\

DX FE L

ANDROOKS

H'

—_—
o d
R
HN
U
T

_[..
O e

The Oxford Handbook of

POLITICAL

BEHAVIOR



The Oxford Handbooks of Political Science

The Oxford Handbooks of Political Science &

The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior
Edited by Russell J. Dalton and Hans-Dieter Klingemann

Print Publication Date: Aug 2007 Subject: Political Science
Online Publication Date: Sep 2009

«» The Oxford Handbooks of Political Science

GENERAL EDITOR: ROBERT E. GOODIN

The Oxford Handbooks of Political Science is a ten-volume set of reference books offering
authoritative and engaging critical overviews of all the main branches of political science.

The series as a whole is under the General Editorship of Robert E. Goodin, with each vol-
ume being edited by a distinguished international group of specialists in their respective
fields:

POLITICAL THEORY

John S. Dryzek, Bonnie Honig & Anne Phillips

POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS

R. A. W. Rhodes, Sarah A. Binder & Bert A. Rockman
POLITICAL BEHAVIOR

Russell J. Dalton & Hans-Dieter Klingemann
COMPARATIVE POLITICS

Carles Boix & Susan C. Stokes

LAW & POLITICS

Keith E. Whittington, R. Daniel Kelemen & Gregory A. Caldeira
PUBLIC POLICY

Michael Moran, Martin Rein & Robert E. Goodin
POLITICAL ECONOMY

Barry R. Weingast & Donald A. Wittman

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Christian Reus-Smit & Duncan Snidal

CONTEXTUAL POLITICAL ANALYSIS

Robert E. Goodin & Charles Tilly

POLITICAL METHODOLOGY

Janet M. Box-Steffensmeier, Henry E. Brady & David Collier

Page 1 of 2



The Oxford Handbooks of Political Science

This series aspires to shape the discipline, not just to report on it. Like the Goodin—
Klingemann New Handbook of Political Science upon which the series builds, each of
these volumes will combine critical commentaries on where the field has been together
with positive suggestions as to where it ought to be heading.
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«wn Preface

There are few areas in political science where scholarly knowledge has made greater
progress in the past two generations than the field of political behavior. From Aristotle's
time until the 1950s, the description and explanation of public opinion was based on the
impressions of political “experts.” We could not systematically study what citizens actual-
ly believed, how they acted, or why they voted for one party rather than another.

The advent of systematic, scientific public opinion surveys dramatically changed our
knowledge of the average citizen. We see this advance in contemporary politics. Where
once politicians guessed what the public favored, they can now monitor public policy
preferences through a plethora of public opinion surveys. Campaigns were once idiosyn-
cratic processes, with campaign managers acting with limited information. Now, there is
a sophisticated knowledge of how voters think and act. One suspects that a campaign
from the 1950s would not be able to compete with a modern campaign that has the bene-
fit of this knowledge. Our understanding of political participation and political attitudes is
similarly enriched.

This Handbook documents our current knowledge about citizen attitudes and actions that
resulted from this behavioral revolution. Moreover, the revolution is continuing. Initially,
surveys of public opinion were limited to only a few, affluent democracies. In the past
decade, research has expanded to a near global scale. We are now able to compare how
citizens in Berlin compare to those in Benin, how voting in San Francisco compares to
voting in San Salvador.

The goal of this Handbook is to introduce the reader to the key concepts in our field, the
empirical evidence that scholars have collected, and the remaining research questions
that still face us. We have organized sections to reflect the major themes in the field, and
invited the leading scholars in each area to summarize the research literature. In addi-
tion, for each section we asked a leading figure to write a final chapter in the section that
discusses the broad topics and remaining research questions in the field. We want to
thank all of the authors for their exceptional contributions to this volume. We learned a
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great deal about the state of political behavior research, and we trust the reader will also
learn a great deal from this collection.

In a project this large, we also have accumulated a list of people who supported this ef-
fort. Robert Goodin collaborated with Hans-Dieter Klingemann on the New Handbook of
Political Science that planted the seed for this series, and Goodin oversaw the expanded
Handbook series. We appreciate Bob's advice and support. Dominic Byatt at Oxford Uni-
versity Press championed this Handbook series and has (. viib been an ideal editor and
supporter. The Center for the Study of Democracy at the University of California, Irvine,
and the Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin fur Sozialforschung generously provided support
for the completion of this project. Liz Schiller helped us prepare the manuscript for sub-
mission, a major undertaking for a book of this size. Tanya Dean at Oxford University
Press expertly guided the Handbook through the production process.

A successful research program answers significant research questions, and inevitably
generates new questions. We think the reader will see both traits in the collection of polit-
ical behavior articles that follows.

Russell J. Dalton & Hans-Dieter Klingemann

Irvine & Berlin
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Abstract and Keywords

This article examines the debates on political behaviour that are most visible in scholarly
literature. These debates can be found throughout this book. The debates on mass belief
systems and communication are first examined, followed by modernization and democra-
tization of political culture. Political participation and the importance of public opinion
are also considered.

Keywords: political behaviour, mass belief systems, communication, modernization, democratization, political cul-
ture, political participation, public opinion

ONE might claim that the wellspring of politics flows from the attitudes and behaviors of
the ordinary citizen, and that the institutions of a democratic political process should be
structured to respond to the citizenry. This claim has stimulated debates about the abili-
ties of the public and the quality of citizen participation that began with Aristotle and
Socrates and continue in the pages of contemporary political science journals.

The continuation of these debates over centuries might suggest that research has made
little progress in addressing these questions. We will argue, however, that in the past gen-
eration the field of comparative political behavior has made tremendous progress in de-
scribing the attitudes and behavior of publics, and the citizens' role within the political
process. We summarize the current debates in six areas of political behavior: the sophisti-
cation of mass publics, modernization processes, political values, voting choice, political
participation, and representation.

The expanding collection of public opinion data is one of the major accomplishments in
comparative political behavior over the past several decades (see Kittilson chapter;
Heath, Fisher, and Smith 2005). The Civic Culture (Almond and Verba 1963) marked a
dramatic step forward in comparative research by studying the publics in five nations; for
a considerable period such cross-national studies remained quite rare. Today, in addition
to ad hoc comparative surveys, several institutionalized or (.4 semi-institutionalized
cross-national surveys are repeated regularly, some with a near-global scope. The Euro-
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pean Commission sponsors the Eurobarometer surveys in the member states of the Euro-
pean Union. A New Europe Barometer, Latinobarometer, Afrobarometer, East Asian
Barometer, and Asiabarometer survey citizens in these regions. Separate research con-
sortiums regularly conduct the European Values Study (EVS), the International Social
Survey Program (ISSP), the European Social Survey (ESS), and the Comparative Study of
Electoral Systems (CSES). The largest number of nations is included in the World Values
Surveys (WVS), conducted in four waves since 1981 with a fifth wave launched in 2005-7.
In short, over the past few decades comparative political behavior has become a very “da-
ta-rich” field of research.

A second theme is the transformation of political behavior that has occurred simultane-
ously with the rapid expansion of empirical knowledge. Political behavior in advanced in-
dustrial democracies has shifted in fundamental ways during the latter half of the twenti-
eth century. A dramatic process of social and political modernization has also trans-
formed much of the developing world. The Third Wave of democratization has reformed
the political systems and the citizenry in the new democracies of central and eastern Eu-
rope, Asia, Africa, and Latin America.

These new developments provide distinctive opportunities to test old theories, expand the
boundaries of knowledge, and develop new theories. We normally observe political sys-
tems in a state of equilibrium, when stability and incremental change dominate our find-
ings. Now we can examine questions of political change and adaptation that often go to
the heart of theoretical interests, but which we could seldom observe directly in earlier
times.

This essay summarizes some of the debates that are currently most visible in the scholar-
ly literature and which preoccupy many of the articles in this Handbook.

1 Mass Belief Systems and Communication

One of the enduring debates of political behavior research involves basic questions about
the public's political abilities—the public's level of knowledge, understanding, and inter-
est in political matters. For voters to make meaningful decisions, they must understand
the options the polity faces. Citizens must have a sufficient knowledge of the workings of
the political system if they intend to influence and control the actions of their representa-
tives. Almond and Verba (1963), for example, considered cognition important in defining a
political culture, and Dahl (1989, 307-08) stressed the quality of the political debate as a
precondition to arrive at what he has called “enlightened understanding.”

(p. 5)

Debates about the political abilities of the public remain one of the major controversies in
political behavior research as discussed in several of this volume's chapters. The early
empirical surveys found that the public's political sophistication fell short of theoretical
ideal (Campbell et al. 1960; Converse 1964; Butler and Stokes 1969). For most citizens,
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political interest and involvement barely seemed to extend beyond casting an occasional
vote in national elections. Furthermore, people apparently brought very little understand-
ing to their participation in politics. It was not clear that voting decisions were based on
rational evaluations of candidates, parties, and their issue positions.

This image of the uninformed and unsophisticated voter began to reshape the view of the
citizenry and democratic politics. Some experts argued that if the bulk of the public is un-
sophisticated, it is better for democracy that people remain politically uninvolved. And if
this was beneficial to democracy, other scholars were anxious to argue the pitfalls of too
excessive political mobilization and the benefits of political order in less developed na-
tions (Huntington 1968).

This debate has continued until the present, as summarized in the chapter by Kuklinski
and Peyton. A revisionist approach argues that contemporary publics have greater politi-
cal sophistication than early research presumed, because either measurement was flawed
or sophistication has increased as a consequence of social modernization. Other re-
searchers argued that the sophistication of voters is significantly affected by the political
environment, and the initial studies of the American public in the quiet 1950s discounted
the public's engagement. This contextual explanation of political sophistication was fur-
ther supported by cross-national studies indicating that sophistication varies sharply
across nations, with the relatively non-ideological American system displaying one of the
least ideological publics (Klingemann 1979; Stacy and Segura 1997). Moreover, research
on information cues argues that the sophistication citizens need to come to a meaningful
choice in politics are heavily overstated. Quite naturally, citizens economize their invest-
ment in the information they need to come to meaningful decisions and most of them are
able to optimize this investment in ways that keep democracies working (Lau and Red-
lawsk 2006; Lupia and McCubbins 1998). People in western democracies now live in an
information rich environment.

In contrast, other research claims that political information and engagement remains lim-
ited in western democracies (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1991; Wattenberg 2006). Some
scholars claim that the situation is actually deteriorating, and modernization atomizes
and alienates citizens, and further disengages them from politics (Putnam 2000). Indeed,
one recent book argues that people are disinterested in politics and just do not want to be
bothered with the responsibilities of democratic citizenship (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse
2002).

In short, one school of research argues the glass is half empty, and going down—the op-
posite school argues the glass is half full, and going up. This political science prestidigita-
tion in action—to have both things happen at once—is often based on analyses of the
same public opinion surveys. As many of the chapters in this volume demonstrate, the
resolution of this question has fundamental implications for how .6 we think about po-
litical behavior and the citizens' role in the democratic process. For instance, if one thinks
that the instruments of referenda and initiatives should be strictly limited or expanded,
heavily depends on one's view of the citizens' civic competence (Kriesi 2005).
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In this introduction, we want to suggest a different way of thinking about this question.
Previous research often reaches different conclusions because it asks different questions,
and has different standards of evaluating available evidence. Rather than asking if voters
meet the ideal expectations of democratic theorists, which has often been the implicit
standard, it might be more productive to observe that people are regularly making politi-
cal choices and ask how these choices are actually made. Bowler and Donovan (1998: 30
f.) aptly put it this way: “Voters, to use an analogy, may know very little about the work-
ings of the internal combustion engine, but they do know how to drive. And while we
might say that early voting studies focused on voter ignorance of the engine, the newer
studies pay more attention to the ability to drive.” Thus, many of the chapters in this vol-
ume (such as Mutz, Huckfeldt, and Sniderman and Levendusky) ask the pragmatic ques-
tion of how people make life decisions—including who to vote for in the next election or in
a referendum. The answer is often that they use information shortcuts, cues, emotions,
heuristics and other methods to reach reasonable choices, and reasonable choices when
structured by institutions and cumulated across the electorate lead to democratic choice
(Surowiecki 2004).

This continuing debate is a source of vitality in political behavior research, because it fo-
cuses attention on the question of what democracy expects of its citizens and whether
these expectations are met. In addition, this debate has reshaped our understanding of
how people actually make their political choices (e.g. Popkin 1991; Zaller 1992; Lupia and
McCubbins 1998). The lofty ideals of classic democratic theory presumed a rational deci-
sion-making process by a fully informed electorate. Even given more positive judgments
about the political sophistication of contemporary electorates, most voters (and even
some political scientists) still fall short of the standards of classic democratic theory.
However, we now understand that this maximalist definition of the prerequisites for in-
formed decision making is unnecessary. Instead, we should look at whether citizens can
manage the complexities of politics and make reasonable decisions given their political
interests and positions. Empirical research is emphasizing a satisficing approach to deci-
sion making in which models ask what are the pragmatic ways that individuals actually
make their political choices.

2 Modernization and Democratization

One of the most powerful social science concepts to emerge in political behavior research
—and one central to the study of citizen attitudes and behavior—is the concept of political
culture. Almond and Verba's (1963) seminal study, The Civic -7 Culture, contended that
the institutions and patterns of action in a political system are closely linked to the politi-
cal culture of the nation. The culture, in turn, is shaped by the historical, economic and
social conditions of a nation. Cultural studies are especially important in the study of de-
mocratization, as analysts try to identify the cultural requisites of democracy (Almond
and Verba 1963; Eckstein 1966; Pye and Verba 1965).
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Despite the heuristic and interpretive power of the concept of political culture, there are
recurring questions about the precision and predictive power of the concept (Laitin 1995).
Kaase (1983), for instance, said that measuring political culture is like “trying to nail jello
to the wall.” That is, the concept lacked precision and often became a subjective, stereo-
typic description of a nation rather than an empirically measurable concept. Some ana-
lysts saw political culture in virtually every feature of political life, others viewed it mere-
ly as a residual category that explained what remained unexplainable by other means.
Even more problematic was the uneven evidence of culture's causal effect.

Several recent studies have prompted a renaissance of political culture research and the
link between modernization and political behavior. Inglehart demonstrated the congru-
ence between broad political attitudes and democratic stability for twenty-two nations in
the 1981 World Values Survey (Inglehart 1990). Putnam's (1993) study of regional govern-
ments in Italy provided even more impressive testimony in support of cultural theory. Put-
nam demonstrated that the cultural traditions of a region—roughly contrasting the coop-
erative political style of the North to the more hierarchic tradition of the South—were a
potent predictor of the performance of contemporary governments. These studies gener-
ated counter findings, and a new research debate emerged (e.g. Inglehart 1997; Reisinger
1995; Jackman and Miller 1996).

Moreover, the democratization wave of the 1990s focused attention on the nexus between
modernization and political culture. To what extent did political change in central and
eastern Europe arise from gradual changes in the political culture? More important politi-
cally, to what extent can the prospects for democracy be judged by their public's support
for democratic politics? Public opinion surveys probed Russian public opinion on this is-
sue, finding surprisingly high levels of support for basic democratic principles in the for-
mer Soviet Union (Miller, Reistinger, and Hesli 1993; Gibson, Duch, and Tedin 1992; Zim-
merman 2002). Researchers mapped the political culture of other central and eastern Eu-
ropean nations, examining the role of political culture in prompting the transitions and
the consolidation of democracy (Rose, Haerpfer, and Mishler 1998; Rohrschneider 1999;
Klingemann, Fuchs, and Zielonka 2006). Rather than the apathy or hostility that greeted
democracy after transitions from right-wing authoritarian states, the cultural legacy of
communism in central and eastern Europe appears to be much different. Several of the
chapters in this book map these differences and the research issues that still remain.

An equally rich series of studies is emerging for Asia, Africa, Latin America, and other de-
veloping regions. Despite the potential effects of conservative Confucian traditions and
the government's hesitant support for democracy in many nations, the cultural founda-
tions of democracy also are well-developed in many Asian societies .8 (Dalton and
Shin 2006). Perhaps the most exciting evidence comes from studies of the People's Re-
public of China. Even in this hostile environment, there is surprising support for an array
of democratic principles (Tang 2005; Shin in this volume). Similarly, the Afrobarometer
studies provide the first systematic comparisons of public opinion on this continent, and
the nature of political behavior in these developing nations (Bratton, Mattes, and Gyimah-
Boadi 2004). The Latinobarometers examine the political culture across Latin America
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(Lagos 1997). The breadth of support for democracy visible across a range of internation-
al survey projects—even in less than hospitable environments—is a surprising finding
from this new wave of research, and suggests that the aspirations for freedom, equality,
and democratic rights is a common human value. One might question whether these opin-
ions are sufficiently ingrained to constitute an enduring political culture in many develop-
ing nations, but even abstract endorsements of democratic norms are a positive sign
about the prospects for democratic reform (van Beek 2005).

This research has also stimulated new debates on the broad course of human develop-
ment. On the one hand, new versions of the social modernization thesis suggest a com-
mon pattern of social and political change as nations develop economically. This is most
clearly seen in the chapters by Inglehart and Welzel in this volume and their joint book
(Inglehart and Welzel 2005). On the other hand, others claim that historical experiences
and national traditions produce different patterns of cultural development and distinct
cultural regions—which may produce new sources of regional conflict (see Inogouchi in
this volume). While this debate is ongoing, its very existence illustrates how the broaden-
ing of systematic opinion research to developing nations has renewed old debates about
the courses and consequences of political culture.

As questions about political culture have grown in relevance for the democratizing na-
tions, important cultural changes have also emerged within the advanced industrial
democracies. Inglehart's (1977, 1990) thesis of postmaterial value change maintains that
the socioeconomic forces transforming western industrial societies are creating a new
phase of human development. As affluent democracies have addressed many of the tradi-
tional “material” social goals, such as economic well-being and security, other political
values are increasing attention toward new “postmaterial” goals of self-expression, per-
sonal freedom, social equality, self-fulfillment, and improving the quality of life.
Inglehart's postmaterial thesis has gained considerable attention because of its potential-
ly broad relevance to the politics of advanced industrial societies, although this thesis has
also generated much scholarly debate (van Deth and Scarborough 1995).

Other studies examine whether a key element of a democratic political culture is chang-
ing in advanced industrial democracies: citizen orientations toward government. Almond
and Verba (1963) maintained that democracy was based on a supportive public that en-
dorsed a democratic system even in times of tumult. In the United States and many west
European democracies, however, citizens are now less trustful of politicians, political par-
ties and democratic institutions (Dalton 2004; Pharr and Putnam 2000; Norris 1999; Nye,
Zelikow, and King 1997). When coupled with evidence of changing orientations toward
partisan politics and changing .9 patterns of political participation (see below), this
suggests that the ideals of a democratic political culture are changing among western
publics.

In summary, the study of modernization and democratization illustrates the two themes of
this book. First, research has made great progress in developing the empirical evidence
that describes the political values for most nations in the world. Where once scientific
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empirical evidence of citizen orientations was quite thin and primarily limited to the large
western democracies, we now have rich evidence of how citizens think and act across
nearly the entire globe. The growing empirical evidence has also reinforced the impor-
tance of key theoretical concepts that were developed during the early behavioral revolu-
tion. For example, Eckstein's (1966) concept of cultural congruence has provided a valu-
able framework for examining the interaction between citizen values and political
processes. We now have a much richer and sounder theoretical and empirical knowledge
about what are the significant attributes of a political culture (Fuchs in this volume).

Second, as the empirical evidence has grown, it is also apparent that we are living
through a period of substantial political change—in both the advanced industrial democ-
racies and the developing nations. This pattern presents several challenges for re-
searchers. Normally, political institutions and the basic principles of a regime are con-
stant; thus it is difficult to study the interaction between institutional and cultural
change. However, the recent shifts in regime form in many nations create new opportuni-
ties to study the relationship between culture and institutional choices—and how congru-
ence is established. Changing political norms enable us to study political culture as a dy-
namic process. Attempts to test theories of cultural change or theories on the non-politi-
cal origins of political culture are fertile research fields during this unusual period of po-
litical change.

Finally, the democratization process and changing democratic expectations in the West
raise other questions. There is not just one “civic culture” that is congruent with the
working of a democratic system. Experience suggests that there are a variety of democra-
tic cultures, as well as ways to define culture, that require mapping and further study.
Just as the institutionalists have drawn our attention to the variations in the structure of
the democratic politics and the implications of these differences (Rhodes, Binder and
Rockman 2006), we need to develop a comparable understanding of how citizen norms
can create and sustain alternative democratic forms (Fuchs and Klingemann 2002).

3 Debates on Political Behavior

One of the central roles of citizens in democracies and other political systems is to make
decisions about political matters. In democracies, this involves decisions about which par-
ties or candidates to support in an election, as well as decisions about (.10 which issue
positions to hold, how to participate in politics, and so forth. In other political systems,
the choices are different, but the task of making a choice remains. In an authoritarian
system, the choice might be between making an openly affirmative statement to a govern-
ment declaration, remaining silent about it or subtly or even openly criticizing it. In any
case, citizens make choices when political issues are brought to their attention, whether
in an autocratic or democratic system.

In democratic systems electoral choices are at the center of the political process. Thus,
the study of electoral choice has quite naturally been a core theme in political behavior
research, and past research has produced dramatic advances in our knowledge about
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how voters reach their decisions. Early electoral research presumed that many voters
were ill prepared to deal with the complexities of politics; thus voters relied on shortcuts
—such as group cues or affective partisan loyalties—to simplify political decision making
and guide their individual behavior (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and McPhee 1954; Campbell et
al. 1960; Lipset and Rokkan 1967). This approach also stressed the underlying stability of
party competition because people supposedly based their political decisions on enduring
social cleavages, and stable party-voter alignments were a focus of research.

During the 1980s, this model of stable cleavage-based or partisanship-based voting first
came under challenge. Within a decade the dominant question changed from explaining
the persistence of electoral politics to explaining electoral change (Dalton, Flanagan, and
Beck 1984). Decreases in class and religious divisions were a first prominent indicator
that electoral politics was changing. Franklin and his colleagues (1992) found that a set of
social characteristics (including social class, education, income, religiosity, region, and
gender) had a decreasing impact on partisan preferences in western democracies over
time. Nieuwbeerta (1995) similarly found a general erosion of class voting across twenty
democracies. Franklin concluded with the new “conventional wisdom” of comparative
electoral research: “One thing that has by now become quite apparent is that almost all of
the countries we have studied show a decline...in the ability of social cleavages to struc-
ture individual voting choice” (Franklin et al. 1992: 385).

One of the major findings from the last generation of electoral research holds that social
position no longer determines political positions as it did when social alignments were
solidly frozen (see the chapters by Knutsen, and Esmer & Pettersson in this volume; cf.
Evans 1999; Heath, Jowell, and Curtice 2001). In many western democracies, the declin-
ing influence of group cleavages on electoral choice is paralleled by a weakening of affec-
tive party attachment that was the basis of the Michigan model of electoral choice. In
nearly all the advanced industrial democracies for which long-term survey data are now
available, partisan ties have weakened over the past generation (Dalton and Wattenberg
2000). Similarly, there has been a decrease in party-line voting and an increase in parti-
san volatility, split-ticket voting, and other phenomena showing that fewer citizens are
voting according to a party line or group-determined lines (Thomassen 2005).

The decline of long-term predispositions based on social position or partisanship should
shift the basis of electoral behavior research to short-term factors, such as ®.11) candi-
date image and issue opinions (see chapters by Lewis-Beck and Stegmaier, and Deegan-
Krause). Thus, recent research is focusing on whether the new electoral order includes a
shift toward candidate-centered voting choice (McAllister in this volume; Wattenberg
1991; Aarts, Blais, and Schmitt 2005). Furthermore, there are signs of a growing person-
alization of political campaigns in western democracies: photo opportunities, personal-
ized interviews, walkabouts, and televised candidate debates are becoming standard elec-
toral fare.

The decline in long-term influences on the vote also increases the potential for issue vot-
ing (Franklin et al. 1992; Evans and Norris 1999; Dalton 2006). While there appears to be
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a consensus that issue voting has become more important, there is less consensus on a
theoretical framework for understanding the role of issues in contemporary political be-
havior. A large part of the literature continues to work within the social-psychological ap-
proach, examining how specific issues affect party choice in specific elections, or how is-
sue beliefs are formed. Other scholars focus on the systemic level, examining how aggre-
gate electoral outcomes can be predicted by the issue stances of the parties. In a sense,
this part of the research literature reminds us of the story of the blind men and the ele-
phant: several different research groups are making progress in explaining their part of
the pachyderm, but there is not a holistic vision of the role of issues for contemporary
electoral choice.

For advanced industrial democracies, the increase in candidate and issue voting has an
uncertain potential for the nature of the democratic electoral process. It is unclear
whether these changes will improve or weaken the “quality” of the democratic process
and the representation of the public's political interests. Public opinion is becoming more
fluid and less predictable. This uncertainty forces parties and candidates to be more sen-
sitive to public opinion, at least the opinions of those who vote. Motivated issue voters are
more likely to have their voices heard, even if they are not accepted. Furthermore, the
ability of politicians to have unmediated communications with voters can strengthen the
link between politicians and the people. To some extent, the individualization of electoral
choice revives earlier images of the informed voter that we once found in classic democ-
ratic theory: if voters rely less on group cues, they base their choices more on their own
judgment. Models of rational choice that seemed to rest on implausible assumptions in
previous times have thus gained in credibility.

At the same time, there is a potential dark side to these new patterns in electoral politics.
The rise of single-issue politics handicaps a society's ability to deal with political issues
that transcend specific interests and the negotiation of trade-offs. In addition, elites who
cater to issue publics can leave the electorally inactive disenfranchised. Too great an in-
terest in a single issue, or too much emphasis on recent performance, can produce a nar-
row definition of rationality that is as harmful to democracy as “frozen” social cleavages.
In addition, direct unmediated contact between politicians and citizens opens the poten-
tial for demagoguery and political extremism. Both extreme right-wing and left-wing po-
litical movements probably benefit from this new political environment, at least in the
short term. At the same time as the electorate is less stable on the basis of established
party alignments, it is also more susceptible to potential media manipulation.

®. 12)

In summary, comparative electoral studies have made major advances in our understand-
ing of political behavior. This has in no way settled old debates. It has invigorated them.
But they take place on a firmer base of evidence. This is another area in which research
began with limited empirical evidence—national election studies were still quite rare in
the 1960s and comparable cross-national analyses were exceedingly rare. Today, this lit-
erature on electoral behavior represents one of the largest fields of political behavior re-
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search. Moreover, as the empirical evidence has accumulated, it has become more appar-
ent that the nature of electoral behavior is changing in advanced industrial democracies.
The current research challenge is to define the nature of the new electoral order that is
emerging.

3.1 Electoral Choice in Emerging Democracies

There is an apparent similarity between the portrait of voting choice we have just de-
scribed and the situation in emerging democracies in central and eastern Europe, Asia,
Africa, and Latin America. Emerging party systems are unlikely to rest on stable group-
based cleavages, especially when the democratic transition has occurred quite rapidly, as
in central and eastern Europe. Thus, studies of new democracies in Latin America and
central and eastern Europe emphasize the high level of electoral volatility and fluidity in
these party systems (Berglund, Hellén, and Aarebrot 1998; Mainwaring 1999; Mainwar-
ing and Zoco 2007). Similarly, new electorates are unlikely to have long-term party at-
tachments that might guide their behavior. Thus, with the exception of important socio-
cultural cleavages, such as ethnicity, electoral choice in many new democracies may in-
volve the same short-term factors—candidate images and issue positions—that are em-
phasized in the electoral politics of advanced industrial democracies (e.g. Colton 2000;
Rose, White, and McAllister 1997; Barnes and Simon 1998; Tucker 2005; Deegan-Krause
in this volume ). Indeed, there is a seeming preoccupation with the issue of economic vot-
ing in these transitional systems, and less attention to full models of electoral choice (for
positive examples see Tworzecki 2003; Tucker 2002).

The new democratic systems of central and eastern Europe, Asia, Africa, and Latin Ameri-
ca, for instance, face the task of developing a relatively stable and institutionalized basis
of party competition. Without more structure, it is difficult for citizens to learn about the
policy choices available to them, and translate this into meaningful electoral choices.
Without more structure, it is difficult to ensure accountability in the democratic process.
This situation presents the unique opportunity to study this process to examine how new
party attachments take root, the relationships between social groups and parties form,
party images develop, and citizens learn the process of representative democracy. Howev-
er, the creation of party systems in the world of global television, greater knowledge
about electoral politics (from the elite and public levels), and fundamentally different
electorates are unlikely to follow the pattern of earlier democratization periods. Thus, a
major question is whether new democracies will develop a system of liberal-democratic
responsible party government and electoral choice, and what are the consequences if
they do not.

(p. 13)

To answer these questions will require a dynamic perspective on the processes of elec-
toral change. It is frankly too soon to determine how political scientists will respond to
these challenges. There has already been an impressive development to improve the em-
pirical base of research in these new democracies—a development that took decades in
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most of the western democracies. There are many encouraging signs and impressive em-
pirical studies emanating from central and eastern Europe, Asia, Africa, and Latin Ameri-
ca but the evolutionary process is still uncertain.

4 Political Participation

Democratic or not, all polities expect some public involvement in the political process, if
only to obey political orders. Thus, one section of the Handbook focuses on political activ-
ity. Democracy, however, expects more active involvement than a non-democratic order
because democracy is designed to aggregate public preferences into binding collective
decisions. Necessarily this requires an active citizenry, because it is through interest ar-
ticulation, information, and deliberation that public preferences can be identified, shaped
and transformed into collective decisions that are considered as legitimate. Autocratic
regimes also engage the public in the political process, although this primarily served as
a means to indoctrinate the public to conform to decisions that elites have made. But
even the control capacities of autocratic regimes are limited so that it has to somehow ad-
dress what the citizenry wants and needs.

The major empirical advance in this field has documented the levels of participation
across nations and highlighted distinctions between different modes of political action.
Verba and his colleagues (Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995)
demonstrated that various forms of action differ in their political implications, and in the
factors that stimulate individuals to act. This was extended by others to include the
growth of unconventional political action that occurred since the 1960s (Barnes, Kaase,
et al. 1979; Jennings, van Deth, et al. 1990). This theoretical framework of participation
modes is the common foundation of participation research.

Having identified the modes of action, researchers sought to explain patterns of participa-
tion. This was once an area intensely debated by rationalist and social-psychological theo-
ries of political behavior. The rationalist approach framed decisions to participate in sim-
ple cost-benefit terms, best represented in Olson's (1965) Logic of Collective Action. The
charm of parsimony made this an attractive theoretical approach, but this parsimony cre-
ated oversimplifications, false research paradoxes and actually limited our understanding
of citizen action. More productive is the social-psychological model that stresses the influ-
ence of personal resources, attitudes, and institutional structures in explaining patterns
of action (e.g. Verba, Nie, and Kim 1978; Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995).

(p. 14)

For the past several years, the most intense debate has focused on whether the level of
political participation is systematically changing in western democracies. As supporting
evidence, the longstanding “paradox of participation” has noted that turnout in the Unit-
ed States has decreased since the 1960s, even though educational levels and the afflu-
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ence of the nation have dramatically increased (Brody 1978; Rosenstone and Hansen
1993).

Putnam (2000) provocatively argued that declining turnout is part of a broader trend that
has us “bowling alone.” Putnam claimed that social engagement is dropping in advanced
industrial societies as a result of societal changes, such as changing labor patterns
among women, rising television usage, urban sprawl, and the decline of traditional social
institutions. These trends have supposedly led to a decline in social capital—the skills and
values that facilitate democratic participation—and thereby to declines in the citizenry's
participation in politics.

The study of social capital and the changes in the patterns of participation in contempo-
rary democracies has been one of the most fertile areas of research for the past decade,
as described in several chapters in this volume. On the one side is clear cross-national ev-
idence of declining turnout in advanced industrial democracies (Blais 2000; Wattenberg
2002; Franklin 2004). Other measures of partisan activity, such as party membership, al-
so show clear downward trends in most nations (Scarrow 2000). This might be seen as
part of a more general downturn in civic engagement because church attendance, union
membership, and the engagement in several types of traditional voluntary associations
and collective activities are declining. On the other side is a growing body of evidence
that new forms of civic and political action—such as contacting, direct action, contentious
politics, self-help groups, local initiatives, donations—are counterbalancing the decline in
electoral participation and other traditional forms of civic engagement (Zukin et al. 2006;
Pattie, Seyd, and Whiteley 2004; Cain, Dalton, and Scarrow 2003; Costa and Kahn 2001).
In addition, social group membership and the formation of social capital seem to be in-
creasing in many advanced industrial democracies, making the US an atypical case
(Stolle in this volume; Putnam 2002). Moreover, modernization processes seem to change
the ways in which people interact and engage in the public sphere, transforming the
character of social capital instead of eliminating it altogether: loyalist forms of elite-guid-
ed engagement go down but spontaneous forms of self-driven engagement go up (Norris
2002; chapters by Rucht and Koopmans in this volume).

This controversy touches the very vitality of the democratic process, and the resolution of
the controversy is as yet unclear. The evidence of decreasing group involvement of the
old type and declining social capital of the traditional form is strongest for the United
States, but this might not indicate a general erosion of civic engagement and social capi-
tal. It might simply reflect a transformation of the ways in which citizens relate to each
other and their communities. If one includes new forms of interaction and engagement,
participation levels and the various methods of political action are generally expanding in
most advanced industrial societies—even while participation in the traditional form of
party membership and electoral (.15 politics is decreasing. New forms of engagement
and participation expand political participation beyond the boundaries of what it was con-
ventionally viewed to be. These tendencies reflect a great flexibility of democracies, al-
lowing forms of participation to adapt to changing societal conditions. The new style of
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citizen participation places more control over political activity in the hands of the citizen-
ry as well as increasing public pressure on political elites.

However, the expanding repertoire of action also may raise potential problems. For exam-
ple, the changing nature of political participation can increase inequalities in political in-
volvement, which would bias the democratic process in ways that conflict with the ideal
of “one (wo)man one vote” (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Cain, Dalton, and Scar-
row 2003; Parry, Moyser, and Day 1992). New forms of direct action are even more de-
pendent on the skills and resources represented by social status, and thus may increase
the participation gap between lower-status groups and higher-status individuals. These
new forms of participation also create new challenges for aggregating diverse political
demands into coherent government policy. Ironically, overall increases in political involve-
ment may mask a growing social-status bias in citizen participation and influence, which
runs counter to democratic ideals.

The challenge for established democracies is to expand further the opportunities for citi-
zens to participate in the political process and meaningfully structure the decisions af-
fecting their lives. To meet this challenge means ensuring an equality of political rights
and opportunities that will be even more difficult to guarantee with these new participa-
tion forms. However, a socially biased use of expanded political opportunities should not
blame the opportunities but should blame the policies that fail to alleviate the social bias,
such as unequal access to education and other social benefits that influence the citizens'
resources to participate in politics.

4.1 Participation in Emerging Democracies

The questions involving political participation are obviously different in emerging democ-
racies and non-democratic nations. In new democracies the challenge is to engage the cit-
izenry in meaningful participation after years of ritualized engagement or actual prohibi-
tions on participation. In some cases this experience is a mirror-image of old democra-
cies: in old democracies citizens are moving from conventional to unconventional politics,
in new democracies citizens often toppled authoritarian regimes by revolutionary up-
heavals and have now to learn the routines of conventional participation.

Election turnout was often fairly high in the immediate post-transition elections in East-
ern Europe, but has subsequently declined in most nations. Similarly, party activity has
atrophied as democratic institutions have developed (Barnes and Simon 1998; van Biezen
2003). And while there was a popular lore claiming that a robust underground civil soci-
ety prompted the democratization trend in eastern Europe, post-transition research finds
that social engagement is now limited .16 (Howard 2003). Many east Europeans had
engaged in unconventional politics during the democratic transitions of the late 1980s
and early 1990s, but these forms of action diminished after the transition in a kind of
“post-honeymoon” effect (Inglehart and Catterberg 2003). Consequently, eastern Europe
still faces the challenge of integrating citizens into democratic politics and nurturing an
understanding of the democratic process.

Page 13 of 27



Citizens and Political Behavior

The challenges of citizen participation are, of course, even greater in non-democratic na-
tions. The advance of survey research has provided some unique insights into participa-
tion patterns in these environments. Shi's study of political participation in Beijing
(1997), for example, found that there was much more extensive public involvement than
expected. Furthermore, political participation can occur in more varied forms in political
systems where citizen input is not tolerated and encouraged through institutionalized
channels (also see Jennings 1997). Similarly, Bratton and his colleagues (2004) find a sur-
prisingly robust range of political activity across a set of African nations. If this occurs in
these two settings, then we might expect a greater role for the citizen even in transitional
political systems.

The desire to participate in the decisions affecting one's life is common across the globe,
but political institutions can shape whether these desires are expressed and how (Ingle-
hart and Welzel 2005). Possessing the skills and resources to be politically active is an
equally important factor. Research is now identifying how these two forces combine to
shape the patterns of citizen action.

5 Does Public Opinion Matter

Another section of this Handbook addresses the topic of the impact of public opinion on
policy makers and governments—which is the ultimate question in the study of public
opinion within a democracy. To what extent do the views of policy makers and the outputs
of government policy reflect the preferences that the public itself prefers?

The indirect effect of public opinion in a democracy, mediated through representative in-
stitutions, has created questions about the congruence of mass-elite outcomes, and the
factors that affect this intermediation process. However, systematically studying this
process has had a difficult research history, despite the theoretical and political impor-
tance of the topic.

The first empirical study of representation was the famous Miller-Stokes study of repre-
sentation in America (Miller and Stokes 1963). This model and research approach were
soon expanded to a host of other advanced industrial democracies (Barnes 1977; Con-
verse and Pierce 1986; Thomassen 1994). This research examined some of the most im-
portant questions in research on democracy, but the findings ®.17) were limited. The the-
oretical model developed in the United States did not travel well to other democracies. In
addition, the resources required to conduct parallel studies of the citizenry and political
elites were exceptional. Thus, in the fifty years since the original Miller-Stokes study,
their full research project has not been replicated in the United States.

Other studies in the United States have examined elements of the representation process;
for instance, comparing the congruence between mass and elite opinions in the aggre-

gate or the dynamics of mass opinion change (Erikson, McKuen, and Stimson 2002; Stim-
son 2004). Researchers have also examined the congruence between public policy prefer-
ences and the outcomes of government (Page and Shapiro 1992). Gradually, this research
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has also spread to other western democracies, often adopted to national institutions or
the structure of representation (Miller et al. 1999; Schmitt and Thomassen 1999). One im-
portant branch of this approach compares programmatic profiles of political parties and
political preferences of their followers. Most of the findings produced thus far seem to in-
dicate that in terms of left-right orientations parties have not lost their capacity to repre-
sent and mobilize citizen support for public policies (Klingemann et al. 1994; Budge et al.
2001; Klingemann et al. 2006).

The contributions in this Handbook engage these important research questions. Wlezien
and Soroka examine the congruence between mass policy preferences and the policy out-
puts of government. Blondel and Miieller-Rommel review the research on political elites,
and their perspectives of mass politics, political representation, and their role within the
democratic process. Welsels summarizes the collective findings of the series of represen-
tation studies that have been conducted to date, and provides an insightful cross-national
comparison of how institutions shape the representation process. Stimson's chapter adds
a broader view of what we have learned, and the research questions that remain.

In one sense, this represents one of the areas with the greatest theoretical and empirical
potential to understand the functioning of the democratic process through the mass-elite
relationship. But it also remains one of the most challenging areas to study and compare
across nations. But gradually we are developing a better understanding of how the demo-
cratic process actually functions, which yields a positive view of the vitality of the
process.

6 Changing Publics: A Conclusion

We have just lived through what are arguably the most significant political events of our
lifetimes: the collapse of the Soviet Empire and the global democratization wave of the
1990s. As advanced industrial societies are evolving into a new form of democratic poli-
tics, we are witnessing the initial development of democracy in a (.18 new set of na-
tions. The democratization waves in central and eastern Europe, Asia, and Africa touch at
the very core of many of our most basic questions about the nature of citizen politics and
the working of the political process. Normally we study democratic systems that are
roughly at equilibrium and speculate on how this equilibrium was created (or how it
changes in minor ways). Moreover, during the earlier waves of democratic transition the
tools of empirical social science were not available to study political behavior directly.
The current democratization wave thus provides a virtually unique opportunity to address
questions on identity formation, the creation of political cultures (and possibly how cul-
tural inheritances are changed), the establishment of an initial calculus of voting, and the
dynamic processes linking political norms and behavior. These questions represent some
of the fundamental research issues of our time. The answers will not only explain what
has occurred during this democratization wave, but may aid us in better understanding
the basic principles of how citizens function within the political process. There has never
been a richer opportunity to study the choices of citizens across regime forms and be-
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tween old and new democracies. The conditions to arrive at a theory of how citizens come
to political choices depending on different political settings, and how these choices affect
the settings has never been better than today.

In each of these areas discussed in this chapter, research can be described in two terms.
First, there has been a fundamental expansion of our empirical knowledge over the past
generation of research. Until quite recently, a single national survey provided the basis
for discussing the characteristics of citizen behavior; and such evidence was frequently
limited to the larger advanced industrial democracies. Indeed, there were large parts of
the world where our understanding of the citizenry, their attitudes, and behavior were
based solely on the insights of political observers—which can be as fallible as the observ-
er. Contemporary comparative research is now more likely to draw on cross-national and
cross-temporal comparisons. Research has developed the foundations for the scientific
study of the topic.

Second, we have noted the ironic development that our expanding empirical evidence has
occurred during a time when many basic features of citizen attitudes and behaviors are
changing in ways that make modeling citizen politics more complex. In part, these trends
reflect the tremendous social and political changes that have occurred in the world dur-
ing the past generation. Modernization has transformed living conditions throughout the
world, altered the skills and values of contemporary publics, and offered new technologi-
cal advances that change the relationship between citizens and elites. Perhaps, this is the
most interesting object worthy of study. For never before in history has the interaction be-
tween elites and people been shifted so much to the side of the people.

The global wave of democratization in the 1990s has dramatically increased the role of
the citizenry in many of the new democracies in central and eastern Europe, Asia, Latin
America, and Africa. This latter development makes our task as scholars of the citizen
more relevant than ever before, but also more difficult. Even as our research skills and
empirical evidence have expanded, the phenomena we study have been evolving—some-
thing that physicists and chemists do not have to deal with. .19 These changes pro-
duce uncertainty about what new styles of political decision making, or what new forms
of political participation are developing. In addition, the nature of citizen politics is be-
coming more complex—or through our research we are now realizing that greater com-
plexity exists. This produces a real irony: even though we have greater scientific knowl-
edge, our ability to predict and explain political behavior may actually be decreasing in
some areas. For instance, we know much more about electoral behavior than we did in
the 1950s, but simple socio-demographic models that were successful in predicting elec-
toral behavior in the 1960s are much less potent in explaining contemporary voting be-
havior. So we have gained greater certainty about the uncertainty of voter decisions.

Finally, if we step back from the individual chapters and their findings, we see broad out-
lines of what we think are some of the most productive areas for future research. Several
aspects of research design offer exciting potential for the future. For instance, most stud-
ies are derived from random surveys of individuals. This design focuses our attention on
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individuals as autonomous political actors and theories emphasizing the individualization
of politics. However, people exist in a social, economic, and political context that also in-
fluences their political behavior. For example, limited political knowledge can be over-
come by asking spouses, friends, or neighbors (Huckfeldt in this volume; Gunther, Mon-
tero, and Puhle 2006). Even more important, characteristics of the political context can
alter the processes shaping citizen attitudes and behavior, such as exposure to supportive
or dissonant information (Huckfeldt et al. 2004; Mutz 2006). Equally exciting are new re-
search opportunities to study how the institutional structure of a polity interacts with citi-
zen behavior (e.g. Anderson et al. 2005). Thus, studying this complex of social and politi-
cal interactions should yield new insights into how political behavior is shaped.

Another innovation is the introduction of experiments and quasi-experiments to our re-
search tools. For example, Sniderman's (Sniderman and Piazza 1993; Sniderman et al.
2000) experiments in studying racial attitudes and prejudice illustrate how experiments
and creative questionnaire design can provide unobtrusive measures of sensitive topics.
Such experiments also partially address one of the weaknesses of cross-section public
opinion survey by providing leverage to study causality by manipulating choices present-
ed to survey respondents, and analyzing how opinions change. This innovation has
tremendous potential that should be utilized more in future research (Lau and Redlawsk
2006).

An even more dramatic sign of the development of political behavior research is the in-
creasing complexity of research designs. Once, a single national sample was the basis of
extensive research because such evidence was still rare. However, as our knowledge has
increased and our theories have become more complex, this calls for more complex re-
search designs. Election studies, for instance, need to study individuals in context, includ-
ing multiple and converging data collections: social context, media content, party actions,
and other elements of the total process. Doing more of what we did in the past—more
questions, more surveys, larger sample sizes—is not likely to generate the theoretical or
empirical insights necessary to move the research ®.20) field forward. Complex theories
and complex processes require more complex research designs.

We also believe that research will engage a new set of theoretical issues as the field
moves forward. It is more difficult to briefly outline the forefront for research, because
theoretical questions are more diverse than the methodological innovations we have just
outlined. However, several areas of potential inquiry stand out for their potential. While
most research has focused on single nations, and typically western democracies, the glob-
al expansion of research means that issues of social modernization and cross-national de-
velopment are likely to be especially fruitful areas of study. This is a case were we have
been theory rich, and information poor—and now these theories will be tested, and un-
doubtedly new models developed in their place. Similarly, past theorizing has focused on
explaining systems and behavior in equilibrium. Theories of political change seem an es-
pecially fruitful area for inquiry giving the dynamic nature of contemporary politics.
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Finally, one should not forget that because of the sheer number of countries for which
survey data are available, we are for the first time in the situation to move to the aggre-
gate level of analyses, conducting statistically significant tests of the basic assumption
underlying all research into mass belief systems: that variation in these belief systems
has a true impact on a society's level of democracy. Aggregate-level analyses of the corre-
lates of democracy was usually left to political economists who could more easily corre-
late socioeconomic indicators to levels of democracy. But we can now test their models
against political culture, examining if socioeconomic factors or features of political cul-
ture have a stronger impact on democracy. As recent studies show (Inglehart and Welzel
2005), features of political culture have as strong an impact on levels of democracy as so-
cioeconomic factors.

The goal of this Handbook is to introduce the readers to the research we have accumulat-
ed in each of these areas, and the research questions that remain. We came away from
this project with tremendous respect for what has been achieved since the onset of mod-
ern comparative research. At the same time, answering one question generates new ques-
tions, and the essays in this Handbook are full of new areas for study that will deepen our
knowledge in key areas of political behavior.
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This article discusses political socialization, focusing on the major turning points and de-
velopments in the field. It addresses the issue of the bull and bear markets of political so-
cialization research and looks at the recent renewed interest in the dynamics of socializa-
tion. The role of the family as the main agent of socialization is examined as well. The ar-
ticle includes a discussion on the relevant contextual features that attend the socializa-
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the socialization processes and outcomes of pre-adults, as well as possible future fields of
research.
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THE evolution and development of political socialization as a distinct area of scholarship
has been recently chronicled and evaluated in several places, though not always under
the formal name of political socialization (e.g. Renshon 2003; Sapiro 2004; Sears and
Levy 2003). That being the case, I will move fairly quickly into what I see as major turn-
ing points and recent developments. First, however, it is important to address the issue of
the so-called bull and bear markets of political socialization research. As shall be demon-
strated, we have recently re-entered the bull market.

It would be a mistake, though, to say that an interest in political socialization disappeared
for any great length of time. True, only a few publications devoted explicitly to pre-adults
appeared between the mid-1970s and the early 1990s. The concepts and findings from
earlier research had, however, thoroughly penetrated the discipline of political science
and had become embedded in a number of subfields, including public opinion, electoral
behavior, political culture, and political movements. Some evidence along those lines
comes from an examination of political science journal abstracts, which reveal a fairly
steady mention of political socialization at an average rate of nearly twenty per year be-
tween 1972 and 1996 (Sapiro 2004). In addition, there has been a very active research
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committee on political socialization and education within the International Political
Science Association for the past quarter-century.

That said, there is no question that the pace of scholarly inquiries has increased since the
early 1990s. Before turning to that resurgence, I will address the fact that very few in-
quiries deal with children.

»30 1 The Loss of Childhood

Early work in the United States was based on collecting primary data from school-age
children (e.g. Easton and Dennis 1969, Greenstein 1965). These investigations empha-
sized the content and progression of political learning over the childhood years. They also
noted the positive and relatively benign processes and outcomes of political socialization.
Strong inferences were drawn about the systemic consequences of such positive orienta-
tions.

Ironically, however, these studies did not set the tone for future research in their focus on
pre-adolescents. Subsequent scholarship has only occasionally dealt with children. Out-
croppings have appeared, such as a three-wave study that did include pre-teenagers and
which demonstrated the remarkable impact of political campaigning on information and
partisan crystallization and the important role played by media exposure (Sears and
Valentino 1997; Valentino and Sears 1998). Even these reports, however, are based on da-
ta collected in 1980-1.

Three reasons can be advanced for the virtual disappearance of childhood studies. First,
political scientists are not very interested in children. As pithily overstated by Torney-Pur-
ta, “most psychologists have to be convinced that anything happening after age 12 makes
a difference, whereas political scientists have to be convinced that anything happening
before age 18 makes a difference” (Torney-Purta 2005, 471, emphasis in the original). A
second reason is that the cohorts represented by the children with such benign views of
politics in mid-century America were the very same ones that manifested dramatic dis-
plays of social and political unrest and rebellion a decade later. Rightly or wrongly, some
observers took this to mean that the socialization lessons of childhood could be easily un-
done. Third, and relatedly, replications of the early studies in the wake of critical events
in the United States, including the Watergate scandal of the early 1970s, revealed how
quickly children could alter their views about politics (e.g. Dennis and Webster 1975).

Sapiro (2004) makes a spirited argument for a return to the study of childhood. She ar-
gues that advances in development psychology have challenged the cognitive incompe-
tence arguments, that social categorization and identity processes are now a more cen-
tral part of our understanding about political socialization and are crucial building blocks
for the child, and that emerging consensus on what constitutes political competencies
provide normative guidelines for evaluating socialization outcomes for children. Never-
theless, studies of children have been rare. Rather, attention has focused on adolescents,
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young adults, and beyond. In what follows I take up several developments that have
helped fuel a scholarly resurgence in political socialization research in recent years.

»» 2 The Impact of Real World Events

Just as the student protest movement in western countries in the 1960s and early 1970s
ushered in a raft of studies highly relevant to the field,! so too have external events in the
1980s and 1990s fostered fresh research. Two secular developments have been pivotal.

2.1 Declining Civic Virtue in Western Democracies

One impetus consists of the apparent decline in social capital, civic virtue, and traditional
political engagement said to characterize upcoming cohorts in many western societies.
Prompted by such trends, a variety of institutions and researchers have turned to the
question of the education and training of the young. Most of these projects deal with ado-
lescents and young adults.

The research can be divided into three main areas, one of which is the formal curriculum.
As a corrective to the early conclusion by Langton and Jennings (1968) regarding the inef-
ficacy of exposure to civics courses in the United States, Niemi and Junn (1998)
concluded that the impact was considerably more than trivial.2 Other research indicates
that particular styles of teaching about government and politics are more effective than
others (e.g. Andolina et al. 2003), findings also reported in an international study (Torney-
Purta 2002). By their very nature, most such inquiries are short term panels or one-time
assessments, thus limiting a longer-term evaluation.

A second line of research concerns the impact of participating in extracurricular and vol-
untary associations during adolescence. Here the evidence is more convincing, partly due
to the availability of better data. Cross-sectional surveys (Andolina et al. 2003) short-term
panel studies (Campbell 2006; Smith 1999), long-term panels (Stolle and Hooghe 2004;
Jennings and Stoker 2004) and retrospective accounts (Verba, Schlozman, and Brady
1995, 416-60) show the salutary consequences of student government and voluntary as-
sociation membership on adult levels of civic engagement and political participation. Ado-
lescents engaging in such activities seem to acquire skills and predispositions that yield
returns, which may vary by time and site, as they wend their way through life.

Community service programs (usually at the secondary school level) that in various ways
combine community outreach with classroom instruction constitute a third focus of re-
search. The rationale for such programs is to develop participatory skills and an interest
and concern about the general welfare. Such programs encompass a wide range by site,
duration, and format, and some are much more politically charged than others. Early
evaluations of such programs produced mixed results ®.32) (Galston 2001), partly be-
cause of weak study designs. More carefully designed recent studies are more promising.
One such inquiry employed a quasi-experimental approach and demonstrated that high
school students who were required to serve but had initially been less inclined to do so
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became more likely than others to contemplate future political engagement and also be-
came more interested in politics and increased their understanding thereof (Metz and
Youniss 2005). A large cross-sectional study of American high schoolers revealed widely
varying practices and that service appeared to increase their levels of political interest,
knowledge, and skills but had little impact on political tolerance (Niemi, Hepburn, and
Chapman 2000).

2.2 A Changing World Order

A second development consists of the Cold War winding down coupled with the emer-
gence of transitional and new democracies around the globe. A changing world order has
provided a natural laboratory for examining the processes and outcomes of political so-
cialization. Perhaps equally important from a research standpoint, the opening up of
these societies has also made it politically and practically possible to undertake relevant
research.

These events have often led to studies of efforts by the new regimes to instill in pre-
adults, especially via the educational system, the norms of democracy and, in some in-
stances, marketplace economics (Slomczynski and Shabad 1998). Well-designed research
in such disparate settings as post-apartheid South Africa (Finkel and Ernst 2005), post-
Communist Poland (Slomczynski and Shabad 1998), democratizing Argentina (Mordu-
chowicz et al. 1996), and recovering Bosnia and Herzegovina (Soule 2003) point toward
the ability of a carefully constructed and seriously implemented civics curriculum to ele-
vate levels of political comprehension and, somewhat less so, a variety of democratic val-
ues. A survey of three established and four transitioning democracies revealed moderate
to high rates of volunteer work, especially among females, although the impact of such
work on feelings of civic commitment ranged from nil to substantial and varied according
to gender (Flanagan et al. 1998).

A changing world order has also led to investigations of basic political norms and their
correlates in a number of diverse settings. For example, Finchilescu and Dawes (1998)
portrayed the differential responses of adolescents to regime change in South Africa ac-
cording to race/ethnicity, age, and location. A survey of high schoolers in Hungary, Bul-
garia, and the Czech Republic revealed gender, age, and country differences in percep-
tions of economic disparity and the value of individual initiative (Macek et al. 1998).

Although not necessarily associated with a changing world order, studies of the impact of
particular and ongoing events have also made a mark. Included here are studies of
Catholic and Protestant children in strife-torn Northern Ireland (e.g. Whyte 1998). Israeli
adolescent responses to the Rabin assassination and terror attacks revealed differences
according to political orientation, gender, and to the ®.33) events themselves (Raviv et
al. 2000). An unusual project uncovered substantial links between stressful political life
events and psychological distress among South African adolescents, regardless of race
and also among Israeli and Palestinian youth (Slone, Kaminer, and Durrheim 2000). Using

Page 4 0of 18



Political Socialization

intensive research methods, Coles (1986) paints poignant portraits of children trying to
cope with stressful situations in a number of countries.

3 Renewed Interest in the Dynamics of Social-
ization

As noted earlier the question of persistence seemed to bedevil the study of children,
though surely in part because of the cognitive and experiential limitations of childhood.
Partly in reaction to that quandary the focus of most socialization inquiries shifted to
what happens in the adolescent and young adulthood years and to how that plays out
over time. Such a shift rests to some degree on the platform of the impressionable years
model of political learning, which posits considerable fluctuation in political orientations
during the adolescent and young adult years, followed by a period of modest to strong
crystallization, and then by relative stability from thereon.3 While the model thus postu-
lates persistence and the possible emergence of Mannheim-like generations and genera-
tion units (Mannheim 1927), it by no means excludes the working of subsequent life cycle
and widespread period effects.

Expanding and richer databases have helped promote the renewed interest in the dynam-
ics of socialization. Panel studies that begin prior to adulthood and track people over an
extended period of time are ideal for assessing these models and for tracing the continu-
ities and discontinuities in political orientations. Such projects are inherently difficult.
Two very long-term American studies of small, select populations, most notably the Ben-
nington College project that began in the 1930s (Alwin, Cohen, and Newcomb 1991), and
the Terman gifted children project that began in the 1940s (Sears and Funk 1999)
continue to be mined even as the participants fade from view. Both inquiries support the
impressionable years model and reveal the kinds of orientations that are likely to persist
and, equally significant, how they are applied in later life.

A third long-term project in the United States with broader coverage is the four-wave
multi-generation “student-parent socialization project,” which has at its core a national
sample of the 1965 class of high seniors. Results bearing on dynamics from this study
support the formative years hypothesis and also help reveal how orientations acquired
during those years have fed into the increasing degree of (.34 partisan polarization in
the American public (Jennings and Stoker 2005). Other results from that project show the
impact of early-acquired civic norms on subsequent voting rates (Campbell 2006), the im-
portance of social class stability in affecting political participation (Walsh, Jennings, and
Stoker 2004), the durability of protesters as a generation unit (Jennings 2002), and how
marriage can affect behaviors and attitudes brought into the marriage (Stoker and Jen-
nings 1995, 2005).

Short-term panel data sets are becoming more frequent, as noted in the earlier citation of
Smith (1999). Illustratively, as part of a survey of xenophobia among seventh to tenth
graders in East and West Berlin, Boehnkje, Hagen, and Hefler (1998) found higher levels
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in the later years and among East Berliners and those not in the university bound track.
Another German study uncovered four different types of development in political orienta-
tions over a seven-year period (Krampen 2000). A survey of Dutch adolescents and young
adults indicated that the relationship between moral reasoning and attitudes about politi-
cal cultural issues increased with age and education (Raaijmakers, Verbogt, and Volle-
bergh 1998). Working with American data based on two-year panel periods Campbell
(2006, ch. 6) demonstrated that volunteering while in high school predicts volunteering
and voting turnout, though not more demanding political activities, in young adulthood.

Short and long-term panel studies, while invaluable, will probably continue to be relative-
ly infrequent. Another data source for capturing dynamic aspects of political socialization
will, on the other hand, continue to expand. Replicated surveys of youthful samples, such
as the Monitoring the Future project in the United States, will provide grist for the mill of
replacement cohort analysis (e.g. Rahn and Transue 1998). Such studies obviously do not
permit tracing out the long-term pathways of cohorts, whereas replicated studies of adult
cross-section samples do. Although longitudinal data of this sort have been available for
some time, the passage of time has resulted in an impressive collection data sets in many
countries. Here I refer to such projects as ongoing national election studies, General So-
cial Surveys, regional “barometer” surveys, and the World Values Surveys.

Extended longitudinal surveys permit such diverse projects as determining the cross-na-
tional generational basis of value change (e.g. Abramson and Inglehart 1995), identifying
the lingering generational differences in appraisals of new and old regimes in post-Soviet
Russia (Mishler and Rose 2005) and East Germany (Finkel, Humphries, and Opp 2001),
charting the gradual rather than abrupt changes prompted by cohort replacement in the
Netherlands (van den Broek 1999), whether the American cohorts coming of age in the
1960s constitute a distinctive political generation (Davis 2004), and the seeming unique-
ness of America's long civic generation (Putnam 2000). Investigations of this sort implicit-
ly or explicitly employ the impressionable years model of political socialization.

Although longitudinal data are optimal for observing possible generation (and other) ef-
fects, the use of clever designs, novel instrumentation, and deep substantive knowledge
as applied to one-shot surveys can also be productive. Tessler, Konold, and Reif (2004),
for example, capitalize on the discrete historical eras of Algeria to show the singularity of
one era in shaping political views. Verba, .35 Schlozman, and Burns (2005) demon-
strate that African-Americans coming of age during the civil rights movement recalled a
more politically stimulating home environment than did other African-Americans and also
went on to record higher levels of political participation.

In a quite different vein, the possible persistence of orientations derived from the impres-
sionable years has also been studied from the standpoint of collective memories. Adult
survey respondents in a wide range of countries have been asked to recall and reflect up-
on significant national events within the past half-century. Their answers proved to reflect
disproportionately the events that occurred during their adolescent to young adulthood
years (e.g. Jennings and Zhang 2005; Schuman, Akiyama, and Knauper 1998; Schuman
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and Rodgers 2004; and Schuman, Vinitzky, and Vindour 2003). Thus long after the event
itself, the imprint remains, a critical test of the impressionable years thesis.

4 A New Emphasis on Contextual Effects

From the outset the study of political socialization has been dominated by sample survey
methodology, using either fixed or more flexible instrumentation. Partly because survey
research has been the method of choice, research attention has typically focused on indi-
viduals and their attributes as units of analysis. More recently there has been a decided
turn toward building in the relevant contextual features that attend the socialization
process. In doing so, socialization inquiries are joining a growing stream of political be-
havior research.

4.1 Within-country Studies

The theoretical and substantive importance of contextual features in the political social-
ization process has been recognized from the outset of systematic study. Nevertheless,
most of the early survey work devoted specifically to pre-adults paid little attention to
larger contextual effects. That situation is changing. Illustratively, Conover and Searing
(2000) have engaged in intensive studies of a small number of vividly contrasting sec-
ondary school communities in the United States (and Great Britain). Young adolescents
constitute the focus of the analysis, but information about their context is generated by
interviews with their parents, teachers, and community leaders, and ordinary citizens,
and observational and aggregate level data, thus providing rich contextual information.
Based on their American study, they concluded that civic engagement and civic education
were more closely tied to the practice of citizenship in certain types of communities than
others.

(p. 36)

Small-scale studies such as the one just described provide an intimate, process-oriented
look at contextual effects, but are limited in terms of generalization. They also suffer from
an inability to specify the effects of particular contextual levels over and above or inter-
acting with individual characteristics of those being socialized. Political socialization in-
quiries have recently begun to employ multi-level models in an effort to specify and un-
derstand the contribution of contextual features. Multi-level modeling is often preferred
with nested designs, frequently present in socialization studies, because the observations
at different levels are not independent.

Two recent reports of adolescents in the United States exemplify the trend. Both move
beyond using individual student and familial characteristics as determinants of socializa-
tion outcomes by employing features of the communities and schools in which the stu-
dents are “nested.” One study utilized census and electoral data to characterize the
school catchment areas and hence the sociopolitical contexts in which the students lived
(Gimpel, Lay, and Schuknecht 2003). Their results indicate that sociopolitical diversity el-

Page 7 0of 18



Political Socialization

evated information holding and participation while homogeneous and uncompetitive envi-
ronments dampened various indicators of civic engagement. Another conclusion is that
the local partisan context has more impact on adolescents in the minority than those in
the majority party (Gimpel and Lay 2005).

A second report, based on a variety of American cross-sectional and panel surveys, tested
two theories of voting motivation—to protect one's interests or to fulfill a sense of duty
(Campbell 2006). Again, community and school contextual features are built into the
analysis and treated in a multi-level fashion. A major conclusion is that more homoge-
neous secondary school environments appeared to foster anticipated and actual participa-
tion based on a sense of civic duty whereas more heterogeneous contexts encouraged
participation based on more instrumental goals.

As noted earlier, the accumulation of extended timed series survey data has encouraged
the application of socialization perspectives to the longitudinal analysis of birth cohorts.
An analytic problem here is that the passage of time is an aggregate, not individual-level
datum. In a strong sense, time constitutes a context and a different analytic level. That
being so, it is argued that multi-level models should be used rather than conventional
multivariate approaches such as ordinary least squares regression.

In one of the first applications of this reasoning, Mishler and Rose (2005) analyze four-
teen waves of the New Russia Barometer surveys conducted between 1992 and 2005. The
impact of time (qua secular change or period effects), which was quite significant in their
report, is clearly delineated by applying multi-level modeling. They use this and other re-
sults from the study to advance a thesis dubbed a lifetime learning model. This model
represents a melding of cultural theory, which is heavily laced with pre-adult socialization
processes, and institutionalist theory, which argues for contemporaneous learning and
adaptability by adults as they respond to changing circumstances. Given the ever-expand-
ing base of country-specific longitudinal surveys, it seems very likely that time will be
more formally treated as a context and that multi-level models will be used in tracing out
generation, life cycle, and historical effects as part of the larger political socialization
project.

®.37) 4.2 Cross-national Studies

By their very nature cross-national investigations lend themselves to searching for con-
textual effects with respect to political socialization. Indeed, the very concept of a civic
culture in Almond and Verba's classic work (1963) was predicated in part on the existence
of different socialization contexts across their five-nation study. Until recently, such ef-
forts have been confined to a small number of countries.

Perhaps the most systematic efforts to assess contextual effects in small N inquiries are
the attempts to assess the impact of party systems on the transmission of partisanship
and political ideology from parent to child.* Working with parent-child pair data from a
number of countries and responding in part to the earlier work by Converse and Dupeux
(1962), Percheron and Jennings (1981) argued that some party systems facilitated the
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transmission of a general left-right ideology in addition to or instead of attachment to
particular parties. Subsequently, Westholm and Niemi (1992) amended this proposal by
showing that there were both direct and indirect effects of parental partisanship and
ideology and that these varied systematically with the nature of the party system. More
recently, Ventura (2001) added an Israeli data set to the mix and made a case for the po-
litical bloc as the subject of transmission in Israel, and Nieuwbeerta and Wittebrood
(1995) noted the complications afforded by the presence of the strong and diverse Dutch
multi-party system. In all these instances, substantial knowledge about the context pro-
vided by the party system helped in understanding the magnitude and nature of parent to
child transmission.

As with the single country studies, more advanced statistical techniques for analyzing the
impact of context are also beginning to emerge in cross-national studies. Currently, the
best prospects for comparative multi-level modeling as applied to pre-adults come from
the IEA Civic Education Study, conducted under the auspices of the International Associa-
tion for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement. This project consists of self-adminis-
tered questionnaire data, and auxiliary information about the schools and teachers, gath-
ered from around 90,000 young adolescents in twenty-eight countries and about 50,000
somewhat older ones in twelve countries (Torney-Purta et al. 2001). The clustering of stu-
dent respondents by civic education classroom within each sampled school lends itself to
multi-level modeling at the classroom, school, and country level. Multi-level analysis
based on this project is just now beginning to appear.®

A more plentiful and growing source of data for large N assessments of contextual effects
rests in the substantial number of longitudinal, cross-national studies of adult popula-
tions. As noted earlier, these replications are particularly, though not solely, important
from a socialization perspective in terms of demonstrating cohort effects, whether these
be due to compositional changes or to “experiential” processes of a Mannheimian sort.
Depending upon the nesting properties of the research design, (.38 there may be one
or more contextual levels. By now there are a sizeable number of such projects in various
stages of longitudinality and containing varying amounts of comparable measures.

5 Revisiting the Role of the Family

From the earliest scholarly inquiries on through to the present time the role of the family
as a prime agent of socialization has occupied an important place in the literature. By in-
ference it was assumed that the family, mainly parents, played a predominant role given
the child's early and prolonged exposure to the family on the one hand, and the relative
degree of continuity observed in political cultures on the other hand. Such reasoning was
predicated on the basis of social learning theories (direct modeling, cue giving, and rein-
forcement processes within the family) or the impact of factors associated with various
social and economic characteristics of the family—the social milieu pathway (Dalton
1982).
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It was not until the advent of study designs that included independent information from
both parents and children that more specific tests of propositions about the reproduction
of parental political characteristics in their offspring could be conducted. As noted in the
preceding section, many of these studies continue to focus on partisanship and ideology
and have enriched our understanding of parental influence. In that respect social learn-
ing in the form of the direct transmission model seems to work reasonably well and varies
in rather predictable ways according to systemic characteristics. With respect to a num-
ber of other orientations, the model often proved to be wanting in early studies (e.g. Aller-
beck, Jennings, and Rosenmayr 1979; Jennings and Niemi 1968), and thereby generated
some skepticism about direct parental influence. More nuanced assessments have demon-
strated, however, that topic salience and perceptual accuracy enhance remarkably the
likelihood of reproductive fidelity (e.g. Tedin 1974; Westholm 1999) and that taking mea-
surement error into account also increases the similarity between parent and child (Dal-
ton 1980). It also turns out that the transmission model tends to be generally more robust
than a model using family social traits as predictors of offspring political traits (Glass,
Bengston, and Dunham 1986; Jennings 1984; and US Department of Education 1999, 45-
56).

Two intriguing questions about parental influence require complex designs: how endur-
ing is parental influence and are there differences in parental impact across generations?
These questions have been addressed using the American long-term, multi-generation
“student-parent socialization project” initially based on a national sample of high school
seniors and their parents (Jennings, Stoker, and Bowers 2005). As for the first question,
parent-child correspondence is at its zenith before the child leaves home, drops substan-
tially as the child moves through young adulthood, and (.39 levels off subsequently. One
key factor affecting sustained parental impact is parental attitudinal stability on the polit-
ical topic at hand; another factor is parental politicization level. As for the second ques-
tion about intergenerational differences in parental influence, the answer is one of conti-
nuity. Congruence between the erstwhile high school seniors and their offspring as of
1997 closely matched that between the seniors and their parents in 1965, this being so
despite vast changes in the social and political landscape over time.

Family influence continues to be assessed by introducing family socioeconomic and politi-
cal characteristics into the analysis, most especially in the absence of direct measures of
parental characteristics. Thus many of the civic engagement studies referenced above uti-
lize family-level estimates obtained from youthful respondents either as independent or
control variables. The reliability of such respondent reports ranges widely, with more con-
fidence being placed in reports about concrete, objective traits. As Tedin noted some time
ago (1976), perceptions about all but the most potent of parental political attitudes are
fraught with error.

Cross-section studies of adults also continue to utilize reports about the family of origin
as a way of understanding adult orientations. Illustratively, in one imaginative inquiry
Miller and Sears (1986) demonstrated that the continuity of demographic features from
the family of origin to one's adult years had a strong bearing on levels of social tolerance.
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Addressing a traditional topic with a rich data set, Verba, Schlozman, and Burns (2005)
showed that more parental education increases the likelihood of later offspring political
participation not only by providing a richer political environment in the home but also by
enhancing the educational attainments of their offspring which are, in turn, related to
participation.

6 Foregone Alternatives and New Opportunities

I close this chapter with a brief comment about what might have been and what might yet
be. A missed opportunity concerns the large influx of immigrants into a number of coun-
tries over the past few decades. Not only did this present a chance to study the socializa-
tion processes and outcomes regarding pre-adults, but it also represented a unique op-
portunity to analyze the resocialization of adults. Some relevant work, often flying under
the conceptual banner of integration and differentiation, has appeared (e.g. Cain, Kiewi-
et, and Uhlaner 1991; de la Garza et al. 1992; Bowlen, Nicholson, and Segura 2006). For
the most part, however, systematic inquiries with a focus on socialization as such have
been lacking.® Part of the difficulty is that ordinary .40) probability samples of pre-adult
and adult populations usually do not include enough distinctive immigrant groups for ana-
lytic purposes. More purposive sampling schemes such as that employed by Gimpel, Lay,
and Schuknecht (2003) are in order. The window of opportunity has shrunk in many
places, but ample space remains for innovative research.

A possible new research direction has been recently advanced, one which joins a stream
of research linking the social sciences and behavioral genetics. Alford, Funk, and Hibbing
(2005) use data from twin studies in the United States to argue that genetics plays a more
than trivial role in the construction of political orientations. At this early stage it is diffi-
cult to predict the future of this innovation. Still, it brings a provocative addition to the
political socialization literature and links the subfield to emergent trends in the disci-
pline.
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Notes:
(1) I omit that considerable literature due to its dated appearance.

(2) This finding has been undermined by the revelation that the effects appeared predom-
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(3) A competing model, mid-life stability, is similar except that it predicts a tapering off of
stability in the later years.

(4) Some reports emerging from the 28-nation IEA Civic Education project also take a
small N approach (e.g. Torney-Purta, Barber, and Richardson 2004).

(5) Campbell (2006, ch. 5) used the United States portion of the project.

(6) Here, as elsewhere, my restriction to the English-language literature has undoubtedly
excluded some pertinent contributions.
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This article studies the belief systems and political decision making and examines the ob-
servation that political scientists have the ability to tell a coherent story about citizens
and public opinion. It reviews and summarizes the original story about citizens and poli-
tics, which can be found in Converse's “The Nature of Mass Belief Systems’. The next sec-
tion discusses three revisions of the story and the studies that gird them. The article ends
with an examination of the validity of these three revisions.
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Buoyed by forty years of systematic research, political scientists should be able to tell a
coherent story about citizens and politics. How much do citizens know about politics? Do
they understand left-right ideology, and do they think in ideological terms? Do they hold
meaningful attitudes on current issues? Do they update their beliefs and attitudes in re-
sponse to changing conditions?

To a commendable extent, political scientists have met the expectation. Most, if asked,
would tell a story much like the following: A sizeable segment of the adult population
knows little about politics. Failing to understand the left-right context that structures de-
bates among their elected representatives, they cannot adequately assess those debates
or the policy proposals that generate them. When asked, these same citizens express poli-
cy preferences. These preferences wobble randomly over time, however, suggesting that
most respondents fail to hold real opinions, but, to please the interviewers, answer the
survey questions anyway. The relative few, in contrast, understand the contours of poli-
tics, hold firm beliefs and attitudes, and generally get things right.

This story has a familiar ring, and for good reason. Converse (1964) first told it more than
four decades ago, and scholars have been retelling it ever since. It is as though each new
generation of scholars repeats the story as a rite of passage into the community of public
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opinion researchers. Its staying power is a testament to the impressive quality of
Converse's writing, argument, and evidence.

(p. 46)

However, three revisions of the original story now exist. The “downbeat” revision ques-
tions the performance of Converse's exalted few, showing that these highly partisan indi-
viduals undertake a variety of arguably unreasonable mental gymnastics to retain their
existing political attitudes. Ironically, their very understanding of politics provides the
know-how necessary to perform the gymnastics. The “really downbeat” revision tells a
story in which all citizens lack true political attitudes. At its limit, this revision tells a sto-
ry of inevitability in which all citizens lack complete and coherent political beliefs and
preferences.

The “upbeat” revision takes Converse in the opposite direction. In it, proportionately far
more than 12 percent of US citizens know the basics of politics. They rationally update
their beliefs and preferences in response to changing conditions. They also use general
principles—core values and political ideology, for example—to inform their (real) attitudes
and to make reasonably good choices and judgments. Moreover, citizens in some Euro-
pean countries display especially high levels of political knowledge, suggesting that politi-
cal contexts can enhance citizen performance independently of individual capabilities and
motivations.

The discussion in this chapter proceeds as follows. We first review and summarize the
original story, as told in Converse's “The Nature of Mass Belief Systems” (1964) and else-
where (Converse 1970, 2000; Converse and Markus 1979). Discussions of the three re-
vised stories and the studies that gird them follow. The final, most important section of
this chapter first addresses the validity of the three revisions, as we portrayed them. This
concern arises because the revisionist stories stem from integrating the literature in a
particular way, with which others might disagree.! The remainder of the section proposes
that the public opinion literature has become schizophrenic. Some of the four stories con-
tradict each other. In most cases, these contradictions arise because scholars act as
though they are oblivious to the implications of others' research. This is most evident in
but not limited to the case of upbeat revisionists, who favorably cite Converse's original
study and then ignore the implications of his substantive conclusions.

1 The Original Story

Converse began with the notion of political belief systems, which are integrated mental
structures in which the component elements logically fit together. For most countries, he
argued, the left-right character of elite discourse defines the logic (also see chapter by
Mair in this volume). Political ideology serves as the glue that constrains and integrates
political belief systems.

(p. 47)
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Taking advantage of a 1956-58-60 American National Election panel study (ANES), Con-
verse set out to determine how well US citizens understand left-right ideology. He em-
ployed several strategies. Most notably and most widely cited, he coded respondents'
open-ended answers to 1956 questions asking them to express what they liked and dis-
liked about the two parties and their 1956 presidential candidates. Using a generous cod-
ing scheme, Converse found that he could label only 12 percent of all respondents as ei-
ther ideologues or near-ideologues, which is to say that they referred to the parties and
candidates in left-right terms.? In other words, little more than one of ten Americans ac-
tively used ideological modes of thought.

The 1960 wave of the panel asked respondents whether they recognized one party as
more liberal or conservative than the other. If they answered in the affirmative, they were
first asked which party seemed the more conservative and then asked, “What do you have
in mind when you say that the Republicans (Democrats) are more conservative than the
Democrats (Republicans)?” If respondents said they did not see a difference, they were
asked whether they wanted to guess whether people generally consider Democrats or Re-
publicans as more conservative.3 If the individual guessed, then he or she received a fol-
low-up question asking what people had in mind when they called one or the other party
more conservative. Twenty-nine percent refused to answer either closed-ended question.
Another 8 percent tried to answer the closed-ended question but then could not answer
the open-ended follow-up. About half of all respondents gave a right answer to both the
closed- and open-ended questions. But only about 15 percent of all respondents, even in
the presence of explicit priming, answered the open-ended questions in a way that re-
flected a broad understanding of liberal-conservative ideology, at least by Converse's
standard.*

Converse also examined the inter-item correlations among responses to policy preference
questions and found them to vary from weak to non-existent. People who took a liberal
position on one issue did not necessarily take a liberal position on another. Equivalent
correlations among a sample of incumbents and challengers running for the 85th Con-
gress were markedly higher, underlining the greater ideological consistency among this
elite group.®

On every front Converse considered, the evidence told the same story: most people show
little understanding of ideological politics. He identified issue publics, small numbers of
people who had become knowledgeable about a specific issue or two, but the overall level
of understanding left much to be desired. The relatively few who understood left-right
politics tended to be better educated, more interested in politics, and generally more sim-
ilar to the politicians who represented them.

(p. 48)

In principle, people could fail to grasp liberal-conservative ideology and still hold mean-
ingful attitudes. To explore this possibility, Converse traced respondents' across-time
opinions on a single issue, power and housing, using the 1956-58-60 ANES panel study.
The item read as follows: “The government should leave things like electrical power and
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housing for private businessmen to handle.” He chose this issue because it represented a
limiting case: neither politicians nor anyone else discussed power and housing during the
four-year period and thus those who expressed real opinions on it should not have
changed them (Converse 1970). Many people indicated they lacked an opinion, a finding
that fell by the wayside in subsequent critiques and discussions of Converse. Among
those who answered the (agree-disagree) item, most appeared to answer randomly. Only
a small proportion—about 20 percent—held stable attitudes across all three time periods.
Converse did not report—presumably the small number of cases prevented him—whether
those who held fixed opinions across time included the 12 percent whom he had labeled
ideologues or near ideologues.

Sensitive to the possibility that the 1956-58-60 results stemmed from the choice of issues
and the time frame of the study, Converse and Markus (1979; also see Converse 2000) re-
visited the issue instability thesis using the 1972-74-76 ANES panel study. They found,
once again, that partisan identification changed relatively little across time. But just as
Converse found earlier, issue preferences generally lacked stability. This time, however,
there were exceptions: preferences remained highly stable on abortion, busing, and legal-
ization of marijuana, what Converse and Markus called the new moral issues. Moreover,
the four-year continuity coefficient on the seven-point ideology scale was a relatively
high .56, suggesting that many people remain ideologically consistent across time. This
finding seemingly challenged Converse's original conclusion that only a relative few peo-
ple understand ideology. The authors explained the size of the continuity coefficient on
two grounds: first, 35 percent or more of the respondents failed to place themselves on
two successive administrations of the scale, and thus did not enter into the calculation of
the continuity coefficient; second, substantial numbers of the remaining respondents
placed themselves at the center of the scale, presumably because they did not under-
stand left-right ideology. Converse and Pierce (1986) reported similar findings among
French citizens. Unlike the earlier American studies, the France study included a two-
wave elite panel. Moreover, the elite and mass panels used identical questions, which al-
lowed the researchers to speak more confidently than Converse could earlier to the
mass-elite differences.

Among Converse's many contributions, establishing a criterion by which to determine
whether people hold true attitudes arguably stands as the most important. Before he
wrote, a researcher would (reasonably) assume that respondents' one-time answers rep-
resented their real preferences. That assumption will not do, Converse showed. The key
is whether respondents express essentially the same preferences over time. Only when
they do can the researcher legitimately construe a stated preference at any one point in
time as real. We will return to this insight later.

».19 2 The Downbeat Revision

Converse did not explicitly state that the relatively few citizens who understand politics
and hold real attitudes carry the day for democratic governance; presumably he thought
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so. Others have carried the notion forward in one fashion or another. Luskin (1990, 331)
states boldly that in a representative democracy “only a small proportion of the popula-
tion can participate in politics to the fullest.” In his mind, these are Converse's relative
few. When Althaus (1998, 2003) and Bartels (1996) conduct simulations to determine
whether the less informed would hold the same policy preferences as the more informed
if they possessed more information, they assume that the more knowledgeable set the
standard; they hold the right opinions. But do informed citizens warrant an exalted status
in democratic governance? Recent evidence suggests that they might not.

At the time Converse wrote, the dominant psychological theories were cognitive-motiva-
tional, emphasizing in particular the individual's desire to maintain belief-attitude consis-
tency. Trained as a social psychologist, he knew those theories well. For reasons only
Converse knows, he chose to emphasize cognition over motivation in “Mass Belief Sys-
tems.”% During the two decades following its publication, psychology and political psy-
chology did the same, turning to cognition-dominated theories of information processing.
Only recently have researchers in both fields begun, once again, to account for the ef-
fects of motivation.

Why is this history important? Once political scientists began to consider how motivations
affect citizen decision making, they generated findings that shifted attention from the
many who do not understand politics to the relatively few who do. Precisely because they
understand politics, it appears, these relatively few are able to employ an array of mental
gymnastics to maintain their existing beliefs and attitudes.

Under normal circumstances, when the political environment is not constantly bombard-
ing citizens with belief-challenging arguments and information, these individuals often
hold factually wrong beliefs that reinforce their existing attitudes. In other words, they
can easily believe what they want to believe, and do. For example, Nadeau and Niemi
(1995; Nadeau, Niemi, and Levine 1993) found that respondents who saw Hispanics as a
source of crime were more inclined to overestimate their size than those who did not. The
well educated and politically astute were especially vulnerable to such bias.

So what happens when politically sophisticated people hear an argument or receive factu-
al information that challenges their political preferences? Do they adjust their beliefs and
attitudes accordingly? Taber and Lodge (2006) conducted experiments in which they
asked subjects to evaluate arguments about various @50 policies. They found that sub-
jects evaluate attitudinally congruent arguments as stronger than attitudinally incongru-
ent arguments; counter-argue contrary arguments and uncritically accept supporting ar-
guments; and seek out confirmatory evidence. These mental processes, in turn, lead to at-
titude polarization, that is, a strengthening of the original attitudes. More relevant here,
strongly partisan and politically astute respondents show an especially strong proclivity
to rely on these processes.

Similarly, in unusually high information environments where challenging facts persist,
these attentive and knowledgeable individuals ultimately change their beliefs; but then
they find means to retain their political attitudes. Panel studies conducted over the dura-

Page 5 of 23



Belief Systems and Political Decision Making

tion of the Iraq war found that strong Republicans maintained their support for the war,
despite worsening conditions, by interpreting existing conditions and predicting future
ones to their advantage. They construed US troop casualties as less severe than, for ex-
ample, weak Republicans did, and also predicted lower levels of future casualties. And
when the Bush administration itself acknowledged that weapons of mass destruction
probably did not exist in Iraq, politically astute Republicans attributed their absence to
one of two factors: they had been moved to another country or Saddam had destroyed
them just prior to the US invasion (Gaines et al. 2006).”

One might justifiably argue that much of this evidence reflects healthy skepticism on the
part of the relative few; politically sophisticated people should resist change. However, at
some point this resistance is no longer reasonable. In Taber and Lodge's words (2006,
22), “skepticism becomes bias when it becomes unreasonably resistant to change and es-
pecially when it leads one to avoid information.... And polarization seems to us difficult to
square with a normatively acceptable model (especially since the supporters and oppo-
nents in [a] policy debate will diverge after processing exactly the same

information)” (original italics). They might have added that these mental gymnastics
greatly reduce the capacity of the citizenry to provide democratic intelligence, that is, to
let policy makers know whether existing policies are failing or succeeding.

The downbeat revision, then, differs qualitatively from Converse's. The difference lies not
with who knows what about the general contours of politics; on this, the two tales con-
verge. Nor does it lie with the politically uninformed; in both instances, they play a limit-
ed role in democratic governance. Rather, it lies with the performance of the politically
knowledgeable; in the story recounted here, they often fail to hold accurate factual be-
liefs, and they devote most of their mental energies to maintaining their attitudes, often
unreasonably. In short, they fail to provide the guidance of which they otherwise would be
capable.

»s» 3 The Really Downbeat Revision

Converse concluded that relatively few people understand ideological politics and hold
true attitudes. The downward revision, by introducing motivation, raises questions about
the performance of these few. It generates an unsettling question: does democratic gover-
nance lack a compelling rationale?

In the really downbeat revision, this question takes on added meaning. It reveals a citi-
zenry whose answers to survey questions about politics and policy reflect the considera-
tions that happen to come to mind. In turn, which considerations come to mind depends
on the political communications the individual recently received. These “top-of-the head”
answers imply that while people might express “opinions” at any moment, they are not
fixed and thus not true. This verdict applies to all citizens, not just the less informed.2
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Political scientists will immediately recognize this story; John Zaller developed it in his
widely read and acclaimed The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion (1992), which builds
more directly on Converse than any other single study. He develops a formal model based
on axioms, which he summarizes as follows (1992, 51): “Opinion statements, as conceived
in my four-axiom model, are the outcome of a process in which people receive new infor-
mation, decide whether to accept it, and then sample at the moment of answering ques-
tions. For convenience, therefore, I will refer to this process as the Receive-Accept-Sam-
ple, or RAS, model.” People's attention to politics determines whether they receive infor-
mation, and their ideological predispositions and, more generally, core values shape
whether they accept it.

Zaller offers varied evidence in support of his model. He undertakes a survey experiment
in which he asked half of the respondents a series of standard National Election Study
questions on aid to blacks, federal job guarantees, and the proper level of government
services. The other half received the same questions, but right after they answered the
items they were asked to stop and think about the ideas that went through their minds as
they answered. He shows that which ideas, or considerations, come to mind strongly
shapes the attitudes that respondents express. More important, he shows that these con-
siderations vary across time, and thus so do people's expressed attitudes.

The other data consist of American National Election Surveys combined with coded New
York Times news stories. In an impressive set of empirical analyses, Zaller shows that
when politicians and other political activists agree on an issue—support for a US inva-
sion, for example—citizens think as one. When elites polarize, citizens do also. ®.52) At-
tentive citizens, who are strongly disposed in one ideological direction or the other, show
the greatest polarization. That is because these individuals simply echo what their pre-
ferred party leaders say.

Bartels takes the implications of Zaller's work to a more extreme conclusion than Zaller
did. In a chapter of a book dedicated to Converse, Bartels (2003) distinguishes between
attitudes and preferences (a distinction that we have not made in our discussion). He ar-
gues that people hold attitudes—psychological tendencies—but not preferences—definite
and particular expressions. Borrowing heavily from the Tversky-Kahneman research on
framing effects (1982, 1986; also see Iyengar 1987, 1990; Quattrone and Tversky 1988;
but see Druckman 2001, Druckman and Nelson 2003), as well as Zaller, Bartels concludes
that the political environment strongly shapes how these psychological tendencies be-
come manifested. He concludes:

[TThe common view of political scientists seems to be that the signs of “casual and
shallow” thinking that Converse took as evidence of non-attitudes may character-
ize some of the people some of the time, or even most of the people most of the
time, but are by no means endemic. My own reading of the evidence is more pes-
simistic. At least if “attitudes” are taken to mean logically consistent summary
evaluations of any conceivable political object...then it seems clear to me that
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even splendidly well informed, attentive citizens will routinely flunk the test.
(2003, 63)

[T]he evidence already in hand provides rather modest grounds for imagining that
the context dependence of political attitudes...is simply a result of ignorance, inat-
tention, or bias, to be remedied by more careful thought or unfettered delibera-
tion. For the moment, at least, it seems to me that we must probably accede to
[the] conclusion that the context dependence of preferences is an unavoidable
consequence of basic cognitive and evaluative processes. (64)

The fundamental shortcomings of the human thought process, especially when exacerbated by
the nature of competitive politics, preclude the kind of democracy that normative theories pre-
scribe. Citing Riker (1982, 244), Bartels reaches this grand conclusion (2003, 74): “ ‘popular
rule’ is impossible but...citizens can exercise ‘an intermittent, sometime random, even perverse,
popular veto’ on the machinations of political elites.” This is a far more excitable conclusion than
Converse's!

4 The Upbeat Revision

Until now, the discussion has progressed toward increasingly more downbeat conclusions
about the nature of public opinion and citizen performance. Not all research has moved in
this direction. To the contrary, an accumulation of research reaches far more upbeat con-

clusions than Converse reached. Because many scholars have contributed to it, and often

from different perspectives, the upbeat revision is less cohesive and self-evident than the

other two revisions. It is every bit as important.

Thirty-two years after “Mass Belief Systems,” Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996) undertook
the single most comprehensive analysis of political knowledge and . 53) information.
The authors did not limit their definition of political knowledge to ideological understand-
ing, asking instead what US citizens know with respect to the rules of the game, the cur-
rently important political actors, and the substance of domestic and foreign affairs. They
take advantage of a large number of existing surveys, as well as their own, to determine
the percentages of the respondents who provide the right answers to (mostly) closed-end-
ed survey questions. Warning that “it is meaningless to talk about how much the ‘public’
knows about politics” (269) given the unequal distribution of knowledge across citizens
and across specific survey items, they nevertheless conclude that “more than a small frac-
tion of the public is reasonably well informed about politics—informed enough to meet
high standards of good citizenship” (269). Although Delli Carpini and Keeter do not ex-
plicitly define “more than a small fraction,” they clearly mean it to include far more than
12 percent of the citizenry. In other words, they find a notably more knowledgeable citi-
zenry than Converse did. The authors also report that levels of political knowledge among
US citizens did not change over the past fifty years, which eliminates a handy explanation
of the discrepancy between their and Converse's conclusions.
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Not only does the upbeat version find a relatively informed citizenry, it also finds citizens
that act as Bayesian rational updaters when new information comes their way (Gerber
and Green 1998; Green, Palmquist, and Schickler 2004). For example, Democrats, Repub-
licans, and Independents alike update their beliefs about the economy and their approval
ratings of presidents. If the economy worsens, for example, people say the economy is
weakening. Moreover, they update their beliefs in the same, expected direction and to the
same extent.”

The preceding works portray a citizenry who ground their beliefs and attitudes in reality,
implying that people hold true beliefs and attitudes. Many other studies, far too many to
recite here, convey the same message. Kinder and Winter (2001) used the 1992 National
Election Study to explore the black-white divide on racial and social welfare issues. They
identified significant attitudinal differences across the two races on most of the attitudi-
nal items, all in line with what one would expect. In every instance, African Americans ex-
pressed more liberal opinions, overall, than whites did. In the 1992 presidential election,
of those favoring aid to minorities 69 percent voted for Bill Clinton while only 17 percent
voted for George Bush; of those favoring national health care 61 percent voted for Clin-
ton while 20 percent voted for Bush; and of those opposing the death penalty, 70 percent
voted for Clinton and 19 percent voted for Bush (Erikson and Tedin 1995). These dramat-
ic differences shout loudly: people hold meaningful political attitudes.

Moreover, they effectively draw on their core values and political ideologies when form-
ing their attitudes and candidate evaluations. Feldman (1988) shows that how much peo-
ple valued the work ethic and equality of opportunity shaped their evaluations of Ronald
Reagan as president. Those who strongly favored equality of ®.54 opportunity, for exam-
ple, supported liberal government policy more than those who opposed it. These assess-
ments of government policy, in turn, shaped how favorably people evaluated Reagan's po-
sitions. Those who expressed support for the work ethic held more positive images of
Reagan than those who did not.!? Equally compelling, Hurwitz and Peffley (1987)
demonstrate that people use a hierarchically structured belief system to form foreign pol-
icy preferences. Core values such as ethnocentrism and moral beliefs about killing serve
as the foundation. In-between these core values and specific foreign policy preferences
are what Hurwitz and Peffley call postures. Functioning as mediators, they include
themes such as whether the government should pursue an isolationist policy, and whether
the government should adopt an aggressive stance in its relationships with other coun-
tries. Hurwitz and Peffley demonstrate that ordinary citizens, even those who know little
about foreign policy, draw on this hierarchically structured belief system to infer specific
preferences.

Others working in the upbeat perspective show, seemingly in contradiction to Converse,
that citizens use their self-proclaimed ideologies to make appropriate candidate choices
and evaluations. For example, Levitin and Miller (1979) find that some Democrats called
themselves conservatives and some Republicans called themselves liberals in the 1972
and 1976 presidential elections. Using the 1972-6 panel data, they also show that the in-
dividual-level ideological continuity correlation is .65, compared to .80 for partisan identi-
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fication. Ideological self-placement looks remarkably stable across time. Most significant-
ly, ideology and partisan identification independently shape the vote; far more liberal than
conservative Democrats support Democratic candidates, and so on. In a follow-up and
more thorough study that covers all elections from the 1950s through the 1990s, Miller
and Shanks (1996) argue that enduring ideological predispositions play a major role in
shaping voters' reactions to election campaigns and their presidential choices.

Let us pause and summarize the upbeat version as we have stated it thus far. Substantial
informational gaps exist between the most and least informed. Nevertheless, a sizeable
majority of citizens grasps at least some of the basic political contours. Even more im-
pressively, people appear to update their factual beliefs consistently with changed condi-
tions. They notice, for example, when the economy falters or improves. They hold real at-
titudes. African Americans consistently take more liberal policy positions than whites, for
example; and those who hold liberal attitudes show markedly greater support for Democ-
ratic presidents. In addition, citizens use their core values and political ideologies to de-
rive “the right” policy preferences and choose “the right” candidates.!!

(p. 55)

Cross-national studies also contribute, albeit indirectly, to the upbeat revision. Early re-
search, some of it by Converse himself (Converse and Dupeux 1962; Converse and Pierce
1986), reported low levels of issue constraint and ideological understanding (Butler and
Stokes 1969) among French and British citizens. A later and more comprehensive study
of five countries—Austria, Britain, Germany, the Netherlands, and the United States—es-
sentially replicated Converse's original analysis, including the accounting of non-respons-
es, and identified higher levels of ideological understanding, overall, suggesting an over-
time increase in comprehension (Klingemann 1979a, 1979b).12 Dalton (2002) attributes
this change in comprehension to increased education levels and the greater availability of
mediated political information.

Moreover, Klingemann (1979a, 1979b; also see Dalton 2002) found that the level of ideo-
logical sophistication varied across the five countries. German and Dutch citizens showed
more understanding of left-right ideology than citizens in the United States and Great
Britain. This finding suggests that characteristics of political systems—the structure of
the party system, the availability of ideologically based information, and so forth—shape
how much citizens know about ideological politics. In an attempt to answer this question
more directly, Gordon and Segura (1997) studied more than 11,000 respondents in twelve
countries. They found country-level factors to have the larger effects and to account for
more of the variance in political sophistication than individual-level characteristics. For
example, people who lived in countries with national proportional representation and
multiparty systems did better at placing parties on a left-right scale, all else equal, than
those who did not. Institutions can enhance (or inhibit) what people know about politics,
quite independently of their own motivations and capabilities.!3
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5 An Arguably Schizophrenic Literature

The preceding discussion has covered much territory: from Converse's original and wide-
ly cited story to three revisions of it. Two of the three revisions reach more pessimistic
conclusions about citizens and public opinion than Converse did, the other a more opti-
mistic conclusion. Such variability in scholars' evaluations raises two questions: Is the re-
search enterprise schizophrenic? In any event, how could scholars reach such differing
conclusions? We will address these matters below. First, however, do the three revisions
represent valid characterizations of the literature?

(p. 56)

This would be a readily answerable question if a single, right characterization served as
the standard. Of course, it does not; if it did, we would not be entertaining the question.
Scholars do not always agree on how to characterize a single study, let alone on how to
integrate many studies. Chronology sometimes serves as the basis for integration, but the
three revisions do not follow a single chronology, from oldest to most recent. If the four
stories followed a natural evolution from, say, Converse to the upbeat version, only a
chronological ordering would do. That is not the case.

Instead, therefore, the constructions of the revisions reflect a conscious effort to identify
distinct and markedly different stories. The first two revisions—the downbeat and really
downbeat revisions—emerge from relatively small bodies of literature that most students
of public opinion would acknowledge as well-defined research programs (albeit by more
than a single author or group of coauthors). Political motivation anchors the first pro-
gram, ambivalence and its implications the second. The upbeat revision draws on more
highly disparate literatures, to be sure, but that alone does not undermine its validity as a
characterization. Improper interpretation of those literatures is another matter. We made
every effort to remain faithful to them. In the end, we leave it to others to demonstrate
the errors of our way.

Right or wrong, the integration of the literature into Converse's original story and three
revisions reveals a dismayingly high number of contradictions. Converse and the really
downbeat revision disagree on the existence of true attitudes among the few who under-
stand politics. Converse and the upbeat revision differ fundamentally and consistently in
their conclusions about citizens' capabilities. The downbeat and really downbeat revisions
differ in their conclusions about the existence of true political attitudes among the politi-
cally astute. The upbeat revision takes political attitudes for granted while the really
downbeat revision asserts that such attitudes do not exist. There are other inconsisten-
cies.

Do these conflicts and contradictions reflect a truly schizophrenic literature, or are they
no more than the kinds of across-study differences that every field experiences? The re-
mainder of this section takes a closer look at selected contradictions to determine how
they arose and how deeply they go. To anticipate: it looks like schizophrenia to us.
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Converse's twin conclusions that few citizens understand political ideology and few hold
true attitudes serve as natural starting points. An implication follows from each conclu-
sion. The lack-of-ideological-understanding conclusion produces the following implication
and its corollary:

Scholars should rarely and cautiously use closed-ended measures of ideology in
their analyses. They will likely interpret statistically significant relationships be-
tween such measures and other measures of interest as applying to all of their re-
spondents when in fact the relationships probably arise from multiple causal
processes. The posited effects of ideology will hold for a small, genuinely ideologi-
cal set of the sample, while the ideology measure is, for the remaining respon-
dents, a noisy reading of something distinct from ideological understanding that is
also related to vote or policy preference.

Similarly, since Converse demonstrated a lack of issue stability among Americans in two
different studies and on a wide range of issues, the working assumption must be @57
that, except on a few moral issues, most people do not hold true political attitudes. Thus
the second implication and its corollary:

Unless scholars demonstrate, with panel data, that people hold stable and thus re-
al attitudes, they should rarely and cautiously use cross-sectional attitude mea-
sures in their analyses. They will likely interpret statistically significant relation-
ships between such measures and other measures of interest as indicating that all
of their respondents hold true attitudes when in fact only a small percentage do.
For the remainder, the attitude measures are a noisy reading of something distinct
from true attitudes that is also related to the other measures of interest.

Finally, Converse (1990, 2000) has often decried the large percentages who do not an-
swer the survey items. From his perspective, this group is not solely a nuisance to be cast
aside as quickly as possible; it comprises an important part of the story about the nature
of public opinion in American politics. Thus a third implication:

If scholars seek a balanced and not overly-optimistic judgment about the nature of
public opinion, they must take non-respondents into account.*

If Converse reached the right conclusions, and we derived the right implications, then
many of the studies included in the upbeat version begin to look problematic. Students of
public opinion routinely use the closed-ended, seven-point ideology scales that the ANES
inserted after Converse first wrote. The scales run from extremely liberal to extremely
conservative. In any American National Election Study, somewhere between 20 and 30
percent of the survey respondents fail to answer the question (a point to which we return
below). This leaves 70 to 80 percent who do answer it. But if Converse's original 12 per-
cent estimate of those who understand left-right ideology is about right, then one conclu-
sion follows: somewhere between 58 percent (70 percent—12 percent) and 68 percent (80
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percent—12 percent) of ANES respondents answer the closed-ended ideology questions
without understanding ideology itself.

In turn, conclusions that ideologies drive candidate evaluations, such as Levitin and
Miller's, take on a mysterious quality. Precisely what do the significant regression coeffi-
cients represent? Do they indicate that all, or at least most, of the respondents draw on
their ideologies? That is the conclusion researchers normally draw. However, it does not
comport with Converse's original portrayal of American citizens.

In 1985, Knight replicated Converse's open-ended analysis using the 1980 ANES. She
found essentially the same distribution that Converse found, although ideologues, defined
to include Converse's ideologues and near-ideologues, now comprised 22 percent of the
sample. They were better educated, more interested in politics, and more politically
knowledgeable than others. Even more telling, Knight then analyzed candidate evaluation
as a function of partisan identification, ideological self-label, and a set of issue prefer-
ences within each of Converse's four groups (ideologue, group benefit, nature of the
times, and no issue content). Her finding could not have been stronger: only among
Converse's ideologues did ideological self-label, as ®. 58 measured by the seven-point
scale, shape presidential candidate evaluations; and among this group, self-proclaimed
ideology packed a wallop. Among the other groups, it failed to reach statistical signifi-
cance. Knight concludes that “the effects of ideology are qualitatively different among
(Converse's) ideologues, and do not penetrate far beyond this level.... The ideology glass
is...brimming among ideologues and nearly empty among all other citizens” (1985, 851).
In other words, her findings imply that a small percentage of all respondents produced
the relationship between self-described ideologies and candidate evaluations that Levitin
and Miller reported. For the remainder; it reflects something other than a true ideological
connection.

In fairness, Levitin and Miller cite Converse's findings early in their article, acknowledg-
ing the controversy over the “appropriateness of the criteria and the methods used to de-
fine and measure the prevalence of ideological thought” (1979, 751). They proceed to use
the closed-ended measure nevertheless, on the grounds that they construe ideology much
like partisan identification: as a filter or predisposition on which people can draw, per-
haps, in many cases, without understanding what it really means. By defining political
ideology as a predisposition and not as understanding, Miller and Levitin consciously dis-
tinguish their conception from of Converse's. But notice that the literature now suffers
from an equally serious problem: the use of an identical label, political ideology, to repre-
sent different ideas. The tradeoff hardly represents intellectual progress.

What, then, about cross-sectional measures of political attitudes? From Converse's per-
spective, cross-sectional data cannot distinguish real from not-real attitudes. Neverthe-
less, scholars use cross-sectional measures, anyway. In other words, these studies assume
precisely what Converse's analysis of attitude stability implies they could not assume:
one-time responses represent true attitudes.
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Consider a concrete cross-sectional item: government guarantee of a job. Converse and
Markus (1979) uncovered considerable attitude instability on it. Most people, apparently,
do not hold true attitudes about job guarantees. Nevertheless, Kinder and Winter (2001),
in a study we noted earlier, use this and other cross-sectional attitude items to explore
the black-white divide on racial and social welfare issues. They identified significant atti-
tudinal differences across the two races on most of the items, including government job
guarantee. So did Converse and Markus overstate the attitude instability on this item?
Did pure chance work in Kinder and Winter's favor?!® The choice is clear: Converse and
Markus are right, in which case Kinder and Winter should justify their use of the govern-
ment guarantee item, or Converse (and Markus) is wrong, in which case someone must
present evidence in support of the claim. Pending a resolution, the term schizophrenia
does not grossly misrepresent the current state of affairs.

Note that Levitin and Miller report the number of missing cases, while Kinder and Winter
do not. The latter authors, unfortunately, not the former, represent current ®.59 prac-
tice. Substantively, neither study acknowledges these missing cases when reaching a final
verdict about citizen performance. From Converse's perspective, this omission seriously
distorts the story.

But could Converse have overstated his conclusions? Or do his conclusions no longer ap-
ply with the same force they did in 19647? Scholars have suggested both possibilities. A
decade after Converse wrote, Marcus, Tabb, and Sullivan (1974) argued that open-ended
questions measure verbal skills more than they measure political understanding; and that
measures of issue constraint ignore individual rationales that would justify the low con-
straint. Moreover, Converse imposed a very high standard. For example, he categorized
people who discussed liberal and conservative in spend-save terms as not really under-
standing left-right ideology. Yet political observers frequently portray ideological politics
in these very terms. No one, furthermore, has convincingly argued that open-ended ques-
tions more validly measure political understanding than closed-ended questions. Not sur-
prising, the latter reveal a more fully informed citizenry (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996).
Finally, Kinder (2003) argues that relatively many people now hold true attitudes, espe-
cially on burning social issues. Converse and Marcus (1979) themselves reported evi-
dence supporting Kinder's claim. Today's world does not resemble the world of the early
1960s.

Overall, however, different research choices seem to explain the divergence of Converse
and the upbeat revision. These include: the use of open-ended versus closed-ended ques-
tions; different interpretations of positive associations between ideological self-labels and
other variables of interest; assumptions about the validity and meaning of cross-sectional
attitude measures; and the incorporation of non-responses into the final story about citi-
zen performance. That Converse wrote first, of course, does not make him right. To date,
however, those who have contributed to the upbeat revision have not yet fully confronted
these differences and then justified their practices.
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Similar contradictions appear when comparing Converse with the really downbeat ver-
sion, represented by Zaller's The Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion (1992) and, later,
Bartels' elaboration. Recall that ideological orientation and attitude change, along with
political awareness, form the core of Zaller's top-of-the-head model of the survey re-
sponse. That ideological orientation serves as a key component of Zaller's model immedi-
ately raises the possibility that his research violates two of the implications identified
above: scholars should rarely and cautiously use closed-ended measures of ideology and
they should take missing data into account when reaching their final portrayals (especial-
ly given the large number of missing cases on the ideology measures). That he used
cross-sectional attitude measures raises the possibility that Zaller also violated the third
implication: scholars should rarely and cautiously use cross-sectional measures of atti-
tude. On the other hand, Zaller developed his model and conducted his empirical analysis
with the utmost care, and constantly with an eye on Converse.

Lamenting the lack of domain-specific measures of political values, Zaller makes a case
for using measures of general left-right orientations (1992, 27). Operationally, these mea-
sures tap people's predispositions to accept or resist the political communications they
receive from their environments. In Zaller's words: (. 60)

At some points in this study I will describe individuals as “liberal” or “conserva-
tive.” In so doing, I will never (his emphasis) mean to imply that the people so des-
ignated are necessarily full-fledged, doctrinaire ideologues of the left or right. I
will mean only that the people tend to be closer to one or the other pole of the
constellation of associated liberal-conservative values. (Ideology is an indicator) of
predispositions (his emphasis) to accept or reject particular political communica-
tions. (1992, 27-8)

Zaller could not be more explicit about his conception of ideology, which echoes Levitin and
Miller's.

He measures left-right orientations in various ways, depending on data availability. Some-
times he includes the seven-point ideology item, sometimes not. Often he uses cross-sec-
tional attitude measures—attitudes toward government services and government job
guarantees, for example. These are among the very items on which Converse and Markus
(1979) found people to lack true attitudes. Most intriguing, Zaller measures people's 1956
ideological orientations by constructing domestic and foreign policy scales. Some of the
items comprising the scales are those Converse originally used to show a lack of issue
constraint!

Zaller, like just about every scholar who uses responses to closed-ended questions, also
violates the third implication. Although he diligently reports the number of cases, he does
not given the proportion of respondents who were excluded from the analyses because
they failed to answer one or more questions. Nor does he consider the implications of the
missing cases, which approach 30 percent on occasions, for his overall story. In other
words, he reaches his conclusions using only part of the data base that Converse uses.
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To be clear: we are not criticizing Zaller's outstanding work. Many we included view The
Nature and Origins of Mass Opinion as the most important statement on public opinion
since Converse himself. But this only underlines the depth of the schizophrenia. In taking
Converse to new heights, Zaller, of all authors, appears to violate all three implications of
his work!

Finally, the downbeat and really downbeat revisions both portray citizens in a darker light
than Converse did, and yet offer diametrically opposed views of Converse's ideologues
and near-ideologues. In the downbeat version, these citizens dig their heels in the ground
and tenaciously protect their existing political beliefs and attitudes. Political attitudes are
not only real; they are, for the most part, immovable. But in the really downbeat version,
these same individuals do not hold true attitudes.!® That is because their expressed atti-
tudes at any point in time reflect the considerations that recent political debate and dis-
cussion bring to mind. To be sure, these politically knowledgeable people do not form
their attitudes randomly, but this is a far cry from holding rock-solid attitudes.

This contradiction, one of the most striking, might not be as severe as it appears. Snider-
man, Tetlock, and Elms (2001) find that political attitudes depend on a combination of po-
litical predispositions and particular situations. In their “probable .61 cause” experi-
ment, for example, they find that both self-labeled liberals and conservatives call a police
search for drugs more reasonable when told the suspects were using bad language than
when told they were well dressed. This is the situational component. Across both situa-
tions, liberals take a more lenient position than conservatives. This is the pre-disposition-
al component. And thus the conclusion: although contextual changes can cause attitudes
to look unstable, it is a big leap to call them meaningless, as the pre-dispositional compo-
nent shows. Whether Sniderman et al. fully reconcile the downbeat and really-downbeat
revisions is debatable. They do offer hope of reconciling at least some of the contradic-
tions.

The term schizophrenic, as applied to human beings, refers to an extreme personality dis-
order. Does public opinion research suffer an equivalent disorder? Unfortunately, in our
view, it does. Mounting additional empirical studies will probably exacerbate, not elimi-
nate the problem. Perhaps it is time to pause and take stock of the enterprise.

6 Concluding Comment

This chapter began with the observation that political scientists have been able to tell a
coherent story about citizens and public opinion. That story came directly and fully from
Converse. In light of the three revisions, however, this observation no longer holds. As in-
evitably happens following the publication of a simple, profound, and generally crystal-
clear statement on a scholarly topic, subsequent work muddied the waters. Simple be-
came complicated; subtle changes in concept definition and measurement accumulated
into increasingly larger departures from the original ideas; and scholars changed the cri-
teria by which to judge citizen performance. An abundance of riches generated by forty
years of additional research has, ironically, led from crystal-clear to schizophrenic. Crys-
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tal-clear does not mean right, just as schizophrenic does not imply wasted efforts. At this
very moment, however, students of public opinion could not tell the proverbial person on
the street a simple and comprehensible story about citizens and public opinion. Unless,
that is, they want to say, simply, that most people don't understand the contours of poli-
tics and most don't hold true political attitudes. Life was much easier when there was on-
ly Converse!
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Notes:

(1) For example, we paid little attention to publication chronology when identifying the
three revisions.

(2) Converse used the 1956 wave of the panel study for this analysis.

(3) The researchers asked this question to separate those who did not see a difference
from those who saw a difference but cynically believed it was meaningless.

(4) A sizeable number of respondents correctly identified Republicans as more conserva-
tive than Democrats and then, when asked what they meant, spoke largely in spend-save
terms. Converse distinguishes them from those who gave answers comparable to the ones
his ideologues and near-ideologues gave in the 1956 wave.

(5) Achen (1975) and Erikson (1979) raise important measurement concerns that we do
not pursue here.

(6) Only Converse knows for sure, but finding an almost complete lack of attitude consis-
tency within the context of existing psychological research probably surprised him.

(7) Related evidence comes from Luskin and Fishkin's research on deliberative polls
(1998). They found that deliberations effected attitude change among participants. Fol-
low-up surveys conducted several weeks after the deliberations found that most people,
and certainly the politically knowledgeable, returned to their original policy positions,
even though they continued to know more than they did before the experience.

(8) In a word, people experience ambivalence, a concept that Hochschild (1981) first in-
troduced in her study of citizens' attitudes toward equality. Hochschild conducted lengthy
open-ended interviews with 28 individuals to uncover the ambivalence. Other studies of
political ambivalence, all based on survey data, include Alvarez and Brehm (2002),
Basinger and Levine (2005), Grant and Rudolph (2003), Lavine and Steenbergen (2005),
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and Rudolph (2005). None of these authors goes as far as Zaller to derive the implications
of ambivalence for the nature and role of public opinion in democratic societies. On the
other hand, Zaller, unlike others, does not view ambivalence in terms of value or attitude
conflict. We thank Tom Rudolph for this astute observation.

(9) Note how this conclusion, which is derived from survey data, conflicts with Taber and

Lodge's experimental studies of motivation and attitude maintenance, which we cited ear-
lier (also see Bartels 2000). We will return to this conflict, as well as to others, in the next
section.

(10) A third value, support for the free enterprise system, had no effect.

(11) Despite its importance to the public opinion literature, we do not discuss the use of
political heuristics. That research asks how citizens can make reasonable decisions even
when they lack information (Brady and Sniderman 1985; Mondak 1993a, 1993b; Snider-
man, Brody, and Tetlock 1991; Mutz 1998). This chapter focuses more narrowly on what
citizens know (or don't know) and how they use whatever knowledge they possess. We al-
so skip the collective opinion literature (MacKuen, Erikson, and Stimson 1989 and Nar-
dulli 2005), some of which finds salvation in aggregation (Page and Shapiro 1982; but see
Althaus 1998).

(12) This finding appears to contradict Delli Carpini and Keeter's, which we cited earlier.

(13) In a replication of the Gordon and Segura study, Peyton (2006) uses hierarchical lin-
ear modeling to show that system- and individual-level characteristics interact. For exam-
ple, some system characteristics reduce the information gap between the more and less
educated.

(14) Converse has never stated these implications, which are ours alone, and he might
not agree with them.

(15) Quite possibly the authors justified their neglect of Converse and Markus in their
own minds, but they never explicated the reasoning. Probably three-quarters of all public
opinion studies conducted over the past 40 years resemble Kinder and Winter. We could
have chosen any one of them, although Kinder serves a useful purpose: he is one of the
leading public opinion scholars in political science who has often praised the quality of
Converse's work.

(16) We do not distinguish between attitudes and preferences, even though Bartels' argu-
ment centers on that distinction. We try, nevertheless, to be true to the spirit of his argu-
ment, which is to say that we equate attitudes with Bartels' preferences.

James H. Kuklinski

James H. Kuklinski is Professor of Political Science at the University of Illinois.

Buddy Peyton

Page 22 of 23



Belief Systems and Political Decision Making

Buddy Peyton is a Graduate Student at the University of Illinois.

Page 23 of 23



Elite Beliefs and the Theory of Democratic Elitism

Elite Beliefs and the Theory of Democratic Elitism &

Mark Peffley and Robert Rohrschneider
The Oxford Handbook of Political Behavior
Edited by Russell J. Dalton and Hans-Dieter Klingemann

Print Publication Date: Aug 2007
Subject: Political Science, Comparative Politics, Political Institutions
Online Publication Date: Sep 2009 DOI: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199270125.003.0004

Abstract and Keywords

This article discusses the empirical evidence of four of the more controversial pillars of
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EARLY studies of public opinion revealed a number of startling and wholly unfavorable
comparisons between mass belief systems and those of elites, variously defined. In a se-
ries of landmark studies, one analyst after another documented the decidedly impover-
ished state of political sophistication of public opinion when compared to elites, particu-
larly in the US: remarkably low levels of political information, a lack of ideological think-
ing, little “constraint” among various policy attitudes (e.g. Converse 1964), and a disturb-
ing lack of commitment to basic democratic principles such as political tolerance and mi-
nority rights (e.g. Stouffer 1955; McClosky 1964; Prothro and Grigg 1960). The only silver
lining in these early studies was the comparatively high level of sophistication and democ-
ratic virtue discovered among activists and elites. Elite political attitudes were not just
based on a vaster store of information and expertise, but were highly structured by ide-
ologies and were firmly anchored to an ongoing commitment to democratic principles and
institutions. These findings, coming as they did from a number of different quarters, ap-
peared to confirm a central claim of the theory of democratic elitism: political elites and
activists were the “carriers of the democratic creed” who protected the democratic order
from an unsophisticated and often undemocratic public.

(p. 66)

These scholars also said a great deal about both the sources and the benefits of the supe-
rior quality of elite beliefs in democratic politics. Elites are more sophisticated, it was ar-
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gued, because they have all the advantages on their side: they are better educated, better
socialized into the give-and-take of democratic politics, possess a disproportionate degree
of expertise, and are recruited from the most able socioeconomic strata. There are also
sizeable benefits that presumably spring from sophisticated elite beliefs. Elite communi-
cation is greatly facilitated because reliance on a common ideology provides a powerful
and efficient heuristic for making sense of the confusing buzz of information in the politi-
cal world. Elite discourse thus helps to structure political debate so that publics can
adopt elite “packages” of ideas—to know “what goes with what,” even if they do not know
why (Converse 1964). Moreover, if a consensus exists among elites in their support for de-
mocratic values, such values are likely to be transmitted to the public at large, or at least
to its more politically active elements (McClosky 1964; McClosky and Zaller 1984).

The claims of elitists have been the focus of a protracted debate in the political behavior
literature for the last fifty years. This chapter does not review the entire body of elite
studies; fortunately, others in this volume cover various aspects of elite research (Blondel
and Mueller-Rommel; Hoffman-L.ange) and masses (Kuklinski and Peyton; Mutz; Gibson)
that are beyond the scope of our review. Instead, we focus on empirical evidence for four
of the more controversial pillars of the democratic elitism thesis defined by the early
studies (e.g. Converse 1964; McClosky 1964; Prothro and Grigg 1960): (1) an elite con-
sensus exists in their support for and commitment to democratic values (the consensus-
pillar), (2) elites' democratic attitudes are highly structured (constraint pillar), (3) elites
are substantially more democratic than the mass public (the mass-elite pillar), and (4) act
as reliable guardians of democracy, protecting democratic institutions from an unsophisti-
cated and intolerant public (the guardianship pillar).

In addition, our review gives particular weight to survey studies comparing elite and
mass opinions in cross-national contexts, for such studies help to overcome one of the
more serious limitations of the early research: the near-exclusive focus on mature democ-
racies, in general, and the US, in particular. As shall become clear, as one moves beyond
the US, the pillars of democratic elitism become increasingly questionable propositions. A
central concern of this review article is to assess the extent to which the pillars of the elit-
ism thesis hold up when viewing the evidence from a cross-national perspective.

Accordingly, this chapter assesses the claims of the elitists by evaluating empirical evi-
dence from three bodies of research. First, we examine the growing body of elite re-
search on political tolerance, both in the US and abroad, which provides the most direct
evidence about how committed elites are to democratic values compared to mass publics.
Second, we explore analyses of elite beliefs in new democratic institutions—either at the
national or the supra-national level (e.g. the European Union)—to determine whether po-
litical elites support the norms of newly established democratic institutions. In the con-
cluding section, in addition to providing a final assessment of theory and research, we
consider recent elite studies that shed light on our central question. What does the avail-
able evidence tell us about the quality of elite decision making at the beginning of the
twenty-first century?
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» 1 The Long-Term Sources of Elite Beliefs

What factors shape elite beliefs? Most analyses would point to their socialization as an
important source of elite attitudes. The fundamental idea of the socialization approach is
that the exposure of political elites to the operating procedures of a regime develops the
values that underlie that institutional framework. The confluence of pre-adult socializa-
tion, adult political learning, and the selective recruitment of individuals with desirable
traits contribute to the emergence of mass-elite differences in political beliefs (Putnam
1973, 1976; Searing 1971).

At the beginning of elites' socialization is their exposure to a range of sources that all
members of a polity are exposed to, mostly through parents and peers, but also religious
institutions, mass media, or friendship networks (Putnam 1976). These forces operate
both at the national and supranational level. For instance, Euro-elites' prior national expe-
rience shapes their preferences on integration, such that commission officials “from polit-
ical systems in which political authority is concentrated... believe that national institu-
tions are capable of effective control....The political system that is most conducive to
these preferences is that of a large, unitary, state” (Hooghe 2001, 116). This research
suggests that earlier elite learning constitutes a powerful influence on elite beliefs.

In addition, political elites are disproportionately exposed to the norms of a regime and
thus have more opportunities to internalize regime norms than ordinary citizens (Putnam
1973; Aberbach, Putnam, and Rockman 1981; Rohrschneider 1999). Selective recruit-
ment, in turn, entails that individuals with regime-conforming characteristics are selected
for leadership positions in the first place (Sullivan et al. 1993). Elite research therefore
uniformly finds that individuals with higher education or with system-conforming values
are more likely to advance to positions of prominence than individuals who lack these at-
tributes. Finally, political elites are, if anything, strategic actors. They take into account
short-term factors such as the performance of a regime, or the personal benefits they de-
rive from a specific set of institutions (Hooghe 2001). It is thus not only the long-term ef-
fects of socialization on elite attitudes that must be accounted for, but also elites' more
short-term self-interest that should predict their political belief systems. Only a combina-
tion of socialization and self-interest factors is likely to provide a fuller understanding of
how elites behave the way they do—and whether they are likely to act as defenders of the
democratic creed.

Given the varied range of sources that contribute to the learning of elite beliefs, it is diffi-
cult, perhaps even impossible, to pinpoint the unique contribution of each process. How-
ever, if as numerous studies demonstrate, elite socialization shapes elite attitudes, these
studies cast some doubt on the consensus and guardianship pillar of democratic elitism
especially in new democracies. For we cannot assume that political elites are the stan-
dard bearers of the democratic creed in previously (.68 authoritarian nations where de-
mocratic learning could not have occurred. Indeed, the notion that education serves as a
source not only of enlightenment but also of indoctrination led some analysts to suggest
several decades ago that one must consider the undemocratic circumstances under which
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elites came to be educated: if elites are educated in an authoritarian context, they may
actually be more reluctant to endorse democratic values (Klingemann 1966). Thus, once
we move outside the realm of mature democracies, socialization arguments raise the dis-
quieting possibility that post-authoritarian elites may not endorse democratic values and
beliefs to the same degree that their US counterparts do.

Let us examine the available evidence in light of this implication. We begin by reviewing
research on political tolerance which speaks directly to the four tenets of democratic elit-
ism. Subsequently, we review the emerging literature on elite beliefs in other value do-
mains and countries.

2 Political Tolerance Research

More than any other area, research comparing levels and sources of political tolerance
(defined as a willingness to allow the expression of ideas that one opposes) of masses and
elites has provided one of the most focused assessments of the elitist theory of democra-
cy. The seminal studies of Stouffer (1955) and McClosky (1964), who found dramatically
higher levels of political tolerance among elites than masses, provided much of the initial
empirical support for democratic elitism. In his landmark survey study of political toler-
ance in the US during the McCarthy “Red Scare” era, Stouffer (1955) uncovered a large
gap between masses and elites (defined as leaders of local political and community orga-
nizations) in their tolerance of left-wing groups (mainly communists). McClosky (1964)
also found that political elites (delegates to the 1956 Democratic and Republican conven-
tions) were more committed to democratic norms and values than the mass public. Find-
ings from these and other studies (e.g. Prothro and Grigg 1960) laid the groundwork for
the elitist theory of democracy by suggesting that democracies were only likely to endure
if elites—acting as “guardians of democracy” and “carriers of the democratic creed”—
protected the regime from an intolerant public.

Other survey studies of political tolerance helped to establish democratic elitism as the
conventional wisdom. Nunn, Crocket, and Williams (1978) replicated Stouffer's survey in
the 1970s and concluded that mass-elite differences in levels of political tolerance are at-
tributable to the selective recruitment of elites from higher socioeconomic strata. In addi-
tion, McClosky and Brill (1983, 243) concluded that elites in their surveys were more sup-
portive of democratic values because they were better positioned to learn such complex
norms than ordinary citizens. Not only are elites more likely to be exposed to libertarian
principles and the practical lessons of ®. 69 applying such principles to “actual (and of-
ten puzzling) cases,” but elites are more likely to possess the motivation and “knowledge,
enlightenment, and openness to alternative modes of thought and conduct that are not of-
ten found among the mass public.” The conventional wisdom encapsulated in democratic
elitism thus reversed the traditional roles of citizens checking elites in classical democrat-
ic theory. As McClosky and Brill (1983, 434) argued, we should “take comfort from the
fact, as Stouffer did, that community leaders who are more tolerant than the general pub-
lic are likely to exercise a disproportionate influence over public policy.” This literature,
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in short, helped to establish the first pillar of the elitism thesis—elites are fundamentally
unified behind democratic values.

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, however, the elitist theory of democracy as applied to
political tolerance came under sustained attack by tolerance researchers whose findings
in the US and abroad raised serious questions about the wisdom of relying on elites to
serve as guardians of democracy. One of the more trenchant critiques of democratic elit-
ism comes from Sniderman and his colleagues' (1989, 1991, 1996) Charter Rights study in
Canada. This project consisted of a large mass sample and a sample of political elites
from the legislative, executive and judicial branches of government. The authors found
that even in mature democracies like Canada the differences across elites of different po-
litical parties often eclipse average mass-elite differences in levels of political tolerance.
Across an array of civil liberties controversies, Sniderman and his colleagues found that
elites from more than one Canadian political party were less tolerant than the public
overall.

In addition, Sniderman et al. (1989) extended this insight to the US, where they re-exam-
ined McClosky and Brill's (1983) findings to show that, in similar fashion, whereas Mc-
Closky and Brill compare only the average levels of mass-elite differences in political tol-
erance, breaking down both groups by ideology demonstrates that conservative elites in
the US were less tolerant than conservative citizens and were markedly less tolerant than
liberal citizens. Thus, in both Canada and the US, comparisons between elites and masses
overall may be misleading. Rather, it matters which elites are in power and which elites
make policy. To draw another example from western Europe, when extremist right-wing
or xenophobic parties emerge, they are led by non-democratic elites. The general point is
that there may be significant differences across parties regarding the extent to which po-
litical elites support the democratic creed. In short, the consensus pillar may not apply to
all elites.

One could add that it also makes a difference which values (or groups) in controversies
over liberties are in conflict. Sniderman et al. (1996) find that when elites and citizens are
presented with arguments designed to talk them out of their initial opinion on tolerance,
elites are just as likely to switch positions as citizens. Even more disturbing, elites (and
citizens) who initially adopt a tolerant position are more likely to change their views than
those who initially adopt an intolerant position (cf. Barnum and Sullivan 1989; Gibson
1998; Peffley et al. 2001).

Sniderman et al. (1991, 363) conclude that “there is less than compelling evidence that
political elites, merely by virtue of being elites, are distinctively reliable guardians . 70
of civil liberties. There is marked divergence within elites by party; indeed, so much so
that what counts is not whether elites or ordinary citizens, but rather which elites, make
civil liberties policy.” Clearly, political learning at the elite level involves exposure not
simply to the values of the larger culture but also to the norms of particular groups,
which may or may not be tolerant. In short, democratic elitism assumes that the decisive
contrast is between masses and elites, thus ignoring which elites prevail. But the elec-
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toral system chooses among competing sets of elites, not a mythical average. It thus mat-
ters which elites are compared to mass publics when evaluating the validity of the first
(consensus) and third (mass-elite differences) pillars of the elitism thesis.

The consensus pillar of elitist theory encounters the greatest resistance from studies of
political tolerance outside the US and other English-speaking countries (e.g. Great
Britain, New Zealand). As several scholars have pointed out, if elitist theory claims that
elites are more inclined to learn the dominant norms of the system than the masses, then
elites from formerly non-democratic regimes or in newly emerging democracies may pro-
vide a much weaker commitment to democratic values and practices (e.g. Klingemann
1966; Gibson and Duch 1991). Obviously, to test this proposition one needs cross-national
surveys conducted in countries where elites have been exposed to different regime norms
and democratic practices.

Rohrschneider's (1996, 1999) study of political tolerance among members of the united
Berlin Parliament shortly after the fall of the Berlin Wall and unification offers one of the
more stringent tests of this proposition. This study gains analytical leverage from a natu-
rally occurring quasi-experimental design where a major difference between eastern and
western MPs is the different institutional-level learning experiences to which they were
exposed before unification. Thus, any differences between eastern and western MPs can
be attributed to institutional learning. Rohrschneider's findings underline the importance
of institutional learning when it comes to extending civil liberties to offensive groups. On
the one hand, MPs from former East and West Germany showed similar levels of support
for general values of democracy, presumably because citizens in previously authoritarian
systems developed a preference for western democratic values through a variety of
sources (e.g. access to western television, contacts with the West, etc.). On the other
hand, eastern elites were much less likely to connect their support for democratic values
to specific applications of tolerance of least-liked groups. Thus, despite their higher so-
cioeconomic status, elites provide a shaky foundation for tolerance if their institutional
learning experiences encourage intolerance.

The preceding studies raise serious questions about the consensus and mass-elite pillars,
especially in non-western countries and in circumstances of high threat and objection to
offensive groups. Under more “normal” conditions of moderate levels of threat, however,
many studies continue to find that while mainstream elites often equivocate in their sup-
port for democratic values, they are still more tolerant than mass publics. In short, the
third pillar of the democratic elitism thesis may still hold up, at least under certain condi-
tions. Just why this is the case is the subject of a rare ®.71) four-nation (Britain, Israel,
New Zealand, and the United States) study of the sources of the gap in tolerance between
citizens and national legislators by investigators whose prior work critiqued various as-
pects of elitist theory (Sullivan et al. 1993). After extensive analysis, Sullivan and his col-
leagues determined that two explanations account for mass-elite differences in levels of
tolerance: (1) “the selective recruitment of Members of Parliament, Knesset and Congress
from among those in the electorate whose demographic, ideological and personality char-
acteristics predispose them to be tolerant” (italics added, 51), and (2) the transforming
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adult political socialization experiences associated with becoming a political leader and
governing that affect political tolerance over and above the impact of individual-level,
personal characteristics, such as the necessity of having to compromise with one's oppo-
nents and the responsibility of having actually to govern.

We should stress, however, as the authors acknowledge, there are likely to be many ex-
ceptions to the conditions under which either selective recruitment or political socializa-
tion operate to generate higher levels of political tolerance among elites than among
masses. First, as we discussed above, many elites are less tolerant than the masses on
several civil liberties issues. Second, Sullivan et al. are obviously referring to the socializ-
ing experiences of political leaders operating in a democratic system, not a more authori-
tarian system or a younger, emerging democracy where liberal norms are less consensual
and less internalized among elites (cf. Shamir 1991).

In addition, elite socialization toward tolerance may only lead to a sober second thought
when elites perceive that the threat from dissident groups is below a certain threshold.
As others have noted, the elite-mass gap in tolerance occurs primarily when the target
group in question is not perceived by elites to pose a serious threat to the democratic or-
der—e.g. communists and the KKK in the 1970s in the US or non-extremist groups else-
where. In contrast to such “easy” tests of tolerance, when political elites perceive a high
level of threat from dissident groups, the gap between elite and mass tolerance shrinks
considerably. In such cases, neither elite individual characteristics nor political socializa-
tion are sufficient to impel elites to substantially greater tolerance levels than ordinary
citizens. Thus, when confronted with extremist groups perceived to be highly threaten-
ing, political leaders in Israel, Germany, Canada, and local elites in the US in the 1950s
were not dramatically more likely to engage in a sober second thought than were ordi-
nary citizens.

One final caveat noted by Barnum and Sullivan (1989) and others (e.g. Gibson and Bing-
ham 1985), is that most studies, with the exception of Stouffer, have defined elites rather
narrowly as members of national legislatures. Local-level officials (e.g. police, permit-
granting officials, local elected officials, lower court judges) who are in a position to re-
strict political freedom are not necessarily more tolerant—or even as tolerant—as mem-
bers of the public (cf. Gibson 1988; Shamir 1991; McClosky and Brill 1983; Barnum 1982).

All in all, tolerance research seriously questions the universality of the first component of
the elitism thesis (elites are consensually unified). It also provides considerable evidence
that the constraint and mass-elite pillars emerge principally ®.72) when specific condi-
tions are present (e.g. stable democratic institutions, low or moderate levels of threat
from groups). Overall, however, the third pillar of greater elite than mass tolerance re-
ceives perhaps more consistent support across a range of contexts, but even here various
contingencies and caveats apply.

A final limitation of elitist theory in the context of tolerance research is that it assumes
that elite attitudes translate into behavior. Evidence for the first three attitudinal pillars is
often taken as support for the fourth, guardianship pillar, which stresses the behavior of
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political elites in protecting democracy from an intolerant public. Most elite research,
however, does not provide direct evidence of how elites act because it focuses almost ex-
clusively on the attitudes of elites (and masses), paying little attention to the correspon-
dence between elites' attitudes and their role in the policy-making process when deciding
to either tolerate unpopular groups or repress them. Do elites actively prevent repres-
sion, as elitist theories assume? Do they discourage the mobilization of mass intolerance
against offensive groups? Or do political elites act like politicians, bending to political cal-
culations when it is expedient to promote the repression of unpopular groups, regardless
of their expressed attitudes? In other words, to what extent do elites act as guardians of
democracy, as elitist theory claims (i.e. the guardianship pillar)?

We find disquieting answers in the few studies that examine the role of elites in making
tolerance policy. Gibson's (1988) study of the political repression of communists during
the McCarthy era in the American states explored the degree to which tolerance of com-
munists among masses or elites (aggregated from Stouffer's surveys) were better able to
explain the number of state laws passed to repress communists during the late 1940s and
early 1950s. In an ingenious use of the original Stouffer data, Gibson's intriguing “who-
dunit” analysis of the independent effects of mass and elite attitudes on state policies
points the finger more at elites than ordinary citizens. Though masses may have been
willing accomplices, contrary to elite theory, there is ample evidence that elites played a
defining role in the McCarthy Era, not as guardians of democracy, but as a mobilizing
force for political repression in the states.

Michal Shamir's (1991) study of political tolerance in Israel casts further doubt on the
proposition that political elites act as reliable guardians of democracy. By surveying elites
and masses during a time when the Israeli Knesset considered banning extremist groups
who won seats in the legislature,! Shamir's study challenges elitist theory on three major
counts. First, in contrast to elitist theory, her national survey of Israeli Knesset members
and citizens found that the former was just as intolerant as the latter. Second, she found
that elite discourse and policy making on the important question of banning political
groups was influenced more by the Members' ad hoc political calculations than their atti-
tudes. Shamir documented that Members voted to ban groups as a result of political cal-
culations (.73 and coalition building. Competing elites did not restrain each other's in-
tolerance toward particular groups but rather cooperated in limiting a broader array of
groups. Third, as in the McCarthy Era in the US, elites were not guardians of democracy
but initiated various efforts to mobilize intolerance among the public, which was largely a
passive observer and not the source of repressive policy.

Once again, evidence for elitist theory is at its weakest in situations of high threat and ob-
jection to offensive groups. On the one hand, it could be argued that the findings of these
two studies are most worrisome because the guardianship role of elites is most critical for
preserving civil liberties when threat is high from unpopular groups. On the other hand,
elites may nevertheless play an important guardianship role when threat is below a cer-
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tain threshold and the political risks of protecting unpopular groups are not viewed as
prohibitive.

3 Elite Attitudes in Other Value Domains

If we extend our purview to other democratic values besides tolerance, we again find that
support for the pillars of the elitism thesis is dependent on context, especially when we
move outside of the realm of advanced industrial democracies. Let us begin with the good
news. The few studies of democratic values of elites show that elites in western Europe
support liberal democratic ideals (Putnam 1973; Aberbach Putnam, and Rockman 1981;
Rohrschneider 1994), while other forms of democracy, such as socialist models, receive
little support. At the general, abstract level then, western European elites are indeed
strong supporters of liberal democratic forms of governance, consistent with the consen-
sus pillar.?

The news becomes more grim as the focus shifts beyond the stable democracies of the
West and the evidence supporting the consensus pillar is much weaker. A series of mass-
elite comparisons in Russia and the Ukraine by Miller, Hesli, and Reisinger, for example,
indicates that elites who were elected after the collapse of socialism base their under-
standing of the term “democracy” to a considerable degree on liberal ideals of political
freedoms, the rule of law, and political participation and are fairly supportive of market
reforms, despite their socialist upbringing (Miller et al. 1997, 1995; Reisinger et al.
1996). At the same time, however, there are substantial differences within the elite sec-
tor, depending on whether elites are political or bureaucratic, or whether they reside in
rural or urban areas. In a similar vein, a study of local Chinese elites shows that elites are
quite divided over civil liberties: local Communist ®.74) party members are much less
likely to favor democratic procedures than activists favoring institutional change (Chen
1999). Thus, just as Sniderman et al. (1996) argued in the context of civil liberties in
Canada and the US, whether we find support for the consensus pillar depends critically
on which elites are being examined.

Furthermore, there is only weak support for the mass-elite pillar of the elitism thesis. On
the one hand, mass publics are more likely than elites to mention social egalitarian pro-
tections of democracies. This suggests that elites are more committed to the liberal de-
mocratic creed than mass publics. On the other hand, “the differences are not huge”
(Miller, Hesli, and Reisinger 1997, 178). A general pattern is that, just as Rohrschneider
(1999) found for Germany, post-authoritarian elites are relatively more committed to de-
mocratic principles than mass publics. At the same time however, political elites are not
necessarily consensually unified behind democratic principles; neither are mass-elite dif-
ferences as substantial as one finds in western Europe. We therefore conclude that the
consensus and mass-elite pillars of the democratic elitism thesis are not fully supported
in a post-authoritarian context, certainly not to the degree that the elitism thesis pre-
sumes.
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Regarding the constraint pillar, we find similarly mixed evidence in the research litera-
ture about elite beliefs. In western Europe, political elites and political activists exhibit
much higher levels of constraint than ordinary publics (Converse and Pierce 1986). Simi-
larly, political elites display a considerable degree of attitudinal consistency across a
range of democratic attitudes, such as liberal democratic rights, perceptions of conflict,
and pluralist party competition (Putnam 1973). In contrast, politically elites in new
democracies lack this structure. For instance, Miller, Heslie, and Reisinger find that the
interconnections between democratic beliefs at the elite level is rather low, sometimes no
higher than that of mass publics. They argue that the lower constraint results from the
lack of consistency in the information environment in fledgling democracies that “lack in-
stitutions and arrangements that enhance predictability in procedures, stable party align-
ments, and representational accountability” (Miller, Heslie, and Reisinger 1995, 22-3). A
virtually identical conclusion emerges in a study of political elites and citizens in Beijing
(Chen 1999). Overall, the implications of these analyses are sobering: when moving out-
side the realm of mature democracies it is not just the content of elite beliefs that falls
short of the elitism thesis; it is their structure as well.

In summary, our discussion and evidence about elite beliefs seriously complicates the pil-
lars of the democratic elitism thesis. We may not assume, without any systematic empiri-
cal study, that elites even in mature democracies are consensually unified behind the de-
mocratic creed. And we certainly may not assume that elites in new regimes are the de-
fenders of the creed. The second pillar is also problematic: the belief systems of elites in
new democracies are often surprisingly unstructured. Stronger support for the democrat-
ic elitism argument emerges for the third, mass-elite pillar: to the degree that mass and
elite beliefs are compared, studies reveal across the board that elites are more democrat-
ic than mass publics, although once again these differences are often not very large.

»» 4 Strategic Sources of Elite Beliefs

While our discussion up to this point has emphasized (regime) socialization as a founda-
tion for elites' commitment to democratic values, research demonstrates a substantial
variation in the degree to which different elites in the same country support democratic
values. This suggests to us that elites do not simply enact the values they acquired during
the socialization process, but are also strategic actors who consider a range of short-term
calculations when deciding whether to support a democratic regime. These short-term
factors include a variety of considerations, from the economic performance of regimes to
elites' national interests when evaluating European integration. Theoretically, it is impor-
tant to recognize that elites evaluate institutions based not only on their long-standing
predispositions, but also from the standpoint of their personal and policy goals. Political
elites are naturally drawn to governing structures that efficiently produce desirable poli-
cy outputs (Putnam, Leonardi, and Nanetti 1993) and that give them access to decision-
making processes (Highley and Gunther 1992).
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The importance to elites of good governmental performance was demonstrated by Robert
Putnam and his collaborators in their study of Italian elites (1993). Their ingenious analy-
sis shows that when malfunctioning institutions are replaced with institutions that per-
form better, the same politicians become more supportive of those institutions. This evi-
dence squares with a large literature on the tendency for countries experiencing more
economic success to foster democratic stability in the long-term (e.g. Lipset 1959; Prze-
worski 1991), a linkage that requires greater support of successfully performing democ-
ratic institutions from political elites (and publics). The important point here is that elites'
preferences for specific institutions cannot be divorced from their desire for institutions
that perform adequately. As Miller, Heslie, and Reisinger argue: “if [citizens] believe that
the present regime is not fulfilling their expectations of that ideal democracy, then they
will be less supportive of the current attempts at democratization” (1997, 185). In other
words, elites may reject a democratic regime for performance-related reasons, not just
because they lack a commitment to democratic values.

A second factor that may enter the strategic calculations of elites, and subsequently influ-
ence the content of elite beliefs about democratic processes, is that political elites have
access to the decision-making institutions of a system. Some newly designed regimes ex-
clude minority elites—for instance, along religious, ideological, or ethnic lines—and this
usually reduces their willingness to accept democratic structures. For this reason, a num-
ber of analysts suggest that during democratic transitions so-called “pact-making” elites
must include all relevant elite sectors (Highley and Gunther 1992) in order to encourage
most elites to accept new democratic institutions. These tactical considerations also be-
come apparent in Hooghe's analysis of bureaucrats in the European commission: material
incentives do shape their institutional preferences (Hooghe 2005).

(p. 76)

In summary, these studies strongly suggest that short-term political calculations influence
elites' willingness to endorse democratic institutions. This may overcome some of the
deficits in democratic socialization—if the performance of new regimes is favorable. In
other words, elites may become defenders of the democratic creed even if initially they
are not strongly committed to democratic values. If, however, new democracies fail to
perform adequately or elites are barred from access to decision-making institutions, they
may be unwilling to support democratic regimes even if they hold the right kind of be-
liefs. Thus, the short-term calculations of politicians may lead them away from being the
guarantors of democracies, just as research on political tolerance suggests (see Gibson
1988; Shamir 1991).

5 Conclusion

We conclude with the following assertions. First, the consensus pillar of the democratic
elitism thesis cannot be assumed to be universally true. While elites may support democ-
ratic beliefs, there is sufficient evidence to suggest that there are so many exception to
this “rule” that it should not be taken for granted. Second, as a general rule, elite beliefs
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tend to be more structured than mass beliefs. However, we also found evidence that the
constraint pillar must be seriously qualified in new democracies since we encounter so
many exceptions that it is questionable that this pillar applies to non-democracies. Third,
perhaps the strongest support emerges for the mass-elite pillar. To the degree that differ-
ences between the two levels emerge, political elites are clearly more democratic than or-
dinary publics. We do note, however, that this statement is relative: in conditions of high
threat and in many non-western democracies, the gap between masses and elites in their
commitment to democratic principles shrinks considerably. Fourth, the few studies that
examine the behavior of elites in carrying out their guardianship role raise serious ques-
tions about whether elected elites are reliable guardians under conditions of high threat.

All in all, then, studies of elite belief systems have made some progress in articulating
and examining the various components of elite theory. However, in order to make further
advances we would like to see not just more studies of elite attitudes, but research de-
signs that take advantage of recent advances in mass survey technology. The convention-
al cross-sectional survey is the predominant form of elite survey and is perfectly suitable
for assessing the consensus of elite values and making static comparisons with mass sam-
ples. But, as others have pointed out, it is poorly equipped to assess the dynamics of polit-
ical reasoning or the strength of respondents' commitment to various ideals. Mass sur-
veys on political tolerance, for example, now routinely incorporate a variety of survey ex-
periments that can be used to assess how pliable one's initial responses are in the face of
persuasive appeals and changes in critical features of civil liberties vignettes. While this
technology has been employed ®.77) in a handful of elite studies (e.g. Sniderman et al.
1991), there obviously needs to be more, especially in order to assess the degree to which
elites equivocate in their commitment to democratic principles under different political
conditions.

In addition, there need to be more longitudinal studies of elite attitudes in countries
where critical features of the political environment are changing in order to assess the
dynamics of political learning and socialization of elites. We would like to know, for in-
stance, whether elites in newly democratizing regimes adjust their values as a result of
their experience with democratic politics. To our knowledge, only one study interviews
the same political elites at two different time points in order to examine whether political
attitudes change after a regime transition (Rohrschneider 1999). There are a host of un-
resolved issues that can be addressed with panel data, such as the stability of elite atti-
tudes, the extent to which elites reject democracies when the performance of institution
fails, or, as mentioned in the previous paragraph, how pliable elite attitudes are.

We conclude, however, by pointing to an important area where we know surprisingly little
about elite beliefs: what is the quality of the elites' actual decisions? We discussed some
evidence, based on tolerance research, which questions whether political elites actually
protect civil liberties when they make policy decisions (Gibson 1988; Shamir 1991). Over-
all, however, there is a surprising shortage of studies that directly examine the actual be-
havior of elites, particularly the short term, strategic factors and the foibles of human
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judgment that prompt elites to depart from their role of expert decision makers and de-
fenders of the democratic creed.

The exception is Philip Tetlock's work investigating the responsiveness of real experts' be-
liefs to counterfactual information. Tetlock presents evidence that shows that, for a vari-
ety of reasons, experts often render decisions that are often no better than those an ama-
teur observer of policy issues would have made (Tetlock 1999, 2005). He presents persua-
sive evidence that a number of mechanisms lead policy makers astray, in particular their
prior commitment to a policy position that leads them to stick to a position even if it turns
out to be incorrect, and their inability to incorporate new, discrepant information.

All in all, then, perhaps one poignant way to highlight the central conclusion of this chap-
ter is to say that elites may be our best bet in securing democratic rights and civil liber-
ties—but they are far from being a safe bet.
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Notes:

(1) After the 1984 elections, the Knesset considered banning one extremist group on the
right (Kash, an extremist, anti-Arab right-wing group) and another on the left (the Pro-
gressive List for Peace, an extreme left-wing party espousing the views of Palestinian na-
tionalism).

(2) We are somewhat tentative in our assessment, given the few numbers of studies which
directly examine elite conceptions of democracies.
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Abstract and Keywords

This article discusses political psychology and choice, starting with an overview of the re-
cent emphasis on the importance of emotion in understanding political choices. This is
followed by a discussion of the research that deals with the ability of citizens to process
information without any bias. It then highlights the contributions of methodological inno-
vations to an understanding of political psychology. The article concludes with several re-
flections on the political psychologists' emphasis on the importance of information, cogni-
tion, and rationality in research for the past few decades.
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POLITICAL psychology is, at heart, concerned with the characteristics of individuals and
of situations that are most conducive to a successful political system. For most political
psychologists whose work is reviewed in this chapter, the ideal political system is a west-
ern-style democracy, with individual rights and responsibilities for self-governance, com-
bined with varying degrees of protection of minority interests. For these reasons, the
kinds of citizen choices that are most valued and most widely studied are ones that re-
flect these emphases. They include, but are not limited to, high levels of political informa-
tion, active political participation, fair-minded evaluation of political alternatives, and so
forth.

Given the sheer volume of work in this burgeoning area, I cannot hope to do a thorough
review of the many contributions of political psychology in recent years. Moreover, anoth-
er recent volume in this same series, the Oxford Handbook of Political Psychology, does
an admirable job in summarizing the many developments in this field (see Sears, Huddy,
and Jervis 2003). Thus, I have chosen to highlight three of the more recent trends and
most promising new areas of investigation in political psychology that have emerged over
the last few decades. I explore these particular themes not only because they are recent,
but also because they hold some promise of changing, in some fundamental way, how we
think about political psychology.
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This chapter begins with an overview of the recent emphasis on the importance of emo-
tion in understanding political choices. Next, I turn to research dealing with the ability of
citizens to process information in an unbiased fashion. This category .31 includes stud-
ies of motivated reasoning and selectivity, as well as research on the effects of partisan-
ship and ideology on the processing of information. Third, I highlight the contributions of
methodological innovations to our understanding of political psychology. While no one
method is a cure-all, recent advances in the field of neuroscience are opening up new ap-
proaches with the potential to help us better understand the black box psychological pro-
cessing of political stimuli.

Finally, I conclude by reflecting upon political psychologists' emphasis on the importance
of information, cognition, and rationality in research over past decades, examining
rationality's use as a standard (both empirical and normative) for judging the quality of
decision-making processes. It is ironic that political psychology so often defines itself in
opposition to rational choice approaches, and yet its standard for normative judgments is
virtually the same.

1 The Role of Emotion in Political Choice

Over the last few decades, political psychologists have enriched our understanding of
choice by incorporating emotion into models that were formerly almost exclusively cogni-
tive in describing political decision-making processes. In order to describe the progress
(and lack thereof) in this domain, it is useful to first discuss several terms that are used
more or less interchangeably within contemporary political psychology, including mood,
affect, feeling, and emotion. As Kuklinski (2001) has noted, the study of these concepts
within political psychology is still in its infancy, and “[we] do not always adopt the same
conception of identically labeled psychological phenomena.” As a result, it is less clear
than one might think what is and is not known about the role of emotion in political be-
havior. I begin by sorting through some of the most frequently used terms and opera-
tionalizations, and then turn to the difficulty of differentiating emotions from other phe-
nomena.

Within political psychology, the term affect often is used to describe whether an individual
likes or dislikes some political object, or whether it is positively or negatively valenced, or
“affectively charged,” to use a popular terminology. Common measurement techniques
such as feeling thermometers or Likert scales are used to ascertain an individual's posi-
tive or negative evaluation of some political person, policy, or object.

Unfortunately, this operationalization of affect is often difficult or impossible to distin-
guish from political judgments and opinions more generally. Few doubt that affect influ-
ences political attitudes and the processing of political information, but as it is usually
measured by political scientists, such positive or negative judgments need not necessarily
result from emotional reactions. After all, one may feel positively or negatively toward a
political object for reasons that are wholly cognitive in nature.
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(p. 82)

It has long been acknowledged, for example, that the strongest predictor of candidate
choice in the American National Election Studies (ANES) comes from the feeling ther-
mometer ratings of presidential candidates (see e.g. Bartels 1988). Such measures are of-
ten referred to as indicators of affect toward the candidates, and yet this evidence is a
weak basis on which to claim that emotion plays an important role in political choice.
Thermometer ratings may instead represent running tallies of respondents' likes and dis-
likes about the candidate over time, which is a far cry from the kind of visceral reaction
to a political event that the study of emotion promises to help us understand.

Just as like or dislike for political objects and measures drawn from feeling thermometers
should not be considered synonymous with emotion, another seemingly related concept—
mood—is also frequently conflated with emotion. Whereas emotions tend to be fleetingly
experienced in response to a specific stimulus, and then dissipate, mood refers to a much
longer-lasting phenomenon. Moods are also less focused in their target than are emotion-
al reactions (see Bless 2001).

Because of the inconsistent use of terms in the study of emotion and politics, and because
of highly variable operationalizations of those same terms, it is difficult to draw a clear
line between research on political attitudes and studies of political emotion. Researchers
have proposed a variety of theories of emotion over the last century, but almost all define
emotion in terms of physiological arousal, which is often (though not necessarily) com-
bined with a cognitive label of some kind. To be consistent with most psychologists' defin-
itions, political emotion should involve some kind of negative and/or positive reaction to a
political object, along with a concurrent experience of arousal. This visceral reaction may
occur below the level of conscious recognition, and is relatively automatic, that is, it need
not be mediated by cognition.

Conceptually, emotions also are different from attitudes in that emotional reactions are
relatively short-lived and highly focused. Perhaps because emotion involves well-known
physiological symptoms, it is often assumed that people must know it when they feel it.
But emotions need not be particularly pronounced or obvious to the person experiencing
them. Although the natural tendency in studies of emotion and politics is to treat the po-
litical object that evokes the emotion as if it were the sole cause, the kind of cognitive la-
bel that people give to emotion is determined at least in part by cues present in the envi-
ronment at the time. Likewise, when arousal is artificially induced unbeknownst to exper-
imental subjects, they will nonetheless report experiencing an emotion and attribute it to
something even though it was not the actual cause of their arousal.

A great deal of research within political science has focused on particular types of emo-
tions, such as anxiety, anger, fear, or enthusiasm. This focus most likely results from the
steady supply of self-report measures of these emotions in the ANES and other election
surveys. Others have focused more on the extent to which emotional arousal occurs, with-
out respect to the subspecies of emotion being experienced. Both approaches are rele-
vant so far as they lead to an understanding of how emotions are involved in political atti-
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tudes and behavior. Unfortunately, the traditional survey (.83 method has made it diffi-
cult to disentangle the experience of emotional arousal from the cognitive assessment of
the object and the labeling of the specific emotion.

To date, the most prominent theory tying emotion to political psychology is Marcus, Neu-
man, and MacKuen's (2000) theory of affective intelligence, which posits that affect ulti-
mately serves to make citizens more sophisticated. When anxious about how things are
going in the political world, this generalized anxiety drives a search for more information,
and for better use of existing information resources. Thus greater political “intelligence”
is induced by emotion, at least this specific variety. Drawing on ANES data, Marcus and
colleagues argue that generalized anxiety about politics causes people to engage in more
effortful information gathering and processing. As a result, they are less likely to rely on
default heuristics such as party identification in informing their vote preferences, and
more likely to seek out and rely on substantive information. According to their formula-
tion, emotion plays an indirect role in promoting more effortful processing by motivating
citizens to seek out and use more information. In other words, emotion is the driving
force behind a process that ultimately improves the quality of political decision making.
More specifically, Marcus and colleagues argue that a specific positive emotion—enthusi-
asm—elicits greater participation, whereas the negative emotion labeled anxiety elicits an
information search.

The theory of affective intelligence has undoubtedly played an important role in renewing
consideration of emotion in a field that has been heavily cognitive throughout its brief his-
tory. Perhaps even more importantly, this work has brought about reconsideration of the
normative perspective on emotion that is common to most political psychology. Much of
political theory has disdained the role of emotion in political decision making and, until
recently, political psychologists have largely followed suit. Psychologists have recognized
the important role emotion plays in intelligent functioning, and how cognition alone leads
to serious dysfunction. Political psychologists have been slower to take up the defense of
emotion as a potentially positive force in political decision making.

The theory of affective intelligence is not without its critics. Although few argue with the
general logic of the theoretical framework, nor that emotions may serve useful (as well as
potentially harmful) purposes in the political world, the empirical evidence supporting af-
fective intelligence has been criticized as limited and inconclusive. For one, evidence is
limited to retrospective self-reports of emotional reactions. Evidence of affective intelli-
gence hinges on the validity of survey questions asking respondents to tell the interview-
er whether a given political figure has ever made them feel angry, afraid, anxious, enthu-
siastic, and so forth. While such measures have face validity, studies outside the political
realm raise doubt that they provide accurate recall of previously experienced emotions.
Without the presence of the emotion-inducing event or object, such reports tend to be
heavily mediated by cognitions (Breckler 1984). Likewise, induced emotion is quite differ-
ent from semantically activated reports of emotion. As Niedenthal and colleagues (2003,
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327) suggest, “affect infusion...requires that the perceptual aspects of an emotion are ex-
perienced, not merely the semantic aspects.”

(p. 84)

In a related critique, Ladd and Lenz (2004) point out that while the theory of affective in-
telligence suggests that a generalized anxiety among members of the electorate drives
greater engagement and the search for more information, empirical evidence is based on
whether anxiety is reported to have been produced by specific candidates. Thus it is not a
general emotional state that is operationally tapped in examinations of affective intelli-
gence, but rather how one feels about a candidate or candidates. Using ANES data, Ladd
and Lenz show, not surprisingly, that candidate preference and vote choice are related to
comparative emotions toward the two candidates. The extent that one candidate pro-
duces more anxiety than another is strongly related to candidate preference. They argue
that those reporting anxiety may, indeed, be more engaged, but only spuriously so, either
because intensely held preferences drive both anxiety and engagement, or because politi-
cal engagement leads to still stronger reactions to the campaign. As Ladd and Lenz note,
the results seen thus far are consistent with evidence of affective intelligence, but they do
not rule out other possible interpretations.

Clearly, some doubt exists regarding the specifics of affective intelligence, but few doubt
that politics can be emotion provoking, nor that emotion matters to the political choices
that people make. Although affective intelligence focuses our attention on the benefits of
emotion for political behavior, emotion is also widely acknowledged to be potentially ma-
nipulative. As Brader and Corrigan (2005, 1) point out in their study of the emotional con-
tent of political advertisements, “The full significance of emotions for politics comes not
because emotions influence the political behavior of citizens, but rather because political
actors know that they do and try to capitalize on the power of emotions to achieve their
goals.” Most consultants believe in the importance of emotional appeals, though these lay
theories have not been validated by empirical evidence (e.g. Kaid and Johnston 2001).

Methodologically, political scientists find it difficult to study emotion as distinct from cog-
nition. Survey data alone cannot make a strong case for emotions as a cause of most polit-
ically relevant outcomes (e.g. Glaser and Salovey 1998; Isbell and Ottati 2002). But even
in experimental settings, efforts to manipulate emotion without changing the information-
al content of messages prove quite difficult. For example, in two experiments on the role
of emotion in political advertising, Brader (2005) compares the reactions of subjects ex-
posed to ads that include emotional cues for enthusiasm and fear to those that do not. Op-
erationally, he does this by comparing a relatively negative script to a similar one that in-
cludes evocatively fearful images and music, and a relatively positive ad to one that in-
cludes enthusiastic music and images. He suggests that imagery and music are critical to
emotional appeals, whereas verbal content is processed in highly cognitive ways. While
there is some evidence that pictures are particularly good at inducing emotional respons-
es relative to words, like most scholars, Brader relied on the post hoc report of emotion.
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It would be fairly simple to interpret the results of Brader's study if one could validate
that information is entirely contained within the verbal content of communications,
whereas changing the visual content and music alters only (.85 emotions. As psycholog-
ical studies suggest, some words carry far more emotional content than others do, just as
some pictures do (see Lang, Bradley, and Cuthbert 1997). But just as a picture is often
said to be worth a thousand words, there is no clear way to change images and music
within a presentation without also changing the information that viewers are given, and
the context in which they are interpreting it. Within psychology, many researchers use
standardized sets of words and pictures that allow them to roughly equate stimuli as
strongly or weakly positive, negative or neutral in the emotions they elicit. But standard-
ized stimuli like these have yet to be developed for political psychology. Moreover, to do
so would be quite difficult. Whereas smiling babies and cute bunnies are consensually re-
garded as producers of positive affect in the psychology lab, George Bush could be one
person's positive stimulus and another's strong negative one.

How else might researchers manipulate emotion without inadvertently changing other
variables in their designs? In one study, subliminal cues were used to induce emotional
reactions without viewer awareness and thus also without changing the visual or verbal
information of which subjects were cognitively aware (see Weber, Lodge, and Taber
2005). This approach has the advantage of holding information constant, but it probably
also mutes the potential effects that emotion might have relative to real world examples
of emotion-inducing messages.

Furthermore, even if one does not seek to manipulate emotion, but instead measures it as
an outcome, our usual methodological toolbox is limited in what it has to offer. The heavy
reliance on emotion as reported by subjects after the fact casts serious doubts on the ap-
propriate interpretation of many studies. If, as many psychologists suggest, affect is most
often experienced extremely quickly and often in the absence of conscious cognitive
awareness (see Zajonc 1980; Bargh and Chartrand 1999), then the usual approaches to
measurement will not do. People only become aware of their emotions if they are very
strong emotions, and most directed at the political world probably do not reach that level.
As Alford and colleagues (2005, 20) summarize, “Emotion produces choices and behavior
without much in the way of controlled cognitive deliberation that is introspectively trans-
parent.” Even if one trusts self-reports, there is the additional hurdle of getting subjects
to accurately recall felt emotions. Civettini and Redlawsk (2005) find that when affect is
reported immediately after a stimulus, and then recalled later in the same experiment,
there are nonetheless high levels of error in their self-reports.

All of this is problematic for what we political scientists ask of our survey respondents
and experimental subjects. There is no easy solution, but it seems doubtful that post hoc
self-reports of emotion will continue to be defensible as the standard measure of emotion-
al response. If political psychologists are convinced—as we seem to be—that automatic,
preconscious emotional reactions precede and shape the kind of subsequent cognitive
processing that transpires, then there is little choice but to pursue alternative approach-
es. If we are to further an understanding of emotion and politics that is more than simply
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a repackaging of studies of political cognition, then we need to sort out our terminologi-
cal inconsistencies and improve methods of measurement. Despite progress, we know far
too little about the extent to (.86 which emotions are involved in political judgment. At
best we can say that we have studied the effects of some emotions that citizens are aware
of and can label, and can respond to in some purposive way. But that points to a huge lim-
itation on current knowledge.

2 The Psychology of Biased Processing

Because of the ever-increasing range of choice offered to citizens and consumers, one of
the most active areas of political psychology research is the study of whether people are
biased versus fair-minded processors of political information. Do people assimilate infor-
mation in a rational way, or do they raise the bar for convincing evidence when new infor-
mation contradicts their existing views? Are they simply rational updaters who take new
information and add it to their existing mix in order to formulate a new opinion? Or are
they selective in what they expose themselves to and to what extent they revise their
views accordingly?

This research is triggered in part by renewed interest in parties and partisanship in
American elections. The early research suggesting that partisanship was declining in the
1970s gave way to a consensus of “renewal” in the 1980s and 1990s (Fiorina 2002). The
strength of the statistical relationship between party identification and vote choice rose
continuously from 1972 to 1996, but this new consensus diffused relatively slowly
throughout the discipline (see Bartels 2002). In addition, even widespread acceptance of
the increased strength of this relationship has not necessarily meant that everyone
agrees that party identification is now a stronger predictor of vote choice. As Fiorina
(2002) points out, if party identification now works in concert with other determinants of
vote choice that once predicted in opposite directions or not at all, then there may be
good reason to call this new consensus into question.

More recently, Levendusky (2005) showed that party identification and ideology are much
more tightly aligned now than in the 1970s. Whereas party ID and ideology were once
largely orthogonal, liberals are now predominantly Democrats and conservatives are pre-
dominantly Republicans. This sorting process, he argues, has occurred as a result of elite
polarization. When elites are ideologically polarized and send homogeneous signals about
what it means to be a Democrat/Liberal and a Republican/Conservative, then the elec-
torate “sorts” themselves into more consistent categories, largely by changing ideology to
align with party identification.

Interestingly, what it means precisely to “identify” with a political party remains an unan-
swered question. Party identification is easily the most widely used concept in all of politi-
cal psychology if not political science, but it has been reified to such an extent that its
meaning is seldom questioned, except in comparative contexts. Moreover, the extent to
which people in various countries will self-identify with a party hinges precariously on
how the question is asked. In a study comparing a (.87 variety of approaches to asking
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about party attachments in Canada, the US, and Britain, Blais and colleagues (2001)
found that the extent of these publics willing to adopt these labels went from 76 percent
to 48 percent, based on a minor change in the wording of the question.

Despite some skepticism about the newfound power of partisanship in the United States
electorate, the strengthening of this statistical relationship has spawned a resurgence of
interest in the extent to which partisanship biases the processing of political information.
Whereas twenty-five years ago one was more likely to read about partisanship in the aca-
demic journals as a source of high levels of political knowledge, mobilization, and attitude
consistency, many contemporary political psychologists study partisanship as a source of
bias in the processing of political information. Political parties have been at the root of
the debate over biased assimilation from the very beginning of election research. As An-
gus Campbell and colleagues (1960, 133) argued, “Identification with a party raises a per-
ceptual screen through which an individual tends to see what is favorable to his partisan
orientation.” The theme of partisan resistance to new information persists in contempo-
rary models of the vote, and it is argued to cause people to selectively consume informa-
tion and/or selectively interpret the implications and importance of new information, so
that it does not threaten their existing views.

Interest in selective perception and selective exposure has been with us since the earliest
election studies (e.g. Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1944), but only recently have
these basic ideas taken root in more complex models of information processing. Selectivi-
ty and biased processing represent one of the most active areas of research in recent po-
litical psychology. As the number of avenues for obtaining political information has in-
creased, political psychologists want to know whether citizens select sources that are
more likely to reinforce their existing views. Further, to what extent is new information
interpreted and processed so as to reinforce existing beliefs, and to what extent are citi-
zens responsive to new information?

One prominent example of the emphasis on motivated reasoning is Lodge, Taber, and col-
leagues' work suggesting that all political concepts are affectively charged as positive or
negative, and that this information is stored in long-term memory (see e.g. Taber, Lodge,
and Glathar 2001; Lodge and Taber 2005). New information is not necessarily retained,
but it is used to update the affective tags that are attached to these concepts in memory.
When asked for an evaluation of a political concept, citizens are said to recall the affec-
tive tally attached to the concept. Feelings serve as a summary of information that is no
longer accessible in memory. This model represents a relatively rational approach to
choice, though not necessarily in the Bayesian sense of rational updating.

However, as Lodge, Taber, and colleagues (e.g. Taber, Lodge, and Glathar 2001) have
pointed out, an accurate model of political reasoning must take into account that it is of-
ten motivated by goals other than accuracy. In their motivated reasoning model, the on-
line tally is not simply an unbiased account of previously encountered information. In-
stead, directional goals continually alter the processing and integration of new informa-
tion into the tally. To the extent that the goal is to (.88 maintain one's prior beliefs (as
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opposed to pursuing accuracy), people may ignore or devalue contrary information. They
may also seek evidence selectively, biasing the considerations they draw from memory,
exercising different levels of scrutiny for disconfirming evidence, and/or altering the
weights attached to different criteria in a way that is less threatening to the prior belief.
According to this model, directional goals “emerge spontaneously as the affective tags as-
sociated with elements of the problem represented in long-term memory are brought into
working memory (hot cognition).”

According to this model, the direction and strength of affect toward a political person or
idea will cause most citizens to be “biased reasoners” who fail to treat new evidence fair-
ly: “Most citizens most of the time will be decidedly ‘partisan’ in what and how they think
about and reason about political leaders, groups, events, and issues” (185). Interestingly,
advocates of this model suggest that it is neither wholly a vice nor a virtue. On the one
hand, an online tally provides a better summary of one's past evaluations than prefer-
ences based on the recollection of specific pros and cons that happen to come to mind at
any given point in time. The online model thus implies that choices are based on more in-
formation than is evident in assessments of knowledge made at the time of the decision.
On the other hand, that same affective tally biases the processing of subsequent informa-
tion, and is, in that sense, normatively undesirable.

Lau and Redlawsk (2006) have constructed a closely related model of motivated reason-
ing based on behavioral decision theory. In their model of the vote choice, they focus on
the process of decision making and how individual motivations influence the extent to
which voters choose correctly. They begin by accepting the notion that pre-existing pref-
erences bias subsequent assimilation of information, but they attempt to determine where
such motivations enter into this process. Using an interactive information board/comput-
er screen that allows people to seek out information in order to make decisions, they sug-
gest that bias enters into information gathering and processing at many points along the
way to decision-making. Surprisingly, voters who use a classically rational decision-mak-
ing process, that is, one involving a deep and balanced information search, “were in many
circumstances less likely to make a correct decision compared to voters using an intuitive
or fast and frugal strategy” (Lau and Redlawsk 2005, 23). Barker and Hansen (2005)
likewise question whether more information and deeper cognitive processing is the an-
swer to what ails citizens. They found that subjects who engaged in systematic cognitive
processing had weaker and less consistent attitudes than subjects in a control group.

Two recent studies stake out the ground on both sides of this important debate over
whether citizens ultimately make good use of information. Gerber and Green (1999) use
aggregate opinion data to argue that selectivity and perceptual bias are actually not the
norm when citizens take in new information. Using over-time aggregate data, they argue
that Republicans, Democrats, and Independents all basically change their views in the
same direction and to the same extent as a result of new information. Based on an analy-
sis of presidential approval among Republicans, Democrats, and Independents, Gerber
and Green (1999, 205) conclude .89 that all three groups tend to go up and down to-
gether over time: “Only the faintest traces of selective perception are evidence from par-
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tisan tends in presidential approval. All three partisan groups move together—sometimes
markedly—as party fortunes change.” They applaud this pattern as rational in both the
colloquial and Bayesian sense of the term. In other words, citizens appear to demonstrate
Bayesian learning, with all groups making equally good use of new information as it
comes along. If people were truly biased processors, they argue, their views would not
move in parallel in response to ongoing political events.

If Gerber and Green's claim is correct, it has far-reaching consequences for some of the
most widely believed tenets of mass political behavior. Partisanship, in this view, is simply
a running tally of information and judgments that have occurred over time. It summarizes
information efficiently but has no influence on choice independent of the information and
value judgments that it encapsulates. This conceptualization stands in sharp contrast to
the traditional idea of partisanship as a driving force in how people perceive, interpret,
and respond to the political world. According to Gerber and Green, information is key to
understanding the political fortunes of candidates and policies, and the public responds
roughly as if it were updating its views accordingly.

For most political psychologists, Gerber and Green's conclusion is shocking if not implau-
sible. How could so many studies, laboratory and otherwise, demonstrate findings of re-
sistance to counter-attitudinal information, particularly in the context of political views
that have been relatively stable throughout a person's lifetime? If prior views do, in fact,
bias the processing of new information, one would expect this pattern to be observable in
the realm of political decision making if it happens at all.

Interestingly, using the same standard model of Bayesian updating as the basis for his
conclusion, Bartels (2000) suggests that biased processing is alive and well in the Ameri-
can public, with partisanship as its driving force. Bartels suggests that when oppositional
partisan groups adjust their views in the same direction and to roughly the same extent
over time, it is anything but evidence of Bayesian learning.

To help explain the basis for this difference of opinion, Figure 5.1 illustrates the same
kind of over-time evidence that convinced Gerber and Green that political psychologists'
assumptions about biased processing were greatly exaggerated. As new information be-
comes available to all three groups—say, for example, news that the economy has im-
proved—all three partisan groups move toward higher levels of presidential approval. The
trendlines in Figure 5.1 exemplify this parallel movement in presidential approval, though
obviously from groups that began with very different attitudes toward a Republican presi-
dent in this hypothetical example. Downturns due to bad news such as economic decline
would cause all three groups' approval levels to plummet, as they do in this illustration
between 1985 and 1988.
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Fig. 5.2 Bartels representation of Bayesian learning

In contrast, Figure 5.2 provides an illustration of what Bartels thinks Bayesian learning
should look like in over-time public opinion data. As new information becomes available—
perhaps news that the economy has worsened—the three groups of partisans update their
presidential approval ratings in light of their initial views. ®.90) In contrast to the Ger-
ber/Green expectation, downward movement of approval due to negative information is
not even across all groups, but is more pronounced in groups that begin with higher lev-
els of approval. This occurs in a Bayesian model because the new information is more sig-
nificant to the extent that it contradicts initial expectations. So, for example, in Figure 5.2
the decline in approval between ®.91) 1981 and 1982 produces a shallower slope for De-
mocrats, whose expectations for the Republican president were quite low to begin with.
For Republicans, negative information of this kind is more of a surprise given their gener-
ally positive expectations, thus the extent of impact is greater for this group as shown by
the steeper downward slope between 1981 and 1982. Most importantly, the net effect of
Bayesian updating is some convergence of opinion. Whether the news is positive or nega-
tive, the three lines ultimately move closer and closer together over time. And even when
the new information that citizens must incorporate is outside the range of expectation—
better than even what the most supportive expect, or worse than what the most opposi-

Page 11 of 21



Political Psychology and Choice

tional political group expects—the differential change in light of expectations should still
bring the groups closer together if they are processing via Bayesian learning.

Thus Bartels suggests that we should not find real data that mimics Figure 5.1
particularly reassuring in its implications. It substantiates, rather than refutes, the hy-
pothesis of biased processing. Moreover, Bartels's conclusion comports with the bulk of
evidence in political psychology—that is, that partisans are indeed biased assimilators
and that patterns of Bayesian convergence such as what is illustrated in Figure 5.2 are
uncommon.

Neither model, however, takes us through the full range of possibilities for how citizens
respond to new political information. Thus far we have discussed these models in terms of
events and information with clear positive or negative implications that all citizens would
share. News that pollution levels have increased, or that unemployment is down, for ex-
ample, would be received as negative and positive news, respectively, by all citizens. But
new information about position issues as opposed to valence issues could easily create
polarization within a Bayesian framework. For instance, if the “new information” about
the president is that he vetoed a gun control bill, then Republicans should move in the
more positive direction, if at all, and Democrats in a more negative direction. In this sce-
nario, Bayesian learners should, quite rationally, polarize.

Whatever their differences, biased processing models are typical of contemporary politi-
cal psychology in that they share an underlying skepticism that information is the cure for
all that ails the quality of political decisions. If people are not passive recipients of infor-
mation, but rather active choosers, interpreters, and rationalizers, then the limitations of
information become apparent.

We are, in one sense, at an early stage in research that models biased processing, still
sorting out what qualifies as evidence and what does not. To understand this process
more fully in the future, researchers must unpack the process of biased assimilation in or-
der to understand how bias occurs in the selection of information sources, the credibility
granted to those sources, the discounting of information, and the relative weights given
to new information in updating preferences. These are all separate mechanisms by which
new information could differentially affect partisan groups based on their initial predispo-
sitions.

»2 3 Beyond Self-Report: New Sources of The-
ory and Evidence

Methodologically, political psychology has been criticized for relying too heavily on cross-
sectional survey data (e.g. Krosnick 2002). Although this criticism seems valid with re-
gard to much of the past work in this subfield, a greater level of methodological pluralism
is difficult to find in any other subfield within political science. Burgeoning pluralism is
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evident in the kinds of methods political psychologists use as well as in the types of mea-
sures they now employ to operationalize key concepts.

In comparing early research in political psychology with today's studies, there is a strik-
ing difference in the extent to which political psychologists trust self-reports as a means
of getting at the black box processes involved in formulating political choices. For exam-
ple, when authors of classics such as The People's Choice wanted to know why people vot-
ed the way they did, they simply asked them. In contrast, the consensus view today is that
the reasons people offer for their decisions “are better understood as justifications of a
decision that has already been made” (12). (See also Lau 1982; McGraw 2000; Rahn,
Krosnick, and Breuning 1994.)

For better or worse, humans appear to have little ability to introspect about the actual
causes of their attitudes and actions. Nonetheless, they are disturbingly facile at rational-
izing the choices and actions that they make. I say “disturbing” because as social scien-
tists, we may be led on many a wild goose chase by people's abilities to rationalize their
emotions and choices. In addition, it is disturbing to lose the comfort of believing that
there is an accessible, transparent logic to individuals' political choices.

A dramatic example of the need to be skeptical of self-report and introspective accounts
of behavior is illustrated by Wegner (2002) in a study in which electrical stimulation was
used unbeknownst to experimental subjects to force them to react involuntarily by stand-
ing up. Despite the fact that their decision to stand was completely outside of their con-
trol, a large percentage reported a logical reason why they did so. Our brains are appar-
ently compelled to offer deliberate, conscious reasons for our actions, but these rational-
izations may have little to do with what actually happens. If we cannot understand the ori-
gins of our decision to sit or stand, how can we possibly understand the origins of a far
more complex decision such as a vote choice?

What options do intrepid explorers of the black box psychological processes underlying
political choices have to turn to? The good news is that the methodological repertoire for
political psychology has undoubtedly expanded over the past fifty years. In addition to the
survey data that served as the initial springboard for interest in the psychology of politi-
cal choices, scholars now make regular use of laboratory experiments as well.

But the expansion in methodologies has not been exclusively toward imitating the inter-
nal validity of psychologists' laboratory studies. In addition, experimental designs (. 93)
embedded within surveys provide researchers with new insights into understanding the
basis of sensitive and socially undesirable political opinions and behaviors such as non-
voting (see Holbrook and Krosnick 2005) and negative attitudes toward racial minorities
(Sniderman et al. 1991). What is more, field experiments have been brought back into the
methodological mix as well, primarily by Green and his associates (see e.g. Green and
Gerber 2002). Still others study the psychology of political decision making in the context
of real world political choices, as Glaser (2002) did in his study of the effects of ballot
structure on the outcome of school bond initiatives.
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Recognizing that so much of what political psychologists want to know may transcend the
realm of self-report or even self-awareness, scholars also increasingly pursue measures
that do not require research participants' conscious awareness or introspection. Re-
sponse times in answering questions, for example, are used to better understand respon-
dents' associations between positive or negative attributes and racial groups. In the most
sophisticated applications of these techniques, researchers use complex designs to under-
stand the associative links that facilitate attitudes.

The two most widely used paradigms for evaluating implicit (as contrasted with explicit)
attitudes, are the “implicit association test” (IAT; see Greenwald, McGhee, and Schwartz
1998), and the “bona fide pipeline” (BFP; see Fazio et al. 1995). The IAT measures the
strength of an association between two target categories (e.g. black and white) and two
attributes (e.g. good and bad) by having people categorize examples of the target and at-
tribute categories at the same time. So, for example, respondents would be presented
with a test stimulus (e.g. a picture of a flower), and asked to sort what they observe into
one category if it is either Black or good, or a second category if the object is either White
or bad. The speed with which they perform this task across a number of stimuli is then
compared to the speed with which they perform the same task with the two groups
switched so that they sort objects into either a Black/bad category or a White/good cate-
gory. In this particular example, negative attitudes toward Blacks would be assessed by
comparing response latencies on the Black-bad and White-good trials to the Black-good
and White-bad trials. Interestingly, even when one knows how the test works and is aware
of what is being measured, it is still next to impossible for respondents to falsify results
by trying to respond more quickly to some pairings than others.

The BFP also measures implicit attitudes, but in this case a prime such as a Black or
White face is presented before an adjective is shown. In this case, negative associations
with Blacks would be demonstrated by faster latencies when Black faces and negative ad-
jectives are shown, and slower latencies for Black faces followed by positive adjectives
relative to the same latencies after the presentation of White faces.

Both techniques avoid the perils of self-report and solve social desirability biases. In stud-
ies of racial attitudes, they also predict race-related behaviors (Fazio and Olson 2003). Al-
though these are controversial measures of racial prejudice and of negative attitudes to-
ward groups (see e.g. Arkes and Tetlock 2004), they are uncontroversial as indicators of
the associations that people maintain, whether ®.94 they act on them or not. One might
well ask whether they are really necessary to political psychology outside of a few partic-
ularly sensitive topics such as race. The answer to this question remains to be seen, but
as political psychologists increasingly seek understandings of phenomena outside the
realm of conscious awareness, techniques of this kind will undoubtedly become increas-
ingly valuable.

Finally, another set of methods involving psycho-physiological approaches to political atti-
tudes and behaviors has opened up new possibilities as political psychologists begin to
see how social neuroscience and psycho-physiological measurement techniques may be
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useful for understanding political attitudes and behavior. Technological advances in our
ability to observe physiological evidence of the processes underlying political choice have
drawn a small group of scholars to incorporate the tools of neuroscience into their work.
Although a thorough review of studies that employ psycho-physiological and social neuro-
science approaches is beyond the scope of this chapter, a special issue of Political Psy-
chology published in 2003 (Volume 24: 4) provides useful examples of how social neuro-
science is increasingly incorporated into political psychology. Given the field's focus on
understanding real world political events, these techniques are not likely to replace tradi-
tional methods within political psychology, but they are a very promising means of aug-
menting our limited access to people's internal states.

Recently political psychologists also have begun to draw on evolutionary psychology as a
basis for understanding reactions to the political world. For example, Alford, Funk, and
Hibbing (2005) use the results of twin studies to distinguish the environmental determi-
nants of political attitudes from their inherited traits. They conclude that attitudes toward
a wide variety of political issues, as well as affect toward the major parties, is significant-
ly influenced by genetic predisposition. Likewise, Sidanius and colleagues' theory about
the role of gender in social dominance orientation is rooted in evolutionary psychology.
Mutz and Reeves (2005) also draw on evolutionary psychology to understand viewers' re-
actions to incivility in televised political discourse.

To be sure, the potential applications of these approaches to political choice are in their
infancy, but they appear relevant to some of the very same questions political psycholo-
gists have been trying to answer for years. For example, brain imaging studies demon-
strate that activity in one area of the brain can bias what goes on elsewhere in the brain,
thus bolstering conclusions about biased processing. Moreover, there appears to be no
centralized location in the brain for integrating information and making choices (see Al-
ford, Hibbing, and Smith 2005). Thus there is unlikely to be any one calculus for political
decision making.

To date, very little of this evidence is directed toward answering the kinds of questions
that plague political psychology, but the implications are clear. For example, McClure et
al. (2004) show that judgments made about immediate versus delayed gratification acti-
vate different areas of the brain. As Alford and colleagues explain, “the time element
stimulated different parts of the brain that are associated with different functions. Specif-
ically, the possibility of immediate gratification seems to activate the emotional part of
the brain, but when immediate gratification is not (.95 an option, the more reflective
and cognitive part of the brain is activated.” As political scientists ponder how promises
of tax cuts influence choice relative to long-term promises to protect the environment,
such findings may well become applicable.
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4 Information as the Gold Standard

It is a profoundly erroneous truism...that we should cultivate the habit of thinking
about what we are doing. The precise opposite is the case. Civilization advances
by extending the number of operations which we can perform without thinking
about them. Operations of thought are like cavalry charges in a battle—they are
strictly limited in number, they require fresh horses, and must only be made at de-
cisive moments. (Alfred North Whitehead, 1911)

If an extraterrestrial took a cursory glance at the books published in political psychology over
the past fifteen years, she would come away with the impression that what we earth people val-
ue in our citizens is information, reason, and rationality. Consider, for example, Ferejohn and
Kuklinski's Information and Democratic Processes (1990), Popkin's The Reasoning Voter (1991),
Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock's Reasoning and Choice (1991), Lupia, McCubbins, and Popkin's
Elements of Reason: Cognition, Choice, and the Bounds of Rationality (2000), Page and Shapiro's
(1992) The Rational Public, and so forth. These books do not concur on all matters, but the desir-
ability of rational, well-informed political choices resonates throughout all of these volumes.

A closer look would reveal that the bulk of studies concur that people do not have loads of
information about politics—indeed, far from it. But this closer examination would
nonetheless suggest that most political psychologists wish citizens had perfect informa-
tion, and think the political process would be far better off if citizens could at least better
approximate this goal. As Kuklinski (2002) has suggested, rational choice assumes citi-
zens are even-handed processors of information, while political psychology tends to as-
sume (and to find) that they are not, though it nonetheless argues that they should be.

In this respect, Whitehead's statement above may seem an anathema from the perspec-
tive of political psychology. What could be more sacred than the idea that good citizens
should put a great deal of thought into the political choices they make? Are we, indeed,
depleting citizens' resources by asking them to make too many political decisions? Or are
we reaching the wrong conclusions by assuming that the best decisions are ones made
based on the most information? It is worth remembering that the well-educated citizen
was not always the gold standard in politics.

Contemporary political psychology is beginning to question whether a classic rational de-
cision-making process is truly what political psychology should pursue .96 as its gold
standard. In all three of the areas discussed in this chapter, political psychologists are re-
considering the emphasis on information and cognition as the root of ideal political
choice. Studies of emotion and politics suggest that emotion is equally, if not more, impor-
tant to political choice than cognition, and they question whether that is necessarily a bad
thing. Studies of information processing suggest that information is severely limited in its
capacity to improve political choice given the extent of biased processing; moreover, ra-
tional decision making does not necessarily mean better choices. As new approaches to
measurement are applied to political choice, they further suggest that much of human de-
cision making—political or otherwise—may be driven by processes of which citizens are
not aware.
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Taken together, these trends suggest that one of the most long-lasting premises of politi-
cal decision making—that information gathering, thinking, and reasoning make for supe-
rior political decisions relative to visceral, subconscious reactions—is being called into
question. Whereas political psychologists in the past have thought of citizens as informa-
tion processors, they are rapidly becoming seen as less purposeful and as having less con-
scious control over their preferences. Whether such a representation of citizen choice is
more accurate than the citizen as rational processor and/or more normatively desirable
remains to be seen. In an era when voters are being asked to make more individual politi-
cal choices than ever before, the horses may indeed need rest.
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CITIZENSHIP takes on meaning through processes of communication, persuasion, and
conflict that occur among interdependent citizens. Opinions, choices, and patterns of en-
gagement do not arise as the inevitable consequences of individual characteristics, na-
tional crises, or news media coverage. Neither do they arise as the necessary results of
an individual's location within particular groups and environments. Rather, interdepen-
dent individuals arrive at choices and decisions as interactive participants in a socially
imbedded process that depends on networks of communication among and between indi-
viduals within particular settings (Granovetter 1985; Zuckerman 2005).

This view of the citizen's role in democratic politics is anchored in some of the earliest
and most influential empirical treatments of elections and campaigns—studies recogniz-
ing that the group basis of politics plays an important role, not only for politicians and ac-
tivists, but for ordinary citizens as well (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1948; Berelson,
Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954; Campbell et al. 1960, 1966). Indeed, in his economic theo-
ry of democracy, Downs (1957) provides an efficiency motivation for this view, arguing
that citizens quite sensibly make use . 101 of socially supplied information in their ef-
forts to reduce the costs of political information. By relying on the advice of politically ex-
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pert associates whose political biases are similar to their own, Downs argues that individ-
uals are able to offload the costs of collecting, analyzing, and evaluating political informa-
tion.!

Network theories of citizenship are inspired by these early insights regarding the impor-
tance of communities, groups, and political information exchanges among and between
individuals. At the same time, network theories rely on a conceptual apparatus that
moves beyond the traditional definitions of primary groups, organizations, and societal
groups to define networks in terms of the relationships that exist among individuals—
within and beyond the boundaries of traditionally defined groups. The introduction of
communication networks into the study of democratic politics provides new insights on
individuals and groups at multiple levels of analysis, thereby providing a direct assault on
a range of micro-macro problems that confront political analysis (Eulau 1986).

This chapter provides a survey and interpretation of the contributions made by network
theories to the study of citizens and democratic politics. This overview begins by locating
network research within the rich substantive and theoretical tradition of individually and
group-based studies of public opinion and electoral politics. The chapter then addresses a
series of methodological issues in the study of political information networks. Finally, at-
tention turns to the particular substantive and theoretical insights generated in the study
of communication and persuasion among citizens; the persistence and consequence of po-
litical disagreement and heterogeneity within communication networks; citizenship ca-
pacity, social capital, and the diffusion of political expertise among citizens; communica-
tion networks and collective action; and the roles of groups and networks in modern poli-
tics.

1 Political Science Roots

The importance of social imbeddedness and interdependence among citizens is in many
ways old news to most political scientists. Some of the earliest and most influential treat-
ments of political behavior and citizenship addressed patterns of communication, persua-
sion, disagreement, and conflict that occur among and between citizens. The Columbia
studies focused on patterns of communication and influence in their early election studies
in Elmira, New York, and Erie County, Ohio (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1948;
Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954). In Southern Politics, V. O. Key (1949) identified
white racial antagonism as an inherently political response most likely to occur when
black racial concentrations threatened white hegemony in local politics. Warren Miller
(1956) demonstrated the political @.102) disadvantages of minority status by examining
the plight of partisan minorities within counties. Butler and Stokes (1974) argued that
British voting behavior within social classes was contingent on the class composition of
local constituencies.?

These early lessons are easily forgotten, particularly in the face of the dominant data col-
lection technologies used to study political behavior and public opinion—most surveys
produce information on socially independent individuals. At the same time, creative sam-
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pling designs have made it possible to aggregate individual survey responses at the level
of politically meaningful geographic units, producing measures of central tendency and
dispersion for opinions that are geographically organized. Important progress in the con-
textual analysis of political behavior continues to be accomplished by combining survey
data at the level of individuals either with aggregate census and voting data or with sur-
vey data aggregated according to the spatial boundaries within which survey respondents
are located (Segal and Meyer 1974; Wright 1976; Cho 2003; Pattie and Johnston 1999;
Peffley and Rohrschneider 2003).3

Network studies can be seen as a particular species within a larger genus—as one type of
a contextual analysis of politics (Knoke 1990). Eulau (1986) and Przeworski and Teune
(1970) define contextual factors in terms of the aggregation of individual characteristics
that affect individuals through processes of social interaction. Hence, contexts are creat-
ed through the particular composition of the individuals who make up some group or ag-
gregate population. Network studies diverge from contextual studies in their effort to in-
corporate a direct mapping for the particular patterns of recurrent interaction among ac
tors. Absent direct measures on patterns of communication, neither the individual mea-
sures nor their associated aggregate versions directly address the specifics of communi-
cation and persuasion among the individuals who make up the aggregates.

2 Networks, Ecological Fallacies, Individualis-
tic Fallacies

What difference does all this make? Ignoring individual interdependence creates the po-
tential for misspecifying the effects of both the individual and the aggregate factors that
underlie political behavior. Assume for the moment that a positive association exists be-
tween contexts and networks—that people who reside in Democratic settings, for exam-
ple, are more likely to encounter Democrats within their networks of political communica-
tion (Huckfeldt 1986). If various forms of political behavior are, in turn, contingent on an
individual's location within networks of political communication, the likelihood of engag-
ing in a behavior—holding an opinion, (. 103) voting for a candidate, putting up a politi-
cal yard sign—is apt to vary across these various contextual units of aggregation. Thus,
aggregate analyses that ignore important patterns of interdependence enhance the risk
of producing ecological fallacies (Achen and Shively 1995; Goodman 1953, 1959; King
1997; Przeworski 1974; Sprague 1976).

The corollary individualistic fallacy is just as important: an individual-level analysis that
ignores patterns of interdependence runs the risk of mistakenly specifying the relation-
ships between individual characteristics and individual behavior (Huckfeldt and Sprague
1995, 28-32). Indeed, both individualistic and ecological fallacies suffer from the same
problem—the stated or unstated assumption that individual characteristics and attributes
translate directly into likelihoods of opinions and behaviors independently of the net-
works and contexts within which individuals are imbedded. Individualistic fallacies are
based on individual-level data, and ecological fallacies on aggregate data, but both ignore
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the implications that arise due to patterns of individual interdependence located in time,
place, and setting.

In a straightforward, intriguing, and historically important analysis, Herbert Tingsten
(1963) demonstrated that working-class residents of Stockholm were more likely to vote if
they lived in working-class neighborhoods. One might construct a number of hypothe-
sized explanations for this pattern. Perhaps the socialist parties were more likely to con-
centrate their mobilization efforts in working-class districts. Perhaps working-class neigh-
borhoods made it more likely that working-class residents would interact with other
workers, thereby encouraging political identities as workers and supporters of the work-
ing class. Canache (1996), Langton and Rapoport (1975), Putnam (1966), and others con-
sider similar explanations for patterns of partisan behavior in Honduras, in Santiago, in
American counties, and elsewhere. In all these instances, patterns of concrete social rela-
tions leading to distinctive patterns of political communication are responsible for pro-
ducing environmentally contingent patterns of political behavior. And these environmen-
tal contingencies on individual behavior are precisely the circumstances that give rise
both to ecological and to individualistic fallacies.

How common are these problems? Is the Tingsten result a rare case? The literature pro-
duces an abundance of examples in which individual political behavior occurs at the inter-
section between individual predispositions and various forms of social interaction and
communication. For example, in their analysis of education and citizenship, Nie, Junn, and
Stehlik-Barry (1996) argue that individual educational achievement stimulates political
participation, but that participation is depressed by individual levels of education that lag
behind the educational levels of others in the environment. In these various bodies of
work, the authors point toward complex forms of interdependence among actors that can
be directly addressed by imbedding the individuals within networks of interaction and
communication. Replacing aggregate analyses with individual-level analyses is not a solu-
tion to the problems addressed by these studies—it would simply replace a misspecified
aggregate model with a misspecified individual-level model. The first instance produces
an ecological fallacy, the second produces an individualistic fallacy, and both arise due to
unspecified patterns of interdependence among political actors.

» 100 3 Surveys and the Measurement of Social
Networks

During the 1940s and 1950s, an important series of scholarly efforts fundamentally al-
tered the intellectual terrain for studies of voting, elections, participation, and public
opinion (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1948; Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954;
Campbell et al. 1960, 1966). The ensuing revolution in the study of democratic politics in-
stitutionalized the innovation of the modern sample survey as the fundamental tool for
studying electoral politics, not only in the United States but worldwide. The question that
naturally arose was, how does one incorporate studies of communication networks into a
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study design which intentionally and necessarily randomly samples individuals who are
independent of one another?

The answer to this question was less than straightforward. Some of the earliest and most
analytically powerful implementations of network research involved complete enumera-
tions of the relationships within well-defined populations (e.g. monasteries, churches, or-
ganizations). That is, the presence or absence of particular relationships are documented
between each and every dyad within a population, and these relationships are, in turn,
analyzed using a range of powerful analytic techniques (Wasserman and Faust 1994;
White 1970). These analytic techniques are very useful to many political science research
settings, and they are more likely to be employed successfully within a range of substan-
tive applications involving interaction among political elites, within policy-making sys-
tems, and within and among courts and legislatures (Heinz et al. 1993; Knoke et al. 1996;
Lauman and Pappi 1976; Lubell and Scholz 2001; Schneider et al. 2003; Fowler 2006). At
the same time, their applicability is typically less straightforward in the context of the
large populations that provide the primary object of study for scholars concerned with
studies of mass behavior:* public opinion, participation, voting, and legal compliance (see
Roch, Scholz, and McGraw 2000). Within this intellectual domain, contextual measures of
population composition were often treated as an acceptable alternative measurement de-
vice. The problem with this practice is that it obscures the very real differences between
contexts and networks in the study of voting, elections, and public opinion (Huckfeldt and
Sprague 1995).

One solution to the problem came in the form of social network batteries, name genera-
tors, and the conception of egocentric networks, all of which are implemented in the con-
text of a traditionally defined sample survey. An early implementation of such a strategy
took place in the 1966 Detroit Area Study, directed by Edward Laumann (1973). Rather
than conceiving a network in terms of the pattern of relationships defined by a space,
place, or group, the egocentric network is defined in terms of the relationships that con-
nect to a particular individual, measured through a battery of survey questions in which
respondents name and then describe their personal networks (see Burt 1986; Marsden
1987).

(p. 105)

The particular form and wording of network name generators vary across different ef-
forts, but a respondent to a survey might typically be asked to identify the first names of
the people with whom she discussed the events of the past election campaign.® After iden-
tifying some number of names, the interviewer asks the respondent a battery of questions
about each of the identified discussants: the nature of the relationship between the re-
spondent and the discussant, the reported frequency of interaction with each discussant,
the reported frequency of political discussion, the relationships among the discussants,
the respondents' perceptions of the discussants' opinions and viewpoints, as well as the
respondents' perceptions regarding the frequency of disagreement with each of the dis-
cussants.
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Some studies add a snowball component to the sampling design in which interviews are
conducted with the discussion partners who have been identified by the main respon-
dents to the initial survey. These second stage surveys are useful for several purposes.
They provide reciprocity measures, as well as verification regarding the main
respondent's ability to identify the discussants' preferences accurately. The snowball sur-
vey also provides measures of preference intensity for the discussant—the self-reported
strength or extremity of discussant opinions. These intensity measures, in turn, create an
opportunity to study the factors that enhance and impede the effectiveness of communi-
cation among and between citizens, as well as factors that enhance discussant influence.

Moreover, snowball surveys provide measures of engagement, participation, and political
expertise for discussants within a political communication network. These measures
make it possible to consider the value added problem in democratic politics—the extent
to which communication among and between citizens helps to enhance the capacity of in-
dividual citizens, as well as the capacity of the electorate as a whole (Huckfeldt, Tkeda,
and Pappi 2000; Huckfeldt 2001). In these and other ways, social network batteries cou-
pled with snowball surveys of the main respondents' self-identified political networks pro-
vide naturally occurring laboratories for the investigation of political persuasion and com-
munication processes among and between citizens.

4 The Relationship between Contexts and Net-
works

The line of demarcation between contexts and networks has sometimes been fuzzy in po-
litical science research. Part of the difficulty has been rooted in the perception that con-
texts are simply a poor person's measure of networks. That is, lacking the ability ®. 106)
to produce a detailed mapping of the networks within which survey respondents are
imbedded, analysts have often employed a random mixing assumption that provides a
simple substitution of contexts for networks. The problem with this conceptual confusion
is that networks are not a simple and direct translation of the contexts and opportunities
for social interaction that surround an actor. Rather, networks are formed at the complex
intersection between individual preference, individual engagement, and individual loca-
tion within particular contexts. Hence, important differences exist between the networks
and contexts of political behavior (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995).

A primary difference relates to issues of endogeneity and exogeneity in the construction
of contexts and networks. Even if an individual resides in a Democratic neighborhood in a
Democratic city in a Democratic state, and even if she works at a workplace dominated by
Democrats, she may still manage to find Republicans with whom to eat lunch (Finifter
1974). One can think in terms of a mobile context defined in terms of the “life space” that
is occupied by a particular individual (Eulau 1986). This abstract life space might be cre-
ated in response to the numerous locations of the individual in time, space, and social
structure, thereby including all the opportunities that an individual has for social interac-
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tion. Conceived in such a manner, networks must be seen as being endogeneous both to
individual preference and to the contexts where individuals are located.

If individuals reside in contexts composed entirely of Republicans, their discussions will
take place with Republicans unless they decide to forgo political conversation. At the
same time, individuals in heterogeneous contexts do not simply roll over and accept what-
ever the context happens to provide. They impose their own preferences as constraints on
the search process. In this way, the construction of communication networks within the
boundaries of social contexts can be seen as a problem of supply and demand—as individ-
uals desiring to find acceptable associates in a context that sets constraints on supply.

5 Network Construction, Self-selection, and the
Intersection of Stochastic Processes

Both supply and demand are usefully seen as inherently stochastic processes—processes
that reflect probabilities related to particular combinations of individuals, individual char-
acteristics, contexts, small- and large-scale population concentrations, and opportunities
for social interaction. Supply is stochastic because the constraints imposed by the compo-
sitional properties of a particular context are inevitably probabilistic. The individual se-
lection of discussion partners is stochastic . 107) because potential discussants carry
along with them a bundle of characteristics, and a single discussion partner serves a vari-
ety of purposes. Hence, the construction of political communication networks occurs
within the constraints of supply that are imposed by particular contexts, guided by the se-
lection principles of the individuals who are engaged in constructing the networks, and
the resulting communication networks thereby occur at the stochastic intersection of two
inherently stochastic processes (Boudon 1986). At the same time, a number of formula-
tions and empirical applications suggest that supply looms large in the production of
these networks (Coleman 1964, ch. 16; Huckfeldt 1986; Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995).

In this context, the argument that individuals are influenced through political communica-
tion with other individuals is inherently vulnerable to a self-selection counter-argument
(Achen and Shively 1995). According to this argument, for example, strong supporters of
the Japanese Liberal Democratic Party often choose to live in LDP neighborhoods, to be
employed at workplaces full of LDP supporters, and to talk about politics with other sup-
porters of the LDP. If a study finds that individuals who work in LDP workplaces are more
likely to talk politics with supporters of the LDP, a sometimes difficult-to-answer counter-
argument might be that LDP supporters choose both to work at LDP work places and to
associate with other LDP supporters. Hence, by implication, the relationship between the
context and the network is spurious—exposure both to networks and to workplaces might
be influenced by individual choice.

One response to this problem is to consider the relationships between contexts and net-
works in a setting where contextual self-selection is an unlikely option. Conceive an ad-
vanced democracy as a (very large) context, where the likelihood of self-selection on po-
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litical grounds is very low. Based on this level of measurement, several efforts consider
the likelihood that party supporters will encounter disagreement within their political
communication networks as a function of the party's level of support in the electoral poli-
tics of the country as a whole. In a study based on Germany in the 1990 election, Japan in
the 1993 election, and the United States in the 1992 election, respondents who support
one of the major parties are much more likely to report agreement than supporters of the
minor parties and candidates (Huckfeldt, Ikeda, and Pappi 2005; also see Ikeda and Huck-
feldt 2001). American Democrats are less likely to report disagreement than Perot voters;
Japanese LDP voters are less likely to report disagreement than the supporters of the
Sakigake—a minor party that no longer exists; German Christian Democrats are less like-
ly to report disagreement than supporters of the Green Party; and so on.

It is equally important to emphasize that each party's supporters report levels of agree-
ment within their networks that surpass random mixing expectations. The moral is not
that individuals fail to exercise discretion in the construction of political communication
networks. Once again, political communication networks are created at the intersection
of individual choice and environmental supply, and neither individual-level factors nor ag-
gregate factors can provide a full explanation for network construction.

» 100 60 Persuasion and Communication Effective-
ness among Citizens

The laboratories created by the snowball surveys provide the opportunity to assess fac-
tors affecting persuasion and communication effectiveness among citizens. In general,
main respondents are better able to recognize preferences accurately if they share the
preferences. These results complement an important stream of research related to the
false consensus effect—an effect in which the individual perceptions of the preferences
held by others are biased toward agreement (Fabrigar and Krosnick 1995). One explana-
tion for this false consensus bias builds on cognitive dissonance theory—people find dis-
agreement to be disturbing and they misinterpret the messages sent by the discussant
(Festinger 1957). Another explanation is conflict avoidance—individuals avoid conflictive
conversations thereby obscuring the communication of disagreement (MacKuen 1990).

Although these are plausible and often compelling arguments for misperception in many
contexts, several persistent patterns make these explanations less than fully satisfying in
the context of political communication networks. First, not only are main respondents
less likely to perceive a discussant's viewpoints accurately if they disagree with the dis-
cussant, but they are also less likely to perceive a discussant's viewpoints accurately if
they believe that other individuals in the network hold a preference that is different from
that reported by the particular discussant. Hence, in making a judgment about another
individual's preference, individuals may be generalizing on the basis of their own immedi-
ate circumstances—they may be reaching the judgment on the basis of prior information
taken from the environment. For example, if the main respondent is voting Democratic,
and she believes that all her other associates are voting Democratic, she may miss the
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fact that one of them is actually voting Republican. In this context, it is important for po-
litical scientists to remember that relatively few citizens wear their preferences as lapel
pins, and preferences are often socially ambiguous, even in networks explicitly identified
to be political. Hence, respondents are likely to form judgments based on prior expecta-
tions that arise through recurrent patterns of social interaction (Huckfeldt et al. 1998a).

Moreover, while the accuracy of respondent perceptions is compromised by disagree-
ment, either between the respondent and the discussant or between the particular discus-
sant and the more generalized network, these same forms of disagreement do not com-
promise the confidence of the respondent in his perceptions of the discussant's prefer-
ences, or in the accessibility of these perceptions, measured in terms of response laten-
cies or response times (Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague 2004). In short, there is little ev-
idence to suggest that individuals are uncomfortable or unwilling to acknowledge dis-
agreement.® Finally, while these communication . 109 biases produced by disagreement
are theoretically important, we should not miss the forest for the trees—overall levels of
accuracy within the communication networks are quite high, even in the face of disagree-
ment.

Why might individuals be relatively well equipped to confront disagreement politically?
First, citizens who are less engaged by politics may be less troubled by disagreement. Se-
cond, the inherently subjective nature of politics and political preferences may make it
easier for one individual to comprehend why disagreement might occur (Ross, Bierbrauer,
and Hoffman 1976). Finally, some evidence suggests that citizens who encounter diver-
gent preferences within their communication networks are less likely to feel that the pref-
erences are extreme or unreasonable (Huckfeldt et al. 2005).

Many of the same factors that affect the accuracy of communication also affect persua-
siveness. In particular, discussants are more likely to be influential if their preferences
are widely shared within the larger networks within which respondents are located
(Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague 2004). In other words, an individual who communicates
a widely shared preference is both more likely to be correctly understood, as well as be-
ing more likely to be influential. In this way, the realization of influence and persuasion
within dyads is itself autoregressive, depending on the distribution of opinion within the
larger network of which the dyad is only one part (Huckfeldt et al. 1998a; also see
McPhee 1963).

The effectiveness and persuasiveness of political communication among citizens also de-
pend, in very profound ways, on the particular preferences and characteristics of the
messenger. Citizens with strong, unambiguous preferences are more likely to be correctly
perceived, and they are, correspondingly, more likely to be influential. In contrast, there
is little evidence to suggest that citizens with strong preferences are unable to perceive
the preferences that are communicated by others. Hence, it is not that individuals with
strong preferences are incapable of recognizing disagreement when they encounter it—
citizens with strong preferences are excellent messengers, and their ability to perceive
the messages of others is not compromised (Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague 2004).
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7 The Persistence and Consequence of Network
Heterogeneity

Important bodies of work point toward individuals withdrawing from political engage-
ment as a consequence of disagreement (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1948; Berel-
son, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954). Other important work points to the problematic ca-
pacity of maintaining disagreement within a population as the stable equilibrium outcome
of a dynamic communication process (Abelson 1979; Axelrod 1997; Marsden and Friedkin
1994). But if disagreement produces a political angst that ®. 110) leads to a withdrawal
from civic life on the part of individual citizens, or if political diversity is inevitably elimi-
nated as a consequence of communication among citizens, we are left in a difficult situa-
tion with respect to the capacity of citizens for the give-and-take that undergirds democ-
ratic politics.

Recent analyses have reconsidered the factors that create and sustain political hetero-
geneity within communication networks. The presence of disagreement within political
communication networks has generated some debate, however, with Mutz (2006) arguing
that Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague (2004) overstate levels of disagreement. Direct evi-
dence with respect to this issue has accumulated over more than twenty years, most re-
cently in the 2000 National Election Study. Among those respondents interviewed after
the election who identify at least one discussant, only 41 percent of the Gore voters per-
ceive that all their discussion partners support Gore, with 36.7 percent naming at least
one discussant who supports Bush; only 47 percent of the Bush supporters perceive that
all their discussion partners support Bush, with 35.5 percent naming at least one discus-
sant who supports Gore (Huckfeldt, Mendez, and Osborn 2004). Comparable levels of dis-
agreement are demonstrated in other studies (Huckfeldt, Ikeda, and Pappi 2005; Huck-
feldt and Sprague 1995; and Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague 2004). Moreover, individu-
als located within networks of increasing size—in Germany, Japan, and the United States
—are dramatically less likely to report homogeneous agreement within their networks
(Huckfeldt, Tkeda, and Pappi 2005).

All these studies consistently demonstrate strong evidence of clustering—Republicans are
more likely to talk politics with Republicans, Social Democrats with Social Democrats,
Komeito supporters with Komeito supporters, and so on. We would expect nothing less. To
the contrary, these studies demonstrate that patterns of both agreement and
disagreement can be profitably understood within complex processes of communication
and persuasion.

7.1 How does heterogeneity persist?

Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague (2004) adopt an agent-based, computational strategy to
address the conditions that give rise to persistent heterogeneity within communication

networks. Drawing on the work of Abelson (1979) and Axelrod (1997), their analysis con-
structs a series of simulations that are motivated by a range of empirical analyses. Build-
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ing on survey analyses, these simulations suggest that diverse preferences are more like-
ly to survive in circumstances where the consequences of political communication and in-
fluence between two individuals depend on the distribution of preferences across the in-
dividuals' larger networks of communication. In this way, communication and influence
are autoregressive—the probability of agreement within a dyad depends on the incidence
of the particular opinion or viewpoint within the larger network of communication.

These agent-based models incorporate an inherently non-linear representation of commu-
nication and influence within and among these micro-environments, thereby . 111) pro-
ducing complex, non-deterministic outcomes. In higher-density networks, where everyone
communicates with everyone else, autoregressive patterns of influence can be expected
to reinforce tendencies toward homogeneity. In contrast, autoregressive mechanisms can
be expected to sustain opinion diversity within lower-density networks—networks where
an individual is less likely to communicate with the associates of her own associates. In
these lower-density networks, patterns of communication are often characterized both by
structural holes (Burt 1992) that create communication gaps between networks, as well
as by the influential individuals who bridge these gaps (Granovetter 1973). Disagreement
is more likely to be sustained in these circumstances because disagreeing individuals fre-
quently receive support for their preferences elsewhere in their communication net-
works, from individuals who are not connected to the source of disagreement (Huckfeldt,
Johnson, and Sprague 2004).

The implications for democratic politics are quite important. If election campaigns only
serve to recreate a pre-existent political homogeneity within social groups, then the col-
lective deliberations of democratic citizens are divorced from the dramas and events of
politics. Alternatively, to the extent that citizens participate in a process that includes dis-
agreement as well as persuasion, the systematic processes of communication that occur
within these networks become crucial to democratic outcomes, even though the direction
and magnitude of the effects may be both complex and indeterminate (Boudon 1986).

7.2 What are the consequences of heterogeneity?

The consequences of network heterogeneity and the experience of political disagreement
have stimulated a number of research efforts, and a consensus has not yet emerged re-
garding the political effects of disagreement. Huckfeldt, Johnson, and Sprague (2004)
argue that political heterogeneity is more likely to persist within larger, more extensive
communication networks. Network size, in turn, is predicted by some of the same factors
that predict political involvement and engagement. Individuals with higher levels of edu-
cation and more extensive organizational involvements are more likely to reside in larger
communication networks. Hence, the same individuals who are able to draw on larger re-
serves of social capital are also more likely to be politically active and engaged (Lake and
Huckfeldt 1998), as well as to experience a more diverse mixture of political opinions and
viewpoints within their networks of political communication. These analyses and others
(Huckfeldt, Tkeda, and Pappi 2005; Huckfeldt and Mendez 2004) find little evidence to
suggest that political disagreement and diversity within communication networks pro-
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duce politically disabling consequences in terms of political participation. Indeed, Kotler-
Berkowitz (2005) finds that increased diversity within networks serves to stimulate high-
er levels of political participation.

Mutz (2002a, 2002b) and Mutz and Martin (2001) have also examined the consequences
of disagreement within communication networks. Their analyses are generally less opti-
mistic regarding the democratic potential of communication across the boundaries of po-
litical preference, in part based on a finding that political (. 112) heterogeneity (cross-
cutting cleavages) tends to depress participation (Mutz 2002a), and in part based on an
argument that homogeneity is widespread within communication networks (Mutz and
Martin 2001). At the same time, much of the divergence in these various results is a mat-
ter of emphasis and expectation, and the various studies share a great deal in common.
For example, Mutz (2002a) points toward the ambivalence producing consequences of po-
litical heterogeneity within patterns of political communication among citizens—a theme
that is also pursued in the work of Visser and Mirabile (2004), Huckfeldt and Sprague
(2000), and Huckfeldt, Mendez, and Osborn (2004).7

From a somewhat different vantage point, both Mutz (2002b) and Gibson (1992) focus on
network heterogeneity effects on political tolerance. As Gibson (1992: 350) demonstrates,
“(w)hy people differ in their levels of intolerance—and with what consequences—cannot
be well understood by conceptualizing the individual in social isolation.” He shows that
homogeneous peer groups, less tolerant spouses, and less tolerant communities place
limits on the freedom perceived by individual citizens. Hence, it would appear that nor-
mative commitments to tolerance and democratic ideals are likely to be short-lived unless
they are reinforced through application in naturally occurring contexts of political com-
munication. (For a complementary analysis, see Gibson's (2001) analysis of networks and
civil society in Russia.) Similarly, Mutz (2002a) shows that higher levels of political dis-
agreement within networks correspond to modestly higher levels of tolerance on the part
of individuals. Findings such as these would seem to suggest that the likelihood of a polit-
ical system characterized by high levels of tolerance is reduced to the extent that political
tolerance depends on individually based normative commitments disembodied from re-
current patterns of social interaction and political communication.

Baker, Ames, and Renno (2006) provide a compelling analysis of the role played by het-
erogeneity and disagreement within political communication networks. In their study of
the 2002 Brazilian election, they argue that network theories of political behavior have
been evaluated in an unfriendly laboratory—the laboratory of the American political envi-
ronment. In American politics, as in most mature democracies, political parties are highly
institutionalized and play an important role in structuring voter choice. In contrast, politi-
cal parties are underdeveloped in many new democracies, politics is more fluid and
volatile, and political communication networks thereby become correspondingly more im-
portant. Their focus on heterogeneity and disagreement within networks and contexts is
particularly important to their resulting analysis, and the authors shed light on the ways
in which volatility is produced and then resolved during the campaign. They argue that
deliberation among citizens was crucial to the outcome of the election, and that political
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communication networks enhanced the civic capacity of both individual citizens and the
electorate. In an interesting and complementary analysis, Ikeda et al. (2005) compare
partisanship effects and network effects on preference stability in Japan.

Finally, Druckman and Nelson (2003) show that some patterns of persuasion among citi-
zens make it more difficult for citizens to be manipulated by elites. In a ®. 113) novel
framing experiment, they show that subjects who discuss an issue within groups marked
by diverse opinions are more likely to be immune to issue framing by elites. In this way,
the exposure to diverse opinions through processes of social interaction and communica-
tion serve to inoculate public opinion against elite imposed frames, and hence interdepen-
dent citizens imbedded in heterogeneous networks of opinion are better able to exercise
judgments that are independent of elite manipulation.

8 Citizenship Capacity, Social Capital, and the
Diffusion of Political Expertise

Network studies of political communication and persuasion provide a theoretical, analyti-
cal response to the human limitations of the citizen in democratic politics. If citizens ar-
rived at decisions independently—as self-contained, fully informed actors—their choices
might be explained wholly as a consequence of their own devices. Political decision-mak-
ing could be understood as the product of individual priorities and the alternatives avail-
able to particular individuals. The problem is that individual citizens possess neither full
information, nor a biased sample of full information, nor the well-formed attitudes and be-
lief systems that would have guided their choices in a coherent manner (Converse 1964).
Moreover, seen from the vantage point of an economic theory of political decision-making
(Downs 1957), the high costs of becoming informed, coupled with the minimal likelihood
of casting a decisive vote, call into question an expectation that rational citizens would in-
vest in the acquisition of information.

This problem—the problem of citizenship capacity—Ilies at the core of democratic politics,
and its analytic implications are quite profound (Gibson 2001). Citizens operate in a com-
plex political environment characterized by inherent uncertainty, and the task of citizen-
ship might well be characterized as reaching decisions and judgments under uncertainty
(Tversky and Kahneman 1973). Indeed, the recognition of this challenge has transformed
the study of citizens and politics, leading to important new directions in scholarship
aimed at identifying the methods and means whereby citizens confront these challenges
(Sniderman 1993, Popkin 1991). Important contributions have been generated by cogni-
tive research regarding attitudes, attitude strength, and the use of heuristics in process-
ing political information and reaching decisions (Petty and Krosnick 1995; Lodge and
Taber 2000; Sniderman, Brody, and Tetlock 1991).

The study of political communication provides a very direct means to incorporate social
capital within the study of public opinion (Tkeda and Richey 2005). A primary benefit that
derives from social capital relates to the information that people access through networks
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of social relationships. These informational benefits are directly (. 114) related to public
opinion because citizens are able to rely on one another for information and guidance in
politics. Absent social networks, individuals would be forced to bear the acquisition and
processing costs of political information on their own (Downs 1957). In this way, social
capital that is accessed through networks of communication produces important efficien-
cies in the creation of informed public opinion (Coleman 1988).

Ignoring the informational potential of social communication has contributed to an under-
estimation of the knowledge, information, and sophistication that underlie public opinion,
both in terms of individual and aggregate opinion holding (Page and Shapiro 1992; Erik-
son, MacKuen, and Stimson 2002). The inescapable fact is that individuals often perform
quite poorly in providing adequate responses to survey questions regarding basic political
knowledge, in providing well-thought-out rationales for their preferences and opinions,
and even in providing thoughtful and stable responses to questions that solicit their opin-
ions (Converse 1964; Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996; Sniderman 1993).

At the same time, individuals report more frequent political discussion with other individ-
uals whom they believe know more about politics. Just as important, the descriptive ade-
quacy of their judgments regarding the political expertise of others has been empirically
confirmed (Huckfeldt 2001). Hence, political interdependence among citizens helps to ex-
plain why public opinion in the aggregate is more sophisticated than the opinions held by
the average citizen.

The precise mechanism that leads individuals to depend more heavily on the political ex-
perts in their midst is less clear. One explanation is that people use “knowledge

proxies” (Lupia 2005, 1992)—they rely on individuals whom they believe to be trustwor-
thy and knowledgeable. Such an explanation fits in quite well with Downs's (1957)
original arguments regarding the role of social communication as a cost-saving device for
becoming informed. Another explanation for the social diffusion of political expertise is
based on an unintentional, agent-based formulation (Axelrod 1997). It is not that individu-
als consciously look for trustworthy political experts in their midst, but rather that politi-
cal experts tend to be the politically engaged citizens. Citizens talk with their expert asso-
ciates more frequently because these particular associates (the experts) are endlessly
talking about politics! In this way, the experts' opinions become important in the collec-
tive deliberations of democracy because their preferences are self-weighted by their own
motivation and engagement.

9 Networks and Collective Action

Communication networks are not only important in terms of information transmission and
persuasion, but also in terms of mobilizing collective action. Much of the collective action
literature has been in response to strategic behavior related to collective action problems
(Olson 1966). Unless and until group leadership is able to resolve the free rider problem,
groups cannot successfully form to achieve group @115 goals (Salisbury 1969; Chong
1991). As Axelrod (1986) and others have demonstrated, collective action problems are
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often susceptible to solution in the context of repeated games—in the context of recur-
rent patterns of relationships among the actors who are seeking to organize a collective
effort. Hence, one might argue that solutions to collective action problems can be seen as
occurring within networks of relationships among strategic actors who use the informa-
tion they acquire through repeated interactions to facilitate group efforts.

This insight is carried forward in the work of Yamagishi and Yamagishi (1994), who recog-
nize the importance of networks and network relationships to cooperation and trust in
group efforts in their comparison of Japan and the United States. Other efforts recognize
the importance of covenants and sanctions to collective action problems (Ostrom, Walker,
and Gardner 1992), thereby building on the networks of dyadic exchanges that underlie
the creation of collective action. Lubell and Scholz (2001) show that cooperation is more
likely to occur in contexts marked by higher levels of reciprocity, and hence it appears
that expectations of cooperative behavior are conditioned by past experiences in broader
networks of strategic interaction. Possibilities of altruistic punishment (Fehr and Gachter
2002; Fowler 2005a) incorporate the socially contingent nature of cooperation, even in
networks where relationships are unlikely to be long-lived. More recently, Ahn, Isaac, and
Salmon (2005) explore the endogeneity of groups in collective action settings relative to a
dynamic, strategic pattern of network formation that is contingent on individual histories
of cooperative behavior.

These bodies of work are intriguing on methodological as well as substantive grounds. By
moving network research into the setting of the small group experimental laboratory, an
opportunity is created to study the evolution of networks subject to particular experimen-
tal manipulations—manipulations that include variations in institutional arrangements. As
we have seen, one limitation of the egocentric network technologies is that they are not
able fully to exploit the analytic power of network research (Wasserman and Faust 1994).
By pursuing the study of networks in the context of experimental research, the way is
paved to exploit more fully the analytic utility of social network methodologies, not only
relative to collective action and cooperation, but also with respect to communication and
persuasion. Indeed, these efforts are serving to reinvigorate the vision of small group re-
search in political science envisioned by Verba (1961) nearly fifty years ago.

10 Networks and the Role of Groups in Modern
Politics

In conclusion, social networks provide an opportunity for political scientists to rediscover
one part of the group basis of politics—to rethink and reconceptualize the role of groups
in mass politics and public opinion. At the end of the Second ®. 116) World War, when sur-
vey research and the empirical study of public opinion were in their infancies, nominal
membership in many groups carried enormous political meaning. To say that an American
voter was an Italian-American, or a Polish-American, or a German-American, or a white
southerner, or a union member indicated a great deal about the voter's politics. Similarly,
to say that a European voter was a union member, or a Catholic, or a Protestant similarly
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transmitted a great deal of information about the voter's location in politics and social
structure. The political meaning attached to many of these groups has disappeared or
been transformed, while other new groups—e.g. Christian fundamentalists, Green voters
—have emerged (Kohler 2005; Levine, Carmines, and Huckfeldt 1997; Pappi 2001). Why
have the strength and vitality of these patterns diminished over time? Why have other
patterns emerged?

The meaning of group membership has always been anchored in patterns of association
and interaction—in the networks within which individuals are imbedded. To say that a
group is no longer politically meaningful is really to say that a nominal group no longer
serves to define and demarcate patterns of social interaction and communication, be-
cause it is through these networks that communication and persuasion occur. In this way,
studying public opinion within the context of communication networks creates an oppor-
tunity to reintroduce the study of groups in political analysis.

A danger related to conceiving groups in terms of networks is the failure to imbed dyads
within larger networks of communication (Mendelberg 2005). This danger is especially
pronounced in the context of egocentric networks, where it is perhaps natural—although
often misleading—to focus attention on the information exchanges that occur between
two individuals. These dyadic exchanges take on heightened levels of significance when
they are viewed as contingent on an individual's full range of contacts, and one lesson to
be derived from Baker, Ames, and Renno (2006), Lubell and Scholz (2001), and Huckfeldt,
Johnson, and Sprague (2004) is that every dyad within a network must be viewed in the
context of all the other dyads within the network.® In short, individuals, dyads, and net-
works must be analytically decomposed and reassembled to gain insight into the group
basis of politics among citizens.

An important issue with respect to networks and the definition and vitality of groups is
the spatial distribution of ties within and among various groups (Gimpel and Schuknecht
2003). In an earlier era, an individual's place of residence played a central role in con-
structing spatial boundaries on the distribution of communication networks (Fuchs 1955).
In the modern era, freeways, subways, cell phones, and telecommuting have produced
diffuse networks of interaction and communication. Hence, for some people, the spatial
boundaries on communication have been dramatically attenuated, thereby producing an
important line of inquiry related to the spatial diffusion of group ties (Baybeck and Huck-
feldt 2002). The spatially diffuse nature of communication links is not only important in
terms of the spatial ®.117) attenuation of particular dyads, but also for the relative densi-
ty of networks, for patterns of weak ties (Granovetter 1973) and structural holes (Burt
1992) within networks, and hence for the spread of political information and opinion in
time and space, as well as within and beyond the boundaries of traditionally defined
groups.

Finally, reported declines in the levels of social capital (Putnam 2000) often focus on the
demise of many traditionally defined groups and organizations. Without denying the im-
portant implications that attend the disintegration of any form of social and political orga-
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nization, it is also important to focus attention on the continuing reformulation that un-
derlies the patterns of association serving as the basis for democratic politics (Pappi 2001;
Mondak and Mutz 1997, 2001; Mutz and Mondak 2006). An alternative perspective to the
decline of social capital argument is that social organization and social interdependence
are endemic to any society, and absent a politically repressive regime (Mondak and Gear-
ing 1998), communication among citizens becomes an irrepressible element of any demo-
cratic society. Thus, Tocqueville's (1969) insights regarding the importance of voluntary
association to the new American republic are valid for any democratic political system,
and a central task of political science is to locate the influential patterns of association
and communication that are realized in particular places and times.
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(2) For reviews of the historical literature, see Books and Prysby (1991), Huckfeldt
(1986), Huckfeldt and Sprague (1995).

(3) For discussions of related methodological issues see Boyd and Iversen (1979), Bryk
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THE global political communications landscape and opportunities for political communi-
cation research continue to be shaped by developments in new technology. The cable and
satellite revolutions of the 1970s and 1980s brought the delivery of many channels as
well as more opportunities for citizens to turn away from televised political information
entirely (Entman 1983). Coverage of the war in Vietnam during the 1960s and early
1970s (Hallin 1986) was much slower than the live news coverage that became routine in
the early 1990s when CNN established itself as a global brand while reporting the first
Gulf War (Bennett and Paletz 1994). With the arrival of the internet in the 1990s, the new
opportunities for political communication and political communication research provided
by the availability of new and old media sources online continue to evolve in surprising
ways. Unheard of in the late 1990s, political blogging is now a major online industry
(Crampton 2004). Certain blogs have become the primary news venue for many of the po-
litically sophisticated, and create opportunities for political communicators in politics and
the media to challenge traditional news media in a variety of previously unimagined ways
(Oates, Owen, and Gibson 2006). Social movements that interact with mass media in pre-
dictable ways (Gamson and Wolfsfeld 1993) are helped by the internet to mobilize support
outside routine channels (Bennett and Entman 2001; Norris 2002). The internet is also
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used by terrorists to go live in making their mark on the global media agenda (Norris,
Just, and Kern 2003).

With the ability to transmit information instantaneously around the globe and bring atten-
tion to the latest catastrophe or issue, new media technology brings governments and cit-
izens potentially closer together than ever before while at the ®.124) same time provid-
ing greater opportunity to drive them apart (Davis and Owen 1998; Shah, Kwak, and Hol-
bert 2001). Despite global media abundance, citizens in advanced industrial societies
have become “distrustful of politicians, skeptical about democratic institutions and disil-
lusioned about how the democratic process functions” (Dalton 2004, 1). While citizens in
some low- income “societies in transition” have found ways to use the internet to promote
open society, the dramatic changes in Russia over the past two decades show just how
quickly a whiff of press freedom can pass (Mickiewicz 1988, 1999). Although the expan-
sion of the European Union to twenty-five member states has brought about major gains
and freedom of expression is the norm, most citizens around the world still live in soci-
eties without freedom of the press. Most citizens of the world do not experience the me-
dia abundance brought by new technology. The global reality is in fact a stark digital di-
vide, both between information rich and poor countries and among publics within those
countries (Norris 2001). Political communication and political communication research is
not unaffected by this digital divide.

With this global and technological backdrop in mind, this chapter begins with a discus-
sion of research on public opinion, political attitudes, and political communication before
turning to political communication research methods in the contexts of new media and
convergence. The key concepts of agenda-setting, priming, and framing are then dis-
cussed briefly, as well as the state of comparative political communication research. The
micro-level effects of media use are discussed along with the macro-level consequences of
changes in media environments, using examples from recent parliamentary elections in
Europe. In conclusion I discuss opportunities for political communication research in the
future.

1 Public Opinion, Political Attitudes, and Politi-
cal Communication Contexts

Philip Converse's (1962, 1964) seminal research on attitude stability argued that the opin-
ions or beliefs of most Americans display no consistent pattern (also see chapters by Kuk-
linski and Peyton; Converse). Analysis of American National Election Study (ANES) panel
data from 1956, 1958, and 1960 show that so many individuals changed their minds on
policy issues it seemed as if answers were given at random. For most people, policy atti-
tudes were non-attitudes. Shifts in public opinion were largely explained by a lack of
knowledge, interest, and ideology which led to a randomness of opinions on policy-related
questions. Another view on what moves public opinion is based on a “rational public”
whose opinions are moved by information in a way that displays a rational consistency be-
tween policy preferences and values (Page and Shapiro 1992), based on analysis of aggre-
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gate public ®@.125) opinion in the US. This perspective does not necessarily contradict
Converse because individual-level random changes could appear stable at the aggregate
level. Taken together, the two examples help us to think about one of the central prob-
lems in public opinion research from a political communication perspective: There is a
tension between the individual level and the aggregate level, and many studies focus on
one or another and employ only a single methodological approach that often ignores in-
formation-related variables. Coping with non-attitudes is a continuing challenge for sur-
vey researchers (Neijens 2004).

Writing in the early 1960s, Converse (1964) predicted that those with low levels of expo-
sure to news and information, interest in politics, political knowledge, would change their
views only randomly or not at all, while those with high levels would remain stable or dis-
play systematic change, and those in between would be the most open to influence from
the information environment. Three decades later, Zaller (1992) argued that the relation-
ship between attitude change and political awareness is non-linear, and demonstrated
that those with moderate levels of knowledge are most likely to be influenced by informa-
tion. He also claimed that the degree of elite consensus on an issue matters. Different lev-
els of attention to politics and different political values among citizens, along with varia-
tion over time in the intensity of oppositional messages in the media, interact to explain
both aggregate-level opinion shifts and individual-level changes over time.

Does the information in the media diminish or enhance the role of personal influence or
the experience of one's personal networks in the formation of political attitudes? Mutz
(1994) argued that the media, by reporting people's experiences and linking them to
those of others, help people to make sense of their own personal experience as part of a
large societal trend and by doing so potentially affect political opinions, political prefer-
ences, and decisions about whether or not to take political action. In Impersonal Influ-
ence, Mutz (1998) demonstrates the important role played by the media in shaping per-
ceptions of societal-level trends and developments, and how these play a particularly im-
portant role in influencing political attitudes.

2 Methods and the New Media Context of Con-
vergence

The internet had not yet arrived when the major steps were taken to institutionalize and
promote political communication scholarship in the 1980s and early 1990s. Scholars
looked back to the pioneering work of sociologist and survey researcher Paul Lazarsfeld
(1901-76), a founder of the field of communications research and pioneer in studying the
role and impact of media in elections (Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet 1944) in recogniz-
ing the foundations and importance of political ®.126) communication research. It is
probably not too much of a generalization to say that the body of political communication
scholarship is primarily focused on political messages and their connection with and im-
pact upon public opinion, and the institutions that contribute to producing political infor-
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mation.! The news media are described as one such political institution (Cook 1998;
Schudson 2002).

Political communication research sheds light on how national news environments and the
types of information available to most citizens have developed over time. In the US, for
example, between 1960 and the early 1990s, US presidential campaign news became
more negative and judgmental, less descriptive and less policy oriented, and more preoc-
cupied with opinion polls and candidates' personalities, and these characteristics of cam-
paign news were also evident in the coverage of the first year of the Clinton presidency
(Patterson 1994). In comparison with American election news on television, British televi-
sion coverage of general elections was more voluminous, more issue and policy focused,
and less negative (Semetko et al. 1991), and these cross-national differences were largely
explained by media and political system characteristics.

Despite the fact that Germany has comparatively higher rates of newspaper readership
than many other European Union (EU) countries and comparatively higher rates of inter-
net use, most Germans, like citizens in other EU countries name television news as the
primary source of information about politics at election time. In contrast to the US and
UK, German television offers more in the way of political and election-related program-
ming available during prime time in the final weeks of the campaign. During the 2005
British general election, for example, the country's flagship main evening news programs
(BBC and ITV or Channel 3) after some years of public discussion (Semetko 2000), had fi-
nally evacuated prime time to make room for entertainment programming. Audience de-
mographics for early evening news programs in Britain in 2005 reveal quite different pro-
files from main evening news programs that were pushed beyond prime time into late
night slots (after 10:00 pm) when audiences were much smaller and predominantly male.

In contrast to Britain, the overall decline in the visibility of newscasts in Germany from
the mid-1980s through the mid-1990s appears considerably stronger for the private chan-
nels; prime time still holds a place for news on the public service channels (Pfetsch 1996).
Flagship main evening news programs on Germany's two leading public service channels
(ARD at 8:00 pm, ZDF at 7:00 pm) as well as the two most widely watched privately
owned channels (RTL at 6:30 pm, SAT.1 at 6:45 pm) are experiencing relatively stable au-
dience ratings and market shares, with some fluctuation. Each of these channels carries
paid advertising, though the former two are governed by the public service broadcasting
ethos, while RTL and SAT.1 are privately owned and operated. Even during the final
phase of a highly competitive election campaign, each of these programs devotes not in-
substantial portions of (. 127) the time to world events and foreign news. German news
reporters and editors for these programs also continue to report on routine political news
during the final weeks of an election campaign without actually mentioning the election
in some of the news stories that feature the incumbent political leaders. In contrast,
British and US reporters are much more likely to explicitly link every mention of a politi-
cian in the news to the ongoing election campaign in those countries (Semetko 1996).
This tendency among German reporters to discuss routine political news at election time
helps to explain the “Kanzlerbonus” or a visibility bonus for the incumbent Chancellor in
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German television news, and “Regierungsbonus” or a visibility bonus for the incumbent
party or parties of government (Semetko and Schoenbach 1994), although the degree of
the bonus has fluctuated considerably from one election to the next and even disappeared
entirely in highly competitive races.

Research suggests that television news in Germany is less preoccupied with issues and
matters of policy, and more attentive to the personalities and personal qualities of politi-
cal leaders and their electoral chances. Comparing television news coverage during the
elections in 1983, 1990, and 1998, Donsbach and Buttner (2005) report a clear tendency
towards “tabloidization” as evidenced by a decline in policy news, an increase in person-
alization in the news, and the use of shorter stories or sequences. The trend was more
pronounced on the two aforementioned private channels, but public broadcaster ZDF also
appeared to be moving in this direction. These channels carry the daily news programs
that the average German turns to in order to follow the major events of importance in the
world each day. A host of new German all news channels have emerged in recent years,
along with many sports and entertainment outlets.

With the rise of infotainment (Brants and Neijens 1998; Moy et al. 2004), and with market
developments in the press and television and the general decline in audiences for news in
traditional outlets (Hamilton 2003), the traditional starting point for political communica-
tion research—the news, its contents and uses by citizens—is no longer so easily captured
in a research design. News appears in places other than traditional news programs
(Baum 2002, 2003) and in traditional news programs, political reporting appears to be in
decline. Political messages in the news exist in both the presence and absence of public
affairs reporting. The growth in reporters assigned to report live and often local crime-re-
lated news and the increasing emphasis on personalized street crime news stories, for ex-
ample, may not be considered to be political reporting, but it may have real political con-
sequences for the ways in which citizens evaluate their national political leader (Valentino
1999).

A key part of the current research debate hinges on the issue of access. Access to space
and time for reporters wanting to make it into the news agenda each day: Crime re-
porters, for example, may compete with political reporters for space in the news program
or the newspaper. Access to news and information in general among the majority in most
countries who do not claim to be highly interested in politics: Those who are less political-
ly interested or aware, for example, may prefer to turn to one of the many entertainment
options available in which “soft news” on important issues may appear without deeper
context. Baum (2003) argues, for example, ®.128) that “soft news,” exemplified by the
ways foreign affairs issues are discussed in entertainment programs, is an effective venue
for delivering information about such issues to the audiences with less political interest.
And access to news via the internet: internet use remains concentrated among the higher
educated, higher-income groups in wealthier societies. For many young adults, under 30,
news in conventional formats on television and in the press is passé and for the most part
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irrelevant to their daily lives. Instead, online sources, talk radio, and entertainment pro-
gramming are the more popular sources of information on major events.

While the politically interested may be intensely following their favorite pre-selected top-
ics in specialized channels or online and in blogs, the less interested and those not con-
nected to the internet have less opportunity to partake in the campaign. Yet it is precisely
those less interested who are in need of information to make up their minds, and who
need to be informed about the importance of casting their vote. Lazarsfeld's words in The
People's Choice come to mind: “the people who already knew how they were going to vote
read and listened to more campaign material than the people who still did not know how
they would vote. The group which the campaign manager is presumably most eager to
reach—the as yet undecided—is the very group which is less likely to read or listen to this
propaganda.”

Much research focuses on the uses and effects of political communication in a campaign
context (see, for example, Patterson and McClure 1976; Patterson, 1980, 1994, 2002
which are seminal studies on the US case), and reveals the importance of the campaign
information environment on turnout and vote choice. Referendums are a more recent fo-
cus for political communication research. Referendums in the EU's various national and
local contexts may play a major role in furthering or hindering the process of European
integration. Research on national referendums in European contexts reveals a potentially
more important role for the news media to play in influencing vote choice than in general
election campaigns, because of the lack of clear cues from political parties in many refer-
endums, due to the ways in which national party systems often fracture among the “Yes”
and “No” camps, sometimes splitting parties and coalition partners. Editorial decisions
taken by journalists, to bring one or another personality into the news, or to frame the
referendum issue by focusing on one or another “subtopic” of the issue, may considerably
alter the campaign agendas of the two opposing camps in unanticipated ways, and ulti-
mately help to tip the balance towards one outcome (de Vreese and Semetko 2004aq,
2004b).

Several political communication studies focused directly on the effects of news on public
opinion, drawing primarily on traditional research methods such as analysis of cross-sec-
tional survey data, panel survey designs, focus groups, and lab-based experiments (see
Gamson 1992; Neuman, Just, and Crigler 1992; Iyengar and Kinder 1987, Iyengar 1991).
Others focus on how the news agenda was formed and the role of news sources in shap-
ing the news agenda, the characteristics of election news content and the role of journal-
ists and political actors in shaping that content, and how that compares over time or
cross-nationally (see, for example, Blumler and Gurevitch 1995; Cook 1998; Entman
2004).

(p. 129)

One of the key characteristics of media convergence is an emphasis on visuals, which we
may expect more of, in relation to text, in the media of the future. Doris Graber's (2001)
research demonstrates the vital role played by visuals in political learning, and the reten-
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tion and understanding of political information. As television and the internet become
more graphic and visual than text driven, these will become more important sources for
political learning. There are implications for the “unsophisticated” who differ from so-
phisticated television viewers in handling complex messages that require “complex pro-
cessing at both the verbal and audiovisual levels” (Graber 2001: 35).

3 Surveys, Experiments, Technology, and the
Internet

Surveys based on random representative samples provide an opportunity to generalize
findings to the public as a whole, and polls have been a main source of data for political
communication research (Althaus 2003). One of the challenges faced by political commu-
nication researchers has been in the quality and number of survey questions available to
provide insight into media use,? and the difficulties with measuring exposure (Price and
Neijens 1997). The research on media effects puts forth broadly conflicting explanations:
media use diminishes knowledge and involvement and contributes to demobilization and
political cynicism, media use contributes to learning and political involvement, trust, effi-
cacy, and mobilization. Aarts and Semetko (2003) demonstrate that conclusions about the
“virtuous” relationship between media use and public opinion are misplaced (Norris
2000). Instead, they find evidence in support of a dual effects hypothesis among a nation-
al electorate in a long-standing European democracy, with positive (or negative) effects
on knowledge, efficacy, and turnout linked to the structure of the audience for television
news.3 There is also evidence that European voters can be both cynical and engaged in
electoral processes, particularly in reference to recent referendum campaigns (de Vreese
and Semetko 2004a).

(p. 130)

Experiments provide control over the source of influence, though traditionally the com-
paratively small samples provide a stumbling block to generalizing effects to the public.
Despite the careful execution and compelling findings in two of the seminal studies in po-
litical communication research based on experiments (see Iyengar and Kinder 1990; Cap-
pella and Jamieson 1997), the authors themselves note that while experiments are high in
internal validity, they rank low in comparison with surveys on external validity.

The internet adds an entirely new research dimension to Harold Lasswell's (1948) model
based on the question: “Who says what to whom and with what effect?” The changing
technology arena and growth of the internet produce a wealth of research opportunities
for political communication scholars. Experiments (and surveys) can now be conducted
online, reducing the costs per participant and providing an opportunity for faster field-
work in response to public events and crises, and with much larger experimental sam-
ples. Iyengar (2005) believes that this is the method of choice for experimental re-
searchers now and in the future. The drawback at present is the unrepresentative charac-
ter of internet users, who tend to be more educated, white, and male, in comparison with
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the general public. The internet itself also provides a new venue for research as scholars
develop the role of the internet in organizing social movements and global campaigns on
such issues as corporate social responsibility, the environment, and human rights (Ben-
nett and Entman 2001; also see chapter by Margolis).

As cable and satellite technology in the US now make it possible to identify the (political)
advertising broadcast at the (constituency) target level, researchers have gone beyond
panel and cross-sectional survey data and experimental studies of media and communica-
tion effects, to investigate the links between the two. Research on political advertising ex-
amines the content and framing of the message and experimental tests of effects (Kaid
and Holz-Bacha 2006), the negative character of advertising (APSR 1999), and negative
campaigning and the consequences for political mobilization (Kahn and Kenney 1999).
The new technology now available in the US to capture targeted advertising and to identi-
fy its audience adds a new dimension to the investigation of the effects of television ad-
vertising in election campaigns (Freedman and Goldstein 1999; Goldstein and Freedman
2002). Coupled with greater knowledge about media contents and uses during election
campaigns, survey researchers have linked media content and information sources in
modeling political attitudes, preferences, and behavior in unprecedented ways in the past
decade (Banducci and Semetko 2003).

Political communication has also become more central to national election studies over
the past two decades, as they have evolved from an almost exclusive preoccupation with
party identification and long-term structural predictors of vote choice, to a range of pub-
lic opinion-related dependent variables such as evaluations of the importance of issues,
parties and leaders, general political attitudes such as trust in institutions and political ef-
ficacy, short-term influences on political participation and turnout, and concern about the
spillover of campaign effects on attitudes into routine periods.

» 10 4 Key Concepts in Political Communication
Research

Agenda setting, priming, and framing are key concepts in political communication re-
search. The debate over whether and how these concepts, processes, or theories, in

terms of effects on audiences, are actually related (Scheufele 2000), is not addressed
here. I briefly review developments in agenda-setting, priming, and framing research.

4.1 Agenda Setting

The agenda-setting hypothesis suggests that the media play a major role in shaping the
issue priorities of citizens, simply by choosing to give priority in the news to some stories
rather than others. Research testing the agenda-setting hypothesis has drawn primarily
on two sources of data: content analysis to establish the most important issues in the
news and public opinion captured in cross-sectional surveys, time-series, panel studies,
and experiments. Over the past few decades, hundreds of studies have found support for

Page 8 of 24



Political Communication

the hypothesis of media agenda-setting effects (for reviews, see McCombs 2004; Mc-
Combs, Einsiedel, and Weaver 1991; McCombs and Shaw 1993; Rogers, Dearing, and
Bregman 1993). At the same time, however, searching for agenda-setting effects does not
always lead to finding them. General elections in the UK in the 1980s and 1990s provided
more than one example in which media agendas and audience agendas failed to coincide
(see e.g. Miller et al. 1990; Norris et al. 1999), for example.

The agenda-setting hypothesis holds that the most prominent issues in the news are also
the issues that become the most important in public opinion. McCombs and Shaw (1972)
first applied the concept in a community study of media agenda setting in the 1968 US
presidential campaign, comparing the rank order of issues in the news with those in pub-
lic opinion and found a strong and significant correlation between the campaign agenda
in the media and the public agenda. The study set forth the hypothesis that agenda set-
ting is a process that is led by the news media.

A year-long panel study in the 1976 US presidential election identified the relative
strengths of television and the newspapers in agenda setting and established that these
effects vary over time, and established the causal link from media to public agendas
(Weaver et al. 1981). A multi-wave panel study of the same 1976 campaign also showed
that newspapers were more important than TV news for political learning and concluded
that the more the issue was reported in the press the more low interest readers learned
about the issue (Patterson 1980, 159).

Iyengar and Kinder (1987, 12) studied agenda setting with members of the general public
within a controlled experimental setting in a routine (non-campaign period). . 132) Their
experiments and time-series analyses provided further substantial support for the agen-
da-setting hypothesis and concluded: “By attending to some problems and ignoring oth-
ers, television news shapes the American public's political priorities. These effects appear
to be neither momentary, as our experimental results indicate, nor permanent, as our
time-series results reveal” (Iyengar and Kinder 1987, 33).

The type of issue may condition media power to influence public agendas. Real-world in-
dicators may enhance or diminish the media message. “Unobtrusive” issues—such as for-
eign affairs issues with which viewers have little or no direct experience—are more sus-
ceptible to agenda setting (Baum 2002). One's civic agenda (his or her view of the most
important issues or problems facing the community) may be quite different from one's
personal agenda (his or her opinion about the most important problems he or she faces).
Less support for the agenda-setting hypothesis is found when one's personal agenda is
the focus of research (McLeod, Becker, and Byrnes 1974).

4.2 Priming

In a study of citizens' responses to Watergate, it was found that those with a “high need
for orientation about politics” actually learn what issues “to use in evaluating certain can-
didates and parties, not just during political campaigns, but also in the longer period be-
tween campaigns (Weaver, McCombs, and Spellman 1975, 471). This process came to be
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described as priming. Earlier seminal studies also found evidence of the media's role in
shaping the standards by which citizens evaluate political leaders and candidates (Patter-
son 1980; Patterson and McClure 1976; Protess and McCombs 1991; Weaver et al. 1981).

Social psychologists Fiske and Taylor (1984) defined priming broadly as the effects of pri-
or context on the interpretation and retrieval of information. Iyengar and Kinder (1987)
and Krosnick and Kinder (1990) defined priming more specifically as changes in the stan-
dards used by the public to evaluate political leaders, and found support for the priming
hypothesis in their experiments (see also Krosnick and Brannon 1993; Miller and Kros-
nick 2000).

Peter (2002) critically assesses more than thirty studies from the fields of psychology,
communication, and political science that deal explicitly with media priming, and pro-
vides a valuable theoretical contribution. Roskos-Ewoldsen, Klinger, and Roskos-Ewoldsen
(2002) provide a meta-analysis of the priming literature that incorporates the research in
the areas of violence as well as politics questions whether media priming actually shares
characteristic common to the priming studied by cognitive and social psychologists. An
important question for future media and psychological priming research is whether
stronger priming effects result from more intense media primes. Together, these two
studies illustrate the need to further distinguish priming effects from what has been de-
scribed as that which is “chronically . 133) accessible” (see e.g. Lau 1989), both theoret-
ically and operationally (see also Domke, Shah, and Wackman 1998).%

4.3 Framing

Framing focuses on the relationship between issues in the news and the public percep-
tions of these issues. The concept of framing “expands beyond agenda-setting research
into what people talk or think about by examining how they think and talk about issues in
the news” (Pan and Kosicki 1993, 70; see also Pan and Kosicki 2001; and Jasperson et al.
1998).

The process of framing refers to selecting “some aspects of a perceived reality” to en-
hance their salience “in such a way as to promote a particular problem definition, causal
interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation” (Entman 1993, 53).
Framing effects have been defined as “changes in judgment engendered by subtle alter-
ations in the definition of judgment or choice of problems” (Iyengar 1987, 816) or “one in
which salient attributes of a message (its organization, selection of content, or thematic
structure) render particular thoughts applicable, resulting in their activation and use in
evaluations” (Price, Tewkesbury, and Powers 1997, 486).

Over the past three decades, our understanding of frames and framing effects has been
advanced considerably by research that has often focused on the US context (for recent
reviews and examples see Reese et al. 2001 and Shah et al. 2004). Research on framing
has also advanced theoretically and methodologically with research in contemporary Eu-
ropean contexts such as national media reporting on the European Union and European
parliamentary elections (de Vreese et al. 2005), political campaigning in cross-national
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comparative electoral contexts in Europe (Esser and D'Angelo 2003), political reporting
on protest and conflict in the Middle East (Wolfsfeld 1997, 2004), and news reporting on
political scandals and its consequences (Canel and Sanders 2005).

Studies on how the news agenda is formed distinguish times of peace and prosperity
when the press is more likely to be critical and reflexive from times of war and conflict
when the press is more likely to reflect the national interest (Hallin 1986). The term “in-
dexing” is used to describe how the national debate in the news tends to be found in the
range of views held by public officials, in other words, “controversy and debate in media
content conform to the contours of debate found among political elites whom journalists
regard as decisive in the outcomes of the issues in the news” (Livingston and Bennett
2003: 366). News is thus indexed or pegged to official input. Entman (2004) shows, how-
ever, that even though the White House dominates the US news, it does not always con-
trol the way in which the news story is framed and thus, journalists, by criticizing the
President and the Administration, are not always to be found indexing . 134 their arti-
cles to official input. Entman (2004) instead proposes a “cascading” model of elite influ-
ence on public opinion via the media.

5 Political Communication in the Context of
Media and Political Systems

Cross-national comparative political communication research has been the focus a num-
ber of notable volumes over the past two decades. These include some that focus on the
development of theory (Blumler, McLeod, and Rosengren 1992); as well as more general
overviews of the comparative field (Bennett and Entman 1994; Esser and Pfetsch 2004);
and such topics as political communication in elections in France or Britain and the US
(Kaid, Gerstle, and Sanders 1991; Semetko et al. 1991), and in modern democracies more
generally (Swanson and Mancini 1996, Asard and Bennett 1997); as well as political com-
munication in the context of politics in Israel and Palestine (Wolfsfeld 1997, 2004), Latin
America (Waisbord 2000) and the expanding European Union (de Vreese 2002; Peter
2003).

Hallin and Mancini (2004) set forth an analytical framework to guide the comparative
analysis of media systems and the study of political communication within those systems.
They describe the Mediterranean “polarlized pluralist” model, the North Central Euro-
pean or “democratic corporatist” model, and the North Atlantic or “liberal” model. The
theoretical insights into the forces and limits of homogenization also provide food for
thought on the challenges presented in studying the influences on and effects of popular
transnational media. Arabic-language Al-Jazeera is just one example of a transnational
television network that claims to be objective in offering two sides to every issue, though
analysis of its advertising, current affairs and news programming on the subject of the
veil identifies the channel's religious agenda (Cherribi 2006).
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5.1 Campaigns and Mobilization

One would expect media coverage to be greater in elections that are more salient, in
races that are more competitive and when campaign expenditure is greater. Citizen en-
gagement in these campaigns also can be expected to be greater. In one of the first stud-
ies to examine the impact of media coverage on European elections, Blumler et al. (1983)
also argue that turnout in the 1979 European parliamentary elections was higher in coun-
tries in which there appeared to be more active campaigns: greater visibility and more
partisan coverage of the election was associated with higher turnout.

(p. 135)

Research on the uses and influence of the news media in comparison with other cam-
paign activities in the 1999 European parliamentary election campaigns in all fifteen EU
member countries examined two main aspects of campaign coverage that may influence
citizen engagement in election campaigns—the visibility of the campaign and the tone of
coverage. A visible campaign may mobilize voting by increasing the perceived benefits of
voting. Traditionally party activities are seen as mobilizing efforts that encourage
turnout, but a high visibility campaign in the news is also likely to bring it to the attention
of potential voters and not necessarily dependent upon a party's on-the-ground activities.
The tone of coverage may also play a mobilizing role. The evidence is mixed on the im-
pact of negative advertising and it is not at all clear that it always demobilizes (Lau et al.
1999; Ansolabehere, Iyengar, and Simon 1999). Negative news may contribute to cyni-
cism, but negative information tends to be more easily remembered and thus more effec-
tive at enhancing citizens' overall information levels. Kahn and Kenney (1999) show, for
example, that it is only one form of negative campaigning that demobilizes—“mudsling-
ing.”

The “second order” nature of European parliamentary elections has been widely dis-
cussed (van der Eijk and Franklin 1996). In the minds of voters, parties and possibly can-
didates, these elections do not carry the same weight as national elections, and the task
of engaging voters in the election is in many ways more difficult than in national elec-
tions. The European parliamentary election campaign may be more hard fought when
parties are in disagreement over the future of Europe and research shows that anti-EU
parties do have an influence on the amount of coverage the campaign receives and in mo-
bilizing engagement in the campaign (Banducci and Semetko 2003). In the 1999 Euro-
pean parliamentary election campaign, for example, coverage was in fact more visible on
both public and commercial channels in countries in which there was an active anti-EU
party, one or more parties that by definition campaign against furthering European inte-
gration. Those parties, despite being against the EU, stood candidates for election to the
European Parliament on an anti-EU platform. Countries with anti-EU parties devoted
more TV news to the campaign, on both public and private channels, and a greater por-
tion of the public news program was devoted to the campaign in comparison with private
news programs in those countries.
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For an election campaign that receives comparatively little attention in the news not only
in comparison with national election campaigns (Semetko, de Vreese, and Peter 2000),
but also in comparison with coverage devoted to other regular EU events such as the
Summit meetings of EU heads of state (Semetko, van der Brug, and Valkenburg 2003,
Semetko and Valkenburg 2000), or extraordinary events such as the launch of the euro
(de Vreese, Peter, and Semetko 2001), as well as EU referendums, campaign news, and
routine political news (Peter, Semetko, and de Vreese 2003; Peter, Lauf, and Semetko
2004), it is not surprising that the European level of government has comparatively less
importance in the public mind. Reporting on the EU is not easy, not only because the visu-
als are often dull and bureaucratic, but also because the news organizations themselves
experience real constraints when reporting on the EU.

(p. 136)

The 1999 study examining different forms of engagement in the campaign found that
strong anti-EU party campaigning in a country is associated with more news coverage
about the election campaign in that country, but also negatively associated with citizens'
interest in the campaign, as well as passive and active engagement: The more neutral or
positive the tone of the news, the more it diminishes the negative effect of an anti-EU par-
ty on citizen engagement in the campaign. Citizens who spend more days watching public
television are more likely to be actively engaged while days spent viewing television news
on private stations had no significant effect on active engagement (Banducci and Semetko
2003). This pattern fits with that found in national elections in the Netherlands, where
the consequences of an electorate divided by their information choices appear to be real
differences in levels of engagement and knowledge (Aarts and Semetko 2003).

With the enlargement of the European Union (EU) from fifteen to twenty-five member
states in May 2004, Europe grew by an equivalent number of national media and political
systems which share some characteristics but not others, making European parliamen-
tary election campaigns an especially fertile ground for cross-national comparative politi-
cal communication research. Building public engagement with the development of the Eu-
ropean level of governance is viewed by many EU staff and legislators in Brussels as a
problem of political communication. The term “new” Europe emerged to describe the ten
new member states in central Europe and “old” Europe came to describe the prior fifteen
member states. And this distinction proved useful in comparing the contents and effects
of European parliamentary election campaign communication among many member
states in 1999 and 2004. The average visibility of the election campaigns in the news in-
creased slightly from 1999 to 2004 in the old member states, and on average the cam-
paigns were more visible in the new member states than the old. “Old” and “new” states
also differed in the evaluation of the EU—news in the old member states on average was
more negative towards the EU, with a mixed pattern emerging in the new member states
(de Vreese et al. 2005, 2006). More visible European parliamentary election campaigns
lead to greater participation or turnout in those elections (Banducci and Semetko 2003).
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6 Conclusion

As technology, communications and the internet have made it possible for news to be in-
stantaneously transmitted and received around the globe, political communication re-
search has also shifted from a preoccupation with local and national contexts to increas-
ingly include international and comparative contexts. Despite the increasing prevalence
of transnational audiences and interested publics around the globs, media systems, like
party and political systems, continue to remain largely nationally ®. 137 bounded. An un-
derstanding of media and political systems, and their evolution and current form, is a nec-
essary precursor for teaching and doing political communication research. Political com-
munication scholars who come together at various professional meetings are often ex-
perts in their own national and regional contexts, making comparative political communi-
cation research challenging and exciting.

A new direction in political communication research involves other forms of technology to
investigate cognitive processing of information. New technology in the form of functional
magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) is being used to study why Democrats and Republi-
cans can hear the same information but reach opposite conclusions (Westen et al. in
press). Physiological research of this kind, and the role played by emotions in political in-
formation processing, may become especially relevant to our future understanding of
framing effects.

As we look into the future, the historically seminal concept of selective exposure may be-
come central again in media abundant societies (Mutz 2001); selective exposure refers to
selecting media that reflect one's political predispositions. But the media still hold an ad-
vantage over one's personal friends or networks, in the ability to expose one to views dif-
ferent from one's own. Mutz and Martin (2001, 97) put it this way: “individuals are ex-
posed to far more dissimilar political views via news media than through interpersonal
political discussants. The media advantage is rooted in the relative difficulty of selectively
exposing oneself to those sources of information, as well as the lesser desire to do so, giv-
en the impersonal nature of mass media.”

The concept of selective exposure nevertheless may further our understanding of the
problem of access to digital information resources, including the digital divide within
“media rich” societies. There are many poor countries on the other side of the digital di-
vide, struggling to jump into the global economy while at the same time combating seri-
ous infrastructure, education, and health problems. Political communication research in
those “media poor” societies will take the form of addressing the role of communication
and information in addressing these societal problems.
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Notes:

(1) There is a great deal of political communication scholarship on rhetorical analysis of
public speech in election campaigns, which draws on the classic elements of persuasion
(Jamieson 1984, 1988, 1992, 1997).

(2) This is most apparent in the time-series for the American National Election Study
(ANES) in which two questions, one on exposure to news, and one on attention to news,
were often asked. This provided a model for many other national election studies around
the world, though ANES has occasionally devoted major portions of pilot and standard
studies to political communication related questions. An elaborate set of media exposure
questions was first developed in the context of the 1998 Dutch National Election Study
(DNES) to gain insight into the debate over the relationship between media use and polit-
ical cognition, attitudes, and mobilization.

(3) These relationships remain significant when controlled for political interest, age, edu-
cation and other types of media exposure. Aarts and Semetko (2003) also address a prob-
lem central to media effects research, the problem of endogeneity. Lacking panel data,
they use two-stage least squares (2SLS) with a statistic to test for endogeneity to address
these concerns. This strengthens their conclusions because it largely rules out self-selec-
tion.

(4) Complex interactions between knowledge, exposure, and interest led Krosnick and
Brannon (1993) to revise the conclusion of Krosnick and Kinder (1990) on the knowledge
and attentiveness (exposure and interest) groups most likely to be primed and the sign or
direction of the priming effects of these variables. There is also some evidence to suggest
that priming effects may occur across the board and may not always be mediated by lev-
els of political involvement (see also Peter 2002).
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THE ethics of full disclosure require me to begin with an explanation. In the course of the
past three years or so I agreed to prepare some comments on two different sets of pa-
pers, both of which had some bearing on my essay, “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass
Publics” (Converse 1964). Both sets of papers were commissioned from all-star casts, but
with little overlap of authors at the prospectus stage and, as best I can see, none at all in
the final count. I did not closely associate these two assignments in my own mind, in part
because several years intervened between my agreement to participate in each. It was al-
so true that the missions seemed quite different. My “other” assignment here involves an
issue of the journal Critical Review, where about ten essays have been commissioned to
address the question as to how views of the quality of mass democratic process may have
evolved in the research community since my essay four decades ago. Moreover, this jour-
nal issue will contain a reprinting in totum of the Belief Systems paper itself, since the
original parent volume has been out of print for many years. However, the dissimilarity of
these two assignments has faded rapidly with the discovery that both of these deadlines
for me have come to rest in the same month. Ethics of a different sort require that I do
two distinct essays, albeit on highly overlapping subject matters. Yet ethics of still a third
sort require that I refrain from contradicting myself on any matters of substance!
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»u» 1 Belief Systems and Political Attitudes

It turns out that several Handbook essays here bear on the Belief Systems piece. Indeed
one of them, by Kuklinski and Peyton, has something more closely resembling a “shadow
dialogue” with me than anything in my other assignment. This I naturally find irresistible,
and shall begin exactly here. Space is too limited for a full dialogue, but I want to address
(1) the topic of ideology in the classic sense and (2) the question of “real” political atti-
tudes in the vast majority of the electorate.

1.1 Ideology

The authors, in discussing the “upbeat” persuasion among “revisionists,” cite several
findings from Levitin-Miller (1979), one of the most striking of which is the continuity cor-
relation for the seven-point ideology scale as measured over the 1972-6 National Election
Studies (NES) panel. This coefficient is reported as .65, or admittedly less than the same
coefficient for party identification, given as .80, but which can claim to be “nearly as sta-
ble” as party identification, long established as the most stable attitude by far in these US
election studies. That is, the stability of ideology is over four-fifths as large as the vaunted
stability of partisansanship (.65/.80=.8125). This bears absolutely no resemblance to our
findings on ideology, particularly in 1960, where we also measured ideological self-place-
ment, although not on the later seven-point scale, which begs for comparison with the
seven-point scale for party identification. Either there was a gigantic leap forward in ideo-
logical sensitivity of the mass electorate during the 1960s, or something is dreadfully
wrong with the stability comparison these figures invite. Guess which? It takes but a
moment's examination to see why this .65-.80 comparison is hopelessly misleading on the
face of it, for a whole congeries of reasons piled one on the other. Let us count the ways.

To start slowly, one learns in elementary statistics that for the kind of ratio statement
about relative stability invited by the .65-.80 comparison, one must first square the raw
coefficients, to get into the currency of “shared variance” that supports more meaningful
ratio comparisons. These corrected values for party and ideology are .64 and .4225, re-
spectively, so that suddenly ideology is not over four-fifths as stable as party, but less than
two-thirds as stable (.66).

The next correction is of a different sort, and may not be a correction at all. A year ago, I
had reason to examine the continuity correlations, where available, for party and ideology
seven-point scales in all NES four-year panels (1956-60, 1972-6, 2000-4). Since a seven-
point ideology scale had not yet been devised at the time of the first panel, and the repeti-
tion in the third panel is marred by an experiment attempting to force people to choose
some substantive position, the 1972-6 data on (. 146) ideology stand alone. And for both
party and ideology, my 1972 numbers differ from those cited. The four-year party coeffi-
cient for 1972-6 is .789 (although .813 in the first panel and .849 in the third). If an aver-
age were taken for the first two panels (not a silly maneuver under the circumstances), it
would be almost exactly .80. Perhaps this was done. However, my continuity value for ide-
ology in the middle panel is .564, not the .65 cited. Again taking the squares of my num-
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bers, ideology is barely more than half as stable as party identification (.511). Since there
is no quick way to prove which numbers are correct, I shall proceed with this accounting

on two separate tracks, using both continuity estimates as a base, divided into “my num-

bers” vs. “theirs.”

Now we have not yet begun to get serious about making this comparison. The problem is
that the party variable and the ideology variable are at opposing extremes where “miss-
ing data” are concerned, just as Kuklinski and Peyton point out. For party identification,
almost everybody can locate themselves on the scale. In this period less than 1.5 percent
of the total sample fails to choose a position on the seven-point party scale, claiming in
one way or another to be “apolitical.” This variable routinely has fewer missing data than
any other attitude measures in these election studies. The opposite is typically true for
the ideology seven-point scale: it has more missing data than any other attitude measure
in the study. In the 1972 and 1976 applications defining our ideology continuity correla-
tions, an average of almost 25 percent of respondents are missing data because they pre-
fer the option that they “haven't thought much about this.” More than another 6 percent
of the sample report that they don't know where they would fit on the scale, bringing the
manifest “missing data” to more than 30 percent of the sample, or over twenty times the
bulk of missing data on the party identification variable. Thus the two continuity correla-
tions are thoroughly beyond simple comparison.

We can, however, establish comparability if we use the total-sample data for both vari-
ables. For example, in the party case we observe a .789 continuity correlation for 98.5
percent of the sample. How do we characterize the residual missing-data 1.5 percent of
the sample in continuity correlation terms? Well, since these residual cases cannot relate
themselves to the party continuum, we can impute a continuity correlation of r=.000 to
them. Putting the two pieces together, we find a new and appropriately-reduced continu-
ity correlation for party of. 777 (for my numbers), or. 788 (for theirs). We can do exactly
the same for the ideology continuum, getting a total-sample value of r=.392 (my num-
bers) or .452 for theirs. Taking the squares again on both variables, we have ideology at.
154 and party at .604 (my numbers) or ideology at .204 vs. party at .621 (their numbers).

We are not yet finished, however, as there is likely to be more hidden missing data on the
ideology variable that has no counterpart on the party variable. This suspicion arises with
respect to a huge peak of self-locations exactly at the midpoint (#4) of the substantive 1-
7 continuum. This peak is more heavily populated than either of the three substantive lo-
cations on one side of it added together, or on the other. When we did such a measure-
ment in France we found the same effect, although it stuck out even more in that case be-
cause respondents were asked to place themselves on a scale ®.147) from 0 to 100, and
the parallel huge mode was located exactly at the 50-point mark (Converse and Pierce
1986). In this French case, the second most popular location was the manifest missing-da-
ta category. We also followed up the self-location question in France with a request for
what kind of policy positions were called “left” vs. “right.” Of course the large contingent
who did not locate themselves had very little to say about meaning of the terms. But the
large contingent who chose the “50” location also had about as little to say as well. This
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tipped us off to the fact that there were two response strategies for persons who did not
comprehend the continuum enough to relate to it personally. They could suffer the embar-
rassment of confessing they could not relate to these ideological terms; or they could
dodge such embarrassment by locating themselves at the only neutral point in sight (the
50-mark). Hence these locations—the two most popular choices by a wide margin in the
US as well as France—are both saturated with missing data. Of course we could hardly
argue that no persons at the midpoint in either country actually understood the continu-
um: middle-of-the-roadism is a very intelligible substantive choice. However, we are con-
vinced that most of these midpoint-dwellers are simply more covert missing data, where
understanding of the continuum in more crisp policy terms is concerned.

Given the ambiguity, we shall not finish our accounting by moving all midpoint dwellers to
missing data. We shall very conservatively assume that a good half of them are also miss-
ing data, in the 1972-6 case, and not try to cope with the fact that some emptying at the
midpoint would restore a little zip to any continuity correlation. Proceeding as before, we
find that the recalculated ideology continuity coefficient (r 2) is in no way over four-fifths
as stable as party identification, but more like one-fifth as stable (their numbers) or one-
tenth as stable (ours). This is a very familiar neighborhood for an ideology measure, and
one which relieves us of any need to account for a huge surge of ideological comprehen-
sion in the US during the 1960s. For total samples, the difference between cross-time sta-
bility for party identification and ideology is as night and day.

On the other hand, it can also be demonstrated that if we commission a highly compound
variable from NES data that summarizes most available clues as to respondent informa-
tion levels and involvement in politics, then the rate of gain in stability of ideological self-
placements as we climb the deciles from bottom to top is considerably greater than the
same display for party identification stability. In one sense, this would have to be true,
given the wretched zero starting point for stability at the lowest levels of “sophistication.”
But what is interesting is that this rate of gain for ideology is sharp enough as to ap-
proach convergence from below with the stability shown for party identification at the
highest levels of sophistication. And hence a significant role for ideological self-placement
in predicting vote outcomes, bringing joy to Kuklinski-Peyton “upbeat revisionists,” need
not clash in any way with the situation that I was describing years before, especially
when one-third to one-half of the “total sample” (the whole electorate)—and generally the
less informed and interested—fail to vote in any case, and thus are missing data for vote
predictions as well.

®.148) 1.2 Holders of “Real” Attitudes

Kuklinski and Peyton stress how few people in the electorate I consider to hold any “real
political attitudes.” This is a rather loose reference, in the sense that no specific percent-
ages are mentioned, and just how one could tell a “real” attitude from an unreal one is
not covered. But it is easy to get the impression that “few” means some small fraction like
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the famous 12-15 per cent numbers that I do cite in the Belief Systems essay where ac-
tive use of ideological frames of reference are concerned.

Now Kuklinski-Peyton hardly stand alone in this reading of the essay. In fact, I think a
majority of critics have read the essay the same way, and I have always found it painful
and perplexing. The next chance I had to write at length again about these matters I not-
ed that while I stood by my observations of low information and labile policy opinions, I
said it would be unwise to push these results too far. “They are frequently misinterpreted
as saying that not much of anybody has public opinions about much of anything. This is a
disastrous misconstruction, for it fits no data at all” (Converse 1975, 83). It would be hard
to speak much more plainly on the subject.

Granted that many may have missed this sequel on the subject, I have remained puzzled
at how the original essay could have been read in this fashion as well, short of some des-
perate need for straw men and caricature. So for this round I have reread the whole es-
say for the first time in over thiry years. I looked for sentences and passages that seem
thoroughly incompatible with such an alleged point of view on my part, that I could cite in
a short footnote of exculpation. I had a goodly harvest of these before I arrived, late in
the essay, at the description of one of the weakest “levels of conceptualization” that I was
coding from open-ended comments on the parties and the candidates in the presidential
election. To achieve a level at least this low, I had to detect some significant trace of a pol-
icy issue concern being expressed by the respondent. And it turned out that 78 percent of
the sample brought at least one such policy opinion into their remarks. What could be
more obvious empirical proof in the essay itself that I nowhere was claiming that “few” in
the electorate held any “real” political attitudes, much less policy ones? So at this point I
stopped the list I was compiling.

Of course, this does not solve the question as to “how real is ‘real’?” And here I must con-
fess that still later in the essay I found a passage of four or five lines that I could see
might be construed as such a claim, especially if “real” meant “replicable-over-time.” This
passage reported my analysis of the trophy “power and housing” issue, where the high
prevalence of “as-if-random” response patterns could be documented. I did point out right
there that the power and housing issue was unique across a battery of such issue items,
and was the most esoteric item in the battery, as witnessed by a surplus of “don't know”
responses. But I also commented that while the other issue items failed to fit the diagnos-
tic model, it would be safe to assume that some lower fraction of “as-if-random” response
could be expected elsewhere. Even this hardly fits the attribution that I felt few real polit-
ical attitudes existed in the mass public; but I can grant it might represent the seed for
such a reading, as might the parallel treatment in the “Non-Attitudes” paper (Converse
1970).

(p. 149)

Actually, I would like to expand somewhat on this point, and regret that I did not do so in
the original essay. It is obvious that inquiry into the complex matters covered by social
science requires multiple methods to approach, since any given method of attack is likely
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to achieve some illumination but be blinded to other facets of the situation. (The values of
a multi-method approach are reflected in most of the subjects tackled in this Handbook
section, as we shall see.)

In the belief systems case, the advent of survey research gave a precious first view of be-
lief systems in the public as a totality. Most survey research, however, is given over to
“closed” questions, limiting the respondent to multiple-choice answers specified by the
researcher. “Open-ended” questions, while liberating for respondents, are very time-con-
suming and likely to produce disparities that end up being uncodable. I was always grate-
ful that in our election-study shop we invested in at least some open-ended questions.
Without these, I would not have felt equipped to make some of the generalizations about
belief systems that I ultimately did, with coding schemes like the “levels of conceptualiza-
tion.” But even this luxury was only partial.

In the same general period, Robert Lane (1962) had conducted an elegant “clinical” study
of beliefs, interviewing subjects at considerable length as to their assessments of the po-
litical world around them. As his study and mine came to be read, I was often challenged
in my implications that there were many important political topics about which people
seemed to have little reaction. I had read the Lane report, and felt very little conflict in
our accounts. This was because my study was really focused upon the degree of intercon-
nectedness of political attitudes; and one constant complaint of Lane's was the frequency
with which his informants failed to make rather elementary connections between cognate
attitudes they expressed: “morselizing,” he called it. Given the clinical interview setting,
he was free to explore more intensively these points of disconnection, which he found
very recalcitrant, even under coaching. I later published comments on the hue and cry
about Lane finding lots more attitudes than my “method” detected (Converse 1975). 1
sent Lane a copy in advance, and he agreed wholeheartedly that we were describing the
same reality, albeit from somewhat different starting points. So I granted the critics that
there were real methods differences here. I proposed that closed questions were akin to
fishing with a spear or a rifle; while the Lane method was fishing with a net. It is obvious
which method will discover the more fish, which is why I am chary of statements about
the absolute paucity of stray “fish in the pond,” as opposed to statements about the pauci-
ty of links between whatever number of fish turn up with either method.

In this spirit, I disavow any reading of the Belief Systems essay that concludes that most
citizens lack political attitudes. I think there is a limited stratum—10 percent? 20 per-
cent?—with a very sparse complement of such attitudes, mostly because of an aversion to
the whole subject of politics. We are reminded of the David Butler interview with a lady in
England who, when asked if she would vote in the upcoming election, said “Heavens, no.
It would only encourage them” (the political classes). After all, this by itself counts as a
“political attitude,” and probably a very replicable one for the holder, although perhaps
lonely in that department. Actually, political attitudes abound: they simply tend to have
narrow reach and idiosyncratic construction. @.150) My discussion on issue publics in
general, and political attitudes about visible social groupings in particular, testifies to my
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awareness of lots of “real” attitudes out there, although it is hardly a beginning of a typol-
ogy of such.

1.3 The Theory of Democratic Elitism

Rohrschneider and Pefley address one spur of the elite-mass gradient in political sophisti-
cation, involving the presumption that politically “enlightened” elites are the guardians of
democratic values, including political tolerance and minority rights. They argue a major
corrective, not to the existence of large mass-elite differences in political cognitions, but
to an early assumption based on data from well-rooted democracies, that reigning elites
are necessarily imbued with such liberal democratic values. As comparative elite re-
search has come to include a much larger range of countries, it is clear that “eliteness”
by itself hardly ensures any deep installation of democratic values, and this corrective is
certainly demanded by the deep history of most nation-states. Socialization into more au-
tocratic past political practices can trump other forces on behavior at the elite level, as
has been demonstrated in several of the newer democracies of Eastern Europe, and vari-
ous fledgling democracies in less economically developed countries as well.

1.4 Political Socialization

Kent Jennings in this Handbook also discusses an increased emphasis within socialization
research on “contextual effects.” These are effects of the broader context that are often
neglected in research. Some of these are within-country factors. While an attribute like
party identification is seen as an entirely personal matter, I remember our delight in the
discovery that although the effects were limited, party identifications were significantly
stronger in those states where election laws presumed the normality of such identifica-
tions, as in requiring a statement of party preference in registering to vote (in order to
avoid cross-party voting in party primaries), than in states where there was no such re-
quirement (Campbell et al. 1960).

Of course such effects are likely to be writ even larger between countries with contrast-
ing regimes, in exactly the ways that Rohrschneider and Pefley argue. Jennings goes on to
point out that these effects are of great moment for a growing number of long-term
democracies which are now recipients of large populations immigrating from countries
with very different political traditions. There has been little research on either the politi-
cal socialization of children from these immigrant families, or for that matter, the resocial-
ization of the adult migrant generation. He argues that both are major lost opportunities,
and I shall shortly add another to this important socialization list.

In part because the whole paradigm for socialization studies presumes that early inputs
from formal education and informal experience affect views of the political ®. 151) world
downstream, this field has been blessed with an unusual number of relatively long-term
panel studies. Jennings reports a renewal of interest in the dynamics of socialization,
which to date have in a general way supported the fundamental formative-years hypothe-
sis, with an increasing scientific purchase on details to flesh out the picture.
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1.5 Political Psychology

Diane Mutz reviews three developments in research in political psychology. One is a
growing emphasis on emotions in the formation of political choices. From my own back-
ground in social psychology and the study of attitudes, I had always considered that we
were working squarely at the intersection of cognition and emotion. After all, the reigning
definition of an attitude was “affect organized around an object.” But “affect” is thin gru-
el, relative to the full palette of emotions psychologists study, and Mutz waves off sums of
plus and minus valences, or “thermometer scores,” as not having much to do with real
emotions, although the latter are admittedly difficult to study reliably. A second trend
moves more to the cognitive side and examines the “biassed processing” of information.
Some work in the area is of long standing, including the predispositions set by parisan
identifications, or the study of selective exposure to information sources. More recent
work debates such topics as the degree to which viewers of the political scene update
their assessments in ways that fit the Bayesian paradigm. The third development carries
us to the multi-method approaches mentioned above, to escape too heavy reliance on sur-
vey data. Here the possibilities are numerous and exciting, all the way from tighter labo-
ratory studies of physiological states to exploration of neuroscience and brain imaging as
a further window on both political emotions and aspects of information processing.

2 Political Communication

Although it is only one large rivulet in the complex study of political communication, con-
cern over levels of information in the electorate has stimulated interest in communication
patterns from almost the outset of survey-based studies of the electorate. Paul Lazarsfeld
at Columbia was a founder of communications research as a serious discipline; and his re-
search group conducted the earliest serious presidential election studies starting in 1940.
This group rapidly came to sense the weight of numbers of citizens who paid little atten-
tion to politics, and came to imagine that the success of democratic forms must rest on a
kind of trickle-down process whereby the inattentive headed into elections must pick up
cues from more attentive “opinion leaders.” This theory was examined most completely in
Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee (1954) and Katz and Lazarsfeld (1955).

(p. 152)

In the Belief Systems essay I attempted one large-bore test of this hypothesis. In a system
where the Republican Party catered to big business and the rich, while the Democrats
tendered more to representing labor unions, minorities, and the working class, it seemed
likely that the politically attentive would have little trouble voting their class interests.
But the inattentive would have more trouble, unless the system was saturated with well-
informed opinion leaders, available to provide cues. My dependendent variable was the
correlation of class position and vote within “sophistication” levels based on the “levels of
conceptualization” variable, from ideologues, through “group benefit” folks, then those
most attentive to the “nature of the times”, and finally those who betrayed no policy issue
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awareness at all, in their open-ended discussions of the political scene. Now one can ar-
gue that in a system perfectly lubricated by opinion leaders, with the individual sophisti-
cation multiplied downward through interpersonal communication, the degree of class
voting would even out across attentiveness groupings (Converse 1964, 232, figure 1). Of
course it does not, with strong and monotonic differences in class voting from top to bot-
tom within these levels for male voters. (On the other hand, this gradient, while steep,
might have been steeper still if there had been no “opinion leader” effect at all!)

The same table includes a parallel display for female voters. This is of more interest than
might appear, and for two reasons. First, the suffrage had only been granted by Constitu-
tional amendment to women in 1920. Thus there was a large cohort of women who were
born too early to be socialized into political attentiveness in the Jennings sense. Indeed,
one problem interviewers had interviewing housewives as late as the 1950s and 1960s
was the frequent complaint “why are you asking me these questions? You should come
back and talk to the Mister.” The sharpness of this gender division of labor where politics
was concerned is easy to lose sight of by modern times. Second, separating the women
made sense because the considerable majority of them were indeed housewives. The old-
er half of these housewives had grown up not expecting to follow politics, yet they had
been eligible to vote for over a half-dozen presidential elections. What better test of the
opinion leader theory, given a Most Accessible Opinion Leader, right in one's own house-
hold? But the women separately showed lower levels of class voting generally than the
men, and less coherently as a function of levels of conceptualization.

2.1 Communication Nets

Our two Handbook chapters on political communication, by Huckfeldt and Semetko, bring
us fast forward through forty years of research on the subject, and with a clear division of
labor in the coverage. Huckfeldt's chapter focuses on studies of interpersonal communi-
cation networks, which elaborate marvelously on the limited “opinion leader” beginnings.
Such work presumes that individual citizen decisions reflect in some considerable degree
their owners' participation in a socially embedded process involving many connections
through which interpersonal influence can flow. My own household is highly familiar with
the simplest and most . 153) brazen version of such flow, whereby at the approach of
each local election we consult with varying friends who pay attention to city council, the
school board, the library board, judicial candidates, and the like. The Huckfeldt treatment
spreads over a much larger canvas where influence may well be more subtle and less
election-bound, but the importance of the network can hardly be questioned, however
easily it may become lost from view in surveys of randomly selected individuals. Network
studies in the grand manner tend to be large, expensive and complex, although the chap-
ter is helpful with suggestions as to how some evidence of the communication context can
be established even for more atomistic sample surveys. One halfway house involves a
“snowball component” whereby discussion partners are elicited for some members of the
main sample and independently interviewed about about own views and exchanged
views.
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One of the network variables which has emerged as central in recent years is the homo-
geneity or heterogeneity of opinion characterizing any given network, which may of
course vary over time. One simple theory would argue that a network which is relatively
stable might be expected to drift toward greater homogeneity over its life course. As it
turns out, however, there are circumstances where network heterogeneity is more persis-
tent than meets the eye. Among these are “lower-density” networks, where there are
weak ties with individuals less likely to communicate directly with most or all other mem-
ber of the net. Debates are also flourishing as to whether or not network heterogeneity
increases either political participation or political tolerance. One intriguing recent finding
is that political discussions in heterogeneous groups not only increase member political
information, but also help to inoculate participants against elite trickery in “framing” poli-
cy debates in certain self-serving ways.

2.2 Communication Channels

Semetko covers a wide range of other more institutionalized or mainly one-way channels
of communication to the citizen. She begins with a vivid reminder of how radically this
scene has evolved on a global level, due to technologies that are in high revolution on al-
most an annual pace, as exemplified by developments like political blogging, unheard of a
relatively few years ago, but already a major industry for political communication; or on
the other hand, the rapid decline of the major evening TV news broadcasts. It is not easy
to conduct research with political communication in such flux. Nonetheless, review is pro-
vided of a variety of research efforts, both survey and experiment based, to study the im-
pact of news on public opinion and election outcomes. As Semetko points out, experimen-
tal approaches allow for control, but are by the same token weaker on external validity.
The flowering of the internet also opens the door to conducting less costly experiments
and surveys online, although internet users are far from being representative of the popu-
lation.

In a particularly impressive section, Semetko discusses three key concepts which have
become central in political communication research, because of repeated demonstrations
of their potency in communication effects. These include (1) agenda-setting, (. 154
achieved by the media through choices as to what news to select; (2) priming, or contri-
butions by the media in suggesting standards for evaluation of political leaders and par-
ties; and (3) framing, whereby certain facets of a situation or problem are rendered more
salient to underscore a desired definition or interpretation of what is at stake. The power
of all three of these ploys has been frequently demonstrated in media research; but the
same phenomena are of course in the toolkits of campaign strategists and leadership
spinmeisters. They would seem to deserve equal study within political psychology under
the rubric of problems in individual information processing. (Or perhaps the dynamics
and correlates of gullibility are too obvious for serious examination.) A different approach
is represented by functional magnetic resonance imaging (rMRI) to see if it can help un-
tangle why Democrats and Republicans can reach opposite conclusions when given the
same information.

Page 10 of 15



Perspectives on Mass Belief Systems and Communication

3 Conclusion

3.1 The Evolution of Belief Systems in Modern Electorates

I am often asked how durable I think the bleak portrait of the electorate I turned up in
the 1950-60 period has been. My own empirical base for judgment is very limited, as I
shifted to other pursuits after the election studies were appropriately put under more col-
lective management around 1970. My casual view has been that there was nowhere to go
but up, toward greater average voter competence, probably driven by the advance of edu-
cation and functional literacy. As Kuklinski and Peyton point out, I was around long
enough to appreciate some increased “muscle tone” in policy attitudes, although this
seemed more a function of various moral issues brought to the surface by the culture
wars of the 1960s than much change in more conventional issues of who gets what when
and how.

When we had first decided to do some large election studies in France in the later 1960s,
I was very eager to see what the French population looked like ideologically, and for a
simple reason. The great multiplicity of French parties meant that it was hard to tell who
was who without a scorecard. And the French press covered this blooming, buzzing party
scene in fine degrees on the measuring stick of the left-right continuum, one great inheri-
tance of the Revolution. So I fully expected to find a French electorate much more versed
in the ballyhooed ideological yardstick. I was greatly disappointed: the French were not
notably more agile in understanding “left” and “right” than US citizens were for the for
the much less frequently-used terms “liberal” and “conservative.” I came to realize that
the public education system below elite levels in France was quite limited by US stan-
dards; there was still a large peasant population with limited literacy; and so on. But it al-
so seemed true that the size of the . 155 party system was itself a special barrier to
comprehension. We asked citizens how they felt about the actual number of parties, as
well as what they would see the ideal French party system to have. Most preferred a
smaller system, including a serious number who wanted only two parties. As one woman
put it: “there should be only two parties: just enough to express all the nuances of opin-

”

101.

While advancing education 