisberg (eds.)
controversies 1n votling Behavior. Washington
D.C: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Beardsley, P. (1973). "The methodology of the
electoral analysis: Models and measurements,”
in Explaining the Vote: Part I, the Theoretlcal
Approach. Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press.

Bechtolt Jr., W., J. Hilyard and C. Bybee (1977).
"Agenda control 11 the 1976 debates: A content
analysis,” in Journalism Quarterly, 54(4),
674-681.

Becker, L., M. McCombs and J. McLeod (1975). "The
development of political cognitions,” in S.
Chaffee (ed.), Political Communication. Beverly
Hills: Sage Publications.

Bishop, G., R. Oldendick and A. Tuchfarber (1978).
"The presidential debates as a device for
increasing the ’'rationality’ of electoral
behavior: Effaects and implications,” in G.
Bishop, R. Meadow and M. Jackson-Beeck (eds.),
The Presidential Debates of 1976. New York:
Praeger.

Burnham, W. (1970). Critical elections and the
mainsprings of American polltics. New York:
W.W. Norton & Co.

Bybee, C., J. McLeod, W. Luetscher and G. Garra:;one
(1981). "Mass communication and voter
volatilaty,"” APublic COpinion Quarterly. 45:
69-90.

Campbell, A., P. Converse, W. Miller, and D. Stokes
(1960). The American voter. New York: Wiley.




-5

Carmines, E. and J. Stimson (1984). “"The two faces
of issue voting,” in R. Niemi and H. Weisberg
(eds.), Controversies 1n Voting Sehavior.
Washington D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Chaffee, S. .(1975). "The diffusion of political
information,"” in S. Chaffee (ed.), Political
communication. Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications.

Chaffee, S. (1578). "Presidential debates--Are they
helpful to voters?" Communication Monographs,
45: 330-3S3.

Chaffee, S., (1981). "Mass media in election
campaigns: AN expanding role,” in R. Rice and
W. Paicsley (eds.), Public Communication
campalgns. Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

Chaffee, S., and S. Choe (1980). "Time of decision
and media use during the Ford-Carter campaign,"”
Public Opinion Quarterly, 44: 53-69.

Chaffee, S., and J. Dennis (1979). "Presidential
debates: An empirical assessment,” in A. Ranney
(ed.), The Past and Future of Presidential
Debates. We~hington, D.C.: American Enterprise
Institute.

Chaffee, 5. and Y. Miyo (1983). “Selective exposure
and the reinforcement hypothasis,"”
communication Research, 10: 3-36.

Conover, P. and S. Feldman (1984). "The origins and
meaning of liberal/conservative
self-i1dentifications,” 1n R. Niemi1 and H.
Weisberg (eds.), Controversies in Voting
Sehavior. Washington D.C.: Congressional
Quarterly Press.

Pennis, J. and 3. Chaffee (1978). "Legitimation in
the 1976 presidential election,” Communication
Research, 5: 371-394.

Dennis, J., S. Chatfee and 5. Choe (1979). "Impact
on partisan, image, and issue voting, ' in S.
Kraus (ed.), The Great Debates. Bloomington:
[ndiana University Press.




Fiorina, M. (1984). "Explorations of a political
theory of party i1dentification,” i1n R. Nieml
and H. Weisberg (eds.), Controversies 1n Voting
8enavior. Washington, D.C.: Congressional
Quarterly Press.

Garramone, G. (1983). "lIssue versus image
orientation and effects of political
advertising,” Communication Research, 10(1),

S59-78.

Glass, D. (1984). "Evaluating presidential
candidates: Who focuses on their personal
attributes?,” Public Opinion Quarterly, 49:
517-534.

Hawkins, R., S. Pingree, K. Smith and W. Bechtolt Jr
(1979). "Adolescents’ responses to issues and
1mages,"” in S. Kraus (ed.), The Great Debates.
B8loomington: Indiana University Press.

Heise, D. (1969). "Separating reliability and
stability in test-retest correlation,” American
Sociological Review, 34: 93-101.

Katz, E., J. Blumler and M. Gurevitch (1974).
"Utilization of mass communication by the
individual,” in J. B8lumler and E. Katz (eds.),
The Uses of Mass Communlcation. Beverly Hills:
Sage Publications.

Lazarsfeld, P., B. Berelson and H. Gaudet (1944).
The People’s Cholce. New York: Duell. Sloan and
Psarce.

Lemert, J., E. William, K. Nestvold and G. Rarick
(1983). "Effects of viewling a presidential
primary debate," cCommunication Research, 10(2),
155-173.

Mann, T. and R. Wolfinger (1984). "Candidates and
parties 1n congressional elections,” in R.
Niemi and H. Weisberg (eds.), Controversies 1n
voting Behavior. Washington D.C.: Congressional
Quarterly Press.




Markus, G. and o, Convercse (1984). "A dynamic
simultaneous equatior model of electoral
choice,” 1n R. Nieml and H. Weisberg (eds.),
Controversies 1n Voting Behavior. Washington
D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press.

McCombs, M. (1972). "Mass communication i1n political
campaigns: Information, gratification and
persuasion,” 1n G. Kline and P. Tichenor
(eds.), Current Perspectilves 1n Mass
Communication Research. Beverly Hills: Sage
Publications.

MclLeod, J., C. Bybee and J. Durall (1979).
"Equivalence of i1nformed participation: The
1976 Presidential debates as a source of
snfluence,"” Communication RfResearch, 6: 463~487.

McLeod, J. and S5. Chaffee (1972). "The construction
of social reality,” 1n T. Tedeschi (ed.), Tne
Soci1al Influence Processes. Chicago: Aldine
Atherton Publishing.

McLeod, J., J. Durall, D. Ziemke and C. Bybee
(1979). "Reactions of young and older voters:
Expanding the context of effects,” 1n S. Kraus
(ed.), The Great Debates. Bloomington: Indiana
University Press.

McL.eod, J, C. Glynn and D. McDonald (1983). "lIssues
and i1images: The 1nfluence of media reliance 1in
voting decisions,’ Communication Research,
10(1), 37-58.

Meadow, R. and M. Jackson-Beeck (1978). "A
comparative perspective on television debates:
Issue evolution 1n 1960 and 1976," i1n G.
8i1shop, R. Meadow and M. Jackson-Beeck (eds.),
The Presidential Debates of 1976: Perspectives
and promise. New York: Praeger.

Nie, N., S. verba and J. Petrocik (1984). "The
decline of partisanship,” 1n R. Niemi and H.
Weisberg (eds.), Controversies 1n Votinyg
Sehavior. Washington D.C.: Congressional
Quarterly Press.




Nimmo, D. and J. Combs (1984). "The medrated world
of election campaigns, 1n D. Graber (ed.),
Madi1a Power 1n Politics. Washington D.C.:
Congressional Quarterly Press.

0’Keefe, G. and L. Atwood (1981). "Communication and
election campaigns,’ 1n D. Nimmo and K. Sanders
(eds.), Handgdbook of Political Communication.
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications.

Page, B. and C. Jones (1984). "Reciprocal aeffects of
policy preferences, party loyalties and the
vote," 1n R. Niem1 ancd H. Weisberg (eds.),
controversies 1n Voting Sehavior. Washington
D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Patterson, T. (1984). "Views of winners and losers,”

in D. Graber (ed.), Media Power 1n Pol1tics.

Wwashington D.C.: Congressional Quarterly Press.

Ranney, A. (1983). Channels of Powar. New York:
Basic Books, Inc.

Sears, D. and S. Chaffee (1979). "Uses and effects
of the debates,” 1n 3. Kraus (ed.), The Great
Debates. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Sears, D. and J. Freedman (1971). "Selective
exposure to information: A critical review,' 1n
W. Schramm and D. Roberts (eds.), Process and
Effects of Mass Communication. Urbana:
University of Tllinois Press.

Simons, H., and K. Liecowitz (1979). "Shifts 1in
candidate 1images,” 1n S. Kraus (ed.), The Great
Debates. Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Wattenberg, M. (1984). The Jdecline of HAmerican
Dolitical parties 1952-1950. Cambridge, London:
Harvard Universitv Press.

Wweisberg, H. (1984). "A multidimensional
conceptualization of party i1identification,” in
R. Niem1 and H. Weisberc (eds.), Controversies
1n Voting Behavior. Washington D.C:
Congressional Quarterly Press.

Q :‘7




Whitney, C. and S. Goldman (1985). "Media use and
time of vote decision; a study of the 1980
presidential election,” Communication Research,
12(4), 511-529.

Wiley, D. and J. Wiley (1970). "The estaimation of
measurement error i1n panel data," American
Socirologlrcal Review, 35: 112-117.

Wolfinger, R. and S. Rosenstone (1980). who votes?.
New Havep, London: Yale University Press.




TABLE 1: Image and Issue Items by Time

Mean Score, Standard
by Wave Deviation
T1 T2 Ts T T2 Ts

IMAGE ITEMS

Honesty: Ford J3.44 3.43 3.38 1.06 0.95 0.98
Honesty: Carter | 3.48 3.S1 3.59 0.96 1.06 0.99
Strength: ‘F 3.29 3.38 3.46 0.90 0.79 0.90
Strength: C 3.07 3.19 3.18 1.01 0.99 1.02
Friendly: F 3.68 3I.61 3.53 1.07 0.94 0.93
Friendly: C 4.16 4.13 4.06 0.99 0.87 1.02
Leadership: F 3.29 3.28 3.39 0.97 0.98 0.99
Leadership: C 3.38 3.34 3.30 0.92 0.91 0.99
Clarity: F 3.24 3I.42 3I.39 0.90 0.87 0.83
Clarity: C 2.95 3J.07 3.0S5 1.13 1.06 1.14
Speaking: F 3.22 3.37 3.35 0.96 0.88 0.81
Speaking: C 3.56 3I.42 3I.40 1.06 1.05 1.05
ISSUE ITEMS -
Taxes: Self 4.27 4.15 4.22 1.06 0.92 0.97
Taxes: Ford 2.80 2.63 2.93 1.0 1.01 1.11
Taxes: Carter 3.70 3.82 3.90 0.87 0.90 0.90
Unemployment: S| 3.56 3.40 3.54 1.17 1.08 1.05
Unemployment: F| 2.94 2.98 3.01 0.99 1.03 0.93
Unemployment: C| 3.57 3.71 3.75 0.86 0.89 0.83
Abortion: S 2.82 2.97 2.88 1.45 1.40 1.42
Abortion: F 2.94 3.02 2.79 0.94 0.82 0.95
Abortion: C 3.00 3.20 3.08 1.01 0.84 0.93
Defense: S 3.14 3I.06 3I.02 1.13 1.14 1.14
Defense: F 2.52 2.47 2.49 0.96 0.93 0.88
Defensa: C 3.09 2.90 3.15 0.91 0.77 0.97
Party Leaning 1.43 1.51 1.53 0.48 0.51 0.50
vote Intent 1.40 1.42 1.51 0.49 0.52 0.51

Party Lsaning 1s scored such that 1" 1s closer to Ford, and “2° 1s closer to
Carter. Vote Intent is scored such that “1" 1s an 1intention to vote for Ford,
whils "2 is an intention to vote for Carter.
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TABLE 2: Reliability Scores of Indices

IMAGE ITEMS
Carter Image Index
Ford Image Index

ISSUE ITEMS
Carter Issue Index
Ford Issue Index

Cronbach’s Alpha by Wave

T T2 T3
.82 .88 .90
.79 .85 .89
.35 .27 .53
.55 .55 .68

Reliability coefficients were calculated differently for Images and Issues. For Isage 1iteas,
ratings for each candidate on the Image 1teas were added separately at each time. For Issue

1.88s, net difference scores only were calvulated. This was done by scoring each candidate’s
perceived position as a deviation from the respondent’s own position at each tims. The latter
provides a measure of “raslative distance,” as 1t is usually referred to 1n the political

science literature,




TABLE 3: Reliability

IMAGE ITEMS
Carter image Indices
Ford Image Indices

ISSUE ITEMS
Car.er Issue Indices
Ford Issue Indices

and Stability Across Time

Stability Reliability
S12 S23 Si13
.97 .93 .90 .84
.96 .90 .86 .80
.57 .64 .37 .73
.79 .95 .75 .75

Note: Stability and reliability coofficients 1n this table reflect over time msasures ds defined

by Heise (Heise, 1969).




TABLE 4: Pearson r’s for Variables in Analysis
Calal Calr2 Cale3 Fdlel FdIn2 FdIa3 Cals) Cals2 Cals3 FdIsl FdlIs2 FdIs3 Votel Vote2 Lean
Calmgel --- ,82¢% 7633011 .05 .01 |.24%% 3133 3gss{ 14 .12 .17% .12 .05 .08
Calmge2 --- 7833104 .00 .05 |[.213% 3gss  3gss{15% .203 ,20% .15% .18% .12
Calmged --- 13 .06 .08 [.313% 1733 .49%3).06 .06 .17% .04 .04 .13
Fdlmgel === .773% 69331 .09 10 .09 1.27%% 4433 3633|163 ,29%s .12
Fdlege2 --- 7233 08 .00 .07 |.33%% .453% 4301l 178 .00
Fdlmged -=- 208 _,16% .04 | 4738 5433 5038 [19% 2333 0]
Calssul === 4233 2783 3283 2438 08 .14 .12 .07
Calssu2 === .4738] 163 ,263% 08 .08 .07 .01
Calssu3 ==~ .02 _1l1 .02<%.08 .04 .06
FdIssul === 5983 5¢3% (02 .04 .00
FdlIssu2 === 71833 12633 [43 .07
Fdlssui --- 3033 2133 08
Votal ---  .693% |63
Vote2 --- 2283
Leap =--
3 2 significant p¢.05
8 : significant p<.0l

NOTE: In order to simplify 1nterpretatie> of differences in coding, and >3 n¢ negative
relationsii.ps were significant, signs hava been omitted and only the magnitude of the
corrslation 1s considered.

(nz123)




FIGURE 1: Ford Path Analyses
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3 = significant p<.05

13 = signaficant p<.0l

NOTE: In order to simplify interprstation of differsnces in coding, and as no negative
relationships were significant, si1gns have been omitted and only the magnitude of
the correlation 1S considered. Path costficients are standardized Setas.

(n=123)




FIGURE 2: Ford Path Analyses
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significant p<.0§

¥tz significant p<.0l

NOTE: In order to sisplify interpretation of differsnces 1n coding, and as no negative
relationships were significant, signs have been omittad and only the magnitude of
the correlation 18 considered. Path coefficients are standardized BSetas.
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FIGURE 3: Carter Path Analysas
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3 = significant p<.05

3 = significant p<.0l

NOTE: In order to simplify interpretation of differences 1n coding, and as no negative
relationships were signmficant, signs have been omitted and only the magnitude of
the correlation 18 consider.d. Path cosfficients are standard:zed Setas.

(n3123)
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FIGURE 4: Carter Path Analyses
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& = sigmficant p<.05

88 = significant p<.0l

NOTE: In order {o siaplify 1nterpretation of differences in coding, and ac no negative
relationships wers significant, signs have been omitted and only the magnitude of
the correlation 18 considered. Path coefficients are standardized Betas.
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