I. Reasons to Study Public Opinion


A. In a Democracy, the opinions of citizens should have 


some relationship to what government does and how 


it does it.

         

1. Thus, we can compare what government does to 



what citizens’ want.

    
B. Since Public Opinion should affect public policy, it 



becomes important to find out what public opinion is.

         

1. There is rarely one “public opinion”

              

a. Much controversy, everybody doesn’t hold 




the same opinions.

    
C. It also becomes important to find out how public opinion 

is formed and how it changes.

         

1. For example, does one, or several, “elites” shape 



public opinion?  Thus, do people wait to hear 



what their opinion leader(s) say and then adopt 



that position? 

         

2. What causes public opinion to change?  

              

a. For example, if, as we will see later, “public 




mood” (for how activist a government the 




public wants) effects voting, then what 




effects public mood?

III. How Public Opinion is typically studied: Survey Research 


A.  Survey Research Method – which is used in much 



research on public opinion

         

1. Normative:  what was good or bad about what 




governments might do.

         

2. Empirical: The focus here is empirical, the study and 



explanation of what "is."  

                                 not what should be. 

             

a. All scientific endeavor is empirical -- geologists 




e.g. are not concerned with

                 


good/bad moral/immoral rock formations, but 




with understanding things as they are.

             

b. So all empirical means is observing and 





explaining the world as it is. We've

                 


been doing that for a very long time too, but it 




didn't become a very large scale 

                 


enterprise until we developed systematic tools 



for doing so -- like geologists 

                 


classifying rocks; casual doesn't get you far.  




The systematic tool that revolutionized 





political science is survey research, the 





systematic study of ordinary people -- focus 




of lecture.

             

c. Most of what we thought to be the case about 




ordinary people (call them voters, even though 



many are not) turned out to be not only wrong, 



but downright silly -- discovering that was why 




this technology had a revolutionary impact. 




But before we can look at what that 





technology tells us about people, we need to 




look at the technology itself.

III. History and Theory of Surveys


A. Sampling: We have known a bit about sampling for most of 


the 20th century. Statisticians have always been 



concerned with the issue of how you could represent 


all units of a given kind by looking at only a sample of 

them. 

            
1. For example, in agriculture -- key to much early work 



on statistics. -- how could you test to see if one 



hybrid corn grew better than another?

                

Side by side? not exactly the same; could be 




chance?

            
2. Ultimately the question comes down to these 2:

                

a. How do you select units to study?
                

b. How many do you need to get reliable 





results?


B. The answer to #1 (how  do you select) is the key concept 

of survey research: Randomness
      
C.  The how many? 

            
1. That question turns out to be easy: if

                

a. You just know a little bit about variation (e.g. 




how much yield difference between one 




field and the next is typical?), and

                

b. You have randomly drawn a sample, then

                

c. You can calculate exactly how many units you 



need to look at to reach any level of 





certainty you might desire.

      
D. Randomness 

            
1. Selection is random if every unit (person, field, 



whatever) in the group we care about 





(population) had an exactly equal chance of 



being chosen.

                

a. Alternative Definition: impossible to predict in 




advance which units would be selected, 





because nothing that you can know about 




them is related to the selection process.

                
2. What does randomness mean in practice?

                       
a. Take this class.

                            
1. Take every third person? 

  



2. Volunteers? (poor choice – volunteers are 





different)



  

3. Even drawing names from a hat is suspect





4. Random Procedure: a random number 





generator applied to a list of names

               
3. Benefits of Randomness
                        
a. We can avoid an unrepresentative sample 




with systematic procedures (e.g., certain 




types of people habitually sit in the front 

                             
of the class) so I wouldn’t just survey the 




first row.

                         
b. But, in addition to the biases you know, 





randomness also eliminates the biases 




you don’t know.

                             
1. Downside: randomness is expensive 





and hard to do.

                 
4. History: In the 1920s people began to think about 



applying sampling concepts to surveying public 



views.

                          
a. The early history of polling can be thought of as a 



series of attempts to find “almost-random” 




methods that were economical and reliable.

                

b. Consequences of non-random survey: 





Literary Digest Poll of 1932: 





1. Mailed survey, mailed to addresses 






combed from phone books, auto reg.,

                     


etc. in massive numbers. "Ballots" came 




back in massive numbers too, in

                     


millions, predicting FDR would 






decisively win 1932 election, which of

                     


course he did (and that seemed to 





validate the method; it worked)

                     

2. Random: no, the sampling enumeration 





left out voters without cars, etc. and, 





much more seriously, only about 20% 




actually returned.

                     

3. Does that matter if you have millions of 





responses?  Yes, voter decision 

                         


to respond or not is a highly systematic 





process, different kinds of people 

                         


do or don't.

                     

4. Numbers aren't the thing;  For accuracy 





within +/- 3%. Thus, if 57% of he 






public in a survey says President 





Bush is doing a good job as 






President, then, if you randomly 





survey approximately 1,100 adults,

                         


there is about a 95% chance that 





Bush’s “true” popularity within

                         


the adult population in the United 





States is between 54% and 60% 

                         


with our best “estimate” being that it 





is 57%.

                         

5. An important principle of sampling is 





that it is the absolute size of the 





sample, not the sample as a 






percentage of the population,

                             

that’s important.

                         

6. For example, it takes almost an 






identically sized random sample

                             

(around 1,100) to accurately predict 





the popularity of the mayor of Long 





Beach as the it would to predict the 





popularity of the President over the 





entire United States. 

                     

7. Randomness is what counts

            

c. The 1932 results were a boon to Literary Digest 




subscriptions.  So, they repeated in 1936 with 




same methods, producing Alf Landon 





landslide prediction. LD died shortly after, as 




did much interest in polling.

                

d. What happened, it is now clear, is that there is 



(and always has been) a social class bias 




to the returning of questionnaires, the 




middle class returns the working class 




doesn't.

                

e. That bias was present in 1932, but it wasn't 




harmful because the American party 





system was not much associated with 




class then. By 1936 there was enormous 




movement to the Democrats by working 




class people to FDR as savior. That 





produced disaster for the Literary Digest, 




which had a disproportionately middle-




class sample.

          

>>> Repeat point about randomness: If LD had 




suspected class bias, they could have 




controlled for it.  But if they had used 




random procedures, it would automatically 



have been controlled -- even if they didn't 




suspect it.

               


1. This problem afflicts all straw polls, all 





occasions where people choose 

                        


whether or not to participate. All of 





them should be regarded as 







entertainment, but have no validity 





whatsoever.  No straw polls ever

                        


produce valid measures of preference, 





ever. If you find one that happens to be 





more or less correct, the explanation is 





luck. You can do just as well making up 





the numbers yourself. If you just guess, 





you will after all sometimes be right.  












a. The worst are the 900 dial-ins -- not 





only voluntary, but you have to 






pay to do it.

                    

2. Now the web age is reproducing the 





phenomenon. 

     
E. Quota Sampling: The Wrong Lesson

            
1. Other popularizers drew the wrong lesson from LD:

                

Problem: Unrepresentative sample

            
2. Solution: Force it to be representative by sampling 



in proportion to population quotas: Divide 




population into categories by say race, sex,  

                

whatever and then force the right proportions in 



every category.

            
3. Street corner bias: We go looking for someone who 



fits the quota using a method, for example, on a 



street corner, which will find atypical people.  Do 

                

this on some streets and you end up with a high 



proportion of panhandlers.

           
4. This appeals to the intuition, but only that: quotas 



hide problems, they don't solve them.  But there 



is no statistical basis for quota methods. No sample  

                

based on quotas is large enough for reliable 



inference.

                

a. There is a natural tendency to avoid shabby 




residences, long flights of stairs etc. 

 
F. Two right (but more expensive) ways to do it:

            
1. AREA PROBABILITY CLUSTER SAMPLING 

                

a. Divide population into small areas, of size that 




can be covered by one interviewer: called 




Primary Sampling Units, maybe say 1,000 in 




U.S. (e.g., Los Angeles County)

                

b. Select areas randomly in proportion to their 




known population.

                

c. Then, within PSU select households randomly 




by geographic methods.

                

d. Finally, select household members randomly 




(how?)

                

e. What makes this expensive in practice, if you 




don't find the person you sampled randomly, 




you go back again and again (within reason) 




until you do. You DON'T substitute somebody 




else who happens to be available.

        

2. LOWER QUALITY: random digit dialing on 




telephone (where procedure runs afoul of 




randomness because of high telephone turn 



down rate).

               

a. Sample "prefix's" in proportion to their use in the 




area to be studied

               

b. Randomly draw the final four digits (and autodial 




it)

IV. What's Junk, What's Insight? A Guide to Quality in Survey  

      Research

     
A. Crucial first point: doing it right is expensive. So good 


research is expensive. 

             
1. Everyone in the business knows how to do it right. The 



issue is whether or not to spend the money.

     
B. How can you tell?

             
1. Polls by academic organizations are always of high 


quality (and expensive). That is much of what you 



will see in this class.

             
2. Of commercial polls, those sponsored by 




organizations who care deeply about their 




reputation for accuracy should generally be 



trustworthy.

                 

a. Outfits like CNN, CBS News, The New York 




Times, and others don't make enough profit 




from doing surveys to justify the damage they 




would do to their credibility if they were 





unreliable.

                 

b. More troublesome are polls produced by 




consulting firms, e.g., Acme Surveys, which 




might be quite unreliable without any damage 




to the firms (because the customers never find 



out they are unreliable).

                     

1. A whole other category is polls produced by 




advocacy organizations to demonstrate 





support for their position.  It is easy to 





cook results if you want to, and such 





polls should always be regarded as no 





more reliable than advertising claims.

                     

2. But serious polling firms and academic 





surveys do not cook results. They

                         


try very, very hard to get it right.

Do y

              
3. Say the following was a Gallup/CNN/USA Today 



poll today concerning Presidential Popularity:



Approve:      65%

                       
Disapprove:  31%

                       
No Opinion:   4%

                       
Sample Size (N) 1018

                          
a. What should we believe or not believe?

                          
b. “N” (number of observations) is a little small, 




so we don't think Bush’s “true” approval 




on that date was exactly 65?

                

c. But there is a strong probability that the actual 




approval (i.e., if we had polled every living 




American of voting age) is somewhere in the 



range of  61%-69%.  (If we had doubled 




the N, we could have narrowed the range of 




likely values to between 63%-67%.)

                          
d. Given other errors in the process, e.g., 





respondent indecision about how they truly 




feel, contamination from recent events, etc., 




that is about as accurate as we are going to 




get anyhow, and so the expense for a larger 




sample is probably not justified.

V. Where Does This Leave Us? 

     
A.  For generations scholars have speculated about why 


people held the 
attitudes they did, or engaged in the 


behaviors they did.  With the sample survey we can 


now just ask.

               
1. Asking had huge consequences. We very quickly 



discovered that 
most of what we thought was 



true about American citizens was false.

               
2. Thus our understanding of how people behave in 




politics begins essentially at ground zero in the 



1940s, when we threw away everything we 




previously thought and started over from scratch. 



Next, we’ll look at the studies that overturned all our 


old beliefs.

VI. The First Voting Studies

     
A. Setup – If George W. Bush had won the popular vote, 


could he claim a mandate? Thus, did the election 


reflect voter issue preferences?

       
B. Begin answering with the earliest studies

            
1. Thus, what we learned from the early studies: beyond 



the horse-race.  Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet, 



1940, The People's Choice and “Voting” (almost 



same authors)

                

a. Businessmen put up the money on the theory 




that how people went about making up 




their mind to vote could be applied to 




consumer behavior (i.e., to sell products).  









b. Among other things, they were interested the 




degree to which people followed opinion 




leaders (e.g., give “hip” people the clothes 




you want everyone else to buy and the rest 



will follow and buy what the leaders wear).

       
C. What expected, what found?

         

1. Attributes Expected:

                    
a. Well informed, e.g. 2000: could tell you 





Bush and Gore views on abortion, 






taxes, conservation, prescription drug 





benefits for seniors

                    
b. Interested (in the context of 2000, for 





example, paying attention to the  

                        

Florida recount)

                    
c. Concerned over outcome: It matters who 




wins.

                    
d. Intense feelings about issues
                    
e. Rational (that is, use their votes as a 





means to get what they want 
                        

from government, rather than just for 





the pleasure of voting)

                    
f. All of the above are presumed by 






notions of 
democratic governance; 





they are reasonably necessary if it is 





to work remotely as taught in text 





books and envisioned by founders.
                D. Attributes Found:

                  

1. Not well informed at all. Most members of 




mass electorate seem to know 

                        

almost nothing about politics. Almost 





everyone knows the name of the 

                        

current President. After that, there is 





nothing that is universally known.

                        

a. Example: Gore campaign against 






Congress?: Problem for Gore; 






about 30-40% of Americans would 





not know that Congress was 







controlled by Republicans.

                        


b. In Congressional election only about 






1 in 5 know names of both 

                            


candidates

                    
2.  Most profess, in their own words, little 





or no interest, (e.g. the historic      

                         


House Impeachment debate was not 





carried by the networks for lack of 

                         


audience interest -  had a viewership on 





CNN that was about 1/3 of that 

                         


of a typical day of the Simpson trial).

                         


a.  Question: Some people don't pay 






much attention to political

                               


campaigns.  How about you? 






Would you say that you have been 





VERY MUCH  INTERESTED, 






SOMEWHAT INTERESTED, or 






NOT MUCH  INTERESTED in the 






political campaigns so far this 






year?

                               


Interest in the 1996 Election 







campaign:







Very much interested - 27%

                               


Somewhat interested  - 49%

                               


Not much interested   - 23%

                               Source: Computed from 1996 American National 




Election Study, University of Michigan




3. Most say it doesn't matter much whether one 




or the other side wins. 

                   
4. Rationality =  "Goal oriented behavior" 





(slippery)
early evidence negative. The 




evidence suggests that voters were not so 




much voting to change the government or 




its policies as just going through the 





motions, voting because they were 





supposed to vote.

                

5. One of the central findings from the early 




sociological studies of voting was the 




relatively few people changed their minds: 




only about 12% 
of the voters switched 




sides during the campaign, and about one-




third of these “switchers” eventually 





switched back to their original choice. 




(Glynn, et., al., pp. 253-254) 

                    

a. Additionally, the direction of change was 




fairly predictable: people usually 





ended up voting as most people of 





their social class, religion, and place 





of residence (urban or rural) did.  

            

6. What it seems to add up to: Democratic 





theory simply cannot be squared with the 




reality of mass voting behavior. Voters are 




picking governments, but the way they are 




doing it seems capricious, nothing like that 



which is part of the standard dogma of 




American politics.

            

7. Why?

                 


a. Masses ignorant? Too easy: People do 





learn the names of commercial 






products, if asked to say what toilet 





paper is being advertised in the slogan: 





e.g.: "Please don't squeeze the ", nearly 





all can do so.

                 


b. Politics doesn't touch the lives of 






ordinary people very often or very 





deeply. We have vastly overestimated 




its importance.

                     


1. This manifests itself in: Shallow 






opinion holding, little








substance, easily dissuaded, 






etc.

                     


2. For example, in survey you can ask 






exactly the same question in two 

                         



forms, with slightly different 







wording, and get very different 






answers – because the attitude is 






so loosely held that respondents 






can come out either way, 







depending upon the flavor of the 






question.

                         



a. "government should see to it …" 






agree/disagree, or same 







question, but with alternative 






"government should stay out 






of this …" added

                


c.  Probably the single most systematic





bias of all political reporting is to





overestimate the importance of






politics and political issues to 






people's lives -- media need drama.

                


d. If politics is unimportant, is it rational to 





be well informed?

                    


1. next: Mapping the flow of influence in 






a presidential campaign: How

                        



campaigns move voters.

VII. Campaign Influence, Groups, and Intro. to Social-
Psychological Model
      
A.  How do we come to understand why people vote the 


way they do?

                
1. Early studies, by sociologists, have sociological 



perspective: focus on interpersonal relations 



and on group behaviors


2. Sociological Model says your behavior is because 



of the group(s) you belong to.




a. How would such a model explain change?




b. Thus, why would a “group” change from 




largely supporting one party to largely 




supporting the other party? (e.g., the 





switch of African-Americans from the 




Republicans to the Democrats beginning 




in 1932)




c. How would the sociological model explain a 




trend affecting all groups (e.g., every 





group might become more Republican 




than normal in a given election)?

                
3. This is something like the conventional wisdom of 



voting behavior. People vote as parts of social 



groups (long-term), but are influenced by the 

                    
campaign (short-term).


B. The Social-Psychological School

           
1. The model is based on the notion that more distal 



factors: catalytic event (e.g., the Great 




Depression) effects more proximate factors, 



such as party identification, that, in turn, effect 



current behavior (e.g., who you vote for).

                

a. Partisanship is a sort of “lens” through which 



the voter views the political system.

                

b. Issues still matter, but your issue positions 




are likely to influenced by your “standing 




commitment” (party identification).

           
2. It is easier to use the social-psychological model 



across a number of elections than the 




sociological model.                  
               

a. Since drawing national samples is easier to 




do than interviewing friends and 





coworkers, the psychological model is 




more readily usable (i.e., testable).

  
C. Expectations about the political campaign:

            
1. Context: Post-War social scientists were fascinated 


with "propaganda" the ability to manipulate 



mass publics like pawns, as in Nazi Germany.

                 
2. They started off believing that mass 





communication 
-- then radio – had extraordinary 


ability to shape people's views.

                     
a. The design was to map the spread of influence 




over time as the process unfolded. 




b. Each citizen/voter interviewed 4 times over the 



whole spread of the campaign (PANEL 





STUDY) with a view toward watching what 

                         

candidates did and how voters responded.

                 3. Finding: Virtually no change from one side to the 



other. In that regard the campaign just didn't seem 



to matter at all. Its measurable effects were 

                     
limited to activation of latent support into active 



support.

                   
a. When you design a whole study to map 





change of behaviors, and find none, you 




then have to very seriously ask why?

    
D. Two Explanations for failed influence

                 
1. Selective Perception - Voters basically tuned out, 



successfully ignoring most of what they hear 



and what they tend to hear are messages that 

                     
agree with what they already believe digress to 



perception more generally, (1) why it must be 



selective, (2) Ash experiments, information 

                     
processing, schemata

              
2. Two Step Flow of Influence - Message (media) 



influences Opinion  Leaders influence Opinion 



Followers general, not just political 

                      
illustrate with stereo's, etc.

                      
a. Who is an opinion leader then?  Someone who 




pays more than average attention.

                      
b. Fundamental mechanism: Opinion Followers 




are likely to have a high level of trust in 




Opinion Leaders, who are known to them 




from primary groups, where original 





source is not.

                       
c. "The Media Dilemma"

                          

1. Opinion Followers don't have strong 





views, so they can be influenced – 





but can't be reached directly while 





Opinion Leaders can be reached, but 





are likely to have such strong views 





that they can't readily be changed.

                       
d.  Ever media influence? Yes

                            
1. Build name recognition; therefore very 





important in sub-presidential 






contests. 

                            
2. Modify image, but only to the degree to 





which it was not already firmly set. 

                                

a. For example, in the 2000 campaign 






Gore was very well known

                                    


already and had very little 







opportunity to change his image

                                    


where as Bush was not known, 






and therefore created almost all of 

                                    


what the public thought about him 






during the campaign.

VIII. Belief Structure I: Are Issue Preferences Structured by

         Underlying Ideologies?

       
A. Ideology: a set of interrelated attitudes that fit together 


into some coherent and consistent view of or 



orientation toward the political world.

                
(Flanigan and Zingale, Political Behavior, 9th ed., p. 


126)

            
1. Liberal: greater emphasis on minimizing 



economic inequality and maintaining economic 


security/greater support for the noneconomic 


freedom to differ       

                
2. Conservative: greater individual free choice – less 



commitment to equality in economics/less 




support for the freedom to differ in 





noneconomics            

       
B. 2000 as Example of Ideological Interpretation of 



Elections

                
1. Imagine that you were asked to explain the 




meaning of the 2000 presidential election. That 



is, to explain why it ended in a virtual tie in 
                    
terms of what the candidates offered and what 



the voters wanted.

                
2. A standard interpretation would be something 



along the following lines: The voters, as always, 



are mainly moderate, in the political center. 

                     
Voters arrayed along a “normal” curve from “left” to 



“right.”.

                     
a. George W. Bush called himself a 






compassionate conservative,” which we 




take to mean conservative, but not hard 




core (federal government has a useful role, 




instead of no role, in education)       

                     
b. Al Gore didn’t label himself, as Democrats 




usually do not (for reasons we will soon 




come to understand). But he followed Bill 

                         

Clinton as a “New Democrat,” the 





implication of which is “liberal, but not 




hard core.” (Defend programs, but few new 




ones)                                  

                     
c. So Bush vs. Gore ended as a tie because they 



were both centrist candidates, about 





equally attractive to the moderate 





electorate.

       
C. Now forget Bush and Gore: What would it demand of 


ordinary voters for that to be true?

                 
1. Have personal ideological position on left-right 



scale
                
2. Be capable of perceiving with some accuracy 




where Bush and Gore are on that scale
                
3. Act accordingly, i.e. not for other reasons. 




Fundamental question in all these lectures: Do 



those conditions hold; are voters ideological?

       
D. Consider the possibility that nothing like ideology exists 

in people's heads its absence makes politics 



complicated
                
1. With ideology we have a common measuring stick that 



allows us to classify parties, candidates, policies, 



proposals, and so forth in one convenient scheme. 

      
E. Ideology is a decision short-cut:

        

1. Dramatically reduces required policy information

         

2. IS sensitive to current contest

        

3. Even anticipates the future in the face of uncertainty

           

(given issue x that hasn't come up yet, we know that

          

 liberal will be likely to take the liberal position,

          

 whatever that is, conservative take the 





conservative position -- so we made the right 




decision without knowing anything at all!)

      
F. Therefore, if voters do develop ideologies for the reason 


that they serve to reduce the cost of decision-making, 

we might predict:

                
1. Simplicity of ideology rather than complexity

                
2. Two party systems would tend to produce a single 



bipolar dimension, e.g. liberal/conservative -- 




multiple dimensions fail to lead to a decision and do 



not serve economizing purpose

IX. But is there ideological structure underlying issue 
positions?: The Evidence
      
A. If a left-right dimension underlies specific political 



attitudes on a wide variety of questions (as it does for 

elected politicians, for me and most of you) then we 


expect simply to see that responses to those 



questions satisfy some statistical criteria we'll call 


"scalability" (we won't deal with technology).

     
B. The American Voter results: We ask respondents a 


series of closed ended questions about their 



preferences on public policy issues, for example:

           
1. government responsibility for jobs

           
2. do more or tax less

           
3. enforce environmental quality or stay out

           
4. abortion, legal or not under various circumstances

           
5. government insure health care or not

           
6. spend more or less on education, etc.

       
C. Each of the questions above has a liberal position, in 


effect, one advocated by people who are considered 


liberals in American politics, and equally a 
            
conservative position.

            
1. The question is: are they organized this way by 



ordinary people into consistent bundles of 




things that go together?

             
2. All issues, domestic and foreign: fail by any criteria
                  

a. Domestic issues only: little bits of scalability, 




not across all (e.g. 2 abortion items would 




go together, but broader connections like 

                      

abortion- welfare-taxes don't exist)

                  

b. Foreign issues only: the same

D. What do we make of it?

         

1. Question: Mainly liberal? moderate? conservative?

                  

a. Answer: None Of The Above, no meaningful 




ideology exists
             
2. Back to Bush and Gore: Why 2000? My 





interpretation above can't be correct. If this 



evidence is taken at face value, it means that 



voters have no idea where they are, let alone the 


candidates.

        
E. Critique of scalability test: A structure of beliefs is 



present, but it is more complex than can be measured 

with these techniques, and so we falsely conclude no 


structure. 

       
F. Next: let's try again to see if ideology is in voters' minds 


by just asking them why they like/dislike candidates 


or parties and see whether ideological concepts 



emerge?

X. What Concepts do People Use?


A. Forget issue questions: What do people say when asked 

to explain their preferences?
            
1. How to go about finding out how people think 




about politics? Ask them in a completely open-



ended way and see what comes out.. 

                 

a. For example,  Is there anything you like about 




Al Gore that might make you want to vote 




for him?

                 

b. Eight questions, up to 5 responses per question, 




so fairly good opportunity to dump everything 




the respondent is thinking. Interviewer writes it 



down verbatim. Then, after the fact, 





researchers read every word and classify it by 



the highest level (levels will be defined as 




we go)  used in response to any of the 40 




possible queries.

                     

1. Classification very difficult, very tedious, 





requires judgment.

                 

c. Listen to the reasoning process the 





respondent uses.  


B. Level A: Ideologue

         

1. The key in this analysis is to find language that 



demonstrates understanding of politics. People 



who are thoughtful and well informed about 



anything tend to deal in abstract concepts 




because abstractions are powerful; they convey 



a great deal of meaning in a few words – 




intellectual shorthand.




a. Explains preferences in such a way that shows 




awareness of ideology, uses ideological 





concepts of some generality (not limited to 




liberal/conservative). Has awareness of a 




continuum important -- are liberal and 





conservative just labels or is there 






understanding of a range of choices and value 



tradeoffs in between?

For Example. 2000: Like about GOP? "I like their conservative approach, the way they want less government, not more (examples are old – 40 years)
Ohio woman from small city, marginal coding

(like about Democrats?) Well, that depends on what you are thinking of-historically or here lately. I think they are supposed to be more interested in the small businessman and low tariffs. (anything else?)  Nothing except it being a more liberal party, and I think of the Republicans as being more conservative and more

interested in big business.

(Dislike about Democrats?) I think extravagance primarily. (anything else?) Nothing that occurs to me offhand.

(Like about Republicans?) Well, I never thought so. I have been a Republican the last several years because of the personalities involved, I guess.

(Dislike about Republicans?) This again is traditional-just that they give too much support to bigbusiness and monopoly concerns. (anything else?) No.


C. Level A2: Near Ideologue: Use ideological terms, but 


with lack of context, lack of clarity, not clear whether 


they know what words mean.

For example, 1996: Democrats too liberal -- and then praise variety of liberal issue positions (or, like Democrats because they are liberal and like GOP because conservative).[{1} man in Southern Ohio]

 (like about Democrats?)Yes, I like their platform. (What is that?) They're more inclined to help the working class of people, and

that is the majority in our country. And I like the idea of stopping the hydrogen bomb tests. It would make for more friendly feelings toward other countries, and they would be more friendly to us. I think the

Democratic Party wants peace as much as the Republican Party.

(Dislike about Democrats) Yeah, there's a lot of things. One thing is they're too much for federal control of utilities. (anything else?) Well, it seems like they don't always run the best men there are for

their offices. (for example?) There's several I could mention that don't have the best reputation in the world.

(Like about Republicans?) Well, they play up to individual rights, which is good. That's good-it makes a person feel more independent.

(Dislike about Republicans?) They believe in big industry, utilities, etc. (anything else?) They've passed a lot of labor bills I don't approve of

(Like about Republicans?) I also like their conservative element in the Republican Party.

(anything else?) No.

(Dislike about Republicans?) No, not at present.

Tied to past, lacks richness.


D. Level B: Group Benefits: Group Benefits" voters are 


those whose highest level of abstraction is 



commentary on what groups are helped or hurt by the 

parties.

For example, "I like the Democrats because they are for the common man."

Group Benefit as good as ideology? Refocus on dynamic interpretation of 1996: Group just doesn't speak to it; it's constant, tied to past.

{1} man from Iowa]

(Like about Democrats?) I don't know of anything.

(anything else?) No, I wouldn't say there is.

(Dislike about Democrats?) I don't particularly agree how they have passed out the money and increased the taxes.

(Like about Republicans?) I think they try to run the country without running into debt and keep us out of wars. (anything else?) No.

(Dislike about Republicans?) They are more for big business. 

(.. anything else..?) No. (What do you mean by "big business?") Well, the little man gets crowded out. They cater to the big men.


E. Level C: Nature of the Times: These voters offer an 


appraisal of how things are going as their only 



evaluation of candidates or parties.

Typically they are saying, "Times are good. I want to re-elect the President."



But they express no sense of what the parties stand for or whose interests are helped or hurt.

[{1} Philadelphia woman]

(Like about Democrats?) This is very hard ground – a lot of promises were made that weren’t kept. 

(Which ones do yo mean?) It confuses the public and it confuses me. A person don’t kow who to vote for. All the same, both parties are guilty in some instances of breaking campaign promses.

(Dislike about Democrats?) No.

(Like about Republicans?) No particular thing as long as they do good for the people.

(Dislike about Republicans?) Just what I said before. … More should be done for human beings, for the good of the people. Those who take responsibility should worry about all of the people of the world. We had bloodshed and we don’t want it anymore.

(Like about Stevenson?) I think he’s a very smart man as far as he is concerned.

(Anything else?) I think he’s very ambitious.

(Dislike …?) No.

.(Like about Eisenhower?) The only reason that I would want to vote for him is that he is a former Army man and saw the horrors of war and therefore would want to keep the peace. That’s the main concern in the world today.

(Dislike ..?) No.


F. Level D: No Issue Content

(Like about Democrats?) No, not that I know of

(Dislike about Democrats?) No.

(Like about Republicans?) No.

(Dislike about Republicans?) No.

(Like about Stevenson?) No.

(Dislike about Stevenson?) Yes, he’s a back bitter.

(Like about Eisenhower?) Not that I know of.

(Dislike about Eisenhower?) No.

XI. IDEOLOGICAL SOPHISTICATION OF THE AMERICAN 
ELECTORATE 

American Voter Levels of Conceptualization Coding

Pcenample Percent of Voters

       
A. Percent of Voters (Approximate):

     

Ideologues                       3%

        

Near Ideologue             12%

       

Group Benefit               45%

       

Nature of the Times      23%

       

No Issue Content          17%

     
B. Conclusion: Very few think in ideological terms?

      
C. Do they nonetheless account for change?

            
1. If they did, then we could still have very ideological 


elections even with few ideological voters.


D. Is it the more ideological who change parties from one 


election to the next?  Percent of Democrats Defecting 

in 1956:

rcent defecting

            
Ideologues                18%

            
Group Benefit          23

            
Nature of the Times 46

            
No Issue Content     36

           
1. Ideologues somewhat more likely to defect but not 



overwhelmingly so.

      
E. Implications

           
1. The liberal/conservative concepts in which 




elections are explained are just not meaningful.

                

a. Commentators talking about themselves, not 




typical voters. 




b. Structures of belief lack organization, large 




degree of apparently random collections of 

                    

beliefs.

           
2. Interpretations of elections, mandates, etc. 




probably garbage -- but very important, because 


actors in Washington act on what they believe 



elections mean.

                

a. For example, the 1994 mandate and the 1995 




GOP Congress (Democrats too!)

           
3. Next: Maybe people understand these terms, but 



just didn't think to use them in response to 



these unfocused questions. Passive recognition 


of ideological terms.
XII. Belief Structure II: Converse, Passive Recognition, Attitudes


and Nonattitudes

       
A. Setup

          
1. Now you've heard voters explain their own 




preferences and behavior.  

                   2. Does that settle it? Does 2.5% ideologues mean 



that ideology is not meaningful in American 



elections?

                   
a. Critiques: What's wrong with this approach?
         
B. Theory

                
1. Change of focus: The Yes/No debate on ideology is 


probably not helpful.

                     
a. Instead: consider the matter one of degree.   









b. Forget for the moment "ideology" and talk 




instead about "belief systems" which can 




be characterized on a continuum from 




sophisticated and structured to loose  





and unstructured.

         
C. Belief System: A configuration of attitudes held 



together by some form of constraint or functional 


interdependence.

               
1. Constraint implies interlocking ideas, consistency

               
2. Three Properties:

                   
a. Constraint, low to high, random to tight

                       


1. Sources of Constraint: If attitudes are 





constrained for some people, why are 




they?

                          


a. Logic, e.g. balance budget, 







revenues must balance 







expenditures
                          


b. Psychological: e.g. abortion, gay 






rights; no direct logical 







connection, but each involves 






issues of tolerance and 







conformity, social control   

                              


of government etc. and positions 






seem to be related

                          


c. Social: Ideas go together because 






they are learned together in the 

                              


same environment -- compare 






New York City with southern 

                              



evangelical Protestant, in each 






case one can predict sets of 







attitudes that seem to go together 






because they are shared within 






subcultures and therefore learned 






together.  

                  

b. Centrality: What ideas are central/peripheral 




to the system -- concrete to abstract- 





concrete: 2000 tax cut, presciption drug 




benefit for Medicare abstract: more activist 



government across the board

                   
c. Range: how large the scope of different ideas 




included, narrow to wide narrow: little clusters 



like tax/notax, spend more/less on military, 




etc. wide: liberal or conservative position on 




everything

I

               
3. Ideology restated then is: constrained system of 



beliefs, structured around abstract concepts 



and inclusive of virtually all political attitudes 



and beliefs.

    
D. Research

               
1. We've already seen (1) that attitudes seem mainly to 



lack structure (i.e., constraint), and  (2) that when 



asked to explain their political preferences  

                   
most voters do not use abstract concepts
     
E. Passive Recognition:

                
1. But maybe it is the case that they really have 




abstract beliefs, they just don't articulate them:

                 
2. Passive alternative is to introduce the terms and 



see if voters can handle them.

                      
a. Example: Would you say that one of the two 




parties is more conservative or more 





liberal than the other one?

                         

1. Which one?"  

                        

2. What do you have in mind when you say 




that the Republicans are more 






conservative than the Democrats?
               
3. Five Strata of Recognition

                          
a.  Understood the difference between the 





notion that the Republicans are more 





conservative than the Democrats: 17% 

                                 
within a reasonable range

                         
b. Narrow, likened the different to “spend vs. 




save” : 33%            




c. Confused about meaning:  13%

                            d. Don’t Know Meaning:  8%

                          
e. Didn’t Attempt Answer:  29%        

                  
4. Breakdown of respondents in categories “a, b, and 



c” (i.e., for the 63% of respondents who could 





answer the preceding question)

                           
a. 83% could correctly match both the term 




liberal with the meaning of liberal and with 




the Democratic Party while also matching 




conservative with the meaning of 





conservative and with the Republican 




Party (17% could not do this).

                          
b. In effect, at most, 83% of the 63% who could 




answer the last question (i.e., categories “I-




III” on the previous question) could

                            
sort out the ideological puzzle.  This is 




probably an overestimate because some of 



the 83% were undoubtedly quessing.

F. Constraint?

         

1. Another Method: Correlations between different 



sorts of issues as evidence of structure.  




Comparison: Mass (respondents) and 




elite (Congressional Candidates)
                     
a. Issue Constraint (correlations) for 






Congressional Candidates and the

                     

Mass Electorate in Four Domains

       
Domestic       Domestic &              Foreign           Issues &        

                                 Foreign                     Issues               Party

 Elite      .53                  .25                            .37                      .39

 Mass    .23                   .11                            .23                      .11
                
2. Inferences:

                      
a. Constraint is possible, but largely nonexistent 



for mass electorate
                       
b. Concrete, not abstract, central attitudes (not 




shown, but virtually all of the mass 





association that does exist is accounted 




for by racial attitudes)

                       
c. Very narrow range
                 
3. Critique of Correlational Evidence:

                      
a. Maybe people's attitudes are consistent, but 




each individual has a different structure, 




and you don't see that when you put them 




all together?

                           

1. If true, then at least we would expect to see 




that whatever structure was present was 




produce the same attitudes over time

                 
4. Another Method: Examine repeated measures for 



same respondents in a panel study (1st Panel: 



1956-1958-1960)

                      
Continuity Correlations

             

Party Identification .72

              

School Desegregation .48

              

Fair Employment Practices .41

              

Jobs .40

              

Isolationism .39

              

Aid to Education .37

              

a. Many more with progressively lower 





correlations.         

                     
b. Of 20 issues where two year comparisons 




were possible, each respondent (on 





average) took the same side on 13. (you’d 




expect 10 by chance!)

G. Nonattitudes 

           
1. This is very direct evidence for "nonattitudes": the 



expression of preferences for policy alternatives 


that are entirely without meaning to the 




respondent, made up on the spot and promptly 



forgotten.  Much of what is measured in surveys 


is nonattitudes. 

                 
2. The ugly problem of survey research:

                      
a. If we ask people about their attitudes and they 




have real attitudes, they will answer the 





questions. However,

                      
b. If we ask people about their attitudes and they 




don't have real attitudes, they still will answer 




the questions.

                      
c. Large numbers of people feel embarrassed to 




say "don't know, never thought about 




that," they want to be helpful by answering       

                          

everything, and so they make up answers 




on the spot where no real attitudes exist.
                          

1. For example, respondents will end up 





saying they both like and dislike

                              

something they have never heard of 





before.

                 
3. The Nonattitudes problems has forced academic 



survey work to:

                     
a. Simply to stop asking questions where there 




is a high likelihood of nonattitudes – it 




would be nice to know many things we just 



have to give up on.

                     
b. To change interview techniques, so we stop 




training respondents to answer everything.

                         

1. If the respondent answers “don’t know” we 





shouldn’t keep probing.

                             

a. The respondent comes to believe that 





“don’t know” isn’t an acceptable 






answer.

                         

2. Commercial surveys persist in doing it 





because they focus on what is new 





(and newsworthy), and so have to be 





discounted, and they often probe 





hard. 

                             

a. You can't sell a survey that shows: 






20 for, 18 against, and 62 

                                  


percent undecided, no opinion -






- and they make their money by 

                                  


selling their results as news items.

                            

b. That gives useful perspective on 






candidate horserace polls (If the 

                                


election were held today would 






you vote for Al Gore or George W. 

                                


Bush?):

                                


1. People answer when they 







have no real preference, 







and so:

                                    



a. results can be very 








unstable, particularly 







early in a campaign

                                    



b. in absence of real 









preferences, little 








things like name 









recognition

                                        



(one name easier to 








say, pronounce?) 








become decisive -- 








and results can be 








almost meaningless. 

                 
4. This nonattitude problem is inherent in survey 



research; it is not something that can be made 



to go away.


H. Converse Conclusions

            
1. As a matter of degree, high levels of belief 




structuring are not found in mass electorates.

                     
a. Only a handful of voters may be said to bring 




an ideological structure to politics.

                     
b. And therefore our interpretations of elections 




in terms of the ideological preferences of 




voters cannot be right.

II. A Response to Converse’s Conclusions

    
A. Responses to the Above “Pessimistic View” of the 



Electorate
           
1. Question Order Effects 

               

a. One reason voters may appear unstable over 




time is that some voters, particularly less 




sophisticated ones, have nonseparable 




preferences: their answer to one question 




is predicated on their answer to another

                   

question (i.e., they can’t “separate them”).

                  


1. For example, respondents are more 





likely to favor stricter anti-

                      


pollution regulations if they have not 





already expressed their preference 





for an increase in spending on 






environmental cleanup.

                      


(Lacy, AJPS, April, 2001, pp. 247-248)

                  


2. Thus, the order of questions would, for 





some respondents, influence
                       


their answers.  So response 






instability, in part, could be a 






function of a changing order of 






questions.

           
2. Robert Lane: people have fairly coherent political 



belief systems but these systems are different 



than the ideological categories favored by 




political researchers.  

               

a. Unlike surveys, Lane based his work on in-




depth interviews with approximately 15 




working class men over several months.

                   

1. The respondents differed systematically 





in their ideas of fair play, the rights 





that valued most, their attitudes 






toward authority and their beliefs 





about the distribution of material 





goods. (Glynn, et. al., p. 263)

                   

2. Instead of having a single abstract 






theory of political events, these

                       


people had several conflicting 






theories with vague referents: they

                       


had pieces or morsels of a political 





theory but had rarely given much

                       


thought to how the pieces fit 






together.

                      


a. However, Lane took issue with 






Converse’s depiction of the 

                          



electorate: Just because the 






public did not use abstract 






principles to organize its 







political ideas, we should not 






conclude that the public has no 






political ideas.  (Glynn, et. al., pp. 





263-264)

                     
b. Critics of Lane: they haven’t so much 





discovered the ordinary person’s ideology 




as they have contributed to its momentary

                         

creation: when people are quizzed about 




their political thinking, they think more.  




(Glynn, et. al., p. 264)        
           
3. V. O. Key: 

               

a. Sometimes mass opinion was coherent.

                   

1. While few issues attract large attention 





by the public, some issues do.

                       


a. On those few issues, the public 






discusses and has something 






more than an uncritical 







reaction.  (Glynn, et. al., pp. 264-






265)

               

b. People generally voted rationally even if their 




ideas were fuzzy. (Glynn, et. al., p. 265)

                   

1. Democrats who abandoned Roosevelt 





did so typically because they

                       


disagreed with him on Social 






Security: hence a “Responsible 

                       


Electorate.”

           
4. The Electorate has Become More Sophisticated 



Over Time
               

a. The early sociological and psychological 




studies were from the 1948-60

                   

period. (Key was an exception using the 




Roosevelt years)

               

b. “Revisionists” in the 1970s argued that the 




electorate was becoming more ideological.

                     

1. For example, the proportion of 






ideologies more than doubled,

                         


voters were more able to distinguish 





the parties ideologically, ideological 





constraint increased and voters more 




judged candidates based on issue 





positions. (Glynn, et. al, pp. 265-266)

              

c. One major difference between the 1950s and




early 1960s and the mid-1960s and later




was the greater ideological orientation




campaigns.

                  


1. As the Civil Rights movement basically 





transformed the political landscape 





into a Republican dominated South 





vs. A competitive to somewhat 






solidly Democratic Northeast, 






Competitive Mid-West and

                      


Far West, the parties became more 





ideologically cohesive and distinct.

                      


a. Greater ideological cohesion and 






distinction at the elite level 

                          



translated into more 








ideologically oriented 







campaigns which,

                          



in turn, increased the voter’s 






familiarity with ideological 







frames of reference and an 






easier time distinguishing 







between the parties.

                      


b. Additionally, the types of 







questions, and their wording, 






appear to have produced much 






of the difference between the 






eras. (Glynn, et. al. pp. 266-267)

           
5. Latent Opinions: underlying beliefs about basic 



issues such as the role of government in 




promoting economic equality.   (Glynn et. al., p. 



268)

               

a. People had “latent” opinions concealed 





within the pattern of their survey 





responses.  

                   

1. Put differently: respondents had real, 





highly stable attitudes that 

                       


survey questions didn’t measure very 




well.    (Glynn, et. al., p. 269)

               

b. Example of Latent Attitudes: Inglehart’s 





“Postmasterialism”

                   

1. As the level of economic 







development/wealth increases, 






postmaterial values such as more 





say in government, a less impersonal 




society and freedom of speech, 






would replace more materialistic 





values.

                       


a. Inglehart’s four-item index:  For a 






nation, it is not always possible

                           



to obtain everything one might 






wish.  Rank order the following 

                           



goals: 

                           



(1) Maintaining order in the 







nation.







(2) Giving the people more say 







in important political 








decisions.







(3) Fighting rising prices.







(4) Protecting freedom of 








speech.

                           “1” and “3” are “materialistic”; “2” and “4” are 




“postmaterialistic”

                            
2. It is important to note that Ingelhart’s 





index does not examine tradeoffs.  

                                

a. For example, people who give 






higher priority to protecting

                                    


freedom of speech than fighting 





rising prices are not 

                                    


necessarily giving free speech a 





higher priority than fighting 






rising prices, they may just take 





stable prices for granted. 







(Glynn, et. al., p. 273)

                       


b. Built on Maslow’s need hierarchy: 






materialistic values were at the
                           



bottom of the “pyramid” with 






more personal/less materialistic

                           



values at the apex of the 







pyramid. (Glynn, et. al., p. 269)
                       


c. Each succeeding generation in the 






U.S. and Europe was wealthier

                           



than the previous one, and so 






support for postmaterialism 






would increase over time.

                  

c. Inglehart was able to show that people’s 





postmaterialism scores were more stable 




over time than their answers to policy 




questions.

                  

d. Scholars often find statistical evidence that 




core values do exist and that they 





influence people’s reported policy beliefs.

                      

a. However, other scholars argue that 





people do not think much about

                          


policy, so their answers on policy 





questions are not worth much.

                          


(Glynn, et. al., p. 273)

                          
e. Thus, if the more egalitarian typically score 




higher on a scale measuring the degree to 




which the government ought to
                              
guarantee a job and a good standard of 




living this may not translate into 





support/opposition to the concrete policies 



that would have to be undertaken in order 




to bring about greater job guarantees.

                              
1. For example, does a five-point increase 





in public postmaterialism tell 






policymakers how they should 






change the welfare system? (Glynn, 





et. al., p. 273)

                                  
2. Again, we need to focus on tradeoffs.

               
6. Dimensional Typologies of Public Opinion

                   
a. Domestic Policy Beliefs Typology – Zaller and 



McClosky (Glynn, et. al., pp. 274-275)

                                               
Capitalist Values

Democratic     

Low                                               High
Values

High                  Welfare State Liberals                        Libertarians

Low                Antiregime Pattern                  Strong Conservatives                    

                    (derided as “rednecks”)      (Probably Burkean Cons.)

                       
b. Capitalist Values: 28 questions on the value 




of competition, why the poor are poor, etc. 




(McCloskey and Zaller, The American

                                    Ethos, pp. 309-311)




c. Democratic Values:  44 questions on topics 




such as rights of the accused, censorship, 




freedom of expression, etc., (McCloskey

                                     and Zaller, The American Ethos, pp. 311-314)

                       
d. Sophistication and Value Combinations 





(McCloskey/Zaller, p. 249)


Bottom 10% in                Top 10% in                     Opinion

    
Sophistication              Sophistication                  Leaders

    
13            3                       28             48                 35           50

     
61            9                         7             14                   4             5

    
Note: categories are as in first McCloskey/Zaller Diagram - 


thus the “13” would represent “welfare state liberals.”   

The totals do not equal 100% due to classification 


difficulties.

                          
1. Top 10% and Opinion Leaders have similar 




distributions

                          
2. Opinion Leaders almost all high on 





democracy but differ on support for 





capitalism.

IX. The New Synthesis       


A. The Theory of the Survey Response (Zaller and 



Feldman)

              
1. People Do Not Have Predetermined “True” 




(crystallized) Attitudes on Many, If Any, Survey 



Questions.  (Thus, Agreeing with Converse)                        

              
2. However, People Do Have Predispositions (Values, 



Interests, and Ideological Views) that Have 




Important Implications for the Issues Treated in 



Political Surveys. (Thus, Agreeing with 




Inglehart)

              
3. Public Opinion, as Reported in Polls, in the 




Aggregate, is Generally Stable and Responds 



Sensibly to New Information – to the Extent

                  

That Such Information is Received. (Thus, 




Agreeing with Page and Shapiro) (Glynn, et. al., 



p. 288)

     
B. If People Do Not Have Established Opinions on, say 


Defense Spending, How Do They Answer Questions 


About It? (Glynn, et. al., p. 288)

               
1. The Make Up Their Response on the Spot, Based 



on Whatever Relevant Consideration First 




Comes to Mind.

                   
a.  A “consideration” is simply any reason that 




might induce someone to decide a political 



issue one way or the other.

              
2. However, For “Considerations” to Come to Mind, 



They First Have to be Activated.

     
C. RAS (“Receive-Accept-Sample”) Three-StepModel of 


Consideration Activation That Centers on Political 


Awareness.

            
1. The More Attention People Pay to Politics, the More 


Likely They are to Receive New Political 




Messages that can Serve as Considerations.

                

a. For example, when President Clinton argued 




in 1993 that a new national health care 




program was needed to protect the 





uninsured, some people “got the 





message,” whereas other never tuned in.

                    

1. Frequently “political messages” do not 





come from politicians. (e.g., MTV on 





AIDs)

            
2. More Politically Aware Respondents are also More 



Likely to Accept Messages that Suit their 




Predispositions – and to reject messages that 



do not – than are Less Politically Aware 




Respondents. (Glynn, et. al., pp. 288-289) 

                

a. For example, knowledgeable liberals were 




more likely to “buy” Clinton’s argument 




about the uninsured than were 






knowledgeable conservatives.

                    
b. Conversely, knowledgeable conservatives 




were more likely to accept Clinton’s 





opponents who argued that the plan would 



be wasteful.

                

c. Keep in mind that not all “considerations” are 



arguments or depend upon ideology.

                    

1. For example, a person might simply 





figure that Clinton supports this

                        


plan and since they don’t like Clinton, 




they don’t like the plan.

            
3. When Asked a Survey Question, People Sample 



from among Whatever Considerations They 



Have Received, Pro or Con, that are 





“Accessibile” and Seem Relevant to the 




Question.

                

a. Respondent may then select randomly among 



the considerations, or “average” them, in 




coming up with an answer.

                  
4. Obviously, which “considerations” are activated is 



where manipulation can enter.  (Glynn, et. al., p. 



289)

                        
a. For example, in the case of Clinton’s health 




care plan, respondents may have been 




torn between their desire for universal 




coverage and their fears of “big 






government.”

                            
1. Clinton’s critics did a good job of 






making sure that the fears of “big 





government” were at the “top of 





one’s head.”

                

b. Accessibility Depends on Several Things.        

                    

1. Political Knowledge:  Liking or not liking 




Clinton is of little help in answering a 





question about the health care plan if 




you do not know Clinton’s position 





on the health care plan.

                   

2. How Recently the Consideration Has 





been Called to Mind.

                  5. In addition to the volume of advertising, 





manipulation can also occur through the use 



of “frames.”

                       
a. For example, an add could term the Clinton 




plan “President Clinton’s health care plan” 



(evoking positive “frames” of          





reference associated with the presidency) 




or “Bill Clinton’s health care plan” (thus 




avoiding the positive “frame” of reference
                               
associated with the presidency).  (Glynn, et. 



al., p. 289)

                       
b. This is reminiscent of Fiorina’s idea of party 




affiliation being a “running tally” of 





pro/anti feelings toward the party you are 

                            
affiliated with. (Glynn, et. al., p. 289)

     
D. What the New Synthesis Says about Competence

             
1.  If People are Pulling Their Survey Answers out of a 


Hat, it is Pointless to Ask What Their “Real 




Attitude” Is.  (Agreeing with Converse)

              
2. However, Based Upon Their Predispositions, Some 


People Will be Much More Likely than Others to 



Take “Postmaterialistic” Positions on Issues.

                  

(Agreeing with Inglehart)

              
3. We Can Predict that the Public As a Whole Will 



Respond to New Messages (Although Some Will 


Ignore Them) and Public Opinion Will Move in 



That Direction.  (Agreeing with Page and 




Shapiro)

                  
4. Additionally, If There is No New Information, But 



the Cancellation of Random Movements, Public 



Opinion will be Quite Stable. (Agreeing with 



Page and Shapiro)  (Glynn, et. al., p. 290)

>>>I. Is what is true for individual voters


also true for whole electorates?
XIII. Policy Mood 

       
A.  Shift of focus, emphasis toward macro: Change in the 


balance of opinion in the electorate as a whole, not in 


individual voters. 

         
B.  The results will be less gloomy than for the preceding 


individual level analysis.


C. Building from the  Zaller Reformulation.

         

1. Unlike Converse, Zaller Doesn’t Think Many/Most 



People Respond to Survey Questions 




Randomly; it’s not a coin toss. 







2. What they do instead – from modern 





understandings of human cognition – is this:

                   
a. We all carry around basic values, called 





considerations and sample from those that 



are currently at the “top of our head.” 

                        
b. For example, you may want to help the 





poor but are also concerned about 





waste in government.  

                        


1. So, if you just read an article in the 






newspaper on waste in 







government, that consideration 






might be upper most in your 






mind when a pollster 
asks you a 





question about government aid 






to the poor.  

                  



2. On the other hand, if you just read 






a story on the number of hungry 





people, aiding the poor might 






be “at the top of the head.”
                      


3. Thus, the respondent might appear 





inconsistent.
                 
3. Critical Point: We know from cognitive 



psychology that what is most 




accessible is something we 





have thought about recently. That 



means:

                        
a. That the answer we come up with can change 




from one time to another depending upon 




what we have been thinking about 

                                    
when we are asked the question.

                          
b. This sampling of considerations can be 





manipulated.

                                   
1. In real life by “priming” from media, 





(evidence later) and
                                    
2. In laboratory research.  For example:

                                      
a. Let's say we have three randomly 






chosen samples of subjects:

                                   


1. the Economics condition 

                                   


2. the personal behavior 








condition

                                   


3. control group.

                               

b. We ask the economics condition 






sample a series of questions 

                                    


about the economy.  This 







primes them to evaluate the 

                                    


president (our next question) in 






economic terms.

                               

c. We ask the personal behavior 






condition sample a series of 

                                   


question about moral behavior.  





This primes them to evaluate 

                                   


the president (our next 







question) in moral terms.

                               

d. We ask the control group a series 






of questions unrelated to any
                                    


political priming. 

                               

e. Then we ask all three the 







presidential approval question: 






Do you approve or disapprove 






of the way Bill Clinton is 







handling his job as president?

                               

f. Prediction: 

                                   


1. The economics group will 







have a more favorable 







opinion of Clinton than the 






personal behavior group.

                                   


2. The control group will give us 






the standard rating we find 






in opinion polls about 







Clinton.

                  
4. What is important about this experiment is that we 



have only asked questions. We haven't told 



people what they should think. 

                         
a. But the mere act of talking about a subject, 




(economics or behavior), primes the 





respondent to use it as a consideration.

  
D. What happens when we think of the net attitudes of the 


whole electorate?

            
1. Here, everybody’s attitudes are real. If the drawing 



on considerations which are most accessible 



were entirely personal, then it would behave as 



if random, and we’d get the same result as with 



Converse’s nonattitudes model.

              
2. But we can have “social priming,” where large 



numbers of people are primed in the same way 



at the same time by events or their portrayal in 



the media.

                 

a. Thus, the movement in the collective 





judgment is may not be random.
                  

b. For example, it was all but impossible to think of 




Bill Clinton in 1998 except in the context of 




impeachment. And so we ask, "Do you 





approve  …," but it is likely that the answer we 



get is really the answer to the question, 





"Should he be removed from office?"

      
E. Framing

         

1. The national media add one more element. There is 


no truly neutral way to tell a story.  So instead 



they provide an 
interpretive frame. For example, 


two homelessness frames:

                    
a. People are mainly mentally ill and it is a 





national disgrace that we do not treat 




them, but instead leave them sleeping in 




the cold, or

                    
b. Homeless are panhandlers who would rather 




beg than work -- we need to clear them out.

             
2. The same condition, homelessness, but different 



frames, and a very different effect.

                   
a. ABC News “It’s your Money.” Imagine phone 




survey on Friday evening! (Those at home 




do not a random sample of adults)

             
3. So electorate will not behave randomly, but instead 


respond to priming –  and this is where media 



become important.     



4. NOT by telling us what to think, who to vote for, etc 


(primitive propaganda), but by telling us what 



considerations to think about!
             
5. Anomaly: there is a very high level of fear of violent 


crime, particularly "stranger crimes" (mugging, 



carjacking, rape, etc.).

                 

a. Anomalous because (a) violent crime has 




declined, not grown, in frequency, 

                 

b. stranger crimes are a trivial proportion of crimes-




most violent incidents occur between people 




who know one-another.

  

 
c. Why?

                        

1. economics of local news ratings 





2. emphasis on crime coverage 







3. primes fear of crime (even when crime 





rates are in fact declining)        

                


4. produces harsh attitudes toward crime and 





criminals.

                             

a. In fact, reporting on crime is at an all-






time high, and with a heavy 







emphasis on stranger crime.

                

d. Bottom Line: We expect aggregate public 




opinion to move systematically over time 




in response to events as a priming 





mechanism.

     
F. Let's think in terms of whole electorates, not individual 


voters, and ask the question, "can there be a 



consistent message in what whole electorates 



do that  we can't find for very many individuals?"

                
1. Mathematically, the answer is “yes”: It is possible 



(indeed likely) for systematic behavior to 




emerge when only a small number behave 




systematically.

                
2. So this could happen?

          G. But does it?  Liberal-Conservative Scales, and What 


They Show:
              
1. We can ask people to put themselves on a scale 



and look at how the average for the whole 




electorate moves over time.

              
2. And there it is -- a pattern largely consistent with 



what 
commentators have been saying (and 



political scientists largely denying.)
                  

a. Liberal Percent of Liberals and Conservatives

                  


Year                Percent Liberal

                  


1961                    39.6%

                  


1971                    36.8%

                  


1981                    35.0%

                  


1991                    39.3%

                  


1995                    34.5%

                  


1999                    39.0%

                  

b. Three points about over-time movement of 




liberal/conservative:

                      

1. Conservatives always dominant






a. A major reason why more citizens






consider themselves 








“conservative” rather than 







“liberal” is that over the







past several decades, media 






coverage of the term “liberal” 






has been symbolically identified 






with privileged groups with 






whom working class people are 






generally suspicious.







1. Phrases such as “blue collar” 







or “working class” were 







much more likely to be 







used in conjunction 








with the term 









“conservative” (71%) as 







opposed to “liberal” or 







“progressive” (29%). 






2. Conversely the term “elite” 







was much more likely to be 






linked with “liberal”(87%) 







than “conservative” (13%). 







(Lewis, Constructing Public 







Opinion, p. 92)
                      

2. It doesn't move much

                      

3. When it does, it is (was) Vietnam War 





that did it
                 

c. But some caveats:

                     

1. 30-40% don't even answer the question 





(and remember that many will answer 




questions that are not meaningful) -- 





and almost 1/4 misclassify (i.e., in 





1984 said Mondale more conservative 




than Reagan).
                     

2. But more distressing: a substantial 





proportion who do answer seem  

                         


to have something very different in 





mind than we do.

                     

3. We have never been able to get a handle 




on these concepts (and we can't 

                         


do without them) because they seem 





to change meaning all the time, not  

                         


to have any constant definition.

                         


a. We will see that very large 







numbers of those who call 






themselves "conservative" 






actually take consistently liberal 





positions on individual issues!
                

d. A conclusion of fundamental importance to 




American politics: American public 





opinion is symbolically conservative, but 




operationally liberal.

                    

1. So this matter of identification isn't 






satisfying.





2. This is why Democratic candidates 





avoid the term “liberal” (i.e., refer to 





themselves as “progressives” – 





whose against “progress”)

XV. Policy Mood Alternative

      
A. Think about the problem in more passive terms -- not an 


electorate 
that demands this and that, but mostly 


doesn't care.

       
B.  If politicians experiment with policies, they occasionally 

go beyond the bounds, make some proposal that 


activates the normally passive electorate because it 


is unacceptable.

             
1. For example, impeachment!

      
C. Zone of Acquiescence: range where alternatives are 


ignored, no electoral response.

             
1. We never quite know what is or isn't in the ZOA -- e.g. 



the 1995 GOP budget  – that depends a lot less on 



objective performance than on political drama, the 

                  

ability to frame some issue in a way that captures 



attention for it, and so is often unpredictable.

       
D. Now, what if this zone moves over time? If that is, our 


passive willingness to tolerate policies and proposals 

is sometimes greater in one direction than the other? 


(e.g. Reagan period welfare criminal defendant rights 


racial integration/affirmative action, etc.)

       
E. This sort of process (we'll call it policy mood) could 


produce the movement over time that looks like 



ideology.

             
a. And yet it is consistent with the massive evidence 



of citizen inattentiveness to politics, 





nonattitudes, etc.  It requires only that a few 



people think about policies, not many or all.

XVI. Policy Mood II: Measurement

          A. The reality of this "mood" can be captured by looking at 

the average support for particular policy positions on 


individual issues over time.

               
1. e.g. proportion pro-abortion, proportion favoring more 



Gov. regulation of  environment, etc.


B. Six Series - Imagine that we pick 6 policy areas of 



controversy and ask what public preferences look 


like as they move through time.

             
1. Are they liberal (government do more) or 




conservative (government do less)?

        

2. Is each policy distinctive? Or do all move together?

             
3. Orderly or chaotic?

            
4. Each question is of the form "spend more, spend 



less, 
spend about the same level"

          

a. Take the percents who say more or less and 




compute Net Liberalism = Percent 





More/(Percent More + Percent Less)

                

b. Interpretation: 50 is the neutral point, where 




the number of people who want more 




government is exactly equal to the number 



who want less.
      
C. Initially, Let’s Start with Spending in Six Domestic 



Issues from the General Social Survey: Cities, 



Education, the Environment, Welfare, Heath and Race 

              
1. Using the previous method (percent spend 




more/percent spend more + percent spend less) 



the results are as follows:

                 

a. Over 90% favor more spending on Heath with 




similar scores on the environment and 




education.
                 

b. Cities around 80%, Race around 60% and 




Welfare around 30%  (data from Stimson, 




Public Opinion in America, 2nd ed., p. 41).

      
D. Three Questions         
        

1. Liberal: this is now the other side of symbolically 



conservative and operationally liberal.

             
2. Distinctive?: No, while the support levels are 




similar, the levels change (up or down) in a 



similar manner. 

            
3. Orderly: Yes (not obvious), this movement is an 



explainable response to what is actually going 



on in Washington. 

       
E. Imagine that there is some common element in our 



response to most policies. Then we would expect 


them to move to some degree in parallel over time.

          
1. If they do, then we could extract that common 



element, and it would be a measure of this 




“policy mood.”

                 

a. Public policy mood is a general tendency to 




favor or oppose all government activity, 




probably a pretty deeply rooted attitude 




toward government itself.

                 

b. That is pretty much what we mean by 





liberalism, supporting government activity 




to deal with social ills, and conservatism, 




opposing the extension of government as 




much as possible.

                 

c. We now know that you can choose to make 




the public look conservative – by focusing 




on symbols – or liberal by focusing on 




policy preferences. 

                      

1. Thus, the public is symbolically 






conservative and operationally 






liberal.

     



2. It's tempting to ask which is real, the 





symbolic or the operational. But  

                          


they both are! It's better to just deal 





with the inconsistency.

XVII. Policy Mood II

    
A. Ideology Reconsidered

         

1. The reason we care about ideology is because it is 



probably necessary for democracy. 

               
2. Back to Downs. 

                       
a. Voter have preferences. Parties and 





candidates have positions on the same 




scale. 

                   3. That sets up a two-way communication.

                   
a. Voters come to understand what parties will 




do and can behave rationally in expressing 



their 
preferences.

                            
1.  Without ideology, there is too much 





confusion, too many issues, too 





much uncertainty, for anyone to 





cope.

                            b. We see that in non-ideological elections (e.g., 




PERS) where the choice between names is 




utterly meaningless.

                            c. With ideology voters know where the 





candidate or party is, whether the current 




campaign/promises are consistent with 




that position, what he or she is likely to do 




on issues that are not discussed (which is 




most issues), and even how the candidate 




will respond to issues which do not even 




yet exist.

                       
d.  Elections are then meaningful expressions of 



preference.

                           

1. We interpret their meaning from who 





wins 
and who loses.

                                

a.  For example, the 1994 








congressional sweep by the 






Republicans was interpreted as 






a mandate for conservatism, at 






least relative to Bill Clinton.

                                
2. Take away ideology and you have 






babble.

