























1. Many people have noticed that campaigns for Congress have gotten so expensive that
candidates must raise large amounts of money in order to compete. Some people feel this
has made candidates too dependent on special interests and PACs and they argue the solution
is to have campaigns for Congress publicly funded with tax dollars. Other people feel that
no matter how many problems exist in the current system, the government should not use tax
dollars to pay for Congressional campaigns. Suppose people who favor complete public
funding of all campaigns for Congress are at position 1, while those who favor no public
funding whatsoever are at position 7. Where would you put yourself on this scale?

Education Reform

1. Some people have recently proposed a plan for changing how schools are funded. They
favor something called a voucher system. Under a voucher system, the parents of a school-
age child would be given a certificate or voucher worth an amount of money about equal to
what it costs the government when the child goes to public school. This voucher could be
used at any school, public or private, the parent wanted. Have you heard about this plan?
Would you say you favor or oppose the idea of a voucher system?

If FAVOR,
Would you say you strongly favor or just weakly favor this idea?

If OPPOSE,
Would you say you strongly oppose or just weakly oppose this idea?

Now what about Bill Clinton. Do you know how he stands on the question of vouchers?
Balanced Budget Amendment

1. Some people favor an amendment to the Constitution that would require the federal
government to have a balanced budget. Other people think this is a bad idea. What about
you, are you in favor or opposed to an amendment that forces the federal government to
balance the budget?

Medical Care

1. There is much concern about the rapid rise in medical and hospital costs. Some people
feel that the government in Washington should provide a health insurance plan that would
guarantee medical care for all citizens. Other people feel that obtaining medical care is a
private matter and not something the government should be involved in. And of course,
others have opinions in between.

Taxation



1. The government in Washington uses tax revenue to support the military, to run
government programs, and to pay the debt. Yet just how much tax money is needed is
always a matter of considerable debate. Some people feel that the government in
Washington can and should lower taxes. Others think that in order for the government to do
what it needs to, taxes cannot be lowered, that they must be kept at least at current levels.
What about you? Do you think taxes should be lowered, or should they be kept at current
levels? Or do you think they should be increased?

If LOWERED,
Do you think they should be lowered a lot, or just a little?

If INCREASED,
Do you think they should be increased a lot, or just a little?

Now what about Bill Clinton,
Do you think he wants to lower taxes, keep them at the current level, or increase
them?

If LOWER,
Do you think he wants to lower them a lot, or just a little?

etc.
Immigration
1. There is quite a lot of discussion these days about illegal immigration. One proposal
discussed is to spend more tax money to increase border patrols to keep illegal immigrants
out of the country. Do you favor or oppose that?

Do you favor (oppose) that strongly or not so strongly?

2. Another proposal is to refuse any government services, such as education and health
services, to illegal immigrants. Do you favor or oppose that?

Do you favor (oppose) that strongly or not so strongly?

Now what about Bill Clinton. Do you think he favors or opposes increasing border patrols?
Do you think he favors (opposes) that strongly or not so strongly?

What about refusing government services. Do you think Bill Clinton favors or opposes that?

Do you think he favors (opposes) that strongly or not so strongly?
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etc.
An Open-ended Question

What do you think Bill Clinton stands for? What will he try to do if he is reelected
president?

What do you think Phil Gramm stands for? What will he try to do if he is elected president?
Side Comment: Candidate Placement Questions in 1992

Four issue questions in 1992 asked respondents to place Bush and Clinton as well as
themselves. These questions dealt with government services, jobs and living standards,
defense spending, and abortion. Two of these questions, jobs and living standards and
defense spending, were poorly suited to the election. The jobs and living standards question
is increasingly archaic; candidates today are not debating whether government should
guarantee jobs and a decent standard of living. Although that is implicit in the welfare
debate, it is never articulated in those terms. The defense spending question did not reflect
the issue in 1992, as no candidate was proposing an increase in defense spending. Consistent
with that observation, when other defense related variables were included, the question had
very little impact on evaluation. Of the four questions, only the abortion question targeted
an issue that was an explicit part of the campaign debate. When candidate placements are
included on only a very limited set of issues, great care should be taken to select issues that
are significant for the election.

Topics Related to Issue-based Evaluation

Several considerations related to the study of issues and issue-based evaluation are
useful to note. These fall into three categories: (1) the placement of parties and current
government policy, (2) the role of salience, and (3) the impact of question format. These
topics are beyond the scope we were asked to address so we will be quite brief in
considering them.

Other placements. We feel it is a good idea when asking respondents to position
candidates, also to ask them to position parties and current government policy. There is
considerable precedent for both in NES studies, and it seems worth the small additional cost
in interview time. Parties are particularly useful for comparative work, and current policy
provides a measure of a base point which is important in some models of issue voting (e.g.
Grofman 1985; Miller and Shanks 1982), :

Salience. Attempts to measure salience on NES studies have generally been less
productive than researchers originally anticipated (e.g. Niemi and Bartels 1985). On the
other hand, salience questions have never been asked in a way that encourages careful
discrimination across issues. Simply asking whether an issue is important or not does not
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seem to be a good measure of salience. Salience could prove more interesting if respondents
used a ranking procedure to indicate which issues were most salient to them.

Format. Various question formats have been used in studying issue attitudes.
Questions that can be asked and answered quickly have the great virtue of allowing wider
coverage of issues than wordier questions. However, Krosnick and Berent (1993), among
others, have argued that question form directly influences reliability, with branching issue
questions (analogous to the standard party id question) most likely to produce consistent
responses across time. In general, rapid fire sequences of questions (e.g. the spending
questions) are more likely to be subject to random response than are questions that provide a
more singular focus. Clearly there are tradeoffs here as eisewhere, and a fairly broad
diversity in question formats seems desirable. By varying formats, reasonable scope can be
achieved at the same time that theoretically interesting questions can be explored.

Four Specific Questions

The invitation to the conference posed four specific questions. We have attempted to
address these, at least to some extent, in our prior remarks. It is probably useful to consider
each of them explicitly as well.

Question 1. Where are we in understanding the dynamics and function of candidate
placement on issues and issue-related perceptions generally?

Significant research has been devoted to understanding the mechanisms that
lead to candidates being placed at a particular point on the issue scales, and to
understanding the type and amount of distortion that occurs when placing candidates.
Kenney (1993) provides a summary of some of the key hypotheses. Almost any
reasonable hypothesis draws some support, but the actual mechanisms are not well
understood.

Of interest to this general area is work by Lodge and McGraw and their
associates at Stony Brook (e.g. Lodge, McGraw, and Stroh 1989). They find that
individual recall of candidate issue positions is not as powerful a predictor of
judgment as the actual cues to which the experimental subjects were exposed. This
puts increased weight on understanding the actual cue sources voters use.
Nevertheless, the recall placements provide a reasonable indication of where the
candidates stood on the issues.

Of interest, too, particularly when a single estimate of candidate position is
being used, is work by Powell (1989). She argues that people who guess will bias the
estimate away from the true candidate position toward the center of the scale, because
a purely random guess will vary around the center rather than the candidate’s true
position. She finds confirmation for this hypothesis.
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In general, the work on distortion is further along than the work on placement.
While caution is suggested in interpreting either individual or mean placements, there
is strong evidence that placements convey a general sense of where candidates are
perceived to stand.

Question 2. Is our purpose in honing our list of issues and placements the explanation of
specific elections or are there larger theoretical issues we still need to tackle?

The purpose of honing our lists is to test and generate theory as well as to
explain specific elections. At present the question of whether proximity theory,
directional theory, or some mixed model best explains candidate evaluation remains
controversial (e.g. Iversen 1994). And, as we have noted earlier, any serious theory
of issue-based evaluation is likely to incorporate candidate position as a mediating
factor. Only if we collect appropriate data on meaningful issues will we have a
reasonable base from which to generate better theory.

Question 3. Is there any way to pick issues, issue questions, and placements other than
making our best guess as to what’s important "this year” balanced with continuity, or are
there other things we must keep in mind?

We have addressed this question fairly directly in the prior discussion. Simply
considering the "most important” issues over the last five years and then dropping
those issues that are clearly off the current agenda should be a starting point. Given
how frequently crime, medical care, and taxation have been major campaign issues, it
seems wise to include each in a better format than that provided on the 1992
questionnaire.

Question 4. What more can be done, especially in light of limited space?

(1) We recommend including no fewer than 7 and as many as 12 issue questions (in
addition to the Liberal-Conservative scale) that ask all respondents to place
candidates, parties, and current government policy.

If we had to suggest a set of seven issues now, we would include the standard
government services question, the 1992 abortion question, and questions on crime,
taxation, medical care, welfare, and military power. A good case can be made for
including several more placement questions on the 1996 survey. Issues such as
immigration, affirmative action, environment, campaign reform, education reform,
balanced budget amendment, and treatment of gays come immediately to mind., The
set of issues, however, should definitely not be established this early, particularly if
space is short.

(2) We recommend a broad commitment on the part of NES to include 10 questions in
each study that are designated "single shot” questions. The sole purpose of these
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questions would be to tap issues of relevance to the current campaign, with the
explicit understanding that there is no commitment to continue these questions on
Suture studies. For these issues split samples (half, third, or quarter) could be used to
provide placements for the two main candidates.

Adding ten new questions would commit at most five minutes of the interview
to asking people about what is being discussed in the campaign, i.e. what the election
is about. Including campaign-relevant issues is essential both to understanding how
issues relate to candidate evaluation and to providing an historical record of the
election.

(3) Finally we recommend a regular culling of previously used questions to make sure
(a) they are still relevant and (b) they are asked in a way that makes sense to
contemporary respondents.

If adopted in full, our recommendations would require a total of 18.2 minutes
of interview time,

13.0 minutes -- 12 issue questions on which respondents place themselves,
candidates, parties, and the status quo. This assumes that each question
takes approximately 1 minute and 5 seconds: 30 seconds for the initial
question and 35 seconds for the five placements.

6.2 minutes -- 10 "single shot" issue questions, each taking approximately 30
seconds for self-placement and, on a half-sample basis, 14 seconds for
the two candidate placements.

If necessary, the length of the survey could be decreased by a more conservative
proposal.

7.6 minutes -- 7 placement questions

3.5 minutes - 6 single shot questions with candidate placements based on a
third-sample.

Recent studies have included seven or more placement questions* and all studies
include some single shot questions (such as the questions about the Gulf War on the
1992 survey). Therefore this proposal should be close to neutral in terms of
interview time.

* By our reckoning the 1972 study included 12 placement questions, 1976 included 9, 1980 included 9, 1984
included 7, and 1988 included 8. Each study also included the Liberal-Conservative scale. The 1992 study was
unusual in asking only 4 placement questions.
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A Final Comment

Modern elections are contests in which candidates attempt to persuade voters to
support them. Candidates provide messages to which voters react. These messages often
concern actionable government policy. Only by gathering information about how voters
interpret these messages will we as a discipline be in a position to make sense of the process
through which issues affect candidate evaluation. The goal of understanding that process is
important enough both to the discipline and to the society to justify substantial time
investment in the NES design.
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