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The belief on the effects of political advertising and today’s ever increasing 

financial and technological resources yield an abundance of political messages during 

elections.  However, it is not easy for ordinary citizens to process all the available 

information.  With the limited information processing capacities, voters tend to be 

selective rather than conduct a complete search.  Choice is a function of the information 

provided to the subjects, and the process of information acquisition implies how people 

form their decisions.  Differences among candidates in levels of information have 

considerable political implications because voters do not cast ballots for candidates they do 

not feel they know.   

In order to develop effective campaign strategies, it is fundamental to understand 

how people search and select information prior to making voting choices.  Therefore, the 

present study examines voters’ information search behavior in the context of an election, 

with a special focus on the role of knowledge in this process.   
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There have been two methodologically distinctive yet complementary approaches 

in information search and decision making: the structural modeling approach and the 

process modeling approach.  This study applies the process modeling approach, in which 

strategies that people used to make a decision are the main focus of inquiry.   

Information search behavior is examined by the amount of search, the content of 

search, and sequence of search, in use of the process-tracing method, which is considered 

the best way to study information search by collecting data while the decision is being 

made rather than being inferred from the outputs.  Especially, information board 

technique is used in this study.  Information items are constructed on the computer 

interface based on the student survey and the content analysis of politicians’ personal 

Websites. 

The major finding of this study is that different types of knowledge (i.e., objective 

and subjective knowledge) have different effects on information search.  Further, 

information search has significant effects on decision-making.  This study provides a 

better understanding of voters’ information search behaviors and their choices, and helps 

explain and predict voting behavior.  Theoretical and practical implications are also 

provided.  Finally, the directions for future research are suggested.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

In most elections, a great deal of information becomes available to individuals.  

Voters are deluged with information, about the candidates’ personal characteristics and 

qualities, their competencies, their stands on salient issues, as well as other nonverbal 

cues presented by the candidates and their campaigns.  Political advertising is one of 

these information sources for voters; for candidates, it is a powerful venue to 

communicate with voters, and ultimately influence voting choice.  Political candidates 

employ various methods to motivate voters to vote for them.  Of these methods, political 

advertising is a significant part of the candidate-voter dynamic in political campaigns 

because it is one of the few ways that candidates can control the message and image 

transmitted to voters.  Furthermore, in a time when party identification has declined, 

voters’ assessments are quite fluid and candidates need the power to sway voters’ 

opinions of them, evidence shows that ads are quite effective for candidates to develop 

impressions of themselves (West 1997).  

Television has been the dominant medium employed by candidates.  Since 1980 

nearly half the federal campaign funds allocated to presidential candidates have been 

spent on television airtime (Maarek 1995).  It is not surprising any more that candidates 

are spending upwards of 50 to 75 percent of their campaign budgets on political ads, 

including production and time buying (Kaid and Tedesco 1996).  In 1996, the Clinton-

Gore campaign and the Democratic National Committee (DNC) spent on advertising 

more than $98 million on a continuous stream of political advertising (“seamless” spot 

campaign) from the summer of 1995 through Election Day.  Dole and the RNC spent 
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about $78 million.  Further, more than $672 million was spent during the 2000 election, 

which featured one of the closest races for President in history (Drinkard 2002).  

According to the study by the Brennan Center, total spending on ads for Bush was $86.1 

million, and for Gore was $77.1 million, in 75 media markets reaching over 80 percent of 

the population (U.S. Newswire 2000).  During the most recent 2002 election, political 

spending on television ads reached almost $1 billion in 2002 (Drinkard 2002).  The heavy 

spending refuted the conventional wisdom that election years without a presidential race 

are less expensive.  Many of the gubernatorial races were very competitive, in which 

candidates in New York, Texas and California spent $100 million.  Political spots were 

the third-largest national advertising category for TV stations in 2002, right behind 

automotive and retail (Albiniak 2002). 

The effects of political advertising have been proved in a large body of research 

(Ansolebehere and Iyengar 1995; Jamieson 1988; Patterson and McClure 1976; West 

1994, 1997).  It has been substantiated that political spots have impacts on voters’ 

perceptions of candidate images or issue stances, and on voter intentions toward 

candidates.  Patterson and McClure’s study of the 1972 presidential general election 

campaign indicates that voters learned more about the issues from the candidates’ ads 

than from the news, because ads addressed some issues, whereas the news was dominated 

by coverage of the “horse race.”  That is, political advertising contributes to learning 

about candidate issue positions, especially for low-political interest voters who are rarely 

exposed to any other campaign communication (Patterson and McClure 1976).  More 

recent studies have focused on voters’ perceptions or general evaluations of candidate 

issue positions and personal characteristics, not on the impacts of actual issues.  West 
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(1994) emphasized the importance of favorability and electability as major consequences 

of advertising.  Favorability is influenced often by personal characteristics; for example, 

once well-established personal characteristics of candidates are perceived by the voters, 

such as “the avuncular Reagan” or “the young lion, Clinton” (Mundy 1996), they become 

unassailable even if voters know the candidate’s flaws.  The perception of electability has 

been important primarily in the presidential nominating process because many citizens do 

not want to waste their vote on hopeless candidates while anticipating the upcoming 

general election (Abramowitz 1989; West 1994).  

The increasing belief in the effects of political advertising and financially, 

technologically abundant resources yields extensive political messages during the 

election. Campaigns require a great deal of effort from both the candidates who try to 

send their messages and persuade voters to elect them, and from the voters who seek 

information and who process that information in order to make decisions.  Presenting 

superfluous information without effective campaign strategies may impede people’s 

ability to make good decisions (Bettman et al. 1991), and it may waste candidates’ time, 

money and efforts, or even prove to be of no use at all.  Therefore, developing the 

suitable advertising strategies for the target becomes crucial in today’s information 

overload situations during the elections.   

For this purpose, at first, the paradigm to view the relationship between 

advertisers (candidates) and consumers (voters) may need to change.  While advertising 

has relied on the “push” strategies so far, advertising in the new environments needs for 

“pull” strategies that lead consumers to increase the level of involvement and actively 

search for information, by providing appropriate information and allowing consumer 
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control.  Thus, the task facing message senders is not simply to present a large amount of 

semi-related information but, rather, to provide appropriate information for specific 

needs.  This becomes more important in the new media environments, where messages 

can be spread through multi-channels and multi-media. 

INFORMATION SEARCH AND DECISION MAKING: INTERDISCIPLINARY PERSPECTIVE 

The present study examines voters’ information search behavior in the context of 

an election, especially focusing on how knowledge enhances people’s ability to obtain 

information.  Because of the overwhelming amount of information available to citizens 

today, skills that enable them to select necessary information are being required.  Many 

researchers have argued for the importance of an informed citizenry (Delli Carpini and 

Keeter 1996).  Information is the most important asset of postindustrial democracies.  In 

other words, democracy functions best when its citizens are politically informed.  

Knowledge is an important political resource, and, at the same time, a facilitator of other 

forms of political power to enlighten one’s self-interest and translate it into effective 

political action, at a minimum, regular participation in the electoral process.  The level of 

knowledge is usually a strong predictor of voting (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996). 

In political science, studies on decision-making have explored social and 

psychological predispositions or situational factors which influence voters’ attitudes 

toward candidates, issues and politics in general and their vote decisions.  These factors 

include social background characteristics of primary group members (Lazarsfeld, 

Berelson and Gaudet 1944; Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954), party identification 
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(Campbell et al. 1960), candidate assessments (Kinder 1986; Miller, Wattenberg, and 

Malanchuk 1986), and so on. 

In political communications, the media’s impacts on voters’ perceptions have 

been the main topics.  Studies indicate that the messages communicated through the 

media during an election significantly influence which attitudes and information are 

likely to be retrieved from memory and incorporated into voters’ judgments about 

candidates (Shapiro 1969).  Since McCombs and Shaw’s initial study (1972) about an 

agenda-setting function of the mass media, more than 200 studies have developed the 

concept of agenda-setting, i.e., that voters tend to share the media’s composite definition 

of what is important (Dearing and Rogers 1996).  That is, the mass media suggest what 

people should think about, know about, and have feelings about.  Media effects can be 

lessened or amplified by demographic, psychological, and behavioral variables.  Weaver 

(1991), for example, provides the concept of “need for orientation” as a psychological 

factor to influence voters’ differing media exposure and susceptibility to media’s effect.  

This concept refers to people’s need to be familiar with their physical and mental 

surroundings; this need is constructed by incorporating the degrees of interest in the 

message content (relevance of information) and uncertainty about the subject of the 

message.   

There have been studies on voters’ information processing, attitude formation, 

and decision-making (Ansolabehere and Iyengar 1995; Garramone 1983; Miller, 

Wattenberg and Malanchuk 1986; West 1994).  In terms of the methodology used, much 

of the previous research has employed structural models, focusing on input and output 

relationships, not on the process of how voters actually reached their decisions.  Since 
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many of the studies have used pre- and post-measures in the experimental settings or 

surveys during an election, the process that people used to form their attitudes and to 

reach their decisions has been assumed from the outcomes.   

To enrich the knowledge in the field of political advertising in the continuum of 

previous literature on political communications and consumer psychology, this study will 

approach voters’ decision-making from a different perspective—the process modeling 

approach.  Much of the literature on political communications has supported that voters’ 

perceptions, attitudes or choices are influenced by information or messages in political 

advertising during an election.  However, how voters acquire information prior to 

forming their attitudes or making decisions has not been answered.  Thus, this study will 

attempt to take a closer look at the individual-level of information impacts—voters’ 

information searching and processing behavior.  Furthermore, how individuals’ searching 

and processing behaviors are influenced by their previous knowledge will be explored.   

RESEARCH FOCUS AND ORGANIZATION 

In order to understand information acquisition processes, this study will employ 

the process-tracing method, which is assumed to be the best way to study decision-

making, by collecting data while the decision is being made (Carroll and Johnson 1990; 

Ford et al. 1989; Jacoby et al. 1987).   

This dissertation has been organized into several chapters, as follows.  In Chapter 

2, I will review previous research on information search and decision-making literature, 

and discuss how people actually make a decision, focusing on the information acquisition 

process from the consumer psychology perspective.  In Chapter 3, I will present the 
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research questions and specific hypotheses of this study, and provide the methodology 

used to examine those questions in Chapter 4.  The results of analysis will be presented in 

Chapter 5, and discussions on major findings, implications and limitations, and 

suggestions for the future study will be provided in Chapter 6.    
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 

INFORMATION SEARCH AND DECISION MAKING 

Information search is an important part of the decision making process.  Although 

some researchers have indicated the alternative perspective of search—the ongoing 

search (Bloch, Sherrell and Ridgway 1986) or experiential view of search (Holbrook and 

Hirschman 1982), which refers to search activities that are independent of specific needs 

or decisions—information search, in general, refers to pre-decisional activities of 

information seeking and processing to facilitate decision making (Peterson and Merino 

2003).  Pre-decisional information search behavior includes internal and external 

information search.  “Internal information search involves memory and occurs prior to 

external information search.  External information search refers to everything but 

memory when searching for information.  Although internal and external information 

search behaviors are conceptually distinct, in reality they are related in that external 

information search is dependent on memory and the overall information search process is 

iterative” (Peterson and Merino 2003, p. 101).   

The conceptualization of information search as pre-decisional activities embraces 

the traditional decision-making perspective.  Decision making theory involves mainly 

three procedures: defining what is relevant, assembling relevant information, and 

integrating information to make the decision (Abelson and Levi 1985).  The theory starts 

from the normative model of decision making, in which decision-makers should gather 

all possible information about alternatives, evaluate them, and make a decision in order to 

maximize the value (Abelson and Levi 1985; Lau 1995; Thaler 1985).  This normative or 
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value-maximization theory has been criticized (e.g., Moorthy et al. 1997; Thaler 1985; 

Tversky and Kahneman 1974) and has evolved into the paradigm of “bounded 

rationality” (Simon 1985).  In this paradigm, decision-makers are considered to have 

limited computational capacity, and to search very selectively through available 

alternatives; thus, the search is incomplete due to uncertain information and partial 

ignorance, and is usually terminated when a satisfactory alternative has been found 

(Simon 1985).  If decision-makers tend to be selective, the information search process 

may not be random.  Decision-makers may have a few systematic ways to search for 

information (cf. Hogarth 1981; Payne 1976, 1982; Payne and Braunstein 1978; Svenson 

1979).  Research has shown that different patterns of information acquisition reflect 

different choice strategies.  For example, people choose a decision strategy depending on 

task complexity: the more complex the decision task, the more likely people are to use 

noncompensatory decision rules to simplify that task; oftentimes, they use a combination 

of strategies in the course of making a difficult choice (Johnson and Payne 1985; 

Thorngate 1980).  

Rationality: Substantive vs. Procedural Rationality 

In traditional economic theory of consumer behavior, consumers are viewed as 

rational decision-makers.  When faced with a choice decision, they adopt strategies that 

are optimal, contingent upon their perception of the decision environment.  Thus, the 

optimality of a decision-maker’s search strategy is reflected in his/her trade-off between 

the perceived benefit and the cost of the search (Payne 1982).  Information search has 

derived the optimal selection and stopping rule, based on reservation utility—a summary 

measure of the value of getting information about an alternative, considering the costs 
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and benefits of searching (Weitzman 1979).  In this rule, after each alternative is 

searched, the decision-maker must decide whether or not to engage in further search.  If 

s/he decides to stop searching, s/he chooses the brand with the maximum utility value so 

far (Moorthy et al. 1997).  This substantive, objective, rationality-based human behavior 

finds its principle in neoclassical economics and statistical decision theory.  The 

substantive rationality of classical economic theory has two assumptions: (1) the 

economic decision-maker has a particular goal (e.g., utility maximization or profit 

maximization).  Given the goal (cf. the theory of substantive, objective rationality 

assumes nothing about the decision-maker’s goal), the rational behavior is determined 

entirely by the characteristics of the environment where it takes place; and (2) the 

economic decision-maker is substantively rational.  Given these two assumptions, every 

decision-maker possesses a utility function that induces a consistent ordering among all 

alternative choices and chooses the alternative with the highest utility.  That is, there are 

no two ways to accomplish the goal—there is only one substantively rational solution 

(Simon 1985). 

On the other hand, Simon’s (1976, 1985) notions differentiate procedural 

rationality from substantive rationality.  Procedural rationality, developed within 

psychology, is behavior that is adaptive within the constraints imposed by both the 

external situation and the capacities of the decision maker (Simon 1985).  Because 

psychology’s primary concern is with process rather than outcome, procedural rationality 

focuses on the process that generates certain behavior—i.e., the peculiar thinking process 

called reasoning.  Thus, behavior tends to be described as irrational in psychology when 

it represents an impulsive response to affective mechanisms without any cognitive 
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thoughts.  A theory of procedural rationality is not a theory of best solutions but a theory 

of efficient computational procedures to find good solutions. Simply, in the decision-

making situation, people use selective heuristics to explore a small number of promising 

alternatives.  They draw heavily upon past experience to detect the important features of 

the situation before them, and terminate search when a satisfactory alternative has been 

found.  Thus, the demands of computability led to two kinds of deviation from classical 

optimization: simplification of the model to make computation of an ‘optimum’ feasible, 

and searching for satisfactory rather than optimal choices. 

Because of the limited capacity to process superfluous information, literature on 

cognitive heuristics maintains that humans, as “limited information processors” or 

“cognitive misers” (Fiske and Taylor 1991; Simon 1985), have become quite adept at 

applying a variety of information “shortcuts” or “heuristics” to make reasonable 

decisions with minimal cognitive effort.  Lau and Redlawsk (2001) define heuristics as 

“problem-solving strategies (often employed automatically or unconsciously) which 

serve to keep the information processing demands of the task within bounds” (p. 952).  

People use judgmental heuristics and knowledge structures to go beyond the information 

given.  The heuristics are relatively primitive and simple judgmental strategies.  They are 

not irrational or even nonrational.  They probably produce more correct or partially 

correct inferences than erroneous ones, and they do so with great speed and little effort 

(Nisbett and Ross 1980).  Lau and Redlawsk (2001) argue that heuristic use compensates 

for a lack of knowledge about and attention to politics, and has people make reasonably 

accurate political judgments, even with low levels of political information.  In many 
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circumstances, the use of simple heuristics and choice rules enables people to make 

relatively accurate choices with little cognitive effort (Abelson and Levi 1985). 

Decision Models: Structural vs. Process Models 

There are two major categories of decision models—structural and process.  

Structural models focus on the relationship between stimulus and response, whereas 

process models emphasize the transformation process between input and output (Abelson 

and Levi 1985).  Structural models, mostly based on linear regression analyses, provide 

statistical tests on the probability of choice and information about the relative importance 

of cues in judgment.  Although linear models provide good predictive accuracy, this does 

not necessarily imply that actual decision-making processes have been captured.  In 

addition, linear models imply use of compensatory strategies, but there are situations 

where judgment involves nonlinear, noncompensatory processes (e.g., Simon’s 

satisficing notion).  Ford et al. (1989) find that structural modeling approaches have 

usually represented the linear use of cues, while process modeling approaches 

demonstrate the nonlinear use of information.  Therefore, the psychological processes 

analyzed on the basis of regression analysis alone may not draw firm conclusions about 

decision-making processes. 

While structural models focus on outcomes, the process models focus on “the 

intervening steps in the cognitive processing between stimulus and response of choice 

situations” (Abelson and Levi 1985, p. 232).  Process models are concerned with the 

dynamic aspects of decision making, focusing on individuals’ attentional processes 

during the tasks—which cues are attended to and when.  One analytic framework for 

information search and decision making is behavioral decision theory, which emphasizes 
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the importance of process in decision making.  Behavioral decision theory assumes that 

people are to be active in seeking out and extracting information from the environment.  

That is, it takes into account the active, boundedly rational, and heuristic nature of human 

cognition (Carroll and Johnson 1990; Taber and Steenbergen 1995).  Behavioral process-

tracing methods, which have commonly been used in research on the process models, 

determine what information individuals acquire, how this information forms a cognitive 

structure, and how this structure is processed to make a choice (Abelson and Levi 1985).   

Process tracing studies provide different types of information from the data 

obtained when a structural modeling approach is used.  Some researchers suggest that 

process models and structural models may represent different stages of the decision 

process.  Process models describe the information acquisition stage while structural 

models describe the information integration stage; thus, individuals may use different 

decision strategies during the two stages of decision making (Billings and Marcus 1983).  

Einhorn et al. (1979) also mention that both process and structural models provide 

valuable insights but of different natures (Abelson and Levi 1985).   

Information Search Strategies  

The notions of bounded rationality and limited processing capacity (Simon 1976, 

1985) are enhanced by the growing belief among decision researchers that preferences 

are often constructed in making a decision (Bettman 1979; Bettman and Park 1980; 

Bettman et al. 1998; Payne at al. 1993; Slovic 1995; Tversky, Sattath, and Slovic 1988).  

“People often do not have well-defined preferences; instead, they may construct them on 

the spot when needed, such as when they must make a choice” (Bettman et al. 1998, p. 

188).  The idea of constructive preference indicates that people utilize a variety of 
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approaches, depending on task environments, often developed on the spot, by structuring 

or restructuring the available information (Bettman et al. 1988).  “One important property 

of this constructive viewpoint is that preferences will often be highly context 

dependent….  This implies that processing approaches may change as consumers learn 

more about problem structure during the course of making a decision” (Bettman et al. 

1988, p. 188).  Because of the limited processing capacity, selectivity is necessary and 

which information is selected for processing can have a major impact on choice.   

Compensatory vs. Noncompensatory Strategies 

Choice strategies are characterized based on the level of attractiveness, 

commensurability across attributes, and form of processing—i.e., intradimensional vs. 

interdimensional.  Two major types of strategies described in the decision-making 

literature are compensatory and noncompensatory strategies.  Compensatory strategies 

represent cognitively complex and sophisticated strategies for information integration 

(Einhorn and Hogarth 1981).  These strategies require commensurability; that is, the 

attractiveness values of different attributes can be traded off.  Thus, such strategies may 

imply searching a constant amount of information per alternative.  Compensatory rules 

refer to either the linear model or the additive difference model.  In general, 

compensatory strategies involve an interdimensional form of processing in which the 

decision-maker allocates an overall utility rating to each alternative in the choice set 

(Abelson and Levi 1985).  

In contrast to the compensatory strategies, noncompensatory rules do not allow 

trade-offs between alternatives; thus, they are suitable when commensurability is absent.  

Noncompensatory decision strategies imply the possibility of a decision-maker using a 
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variable search pattern.  That is, the preferred alternative would be evaluated on the 

maximum number of dimensions; the remaining alternatives would not.  

Noncompensatory strategies include conjunctive, disjunctive, lexicographic, and 

elimination-by-aspects decision rules.  Ford et al. (1989) find that noncompensatory 

strategies are dominantly used by decision-makers, based on the meta-analysis of studies 

utilizing process-tracing methods.  They find that among various noncompensatory 

strategies used, the conjunctive strategy is the most frequently reported strategy.  

Compensatory strategies are used after certain alternatives are eliminated from 

consideration, when the numbers of alternatives and dimensions are small. 

A major shortcoming of compensatory decision rules may be that all dimensions 

of judgment are commensurable.  That is, a person must have the ability to compare and 

trade off attributes she cares about with each alternative.  On the other hand, since 

noncompensatory decision rules represent cognitive “bargains”—large savings of 

cognitive effort at little cost of decision quality, they may produce potentially suboptimal 

or inferior decisions, which is a serious drawback from a normative point of view (Lau 

1995). 

Four Models of Search Strategies 

Search strategies can be classified into four different models, based on their 

underlying process assumptions (compensatory vs. noncompensatory and 

interdimensional vs. intradimensional): linear, additive difference, conjunctive, and 

elimination-by-aspects models (Payne 1976).  These four models of decision behavior 

have often been discussed as competing or complementary general models of choice.   



 

 
16

Table 2.1: Four Models of Decision Behavior 

Model Info. per 
Alternative Type of Strategy Form of Processing 

Additive  
or Linear 

Constant Compensatory Inter-dimensional 
(Candidate-based) 

Additive 
Difference 

Constant Compensatory  Intra-dimensional 
(Attribute-based) 

Conjunctive 
or Satisficing 

Variable Non-
compensatory 

Inter-dimensional 
(Candidate-based) 

EBA Variable Non-
compensatory 

Intra-dimensional 
(Attribute-based) 

 
 The additive or linear model is the earliest rule of decision-making.  In this 

model, the process of choosing among multidimensional alternatives is executed by 

evaluating each alternative in a choice set separately (i.e., interdimensional strategy).  

Each component or dimension of an alternative is examined, either objectively or 

subjectively; then, the components are combined in an additive manner to the overall 

value for that alternative.  Comparisons are then made among the overall values of the 

alternatives and the one with the greatest value is chosen.   

On the other hand, the additive difference model assumes that decision-makers 

use an intradimensional evaluation strategy.  In this model, the alternatives are compared 

directly on each dimension, a difference is determined, and the results are summed 

together to reach a decision.  Since the additive difference model is based on a direct 

comparison on each dimension (i.e., intradimensional strategy), it fits only the two-

alternative situation well.  An important assumption of both the additive and additive 

difference models is that they are compensatory, which implies that a decision maker will 
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trade-off between a high value on one dimension and a low value on another dimension 

of an alternative (Payne 1976; Lau 1995). 

Opposing the additive and additive difference models, some researchers argue for 

a model of “rational” choice, where a decision-maker would search alternatives only until 

he found an alternative that exceeded some minimum aspiration level, the so-called 

principle of Satisficing, and they propose a noncompensatory decision rule (Einhorn 

1970; Simon 1957).  Noncompensatory strategies (e.g., the conjunctive rule and the 

elimination-by-aspect rule [EBA]) are conflict-avoidance strategies that do not allow 

trade-offs.  That is, a low value on one dimension of judgment is not compensated for by 

a high value on another dimension.  The main purpose of these models is to simplify the 

complexity of a decision problem (Einhorn 1970; Lau 1995; Thorngate 1980).  The 

conjunctive model assumes that people set a cut-off point on all relevant dimensions of 

judgment and reject all alternatives that fall below any criterion value.  Thus, an 

alternative must have a certain minimum value on all the relevant dimensions in order to 

be chosen.  However, the processes to reach a choice decision which are implied by the 

conjunctive model are not completely clear.  One possible procedure would be to use a 

satisficing criterion to eliminate alternatives.  By varying the aspiration level, a decision 

maker could make repeated evaluations of the alternatives in a choice set until only a 

single alternative remained.  However, this may not arise if the decision-maker stops 

examining alternatives as soon as an acceptable alternative is found.  The form of 

processing associated with this rule is usually interdimensional (Abelson and Levi 1985; 

Payne 1976). 
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The other noncompensatory model is the elimination-by-aspects (EBA) model, 

presented by Tversky (1972).  This model describes choice as a covert elimination 

process.  In choosing among multidimensional alternatives the individual, at first, selects 

a dimension or aspect.  Then, all the alternatives that do not possess that dimension or 

aspect are eliminated.  The probability of selecting an aspect or dimension is assumed to 

be proportional to its weight or relative importance.  The EBA model, like the additive 

difference model, implies an intradimensional evaluation strategy.   

Multi-Stage Search Processes and Strategies 

It is rare to find individuals using only a single search strategy.  It seems that the 

decision strategies used depend on the characteristics of the decision problem.  

Individuals switch from intra- to inter-dimensional strategy and from one choice rule to 

another.  According to Payne (1976), the four decision processes may be conceptualized 

as different subroutines in a general choice process.  In this respect, the less cognitively 

demanding decision procedures such as conjunctive and EBA may be employed early in 

the decision process as a way of simplifying the decision task by quickly eliminating 

alternatives until only a few alternatives remain as choice possibilities.  The subject may 

then employ one of the more cognitively demanding choice procedures (e.g., additive 

difference model) to make the final evaluations and choice.   

Stone and his colleagues (1995) examine the nomination choice based on this idea 

of an “adaptive” or “mixed” approach to selecting decision-making strategies (Payne, 

Bettman and Johnson 1993).  Their decision model combines two major steps in order to 

maximize the benefits of both the noncompensatory and compensatory strategies.  The 

first step is to employ an EBA process (see Tversky 1972), which eliminates alternatives 
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that do not meet one or more threshold criteria.  The second step is a compensatory 

model based on the expected-utility logic (see Coleman 1972).  More specifically, the 

first phase narrows the field of candidates that voters consider in detail, based on (1) a 

candidate’s party, (2) information about a candidate such as chances of winning the 

nomination and general election, and his ideological placement or character traits, and (3) 

viability as the perceived chances the candidate has of winning his party’s nomination.  In 

the second phase, voters compare candidates, in the voter’s reduced decision set, based 

on the expected utility.  Candidate utility is defined as the preferences voters have for 

candidates, based on ideological proximity, candidate traits and electability.  The basic 

idea is that voters try to reduce information costs rather than actively engaging in 

extensive information search.  By applying these simple rules, most voters reduce the 

number of candidates whom they evaluate closely to a manageable number.  Having 

limited the field of candidates, voters rely on a more complicated expected-utility model 

to compare the remaining candidates and make their choices (Stone, Rapoport, and 

Atkeson 1995).  

In general, simpler rules will be used before complex ones.  Individuals combine 

elements of different rules to construct new heuristics.  The decision-makers may first use 

a noncompensatory rule; sequentially, they may use a choice rule requiring some trade-

offs between attributes.  However, compensatory search strategies may not be used even 

after size of the choice set is reduced; the more demanding search strategies will be used 

only when a substantially high level of involvement is available (Abelson and Levi 

1985). 
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Choice and Judgment 

Certain search strategies may lead to more optimal choices than do others.  It is 

assumed that noncompensatory rules are more likely to produce suboptimal choices than 

compensatory rules because noncompensatory rules tend to ignore certain attributes or 

alternative information that may be relevant to their choice (Abelson and Levi 1985).  

Studies found that the desire to make an optimal decision increases—thus, more complex, 

costly decision strategies are chosen—when “(1) time constraints (i.e., deadline) for 

finding solutions were lenient; (2) the decision problem was significant; (3) the decision 

outcomes were irreversible; and (4) the decision-maker was personally accountable for 

the decision outcome” (Abelson and Levi 1985, p.266).  However, the extent to which 

rules produce more optimal choices is not clear.  Russo and Dosher (1980) find that, 

although people tend to use intradimensional search strategies minimizing cognitive 

effort relative to interdimensional rules, the consequent decrease in accuracy is not 

severe.  Thorngate (1980) also finds high levels of accuracy for most of the rules and 

suggests that the shortcomings of simpler rules are not very significant.  

Decision quality has been defined by “comparing the decision-maker’s actual 

choices against his or her criteria for what the best or ideal alternative would be” 

(Abelson and Levi 1985, p. 263).  The accuracy of a decision strategy can be examined 

by using the weighted adding model, which is a normative model that specifies how 

individuals can best reflect their preferences.  Decision quality can also be defined by 

avoidance of certain choice patterns such as selection of dominated options (Bettman et 

al. 1998).  Lau and Redlawsk (1997) define decision quality—the correctness of voting 

decision—based on “the values and beliefs of the individual voter, not on any particular 
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ideology… and not on any larger social goods or universal values… [A] ‘correct’ vote 

decision [is defined] as one that is the same as the choice which would have been made 

under conditions of full information.  Ideally, this determination can best be made 

subjectively, by the voter, on an individual basis” (p. 586).  Their definition of decision 

quality is based on procedural rationality (Simon 1985) since it is determined by the 

individual’s peculiar and subjective values.  

Research on decision-making often presumes judgment and choice to be 

equivalent since both represent deliberative processing such as integrating, weighing and 

combining of information.  This is absolutely true in the normative decision models 

because individuals select an alternative only if it is evaluated more highly than others.  

However, some researchers argue that judgment is neither necessary nor sufficient for 

choice (Einhorn and Hogarth 1981).  Choice implies greater commitment and conflict 

while making a decision, and may involve stronger responsibility and regret after the 

decision; thus, individuals may convert their judgment when they come to the choice.  

Nevertheless, it is a plausible assumption that there is a close relationship between 

judgment and choice, though in some situations the relationship is much weaker (Abelson 

and Levi 1985). 

PRIOR KNOWLEDGE AND INFORMATION SEARCH 

In this section, some precedent factors that influence information search behavior 

will be discussed.  As decision-making is a highly contingent form of information 

processing (Payne et al. 1993), pre-decisional information search is also considered a 

complex function of task, decision environment, and person characteristics (Ford et al. 
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1989).  Both task and environmental characteristics are external factors related to the task 

itself and its surrounding environment, while person characteristics are an internal factor 

related to individual differences such as knowledge or involvement.  Previous studies, 

however, have focused extremely on external factors, especially task characteristics, 

relative to person factors.   

Factors to Influence Information Search 

External Factors: Task Complexity  

Among external factors, task complexity has been most studied.  In general, 

“decisions become more difficult as the amount of information increases, as the time 

resources available for processing the available information decrease, as the degree of 

conflict among attributes increases, as the amount of missing information increases, as 

the information display format becomes less organized or more complex, and as the 

number of shared attributes describing the options is smaller” (Bettman et al. 1998, p. 

199). 

Information load is the most prominent aspect of task complexity, which has been 

typically defined as the objective number of informational items.  Payne (1976) shows 

that, when subjects are asked to choose between just two alternatives, they search the 

same amount of information on each alternative.  This is consistent with a compensatory 

decision rule.  In contrast, when subjects are in multialternative choice situations, they 

search a greater number of dimensions of information for some alternatives than others in 

the choice set.  This strategy indicates the use of a noncompensatory decision rule.  

Payne’s study suggests that individuals reduce the amount of information by eliminating 

some alternatives based on a few dimensions when information load increases.  Further, 
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it is found that the number of attributes has an even greater effect on the amount of 

information searched than does an increase in the number of alternatives (Payne et al. 

1993; Svenson 1979).   

Information load can be increased by decreasing the time allowed for making a 

decision.  Decision-makers tend to search less information and employ noncompensatory 

decision strategies to simplify the task under time pressure.  Some studies show that time 

pressure makes individuals rely on a few salient attributes or on disproportionately 

weighting unfavorable information (Abelson and Levi 1985; Wallsten 1980; Wright 

1974).  Under time pressure, the use of intradimensional search strategy more easily 

reduces people’s feeling of uncertainty; when search is constrained to be 

interdimensional, uncertainty remains high until almost all options are examined (Jacoby 

et al. 1994). When faced with increased time pressure, people accelerate information 

processing by being more selective, and change their decision strategies.  Other studies 

have manipulated dimensional commensurability, referring to the degree to which 

alternatives share dimensions in common, for task complexity, and find that task 

complexity generally increases when alternatives lack common dimensions.  In the 

situations of alternatives having unique dimensions, decision-makers need to make trade-

offs and use compensatory choice rules (Abelson and Levi 1985).   

These findings reflect individuals’ predominant use of noncompensatory choice 

rules when the task becomes complicated.  People tend to use simpler and less optimal 

rules as information load increases; for instance, the use of EBA choice process 

represents an example of a heuristic in an effort to reduce cognitive strain.  
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Internal Factors: Knowledge and Involvement 

Although there has been little process-tracing research that systematically 

examines person characteristics, it has assumed that strategy selection is a function of the 

knowledge, ability, and motivation of a decision-maker.  A highly knowledgeable, 

cognitively complex, motivated individual is more likely to use more complex, analytical, 

compensatory strategies (Ford et al. 1989).  Luskin (1990) also mentions that ability, 

motivation and opportunity are three important determinants in processing information.  

Ability, referring to the possession of adequate cognitive skill, makes information 

processing easier; motivation influences the desire to seek out information, pay attention 

and learn from it; and opportunity is the availability of information and how the 

information is presented.  That is, people need to encounter certain information 

(opportunity), have abilities to retain and organize that information (ability), and have 

reason enough to make an effort (motivation) in order to learn (Luskin 1990).  Thus, the 

person characteristics mainly include the decision-maker’s knowledge about the object, 

the ability to exercise suitable search strategies, and the motivation to expend effort on 

decision tasks.   

People differ in their knowledge about a certain object such as a political 

candidate and political issues, as a result of either intellectual ability or motivational 

factors that affect their interest in politics (Ottai and Wyer 1990).  Among these person 

factors, knowledge may be considered “a prime determinant of search behavior because 

of the way it mediates one’s ability to learn about products and the cost of doing so” 

(Alba and Hutchinson 1987, p. 418).  Knowledge provides formal rule systems, facility in 

their use, and recognition of when the rules may be applicable (Abelson and Levi 1985).  
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It also facilitates the acquisition of new information and increases search efficiency 

(Brucks 1985). 

In the political processes, knowledge is one of the primary factors to make 

democracies work.  A politically knowledgeable citizen is a requisite of any theory of 

democracy, and knowledge is closely related to several forms of political participation.  

Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996) emphasize the importance of political knowledge in 

democracies.  “First, political knowledge promotes civic virtues like political tolerance.  

Second, political knowledge promotes active participation in politics.  Third, political 

knowledge helps citizens construct stable, consistent opinions on a broad array of topics.  

Fourth, political knowledge helps citizens identify their true interests and connect these 

with their political attitudes.  And fifth, political knowledge helps citizens link their 

attitudes with their participation so that their participation serves their interests” (p. 219). 

Knowledge promotes political interest and efficacy, which motivate participation by 

enhancing an understanding of why politics is relevant.  Thus, the more politically 

knowledgeable are likely to be more interested in politics and more participatory in 

voting and other political activities (Luskin 1990). 

Construct of Knowledge 

A crucial element in the information-processing model of human behavior is the 

information stored in memory—prior knowledge (Brucks 1985).  Consumer behavior 

research has consistently examined the effect of variables related to prior knowledge such 

as familiarity or product experience on various information-processing activities (e.g., 

Bettman and Park 1980; Brucks 1985; Johnson and Russo 1984).  Traditionally, 

knowledge has been conceptualized as a unidimensional construct, but operationalized by 
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different measures including frequency of purchase (e.g., Bettman and Park 1980; Park 

and Lessig 1981), objective tests (e.g., Brucks 1985; Sujan 1985), formal training (e.g., 

Hutchinson 1983; Sujan 1985), and self-report measures (e.g., Alba 1983; Johnson and 

Russo 1984; Srull 1983).   

Because of the criticism on the apparent diversity in measures, Alba and 

Hutchinson (1987) suggest the multidimensional measure of the knowledge variable.  

They propose that knowledge has two major components: familiarity and expertise.  

“Familiarity is defined as the number of product-related experiences that have been 

accumulated by the consumer.  Expertise is defined as the ability to perform product-

related tasks successfully” (Alba and Hutchinson 1987, p. 411).  By defining expertise as 

ability to process—a function of prior knowledge—expertise and familiarity are 

differentiated (Celsi and Olson 1988).  Similarly, Punj and Staelin (1983) propose two 

dimensions of knowledge: “the quantity of directly relevant information and consumer’s 

ability to comprehend new information” (p. 368).  In consumer psychology, familiarity 

includes advertising exposures, information search, purchasing, and product usage in 

various situations, while expertise includes both the cognitive structures and cognitive 

processes such as belief systems about a certain domain and the decision rules to make a 

choice (Alba and Hutchinson 1987).  

Familiarity and expertise are assumed to have positive relationships; however, 

different tasks require different types of expertise and different types of experiences, and 

thus, increased familiarity may not always result in increased expertise (Alba and 

Hutchinson 1987).  Punj and Staelin (1983) find that external search is negatively related 

to the amount of relevant information previously stored and positively related to the 
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ability to process new information.  In their experiments, the estimated correlation 

between these two constructs was almost zero (0.03), giving some indication that 

consumers who possess the ability to process new information do not necessarily have a 

substantial amount of directly relevant information already stored in memory.  These two 

dimensions of knowledge are reasonably independent and have effects in opposite 

directions on external search (Punj and Staelin 1983).  In sum, product familiarity, which 

is defined as the amount of product-related experiences, should be differentiated from 

expertise, which refers to the ability to perform the tasks correctly. 

Regarding the measure of knowledge, knowledge constructs distinguish 

subjective knowledge (i.e., what individuals perceive that they know) from objective 

knowledge (i.e., what is actually stored in memory).  In other words, subjective 

knowledge is the degree of confidence in the individual’s knowledge, whereas objective 

knowledge is what an individual actually knows.  Even though past research has often 

viewed self-addressed knowledge as a proxy measure for objective knowledge, it is 

becoming clear that self-knowledge does not always reflect objective knowledge, and that 

self-knowledge and objective knowledge may have different effects on consumer 

behaviors such as information search and processing.  These differences broaden when 

people do not accurately perceive how much or how little they actually know—i.e., in the 

case of being over- or under-confident about the actual knowledge level (Brucks 1985).  

For example, those who consider themselves to have high knowledge with a product may 

feel they have stored enough information for evaluation, and may use it to interpret and 

integrate information presented.  In contrast, consumers who consider themselves to have 
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low knowledge with a product may feel they lack stored information and may not even 

try to use whatever knowledge they do have.   

A growing literature on subjective and objective knowledge indicates that 

judgments are often guided more by what people think they know than by what they 

actually know (Coupey et al. 1998; Coupey and Narayanan 1996).  Park and Lessig 

(1981) argue that subjective knowledge is a better measure for understanding decision-

makers’ systematic biases and heuristics than objective knowledge because subjective 

knowledge measures self-confidence level, which may affect decision strategies and 

tactics, and knowledge level.  Although the different influences of subjective and 

objective knowledge on search strategies have not been empirically proved, it is assumed 

that the level of confidence in one’s knowledge may differently motivate search for 

information, independent of actual knowledge level (Brucks 1985).  Both of these types 

of knowledge are related to aspects of information search and decision-making behavior, 

but they may have influences in different ways (Brucks 1985). 

Political Knowledge 

Political scientists have conceptualized the construct of knowledge, focusing on 

its content—what information is contained and how it is organized.  Luskin (1990) 

defines political knowledge as political sophistication: “the extent to which a person’s 

cognition of some stimulus domain is both highly differentiated and highly integrated” 

(p. 332).  Luskin (1987, 1990) proposes three dimensions of political sophistication: size, 

range, and constraint.  Size is related to the number of concepts in the political belief 

systems; range is the coverage of the diverse political issues; and constraint is the 

organization.  These three dimensions are positively related; thus, the politically 
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sophisticated are those who have large, wide-ranging, and highly constrained political 

belief systems (Luskin 1987, 1990).   

Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996)’s definition of political knowledge is more 

concentrated on the content of knowledge, referring to “the range of factual information 

about politics stored in long-term memory,” in which “factual political knowledge is the 

most important component of a broader notion of political sophistication” (p. 294).  They 

also provide the basic categories of what citizens should know: “(1) the rules of the game 

(the institutions and processes of elections and governance); (2) the substance of politics 

(the major domestic and international issues of the day, current social and economic 

conditions, key policy initiatives, and so forth); and (3) people and parties (the promises, 

performances, and attributes of candidates, public officials, and the political parties)” (p. 

14).  The maintenance of the general familiarity with these general rules is the central 

import of political knowledge. 

There are two different perspectives of political knowledge: domain specific vs. 

general trait.  Some researchers view political knowledge as domain specific.  This view 

assumes that people are specialists who are knowledgeable only in particular areas 

because they have different motivations for learning about politics and varying access to 

the information sources.  These differences result in numerous “issue publics” (Iyengar 

1990).  Another view considers political knowledge as a general trait, in which people the 

well-informed about one aspect of politics are likely to be well informed about others.  

This view is supported by the nationalization of news media, which means that most 

people are exposed to the same kinds of information and they have a more general 
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political interest and sense of the importance of current issues (Delli Carpini and Keeter 

1996).     

These two perspectives of political knowledge are also related to the concept of 

schema in cognitive psychology.  Schema is defined as a cognitive structure of organized 

prior knowledge that guides the processing of new information and the retrieval of stored 

information (Fiske and Taylor 1991).  In general, the structure of a schema defines the 

domain of relevant information and provides a means of organizing the information in the 

network of hierarchical relationships, which means schemata are by definition domain 

specific (Conover and Feldman 1984; Fiske and Taylor 1991).  A schema theory, at the 

same time, provides a framework with a variety of linkages between the structure of 

beliefs and the perceptual process based on cognitive structures of knowledge.  Thus, 

although a political schema is considered to be domain specific, these schemata are 

connected with others, and facilitate the activation of relevant information when new 

information is received and processed (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996).  Because 

information within a domain and schemata in a network would be intercorrelated, well-

informed individuals in a specific domain develop a more general political knowledge. 

Based on the extensive analysis of National Election Studies surveys, Delli 

Carpini and Keeter (1996) support that those who are informed about one area of politics 

are likely to be informed about most areas.  Their analysis supports that most citizens are 

generalists.  Methodologically, this finding implies that a scale with a limited number of 

items can be used to measure the levels of knowledge about national or general politics, 

not with a mix of specific topics covered by individual items. 
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Other Psychological Factors 

Involvement.  In addition to knowledge, motivational variables such as interest or 

involvement may influence search behavior (Brucks 1985).  People may not search for 

information extensively or evaluate alternatives comprehensively if they are not 

motivated.  Motivation to process has been conceptualized as an individual’s involvement 

with the information presented (Celsi and Olson 1988).  Involvement is a part of the 

construct of motivation that creates desire to process information.  Involvement has been 

studied in consumer behavior as an important mediator of information processing, 

decision-making, and communication effects (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989).  Although it 

has diverse definitions, perceived personal relevance is the essential characteristic of 

involvement (Celsi and Olson 1988; Hoyer and MacInnis 2000).  Therefore, a person’s 

involvement level increases to the extent that she perceives it to be self-related or 

instrumental in achieving her goals and values.   

There are two types of involvement: situational and enduring involvement 

(Richins, Bloch and McQuarrie 1992).  Situational involvement results from transient 

factors specific to the present environment and it tends to be temporary because 

situational factors are often dynamic and changeable.  On the other hand, enduring 

involvement refers to an individual difference variable such as inherent interests, values, 

or needs that motivate a person toward the object.  The combination of the two types of 

involvement is thought to generate overall involvement (Richins, Bloch and McQuarrie 

1992).   

Involvement affects two dimensions of information processing: direction of 

attention and intensity of processing (MacInnis and Jaworski 1989; Petty, Unnava and 
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Stratman 1991).  On the continuum of the extent of involvement, when involvement is 

high, individuals are motivated to allocate greater cognitive resources and exert more 

effort in their information processing.  Highly involved people devote more attention to 

the object and engage more in comprehension and elaboration (Celsi and Olson 1988), 

and they more attend to the issue-relevant arguments and process them through the 

“central route,” which yields a relatively lasting attitude toward the object (Petty and 

Cacioppo 1986; Petty, Unnava and Stratman 1991).  When involvement is low, on the 

other hand, consumers tend to attend to peripheral cues of stimuli and process the 

information, based on simple associations, inferences or heuristics retrieved from 

memory (Petty, Unnava and Stratman 1991).  In this case, consumers are unmotivated to 

process information do not allocate sufficient cognitive resources to cognitive processing.  

Information processing through this “peripheral route” tends to be short-lived.   

Theoretically, one would expect that motivation always increases the amount of 

information search.  The more demanding rules such as compensatory or 

interdimensional search strategies are generally used when people are highly motivated 

or involved in the process (Abelson and Levi 1985).  However, it is argued that the 

constructs of objective and subjective knowledge provide a more convincing explanation 

of the whole set of results than motivational constructs (Moorthy et al. 1997). 

Partisanship. Party affiliation is the most important and prevalent political 

heuristic on the American political science (Lau and Redlawsk 2001; Lodge and Hamill 

1986; Rahn 1993; Ottai and Wyer 1990).  Campbell et al. (1960) argue that perceptions 

of the political information are mediated by party identification.  They find a correlation 

between agreement with party stances and intensity of party identification.  Markus and 
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Converse (1979) also claim that party identification is a predominant factor, which 

affects the vote choice directly, as well as indirectly through perceived candidate 

personalities and candidate evaluations.  In their vote choice model, party affiliation is 

considered very early in the search process, which is consistent with intradimensional 

search strategies.  That is, all candidates’ party affiliations are examined first; then other 

attributes such as candidates’ personalities or issue stands are examined (Lau 1995). 

The voter’s party identification affects the selective encoding and interpretation of 

information about candidates; on the other hand, expectancies induced by a candidate’s 

partisanship may also affect information processing independently of the voter’s own 

party identification (Ottai and Wyer 1990).  Since a candidate’s party membership 

provides expectancies for the person’s general orientation and stands on various issues, 

information about the candidate is likely to be interpreted in terms of these expectation-

consistent concepts.  For example, a liberal statement may be encoded as less suitable for 

Republicans than for Democrats, and an ambiguous statement may be interpreted as more 

conservative for Republicans than for Democrats (Ottai and Wyer 1990). 
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Chapter 3: Theory and Development of Hypotheses 

The impact of political campaigns on voting behavior and elections has been a 

focus in political communications and political behavior studies.  However, previous 

studies have been concerned with what the decision-makers choose, while neglecting the 

way political information is acquired and transformed into decisions (Lau 1995).  Thus, 

the present study will focus on the pre-decisional search behavior, more specifically, how 

previous knowledge influences the types, the amount and the order of the information 

search. 

The measures of knowledge used in consumer behavior fall into two categories— 

objective knowledge, which refers to what an individual actually has stored in memory, 

and subjective knowledge, which refers to an individual’s perception of how much she 

knows (Brucks 1986).  Both of these types of knowledge are related to aspects of 

information search and decision-making behavior, but they may influence in different 

ways.  Thus, the effects of objective and subjective measure of knowledge on information 

search behavior will be further focused.   

KNOWLEDGE AND AMOUNT OF SEARCH 

A substantive amount of research has been done about the relationship between 

knowledge and information search; however, the findings have been inconsistent.  In 

terms of the amount of information searched, a number of studies have found that there is 

a positive relationship between prior knowledge and the amount of information searched.  

Because experts have more fully developed conceptual structures, they are better able to 
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understand the meaning of information.  Also, the amount of cognitive effort required to 

process information is likely to be lower for experts than for novices (Alba and 

Hutchinson 1987).  In this explanation of knowledge as a facilitator for information 

search, it is postulated that prior knowledge enhances information search by helping 

decision-makers evaluate decision problems and available solutions, reduce the cognitive 

cost and increase the benefit of obtaining new information (Brucks 1985; Johnson and 

Russo 1984).  Brucks (1985) supports the positive relationship between knowledge and 

the amount of information.  Knowledge facilitates the asking of questions about the 

attributes of alternatives especially in a complex usage situation.   

Concurrently, a number of studies have found a negative relationship between 

prior knowledge and amount of external search.  This may be explained by the notions of 

search efficiency that knowledgeable decision-makers have prior knowledge about the 

attributes of various alternatives and their importance or usefulness for discriminating 

among alternatives, thus they do not have to search more information (Brucks 1985).  

The experts seek less information about inappropriate alternatives, enhanced by an ability 

to restrict processing to relevant and important information and to ignore irrelevant 

information (Johnson and Russo 1984).  That is, although the experts may do more 

abbreviated information search, they can discriminate between alternatives more quickly 

because of their efficient information search abilities.  

Given such contradictory results and theories, it is not surprising that some studies 

have found an inverted-U shaped relationship between prior knowledge and information 

search (Alba and Hutchinson 1987; Johnson and Russo 1984; Moorthy et al. 1997).  The 

inverted-U indicates a positive relationship between prior knowledge and the amount of 
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information search at low-to-moderate levels of knowledge and a negative relationship at 

moderate-to-high levels.  Bettman and Park (1980) find that individuals with a moderate 

level of knowledge and experience search more than do those with low or high levels of 

previous knowledge.  In this study, a positive relationship between the amount of search 

and previous knowledge is expected.  The negative relationships have been found when 

an individual has an ability to ignore inappropriate information, but information provided 

in this study will not be either relevant or irrelevant information to the decision task; 

rather, it will represent different information cues or heuristics that a decision-maker may 

use.  Thus, this study proposes the following hypothesis: 

H1: There is an inverted-U shaped relationship between knowledge and the 
amount of search.  

 

KNOWLEDGE AND CONTENT OF SEARCH 

Although those with both high and low levels of knowledge search for less 

information than those with a moderate level of knowledge according to the notion of an 

inverted-U shaped relationship, the types or quality of information searched may be 

different between these groups.  For those who have the skills to collect only relevant 

information and to utilize it, the benefits of a fixed amount of search may be greater than 

for those who have fewer skills (Punj and Staelin 1983).  Novices are more likely to 

sample the opinions of others and nonfunctional attributes of alternatives or peripheral 

cues, while experts are more likely to focus on functional attributes or central cues (Alba 

and Hutchinson 1987; Bettman and Park 1980; Brucks 1985; Park and Lessig 1981; Petty 

and Cacioppo 1986).  Moreover, experts are more likely to employ certain cognitive 
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heuristics appropriately (Lau and Redlawsk 2001; Sniderman, Brody and Tetlock 1991).  

For example, both experts and novices may use the same set of information, but may 

weight the pieces of information differently.  Because novices are less able to understand 

the importance and relevance of particular information, they are more likely to weight 

highly some attributes that are salient or accessible (Alba and Hutchinson 1987). 

In political communications, concerns about the rightful role of political 

advertising in the political process have led to sustained controversial debate: Have voters 

been informed by political advertising?  That is, the content of political ads—issue- vs. 

image-focused—has been the important topic for research in this field.  The notion of 

“issue” in political research has generally referred to particular policy stands, or current 

topics linked to the national interest (Shyles 1984).  Patterson and McClure (1976), for 

example, included international policy, military spending, tax policy, and political 

corruption as issues they used to judge the impact of political advertising in contributing 

to voter knowledge.  In their study, Patterson and McClure (1976) found that televised 

political advertising had no impacts on image-making, while issue appeals of political 

commercials had impacts.  Nevertheless, in most of the research on political advertising, 

it is contended that television advertising fails to provide the voters meaningful 

information, and degrades the electoral process by emphasizing image-making while 

ignoring political issues (Shyles 1984).  

Hellweg et al. (1989) argue that candidate image is a better predictor than 

campaign issues in voting decision.  The most frequently used definition of image is the 

candidate’s projected personality traits and character attributes (Shyles 1984).  

Candidates’ personal qualities have an effect on individuals’ electoral decisions.  These 
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personality factors have a particularly strong impact in the primaries, where party 

identification cannot guide people’s choice (Ramsden 1996).  In addition, the 

combination of information overload, our limited knowledge and skepticism significantly 

drives the politics of personality, because it is one reasonable way for lay people to 

choose a leader, based on the candidate characteristics which may enable a President to 

make tough decisions about critical issues (Lichtenberg 1989).  People tend to simplify 

the information environment; thus, they are likely to rely on the familiar cognitive 

routines that they employ in other decision-making contexts.  In the political context, 

highly knowledgeable people use more information that helps select candidates who best 

reflect their views and values when choosing a candidate.  The more knowledgeable also 

use criteria for their choices different from those of the less knowledgeable (Delli Carpini 

and Keeter 1996).  Thus, political experts are more likely to attend to and have opinions 

on policy issues (Luskin 1987).  In general, it is considered that the more knowledgeable 

may concern themselves with candidate issues more than with images.   

Furthermore, people use their prior knowledge to ease their processing task in 

choice by focusing initially on the most attractive alternative or attributes and only later 

sampling information about the less attractive alternatives or attributes (Simonson, Huber 

and Payne 1988).  This indicates that different search patterns between the more 

knowledgeable and the less knowledgeable are also reflected in the rank orders of the 

type of information searched.  Therefore, the following hypotheses are provided: 

H2(a): Individuals with a high level of knowledge tend to search for more issue 
information than those with a low level of knowledge.  

 
H2(b): Individuals with a low level of knowledge tend to search for more image 

information than those with a high level of knowledge. 
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H2(c): There is a difference in the rank orders of access to issue information 

between those with high and low levels of knowledge. 
 
H2(d): There is a difference in the rank orders of access to image information 

between those with high and low levels of knowledge. 
 

KNOWLEDGE AND SEQUENCE OF SEARCH 

 There has been little research on the sequence of information search behavior; and 

even among those limited studies, findings about how knowledge influences the form of 

processing—intra- vs. interdimensional—has been confounding.  Sniderman, Griffin, and 

Glaser (1990) suggest that the politically knowledgeable make intradimensional 

comparisons of candidates, while the less knowledgeable use interdimensional, 

candidate-based comparisons.  For example, low-knowledge people may first consider 

only the incumbent and make a decision without considering the challenger if the 

impression of the incumbent is positive.  In contrast, high-knowledge people may have a 

broader view and consider the attributes of both the incumbent and the challenger 

(Sniderman, Griffin, and Glaser 1990).  This is because more knowledgeable people have 

intradomain knowledge to compare attributes between products while novices are more 

likely to have interdomain knowledge about how objects in the product class compare 

with objects in related product classes (Michell and Dacin 1996). 

Bettman and Park (1980), however, find that high-knowledge people tend to 

process information with the use of an interdimensional strategy (i.e., brand-based 

search), while low-knowledge people tend to begin with the use of an intradimensional 

search strategy (i.e., attribute-based search) in order to eliminate certain alternatives early 
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in the task, then move to an interdimensional search (e.g., EBA search strategy).  Thus, 

the hypothesis regarding the form of processing is not yet clearly delineated, but expects 

that there is a difference in terms of the levels of knowledge. 

H3: There are differences in the form of processing—interdimensional vs. 
intradimensional—in terms of the level of knowledge. 

 

INFORMATION SEARCH AND CHOICE CONFIDENCE 

 The research on information search examines decision behavior in terms of the 

information processing which leads to a particular decision.  That is, the final goal of pre-

decisional information search behavior is making a choice.  Therefore, how information 

search, in terms of the amount and the content of the search, relates to choice decisions 

will be hypothesized. 

H4(a): There is a relationship between the amount of search and choice. 

H4(b): There is a relationship between the content of search and choice. 

The research on attitude-behavior consistency has been growing rapidly as a 

result of the moderator variable approach to the attitude-behavior relationship (Berger 

1992).  Using this approach, several moderator variables have empirically been 

identified, such as attitude confidence and attitude availability (Berger and Michell 

1989).  Especially, the confidence with which people hold their beliefs is an important 

contributor to consumer behavior (O’Cass 2002).  While an attitude is defined as a global 

evaluation of an object, confidence is defined as an individual’s belief that his or her 

judgment is accurate or correct (Berger 1992).  That is, confidence is a dimension or 

attribute of a judgment.   
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Previous research also indicates that confidence in judgments varies with the 

amount of information available about an alternative and its trustworthiness (Berger 

1992).  That is, when people are provided a greater quantity of high-quality information, 

they exhibit high levels of attitude confidence.  Furthermore, attitudes with high levels of 

confidence are highly predictive of subsequent behavioral choice (Berger and Mitchell 

1989).  Thus, the following hypotheses are provided: 

H5(a): There is a relationship between the amount of search and choice 
confidence. 
 
H5(b): There is a relationship between the content of search and choice 
confidence. 
 

HYPOTHESES 

Amount (Depth) of Search 
 
H1: There is an inverted-U shaped relationship between knowledge and the amount of 

search.  
 
Content of Search 
 
H2(a): Individuals with a high level of knowledge tend to search for more issue 

information than those with a low level of knowledge.  
 

H2(b): Individuals with a low level of knowledge tend to search for more image 
information than those with a high level of knowledge. 
 

H2(c): There is a difference in the rank orders of access to issue information between 
those with high and low levels of knowledge. 
 

H2(d): There is a difference in the rank orders of access to image information between 
those with high and low levels of knowledge. 

 
Sequence of Search 
 
H3: There are differences in the form of processing—interdimensional vs. 

intradimensional—in terms of the level of knowledge. 
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Information Search and Choice 
 
H4(a): There is a relationship between the amount of search and choice. 
 
H4(b): There is a relationship between the content of search and choice. 
 
H5(a): There is a relationship between the amount of search and choice confidence. 
 
H5(b): There is a relationship between the content of search and choice confidence. 
 
 

Figure 3.1: Hypothesized Relationships of Knowledge and Search  
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Chapter 4: Research Method 

A model describing how individuals process information and decide to vote must 

be based on an intensive study of individual voters while they process information and 

form their attitudes toward candidates.  While a variety of methods are available for 

studying cognitive processes, the process tracing method has often been used in the study 

of decision-making because it reflects the large number of mental operations (e.g., 

acquisition, storage, retrieval, and integration of information) during the time that the 

actual process occurs (Herstein 1981; Payne, Braunstein and Carroll 1978).   

PROCESS-TRACING METHODS 

Abelson and Levi (1985) summarize that “process-tracing methods have been 

used to determine what information individuals seek to acquire before making a choice, 

how this information is structured to form a cognitive representation of the problem, and 

how the representation is processed in order to make a choice” (p. 256).  Process tracing 

methods have been developed to investigate the process of decision-making, focusing on 

behavior occurring while the choice is being made, rather than inferring decision 

behavior from the outputs of the decision process (Ford et al. 1989). 

Empirical process-tracing methods are quite diverse, but two major behavioral 

process-tracing methods have usually been applied: verbal protocol analyses and 

information search monitoring (Taber and Steenbergen 1995).  In verbal protocol 

analyses, subjects are asked to provide verbal descriptions of their decision-making 

processes.  The protocols are interpreted to indicate the subject’s sequence of 
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information-processing operations.  However, verbal protocols have methodological 

limitations in that they can only provide data on process about which the decision-maker 

is cognizant, and their obtrusive nature (e.g., the “think aloud” technique) affects 

decision-making processes (Jacoby et al. 1987).   

Information search monitoring assumes that one can infer decision-making 

processes from the information search patterns of the decision maker (Jacoby et al. 1987; 

Johnson and Payne 1985; Payne 1976; Payne, Bettman and Johnson 1993).  Information 

search can be traced by monitoring eye movements of subjects or by recording the search 

patterns of subjects using the “information board” technique (Herstein 1981; Lau 1995; 

Lau and Redlawsk 2001).  Eye movements can be measured on various characteristics 

(e.g., duration, fixation density, sequence of fixations) that presumably indicate how the 

individual is acquiring and processing information.  An information board presents 

subjects with an m x n matrix of information, and asks subjects to choose the information 

or attributes that they need among several alternatives.  The information board technique 

is an important advance in decision making research because it enables researchers to 

trace the information search process and make more specific measures of search (Brucks 

1985). 

 Information search methods assume that, first, when an individual looks at an 

item of information, this item is attended to, encoded, and processed.  Second, an 

individual’s attention indicates a purposeful search, based on a particular strategy.  Third, 

longer periods of attention to items indicate more complex cognitive processes than do 

shorter periods (Jacoby et al. 1987).  In this view, search is indicative of the choices that 

precede the choice of an alternative and this follows a different process.  Information 
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search methods measure the content, sequence and duration of access to information 

items; in some sense, they may not trace the actual processing of the information (Carroll 

and Johnson 1990; Jacoby et al. 1987).   

STUDY DESIGN: INFORMATION BOARD 

Among several process-tracing methods, the information board technique will be 

employed to study information search strategies and patterns in the present study.  This 

technique has been widely used in marketing research to explore consumer decision-

making among different brands of products, whereas it has not been a popular method in 

the political context.  Recently, in a series of studies, Lau and Redlawsk used a dynamic 

processing tracing method, which was a revision of the classic “information board” based 

on a computer program (Lau 1995; Lau and Redlawsk 1997, 2001).  The present study 

will employ a modified standard information board, utilizing the computer interface.  

With this methodology, hypothesized information-processing strategies can be directly 

observed and measured.   

During the experiment, subjects see only the attribute labels, and must physically 

“access” the information to read further information behind the label, by manipulating a 

computer screen—i.e., clicking a mouse.  There are three attribute labels per candidate: 

general information, issue information and personal information.  The main investigation, 

regarding the content of the search, is focused on the issue-versus-image information 

searched.  Although possible criteria for evaluating a candidate are often highly 

intercorrelated so that the contribution of one factor to judgments is difficult to isolate 

from the others (Ottai and Wyer 1990), this categorization will be used to investigate the 
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relationship between knowledge and types (issue vs. image) of information searched, 

since this has been one of the major issues in political communications.  In order to be 

included, an item has to meet at least one of the following criteria: (a) frequent mention 

in a survey taken by students (subjects) on important national issues and policies, (b) 

theoretical relevance in the voting literature, and (c) frequent appearance in an informal 

content analysis of campaign literature (Herstein 1981).  In the following, how each 

attribute of information is constructed will be discussed.   

Issue Information  

In the present study, the information content was constructed and displayed on the 

Internet.  It consisted of issue-related items, personal character-related items, and general 

information items that were not related to either issue or character.  The issue items deal 

with 4 policy issues—Education, Economy, Health Care and Foreign Policy.  These 

policy issues were selected from a 21-issue list based on the small survey of 41 

respondents.  The questionnaire is presented in Appendix A.  The survey was conducted 

on the campus of a large southwestern university; thus, all the respondents, consisting of 

21 males and 20 females, were university students with the average age of 22.  The 

respondents were asked to rate the importance of each of 21 issues on the 7-point scale, 1 

being unimportant and 7 being important. 
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Figure 4.1: Issues and Their Importance among Students 

 

Figure 4.2: Four Most Important Issues among Students 
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organization, founded by social scientist Daniel Yankelovich and former Secretary of 

State Cyrus Vance.  Public Agenda gathers public opinion data from a variety of sources 

including the surveys conducted by most major opinion research organizations.  Public 

Agenda presents three views of public opinion on 21 policy issues: Abortion, America’s 

Global Role, Campaign Finance Reform, Crime, Child Care, Economy, Education, 

Environment, Family, Federal Budget, Gay Rights, Health Care, Illegal Drugs, 

Immigration, Internet Speech & Privacy, Medicare, Medical Research, Right to Die, 

Poverty & Welfare, Race, and Social Security. 

The candidates’ stances on four policy issues were constructed, and three 

“experts” (current doctoral students in political communications) read all issue positions 

taken by the four candidates and rated them on seven-point scales—how liberal or 

conservative the candidates’ views on each issue stance were, and how typical the 

candidates were when considering candidates’ party affiliation.  In terms of the 

conservativeness of their views, both of the Republican candidates were rated 

conservative (the mean scores were 6.23 and 5.08 on the 7-point liberal-conservative 

scale, 1 being liberal and 7 being conservative), and both of the Democratic candidates 

were rated liberal (the mean scores were 2.08 and 2.07 on the 7-point liberal-conservative 

scale).  In terms of the typicality of the candidates, the overall typicality score was 5.05 

on the 7-point typicality scale, 1 being not typical and 7 being typical.  Thus, the 

candidates for each party were considered to be presenting equivalent political tendencies 

and to be typical of the candidates who run for the public office. 
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Table 4.1: Mean Scores for Conservativeness and Typicality of Mock Candidates 

Conservativeness Typicality 
Tom Levin (R) 6.23 5.33 
Dave Wagner (R) 5.08 4.72 
Std. Deviation (0.81) (0.44) 
   
Tom Levin (D) 2.08 4.92 
Dave Wagner (D) 2.97 5.22 
Std. Deviation (0.62) (0.21) 

 
Personal Information 

The personal information included family situation, educational background, 

political experience, personal traits, personal behavior, and personal philosophy, which 

are similar to Herstein (1981)’s categorizations.  In order to create the content on 

personal information, content analyses of U.S. Senators’ personal Web sites were 

conducted and the commonly appearing personal characteristics and professional 

backgrounds were selected.  Thus, the mock candidates’ personal backgrounds may not 

describe unique personnel; rather, both of candidates in each party present composites of 

personal characters and backgrounds that often appear, but they are both competent and 

experienced.  For example, Candidate A, named Dave Wagner, has served in the U.S. 

House of Representatives for 10 years; Candidate B, named Tom Levin, has been the 

Attorney General.  The entire content of information board is presented in Appendix B.  

General Information 

The general information involved political philosophy, quotes, previous 

performance evaluations, and honors and awards which were included in neither personal 

nor policy issue information categories.  These items were also constructed based on the 

content analysis of U.S. Senators’ personal Web sites. 
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Table 4.2: Content of Information Board 

Issue Neutral Image 
Specific Issues 
 Education  
 Economy  
 Health care  
 Foreign policy  

General Information 
 Political philosophy  
 Quote  
 Previous performance 
evaluation  

 Honors & Awards  

Personal Information 
 Family situation 
 Educational background 
 Political experience 
 Personal traits & behavior  
 Personal philosophy  

 

VARIABLES AND MEASUREMENT 

In this study, the independent variable is the political knowledge that subjects 

previously possessed.  In addition, since much research has shown that motivation or 

involvement has an influence on information search, political involvement was also 

measured.  The dependent variables were subjects’ actual search patterns, their vote 

choices and choice confidence. 

Political Knowledge 

Since knowledge has been operationalized as prior experience or familiarity, 

rather than as expertise or ability to process in the previous studies, this study will 

attempt to measure both dimensions of knowledge—familiarity, which is related to 

content of knowledge, and expertise, which is related to ability to perform the task. 

Most of the research on public opinion and voting behavior in political science 

has used the series of national surveys, the National Election Studies (NES), conducted in 

election years at The University of Michigan.  Previous research has used different items 

from the NES data, but recently Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996) developed a measure of 

political knowledge based on the extensive item analysis of the NES questions.  Measures 
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for political knowledge—familiarity with the topic or the content of knowledge—used in 

this study mainly come from Delli Carpini and Keeter’s twenty-item knowledge index 

(alpha = .87).  The scales were modified, based on the most recent NES data, which was 

collected during the 2000 election year and on the results of the survey conducted among 

students for policy issue questions.  This modification resulted in the scales including 24 

items, which were primarily additive measures of correct answers to factual knowledge 

questions.   

The component items were divided into three dimensions: “people” knowledge, 

which required identifying the job or political office held by a public figure; “party” 

knowledge, which required identifying parties’ ideological locations on issues of 

government service, defense spending, job assurance, health insurance, and naming the 

majority party in the House and Senate; and “civics” knowledge, which asked subjects to 

identify the role or responsibility of a branch of the federal government (Delli Carpini 

and Keeter 1996).  This multi-dimensional concept of knowledge is similar to Alba and 

Hutchinson (1987)’s and Brucks (1985)’s notions of consumer knowledge. 

 In addition, since Delli Carpini and Keeter’s scale of political knowledge 

measures objective knowledge, focusing on the content of knowledge, two items of a 

seven-point semantic differential scale from Brucks (1985)’s study were used to measure 

subjective knowledge. 

Objective Knowledge   

Now we have a set of questions concerning various public figures.  We want to 
see how much information about them gets out to the public from television, 
newspapers and the like. 
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1) What job or political office does [insert current Vice President] now hold? 
(Richard B. Cheney)  

 
2) What job or political office does [insert current Senate majority leader] now 

hold? (Bill Frist: R- Tenn.) 
 

3) What job or political office does [insert current Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court] now hold? (William H. Rehnquist) 

 
4) What job or political office does [insert current President of Russia] now 

hold? (Vladimir V. Putin) 
 

5) What job or political office does [insert Prime Minister of the UK] now hold? 
(Tony Blair) 

 
6) What job or political office does [insert current Speaker of the House of 

Representatives] now hold? (Dennis Hastert) 
 

7) Do you happen to know which party has the most members in the U.S. House 
of Representatives now? (Republican) 

 
8) Do you happen to know which party has the most members in the U.S. Senate 

now? (Republican) 
 

We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives.  Here is a seven 
point scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from 
extremely liberal to extremely conservative. 

 
9) Where would you place the Democratic Party on this scale?  
       1. Extremely liberal  
       2. Liberal  
       3. Slightly liberal 
       4. Moderate; Middle of the road  
       5. Slightly conservative 
       6. Conservative 
       7. Extremely conservative 
 

Where would you place the Republican Party on this scale?  
       1. Extremely liberal  
       2. Liberal  
       3. Slightly liberal 
       4. Moderate; Middle of the road  
       5. Slightly conservative 
       6. Conservative 
       7. Extremely conservative 
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(Gov. Service) 
Some people think the government should provide fewer services even in areas 
such as education in order to reduce spending.  Suppose these people are at one 
end of a scale, at point 1.  Other people feel it is important for the government to 
provide many more services even if it means an increase in spending.  Suppose 
these people are at the other end, at point 7.  

 
10) Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  

1. Government should provide many fewer services 
 ---------- 
7. Government should provide many more services 

   
 Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  

1. Government should provide many fewer services 
      ---------- 

7. Government should provide many more services 
 

(Defense spending) 
Some people believe that we should spend much less money for defense. Suppose 
these people are at one end of a scale, at point 1. Others feel that defense spending 
should be greatly increased. Suppose these people are at the other end, at point 7. 

 
11) Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  

1. Government should decrease defense spending 
 ---------- 
7. Government should increase defense spending  

  
 Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  

1. Government should decrease defense spending 
 ---------- 
7. Government should increase defense spending 

 
(Job assurance) 
Some people feel the government in Washington should see to it that every person 
has a job and a good standard of living.  Suppose these people are at one end of a 
scale, at point 1.  Others think the government should just let each person get 
ahead on their own. Suppose these people are at the other end, at point 7.   

 
12) Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  

1. Government should see to jobs and standard of living   
 ---------- 
7. Government should let each person get ahead on own  

 
 Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  

1. Government should see to jobs and standard of living   
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 ---------- 
7. Government should let each person get ahead on own  

 
(Health Insurance) 
There is much concern about the rapid rise in medical and hospital costs.  Some 
people feel there should be a government insurance plan which would cover all 
medical and hospital expenses for everyone.  Others feel that all medical expenses 
should be paid by individuals, and through private insurance plans like Blue Cross 
or other company paid plans.   

 
13) Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  

1. Government insurance plan   
 ---------- 
7. Private insurance plan  

 
 Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  

1. Government insurance plan   
 ---------- 
7. Private insurance plan 

 
Here are a few questions about the government in Washington.   

 
14) What are the first ten amendments to the U.S. Constitution called? (The Bill 

of Rights)  
 
15) Whose responsibility is it to decide if a law is Constitutional or not? 

1. President 2. Congress 3. Supreme Court** 
 

16) Whose responsibility is it to nominate judges to the Federal Courts? 
1. President** 2. Congress  3. Supreme Court  

 
17) How much of a majority is required for the U.S. Senate and House to override 

a Presidential Veto? (Two-Third of both Houses) 
 

18) Do you happen to know how many times an individual can be elected 
President? (Two times) 

 
19) How long is the term of office for the U.S. Senator? (6 years) 

 
Subjective Knowledge (alpha = .91) 

 
20) Rate your knowledge of American politics and Elections, as compared to the 

average people. 
One of the LEAST __  __  __  __  __  __  __  One of the MOST  
knowledgeable      knowledgeable 
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21) Circle one of the numbers below to describe your familiarity with American 

Politics and Elections 
Not at all familiar __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Extremely familiar 

 
In addition, to measure another dimension of knowledge, expertise or ability to 

perform the task successfully, I employed Lau and Redlawsk’s (1997, 2001) concept of 

the correctness of vote choice—whether individuals make a vote choice reflecting their 

values and beliefs under conditions of full information.  That is, after subjects searched 

the information and made a vote choice, the experimenter showed all the information 

about these two candidates laid out side-by-side, so that it was easy to compare.  Then, 

the experimenter asked the subjects to examine the material carefully and decide whether 

they still would have voted the same way if they had known all the available information 

about these candidates.  If the subjects decided the same as they had before, then those 

subjects were classified as correct decision-makers who performed the task successfully.  

If they change their initial vote, then they were classified as incorrect decision-makers, 

who lacked the ability to perform the task well.   

Political Involvement  

 Political involvement was measured by Zaichkowsky (1994)’s revised Personal 

Involvement Inventory (PII), which consists of a context-free ten-item semantic 

differential scale.  Although this scale was originally developed for measuring the 

motivational state of involvement with products (Zaichkowsky 1985), this scale can be 

appropriate to other domains (e.g., Celsi and Olsen 1988; Murry et al. 1992) since the 

semantic differential scale has been considered the most effective and generalizable 

(Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum 1957).  In addition, the definition of involvement used 
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by Zaichkowsky was generalizable and extensive to other domains: “A person’s 

perceived relevance of the object based on inherent needs, values, and interest” (1985, p. 

342).   

Although studies on political context have used different forms of scale, 

Zaichkowsky’s PII appears to retain the concepts very similar to those of other studies 

(“Would you say that you have been very interested, somewhat interested, not very 

interested, or not at all interested in following the campaign this year” in Hofstetter and 

Buss 1980; “(1) Is news about politics something you try to pay attention to, or is it 

something you just happen to learn about because it is in the media?; (2) Is politics 

something you like to talk about or do you only discuss it if someone else brings it up?; 

(3) How closely have you followed the current U.S. Senate race in Minnesota?; (4) How 

concerned are you with who wins the race for the Senate?” in Faber, Tims and Schmitt 

1993). 

To me (the senatorial election) is:  
Important  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Unimportant* 
Boring   _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Interesting 
Relevant  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Irrelevant* 
Exciting  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Unexciting* 
Means nothing  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Means a lot to me 
Appealing  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Unappealing* 
Fascinating  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Mundane* 
Worthless  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Valuable 
Involving  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Uninvolving* 
Not needed  _  _  _  _  _  _  _ Needed 

 
Attitude, Choice and Choice Confidence 

 Attitudes refer to general evaluations people hold in regard to themselves, other 

people, objects and issues, which are formed based on behavioral, affective and cognitive 
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experiences (Petty and Cacioppo 1986).  It has been researched how attitudes form as a 

function of information; that is, attitude formation can be characterized as a process that 

changes as information is accessed (Abelson and Levi 1985).  In order to measure 

subjects’ attitudes toward the candidates, two 7-point semantic differential attitude scales 

were used (alpha=.92 in Berger (1992) and alpha=.94 in Berger and Michell (1989)).  

Attitude confidence was measured using two 7-point scales (alpha=.87 in Berger (1992); 

alpha=.93 in Berger and Michell (1989); Lee 2000).  Vote choice was also asked.  

Vote Choice 
 
Who did you vote for?  
  

Attitude 
 
The overall feelings about the candidate (voting for the candidate):  
Bad   __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Good 
Like extremely __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Dislike extremely 
 

Attitude Confidence 
 
How confident do you feel about your choice? 
Not at all certain __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Very certain 
Not at all confident __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Completely confident 

 
Search Patterns  

The major focus of this study was to investigate the search strategies that people 

employ in gathering information, based on three categories—amount of search, content 

of search and sequence of search (Ford et al. 1989; Herstein 1981; Jacoby et al. 1987; 

Lau 1995; Payne 1976).  Amount of Search measured (1) the number of all the available 

information items that were accessed; (2) the proportion of all the available information 

that was accessed; (3) the number of different alternatives and attributes considered; (3) 

the proportion of acquired items devoted to the alternative chosen; and (4) the variance of 
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the number of attributes considered per alternative.  Content of Search measures provided 

the type of information people searched for about candidates.  Measures included (1) the 

number of attribute information accessed; (2) the proportion of attribute information 

accessed and (3) the priority of accessing different types of information.  These measures 

discovered which candidate attributes (e.g., issues or image) voters relied on to make a 

decision.   

Sequence of Search refers to the temporal order in which the information was 

acquired.  “Transition analysis” was employed to explore the form of processing—

whether the transitions were interdimensional (i.e., seeking different information about 

the same candidate) or intradimensional (i.e., seeking the same information about 

different candidates) (Payne 1976; Jacoby et al. 1987).  “The pattern of search was 

determined by examining the alternative and dimension associated with the (nth + 1) 

piece of information searched by a subject as a function of the alternative and dimension 

associated with the nth piece of information searched.  If the (nth + 1) piece of 

information searched was within the same alternative but involved a different dimension, 

then that constituted an instance of an interdimensional pattern of search.  On the other 

hand, if the (nth + 1) piece of information searched was within the same dimension, but a 

different alternative, then that constituted an instance of an intradimensional pattern of 

search.  If the (nth + 1) piece of information searched was neither within the same 

alternative or the same dimension as the nth piece of information, then that was 

considered to be a shift in the pattern of information search” (Payne 1976, p. 376).  A 

high proportion of same-candidate, different attribute transitions indicate the 
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interdimensional search pattern, while a high proportion of different candidate, same-

attribute transitions would indicate the intradimensional search pattern.   

In addition to the form of processing, the amount of information searched per 

alternative was used to identify a different type of search strategy.  That is, the same 

proportions of information for each candidate searched represented the use of a 

compensatory search strategy, while the variable proportions of information for each 

candidate searched represented the use of a compensatory search strategy (Lau 1995).  

For example, EBA process was determined by an analysis of the single-step transition 

data which showed that the subject was not only employing a variable and 

intradimensional search pattern but that all remaining alternatives were completely 

searched on one dimension before some subset of those alternatives was searched on the 

next dimension.   

STUDY PROCEDURE 

This study set up a hypothetical situation of a senatorial primary election, 

involving two Democratic and two Republican candidates.  In order to reduce the 

artificiality of the study setting, however, it was purposefully stated in a study description 

that “The League of Women Voters is a nonpartisan organization that neither supports 

nor opposes candidates for office at any level of government... Given today's technology, 

the League is committed to creating effective Web sites that provide Americans with 

accurate and unbiased information for electoral decision-making.  Your task today is to 

evaluate a Web site that has just been developed by the League of Women Voters.”  A 

complete instruction page is presented in Appendix C. 
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Creating mock candidates provided crucial control over differences between 

subjects in prior knowledge of actual politicians because no one had any knowledge of 

any of these candidates before the campaign began (Lau 1995).  In addition, the context 

of this study was the early stage of the campaigns, where voters usually have little prior 

knowledge about each candidate and have not yet formed specific attitudes toward a 

certain candidate.  Campaign information may have the greatest impact during the early 

stage of the election campaigns, where there are many undecided voters who need to 

search information, and when voters do not have enough information or clearly formed 

impressions about the candidates (Holbrook 1999).  

Pre-measure and Instructions 

 The study was designed to be set in use of the computer interface.  Subjects, 

recruited from university students, were invited to the laboratory.  They first filled out 

Survey I, measuring political knowledge and the level of involvement in American 

politics and elections.  Then, they were given instructions for the task.  The instruction 

directs subjects to the election campaign site that presents information about two 

candidates.  Subjects were asked to search information about candidates for about 15 

minutes, after which they would have to vote for one of the candidates.   

Before performing the task, subjects were asked to decide on participating in 

either the Republican primary election campaigns or the Democratic primary election 

campaigns, depending on their partisanship or preferences, and to search for information 

about the candidates.  Subjects were limited to joining only one party primary election, 

and were asked to choose between two candidates differing in their policy stands, 

backgrounds, personalities, and so on.  Candidates’ information of 84 items was available 
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for subjects to search (16 issue items, 12 general information items, and 14 personal 

background items on each candidate).  Subjects were told to look for as much or as little 

information as they pleased and to access the information as many times as they wanted, 

but they could look at only one piece of information at a time.  Subjects could exit the 

campaign and vote at any time they wanted. 

The Task 

 Initially, the screen displayed menus in the upper corner.  These menus were 

labeled, “General Information,” “Personal Information,” and “Issue Information,” under 

each candidate’s name of “Dave Wagner” and “Tom Levin.”  When the subject clicked 

on “General Information,” the submenus of Political Philosophy (3 pieces of 

information), Previous Performance Evaluation (4 pieces), Honors & Awards (1 piece) 

and Quote (4 pieces) appeared.  If the subject then clicked on one of these submenus, 

information regarding the selected submenu would be displayed in the pop-up window.  

In this window, subjects also had options of “More,” indicating a request for another 

piece of information under the same submenu, and “Close” to terminate further search 

under the same submenu.   

 Figure 2 illustrates part of the search progression for a particular respondent, 

which begins with the “General Information” main menu (Figure 2a).  When this 

respondent clicked on the main menu, the list of submenus was pulled down at the 

bottom of the screen (Figure 2b).  This respondent chose “Political Philosophy” and was 

presented with a piece of information in the pop-up window (Figure 2c).  When “More” 

was chosen after reading the piece of information, another piece of information was 
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presented.  When “Close” was chosen, the pop-up window containing information was 

closed. 

If “Personal Information” was clicked from the main menu, the key attributes of 

Family Situation (4 pieces), Educational Background (2 pieces), Political Experience (2 

pieces), Personal Philosophy (1 piece), and Personal Trait & Behavior (5 pieces) 

appeared.  The way to access information under the submenus is the same as in “General 

Information” search.  If “Issue Information” was clicked from the main menu, the 

subjects were presented with the four issues of Economy (4 pieces), Education (4 pieces), 

Foreign Policy (4 pieces), and Health Care (4 pieces).  Again, subjects had access to 

pieces of information under the selected submenus by clicking on one of these submenus.   

Since the main menu included both of the candidates’ names and their major 

attributes on the top of the screen, subjects could always move to another candidate’s 

information or other submenus of the same candidate.  This display ensured that 

information presentation could not facilitate a certain type of search strategy. 

During the task, the information items subjects accessed and the patterns in which 

subjects searched for information were recorded by the computer software called, 

“Investigator,” and those information items were used to distinguish among decision-

making strategies.  This software records each piece of information as it is accessed 

(clicked on) and the amount of time spent on each acquisition.  This record file was not 

visible to the subject. 
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Figure 4.3: Information Display during the Task 

(a) Main Menu 
 

          
  Dave Wagner  Tom Levin   
       
  General Information  General Information   
  Issue Information  Issue Information   
  Image Information  Image Information   

        
   

 
(b) Submenu 

 
              
  Dave Wagner  Tom Levin    
         
  General Information  General Information    
  Issue Information   Political Philosophy   
  Image Information   Performance Evaluation   
     Honors & Awards   
     Quote    
         
    Issue Information    
    Image Information    
              

 
(c) A Piece of Information Presented 

 
              
  Dave Wagner  Tom Levin    
         
  General Information  General Information    
  Issue Information   Political Philosophy   
  Image Information   Performance Evaluation   
     Honors & Awards   
     Quote    
         
    Issue Information    
    Image Information    
              

Political Philosophy 
 

Tom Levin is…  
 
      Close         More 
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Post-measure 

After the task, subjects were asked to evaluate the candidates whom they viewed 

information about or voted for.  Subjects were given the questions asking about their vote 

choices, choice confidence, and attitudes toward the candidates.  After subjects made 

vote choices, the subjects received the summary of information about the two candidates 

they had searched, in the format such that information items were laid out side-by-side, 

so that it was easy to compare.  Then, the subjects were asked to examine the material 

carefully and decide if they still would have voted the same way if they had known all the 

available information about these candidates.  This procedure was conducted to measure 

the correctness of vote choice, which was operationalized as another dimension of 

knowledge—ability to perform the task successfully—in addition to familiarity, which is 

related to the content of knowledge. 

Subjects were asked to think back to the previous (mock) senatorial election and 

to write down briefly why they had voted for one of the candidates over the other.  They 

were also asked to place the candidates on the liberal-conservative scale, and to rate how 

typical each candidate seemed.  Finally, subjects were thanked for their participation.  

Pre- and post-measure questionnaires and task instructions are provided in Appendix C. 
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Chapter 5: Results 

Two hundred three undergraduates participated in this study for partial course 

credit through the subject pool.  Of these data, 30 non-voters were eliminated from the 

analyses, resulting in a final sample size of 173.  About 64% of the subjects were female 

and the average age was 20.5.  Ninety-six participants (55.5%) entered the Democratic 

primary site, and 77 participants (44.5%) entered the Republican primary site.  There 

were no significant differences between subjects who entered different party primary 

sites in terms of demographics. 

Log files that captured subjects’ information search behaviors during the task 

were recoded in terms of each candidate and his attribute dimensions (i.e., general, issue, 

and image information), and then, the search behaviors were organized into the main 

search variables—the amount of search, depth of search, content of search and sequence 

of search. 

HYPOTHESIS TESTING 

Knowledge and Amount of Search 
 
H1: There is an inverted-U shaped relationship between knowledge and the amount of 

search.  
 

H1 predicted an inverted-U shaped relationship between knowledge and the 

amount of search.  To test H1, measures of objective knowledge, subjective knowledge, 

the amount of search (i.e., the total number of information items accessed), and the depth 

of search (i.e., percentage of available information searched) were used.  The measure of 

the ‘expertise’ dimension of objective knowledge, which was operationalized as the 
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correctness of vote choice, was dropped from the analyses due to the low percentage of 

incorrect voters (7.5%).  Only 13 out of 173 subjects changed their vote choices under 

conditions of full information so that they were classified as incorrect voters, and 82.5% 

of participants were classified as correct voters who represented having the higher level 

of expertise.  It may be highly unlikely that subjects would change their decisions a few 

minutes later after they already made choices even though they were provided further 

information.  

The mean score for objective knowledge was 15.25 (S.D. = 3.62) out of 24 

additive measures of correct answers.  The mean scores were 4.33 (S.D.=1.30) for 

subjective knowledge, and 5.07 (S.D.=.99) for involvement, out of 7-point scales.  The 

average of the total numbers of information items accessed was 50.10 (S.D.=27.86), and 

the mean percentage of available information accessed was 52.9%.  There were no 

significant differences between subjects who entered different party primary sites. 

The constructs of objective knowledge, subjective knowledge and involvement 

were moderately, but significantly, correlated with each other.  Table 5.1 presented the 

results of Pearson correlations.  Subjective knowledge was more highly correlated with 

involvement (r=.57, p<.001) than was objective knowledge (r=.34, p<.001).  Subjective 

and objective knowledge were also significantly correlated with each other (r=.52, 

p<.001).     

Table 5.1: Correlations between Knowledge and Amount of Search 
 

 Obj. Know Subj. Know Involvement 
Obj. Knowledge   .52*** .34*** 
Subj. Knowledge   .57*** 
Involvement    
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
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In order to examine how objective and subjective knowledge would influence the 

amount of information searched, regression analyses were undertaken.  The results of 

regression analyses in Table 5.2 showed that both objective and subjective knowledge 

had significant effects on the amount and the depth of search.  However, the ways in 

which objective and subjective knowledge had effects differed in degrees and directions.  

Objective knowledge had a significant positive effect on the amount of search (F=6.69, 

B=2.40, β=.31, p<.001) and on the depth of search (F=7.01, B=2.30, β=.30, p<.001), but 

subjective knowledge had a significant negative effect on the amount of search (B= -6.54, 

β= -.31, p<.01) and on the depth of search (B= -6.16, β= -.29, p<.01).  Involvement, like 

objective knowledge, had a positive effect on the amount (B=5.76, β=.21, p<.05) and on 

the depth of search (B=6.63, β=.24, p<.01).   

Table 5.2: Knowledge and Amount of Search (Regression) 
 
  B β F  R2 

(Constant) 12.62  6.69*** .09 
Obj. Knowledge 2.40*** .31***   
Subj. Knowledge  -6.54** -.31**   

Amount 
of 

Search 
Involvement 5.76* .21*   
(Constant) 10.93  7.01*** .10 
Obj. Knowledge 2.30*** .30***   
Subj. Knowledge -6.16** -.29**   

Depth  
of 

Search 
Involvement 6.63** .24**   

p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
 

These results indicated that those who presented a higher level of objective 

knowledge searched for more information about candidates than did those with a lower 

level of objective knowledge.  On the other hand, those who thought they were more 
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knowledgeable (i.e., high on subjective knowledge) searched for less information than 

those who thought they were less knowledgeable (i.e., low on subjective knowledge). 

To better understand the nature of the effects of knowledge on information search, 

ANCOVA were conducted for objective knowledge and subjective knowledge, 

respectively.  Involvement as a covariate was entered in the analyses in order to control 

for its relationship to information search.  Since H1 predicted an inverted-U shaped 

relationship between knowledge and the amount of information search, objective 

knowledge and subjective knowledge each was categorized into three groups—the low, 

the mid and the high levels of knowledge. 

The ANCOVA results of objective knowledge and the amount of search in Table 

5.3a show that objective knowledge had a positive relationship to the amount of search, 

after controlling the level of involvement (F=4.46, p<.01).  Objective knowledge had a 

significant effect on the amount of search (F=4.92, p<.01), which means those who had a 

high level of objective knowledge searched for information the most (Mean=59.55), 

followed by those with a mid level of knowledge (Mean=44.97).  Those with a low level 

of knowledge accessed information the least (Mean=43.67).  The results of pairwise 

comparisons showed the significant differences between those with a low and a high 

level of objective knowledge and between those with a mid and a high level of objective 

knowledge at the p<.01 significance level.  In the relationship between involvement and 

the amount of search, involvement had no significant relationship to the amount of search 

(F=.63, p=n.s.).  This indicated that more politically knowledgeable people tended to 

search for more information about candidates than did less knowledge people.   
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To the depth of search, objective knowledge had also a positive relationship, after 

controlling involvement (F=5.32, p<.01).  That is, those who had a higher level of 

objective knowledge probed information more deeply than those who had a lower level 

of objective knowledge.  The results of ANCOVA in Table 5.3b show that subjects with 

the highest level of objective knowledge accessed the largest percentage of information 

(Mean=62.84), followed by the mid level (Mean=47.33) and the low level (Mean=46.51) 

of objective knowledge.  The results of pairwise comparisons showed the significant 

differences between those with a low and a high level of objective knowledge and 

between those with a mid and a high level of objective knowledge.  The effect of 

objective knowledge was significant (F=4.92, p<.01), but involvement had no significant 

relationship to the depth of search (F=1.66, p=n.s.).  Overall, objective knowledge had a 

positive relationship to the amount of search in terms of the total number of information 

items accessed and the percentage of information obtained. 

Table 5.3a: Objective Knowledge and Amount of Search (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 46 43.67 44.45 26.87 
Mid 62 44.97 45.12 26.74 

4.46**  

High 65 59.55 58.86 27.42  
Total 173 50.10 49.48 27.86  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Objective Knowledge: F=4.92** (p<.01) 
Involvement: F=.63 (p=n.s.) 
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Table 5.3b: Objective Knowledge and Depth of Search (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 46 46.51 47.76 26.99 
Mid 62 47.33 47.57 26.64 

 5.32** 

High 65 62.84 61.72 26.83  
Total 173 52.94 52.35 27.74  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Objective Knowledge: F=5.08** (p<.01) 
Involvement: F=1.66 (p=n.s.) 

 
The ANCOVA results of subjective knowledge to the amount and the depth of 

search showed a different relationship from that of objective knowledge.  Subjective 

knowledge seemed to have an inverted-U shaped relationship to search.  Table 5.4a 

showed that those who had a mid level of subjective knowledge (Mean=56.30) tended to 

search for more information than those with a low level (Mean=49.72) and a high level 

(Mean=47.59) of subjective knowledge (F=2.50, p<.10).  Table 5.4b also showed an 

inverted-U shaped relationship that those with a mid level of subjective knowledge 

(Mean=60.04) accessed available information more thoroughly than those with a low 

level (Mean=50.99) and a high level (Mean=50.66) of subjective knowledge.  However, 

the effect of subjective knowledge was not significant (F=2.02, p<.10 for the amount of 

search; F=2.37, p<.10 for the depth of search).  Rather, the effect of involvement was 

significant (F=4.91, p<.05 for the amount of search; F=6.36, p<.05 for the depth of 

search). 
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Table 5.4a: Subjective Knowledge and Amount of Search (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 53 49.72 54.18 29.17 
Mid 37 56.30 54.79 26.84 

 2.50† 
(P=.06) 

High 83 47.59 45.41 27.37  
Total 173 50.10 51.46 27.86  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Subjective Knowledge: F=2.02 (p<.10) 
Involvement: F=4.91* (p<.05) 

 
 

Table 5.4b: Subjective Knowledge and Depth of Search (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 53 50.99 56.01 26.99 
Mid 37 60.84 59.15 27.31 

 3.45* 

High 83 50.66 48.21 28.08  
Total 173 52.94 54.46 27.74  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Subjective Knowledge: F=2.37 (p<.10) 
Involvement: F=6.36*  (p<.05) 
 
 The analyses showed that only objective knowledge had significant positive 

effects on the amount of search.  As illustrated in Figure 5.1, there was a positive 

relationship between objective knowledge and the amount of search, while subjective 

knowledge had an inverted-U shaped, but statistically not significant, relationship to the 

amount of search.  In other words, those with more objective knowledge searched for the 

larger amount of information about candidates and sought information more deeply than 

the less knowledgeable.  The effect of objective knowledge was also found on the depth 
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of search.  Therefore, H1 was not supported.  There was a positive relationship between 

objective knowledge and the amount of search. 

Figure 5.1: Knowledge and Amount of Search 
 

 

 
 
 
Knowledge and Content of Search 
 
H2(a): Individuals with a high level of knowledge tend to search for more issue 

information than those with a low level of knowledge.  
 

H2(b): Individuals with a low level of knowledge tend to search for more image 
information than those with a high level of knowledge. 
 
Before testing H2, search types in terms of content were identified.  The search 

data for each subject were organized in terms of information acquisition across the three 

dimensions—general information, issue information and image information.  There were 

7 possible types—General only, Issue only, Image only, General & Issue, General & 

Image, Issue & Image, General & Issue & Image—regardless of their order to be 

accessed or the amount searched, and 6 types were identified among subjects in this 

(a) The Amount of Search (b) The Depth of Search
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study.  Table 5.5 shows a classification of the 173 search patterns exhibited by the 

subjects, grouped into one of 6 types of dimensional search typology.  This shows that 

subjects tended to search for all the categories of information presented.  A majority of 

the subjects (88.4%) accessed all three categories of information.  Only 2% of the 

subjects accessed a single category of information, either General or Issue.  There was no 

subject who searched for Image information only. 

Table 5.5: Typology of Content of Search 
 

 Freq. % 
General only 2 1.2 
Issue only 2 1.2 
General & Issue 11 6.4 
General & Image 4 2.3 
Issue & Image 1 .6 
General & Issue & Image 153 88.4 
Total 173 100.0 
 

In order to test H2, which posited the relationship between knowledge and the 

content of search, measures of objective knowledge, subjective knowledge and the 

content of search were used.  Involvement and display order were also included as 

control variables.  The content of search was operationalized as the number of issue and 

image information items accessed, respectively, and was also operationalized as the 

attribute probe that was measured by the percentage of each of issue and image 

information items accessed, respectively.  The display order represented two types of 

attribute presentations.  During the task, subjects were randomly assigned to one of two 

displays of information board, in which the information content was the same except for 

the display order of issue and image information.  One condition (58.4%) presented 
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information in the order of General, Issue and Image Information; the other condition 

(41.6%) presented in the order of General, Image and Issue Information. 

The mean score for the numbers of issue information items accessed was 20.89 

(S.D.=13.28), and the mean score for the numbers of image information items accessed 

was 14.29 (S.D.=10.39).  In terms of the attribute probe (e.g., issue and image 

information), subjects searched for 57.0% of the issue information out of the total 

available issue information, and 24.4% of the image information out of the total available 

image information.  There were no significant differences between subjects who entered 

different party primary sites in terms of the number of issue and image information items 

accessed and issue attribute probe, but there was a difference in image attribute probe.  

Those who enter Republican primary site (28.1%) tend to probed image information 

more deeply than those who enter Democratic site (21.5%). 

Objective knowledge and subjective knowledge were regressed on the content of 

the search—the amount of issue and image information accessed, while controlling 

involvement and display order.  The results of a regression analysis in Table 5.6a show 

that objective knowledge had a positive effect on issue information search (B=1.27, 

β=.31, p<.001), but subjective knowledge had a negative effect (B= -3.41, β= -.31, p<.01) 

on issue search (F=6.69, p<.001).  As control variables, involvement had a positive effect 

(B=3.02, β=.21, p<.05), but display order had no significant effect on issue search.  This 

indicates that more objectively knowledgeable people accessed greater numbers of issue 

information items than did less objectively knowledgeable people.  However, more 

subjectively knowledgeable people accessed smaller numbers of issue information items 

than did the less subjectively knowledgeable.   
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The effects of objective and subjective knowledge on image information search 

were similar to those on issue information search.  Objective knowledge had a positive 

effect and subjective knowledge had a negative effect on image information search 

(F=2.40, p<.10).  However, only the effect of objective knowledge was significant 

(B=.47, β=.16, p<.10); none of the subjective knowledge, involvement or display order 

was statistically significant.  It seems that objective and subjective knowledge better 

explained issue information search than they explained image information search.    

In terms of the issue and image attribute probe, Table 5.6b shows that objective 

knowledge had a positive effect (B=.03, β=.32, p<.001), but subjective knowledge had a 

negative effect on the issue attribute probe (F=6.71, p<.001), after controlling 

involvement and display order.  Involvement had a significant positive effect (B=.08, 

β=.25, p<.01), but display order was not significant.  That is, more objectively 

knowledgeable people probed issue information more thoroughly than did less 

objectively knowledgeable people.  However, those who thought they were more 

knowledgeable probed issue information less thoroughly than those who thought they 

were less knowledgeable.  Objective and subjective knowledge also had opposite effects 

on the image attribute probe.   However, the relationship was not statistically significant.  

In summary of the relationships between knowledge and the content of search, both 

objective and subjective knowledge had significant effects on the issue information 

search, but not on the image information search. 
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Table 5.6a: Knowledge and Issue & Image Search (Regression) 
 
  B β F R2 

(Constant) 4.72  7.10*** .12 
Obj. Knowledge 1.27*** .35***   
Subj. Knowledge  -3.41*** -.33***   
Involvement 3.02** .23**   

Issue 
Search 

Display Order -2.65 -.10   
(Constant) 7.97  2.40 .03 
Obj. Knowledge .47 .16   
Subj. Knowledge -1.10 -.14   
Involvement 1.49 .14   

Image 
Search 

Display Order -2.54 -.12   
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
 
 
Table 5.6b: Knowledge and Issue & Image Attribute Probe (Regression) 
 
  B β F R2 

(Constant) .12  6.71*** .12 
Obj. Knowledge .03*** .32***   
Subj. Knowledge  -.08*** -.31***   
Involvement .08** .25**   

Issue 
Probe 

Display Order -.06 -.09   
(Constant) .14  1.73 .02 
Obj. Knowledge .01 .15   
Subj. Knowledge -.02 -.12   
Involvement .02 .13   

Image 
Probe  

Display Order -.03 -.09   
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 

 
To better understand the nature of the effects of knowledge on the content of the 

search, ANCOVA were also conducted.  Involvement and display order as covariates 

were entered in the analyses in order to control their relationships to the content of the 

search. 
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The results of the ANCOVA in Table 5.7a show that objective knowledge had 

positive effects on the amount of issue and image information search, after controlling 

involvement and display order.  Table 5.7a shows that those with a high level 

(Mean=25.46) of objective knowledge accessed more issue information than did those 

with a low level (Mean=16.70) and a mid level (Mean=19.21) of objective knowledge 

(F=4.45, p<.01).  The results of pairwise comparisons showed the significant differences 

between those with a low and a high level of objective knowledge and between those 

with a mid and a high level of objective knowledge.  The effect of objective knowledge 

was significant (F=5.23, p<.01), but involvement and display order did not have any 

significant effects.  This indicates that objective knowledge induced subjects to search for 

more issue information.   

Table 5.7b presents the relationship between objective knowledge and the amount 

of image information search.  Similar to the issue information search, objective 

knowledge had a positive effect on image information search, while controlling 

involvement and display order (F=2.65, p<.05).  Those with a high level (Mean=16.91) 

of objective knowledge searched for image information the most, followed by those with 

a mid level (Mean=12.97) and a low level (Mean=12.39) of objective knowledge.  

However, the effect of objective knowledge was not statistically significant (F=2.40, 

p<.10).  Neither involvement (F=.65, p=n.s.) nor display order (F=2.89, p<.10) was 

significant. 
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Table 5.7a: Objective Knowledge and Amount of Issue Search (ANCOVA) 

 N Mean Adjusted 
Mean1 

S.D.2 F 

Low 46 16.70 17.10 11.36 
Mid 62 19.21 19.35 12.73 

 4.45** 

High 65 25.46 25.04 13.87  
Total 173 20.89 20.50 13.28  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Objective Knowledge: F=5.23** (p<.01) 
Involvement: F=.80 (p=n.s.) 
Display Order: F=2.50 (p=n.s.) 
 
 
Table 5.7b: Objective Knowledge and Amount of Image Search (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 46 12.39 12.68 10.25 
Mid 62 12.97 13.08 10.10 

 2.65* 

High 65 16.91 16.60 10.38  
Total 173 14.29 14.12 10.39  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Objective Knowledge: F=2.40 (p<.10) 
Involvement: F=.65 (p=n.s.) 
Display Order: F=2.89 (p<.10) 

 
Another measure of the content of search was the attribute probe.  In terms of the 

issue attribute probe, objective knowledge had a positive effect on the issue attribute 

probe, with covariates of involvement and display order (F=4.28, p<.01 in Table 5.8a).  

The effects of objective knowledge were significant (F=4.21, p<.05), but both covariates 

were not significant.  Those with a high level of objective knowledge (Mean=.68) most 

thoroughly probed issue information, followed by those with a mid level (Mean=.52) and 

a low level (Mean=.48) of objective knowledge.  The results of pairwise comparisons 
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showed a significant differences between those with a mid and a high level of objective 

knowledge.  This indicates that more objectively knowledgeable people tended to more 

deeply probe issue information than did less objectively knowledgeable people.  

Objective knowledge also had a positive effect on image attribute probe.  The 

individual effect of objective knowledge was significant (F=4.03, p<.05), but 

involvement and display order were not significant.  Those with a high level (Mean=.30) 

of objective knowledge most thoroughly probed image attribute information, followed by 

those with a low level (Mean=.22) and a mid level (Mean=.21) of objective knowledge 

(F=3.04, p<.05).  Since the results of pairwise comparisons showed that there was not 

statistical difference between the low and mid levels, but between a mid and high levels, 

it can be concluded that there was a positive relationship between objective knowledge 

and image attribute probe.  Overall, objective knowledge had positive effects on the issue 

information search and the issue attribute probe.  It also had positive effects on the image 

attribute probe, but not on the image information search.  It suggests that objective 

knowledge tended to expedite information search, especially issue information. 

Table 5.8a: Objective Knowledge and Issue Attribute Probe (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 46 .48 .50 .32 
Mid 62 .52 .52 .32 

 4.28** 

High 65 .68 .66 .32  
Total 173 .57 .56 .33  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Objective Knowledge: F=4.21* (p<.05) 
Involvement: F=2.03 (p=n.s.) 
Display Order: F=1.92 (p=n.s.) 
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Table 5.8b: Objective Knowledge and Image Attribute Probe (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 46 .22 .22 .18 
Mid 62 .21 .21 .17 

3.04*  

High 65 .30 .29 .18  
Total 173 .24 .24 .18  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Objective Knowledge: F=4.03* (p<.05) 
Involvement: F=.35 (p=n.s.) 
Display Order: F=1.64 (p=n.s.) 
  

In regression analyses, subjective knowledge showed the opposite relationship to 

objective knowledge with the content of the search.  The results of ANCOVA in Table 

5.9a show that subjective knowledge also had a negative relationship to the amount of 

issue search.  Those with a high level (Mean=20.46) of subjective knowledge searched 

for the least amount of issue information, followed by those with a mid level 

(Mean=21.27) and a low level (Mean=21.30) of subjective knowledge (F=2.52, p<.05).  

However, the effect of subjective knowledge was not significant (F=1.50, p=n.s.); rather, 

the effect of involvement was significant (F=7.12, p<.01). 

While different levels of subjective knowledge did not show any statistically 

significant differences in the amount of issue search, subjective knowledge did have a 

significant effect on the amount of image information search.  Subjective knowledge 

showed a negative relationship to the amount of image information search (F=3.72, 

p<.05).  Table 5.9b presents the ANCOVA results.  Those with a mid level of subjective 

knowledge (Mean=18.73) searched for more image information than did those with a low 

level (Mean=12.81) and a high level (Mean=13.27) of subjective knowledge.  It seemed 
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that there was an inverted-U shaped relationship, but the results of pairwise comparisons 

presented a statistical difference only between a mid and high level of subjective 

knowledge.  Those with a high level of subjective knowledge searched for less image 

information than those with a mid level.  Thus, it can be said that subjective knowledge 

had a negative relationship to image information search. 

Table 5.9a: Subjective Knowledge and Amount of Issue Search (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 53 21.30 23.91 14.22 
Mid 37 21.27 20.21 11.15 

 2.51* 

High 83 20.46 19.27 13.67  
Total 173 20.89 21.13 13.28  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Subjective Knowledge: F=1.50 (p=n.s.) 
Involvement: F=7.12** (p<.01) 
Display Order: F=2.30 (p=n.s.) 
 
 
Table 5.9b: Subjective Knowledge and Amount of Image Search (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 53 12.81 13.81 9.24 
Mid 37 18.73 18.25 11.80 

 3.34* 

High 83 13.27 12.84 9.99  
Total 173 14.29 14.97 10.39  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Subjective Knowledge: F=3.72* (p<.05) 
Involvement: F=1.64 (p=n.s.) 
Display Order: F=2.39 (p=n.s.) 

Similarly, subjective knowledge had no significant effect on the issue attribute 

probe, but it had a significant effect on the image attribute probe.  Those with a mid level 
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(Mean=.60) of subjective knowledge probed issue information more thoroughly than did 

those with a low level (Mean=.56) and a high level (Mean=.56) of subjective knowledge 

(F=2.78, p<.05).  However, the effect of subjective knowledge was not significant.  Table 

5.10a presents the results.    

On the other hand, there was a significant relationship between subjective 

knowledge and the image attribute probe.  The results in Table 5.10b show that subjective 

knowledge had a negative relationship to the image attribute probe.  Those with a mid 

level of subjective knowledge (Mean=.31) tended to probe image information more 

deeply than those with a low level (Mean=.23) and a high level (Mean=.22) of subjective 

knowledge.  It seemed that there was an inverted-U shaped relationship, but the pairwise 

comparisons indicated that there was a significant difference only between those a mid 

and a high level of subjective knowledge.  The effect of subjective knowledge was 

significant (F=3.34, p<.05), but the effects of involvement and display order were not 

statistically significant.  Overall, subjective knowledge better explained the image 

information search in terms of the amount and attribute probe than it explained the issue 

information search. 

Table 5.10a: Subjective Knowledge and Issue Attribute Probe (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 53 .56 .63 .33 
Mid 37 .60 .58 .30 

 2.78* 

High 83 .56 .53 .34  
Total 173 .57 .58 .33  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Subjective Knowledge: F=1.35 (p=n.s.) 
Involvement: F=8.42** (p<.01), Display Order: F=1.73 (p=n.s.) 
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Table 5.10b. Subjective Knowledge and Image Attribute Probe (ANCOVA) 
 
 N Mean Adjusted 

Mean1 
S.D.2 F 

Low 53 .23 .25 .17 
Mid 37 .31 .31 .19 

 2.69* 

High 83 .22 .22 .17  
Total 173 .24 .26 .18  
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
1Adjusted Mean evaluated with a covariate of “Involvement” 
2S.D. associated with Mean 
Subjective Knowledge: F=3.34* (p<.05) 
Involvement: F=2.00 (p=n.s.) 
Display Order: F=1.30 (p=n.s.) 
 
 
H2(c): There is a difference in the rank orders of access to issue information between 

those with high and low levels of knowledge. 
 

H2(d): There is a difference in the rank orders of access to image information between 
those with high and low levels of knowledge. 

  
The rank order of information searched was measured by Jaccard, Brinberg and 

Ackerman’s (1986) index of the order of search, which defined as 1 – (S/p)/T, where S = 

the sum of the rank orders of information search on the attribute dimension in question, p 

= the total number of values searched on the dimension, and T = the total number of 

values searched by the subject.  This index indicates that the closer the number to 1, the 

more important the dimension.  Ranks for re-acquisition of values already searched were 

excluded from the calculation.   

The mean rank order for issue information was .81 (S.D.= .36) and the mean rank 

order for image information was .67 (S.D.= .30).  Table 5.11 presents the results of 

regression analyses.  The rank orders of issue and image information were not different in 

terms of the levels of both objective and subjective knowledge.  Rather, the rank order 

was influenced by display order—i.e., which information was displayed first.  The 
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display order effect was very significant especially for the rank order of the issue 

information search (F=9.32, B= -.13, β= -.41, p<.001).  The display order effect was also 

significant for the rank of the image information search (F=2.32, B=.07, β=.20, p<.10).  If 

issue information was displayed prior to image information, a subject accessed issue 

information prior to image information.  If image information was displayed prior to 

issue information, a subject accessed image information prior to issue information.  That 

is, the order of the information displayed primarily induced subjects to search for 

information in a certain order.  None of the objective knowledge, subjective knowledge 

or involvement had significant effects on the order of search.   

Table 5.11: Knowledge and Rank Order of Search (Regression)  
 
  B β F R2 

(Constant) .57  9.32*** .16 
Obj. Knowledge .003 .08   
Subj. Knowledge  -.02 -.14   
Involvement .001 .01   

Issue 
Rank 

Display Order -.13*** -.41***   
(Constant) .20  2.32† .03 
Obj. Knowledge .003 .07   
Subj. Knowledge .01 .06   
Involvement -.02 -.10   

Image 
Rank  

Display Order .07** .20**   
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
 
 In testing H2(a), H2(b), H2(c) and H2(d), the differences between the less 

knowledgeable and the more knowledgeable in terms of objective and subjective 

knowledge were examined on the amount of issue and image information search and the 

order of information obtained.  Regarding the issue information search, the results of 

regression analyses in Table 5.6a and 5.6b showed that objective knowledge had positive 
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effects, but subjective knowledge had negative effects on the issue information search.  

Both types of knowledge tended to less influence the image information search than the 

issue information search.   

The results of the ANCOVA to analyze separate effects of objective and 

subjective knowledge found that objective knowledge had positive effects on both the 

issue and the image information searches, but subjective knowledge had effects only on 

the image information search.  Furthermore, while objective knowledge had a positive 

relationship to the image information search, subjective knowledge had a negative 

relationship to the image information search.   

Therefore, H2(a) and H2(b) were partly supported.  More objectively 

knowledgeable people searched for more information, regardless of the type of 

information content.  However, those who thought they would be more knowledgeable 

(i.e., a high level of subjective knowledge) searched for more image information than did 

those who thought they would be less knowledgeable.  The negative relationship between 

a mid and a high level of subjective knowledge was typically found in the image 

information search.   

H2(c) and H2(d) were not supported.  Both of objective and subjective knowledge 

had no significant effects on the order of search.  The rank order of search was more 

influenced by display order.  Figure 5.2 presents the relationships between knowledge 

and the content of the search. 
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Figure 5.2:  Knowledge and Issue Search 
 

 
 
Figure 5.3:  Knowledge and Image Search 
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H3: There are differences in the form of processing—interdimensional vs. 

intradimensional—in terms of the level of knowledge. 
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 H3 posited the relationship between knowledge and search strategies employed.  

Search strategies were identified based on their underlying process assumptions such as 

commensurability across attributes and the form of processing.  In terms of 

commensurability, search strategies can be categorized into a compensatory and a 

noncompensatory strategy.  Whether a decision-maker uses a compensatory or a 

noncompensatory strategy can be implied from the amount of information searched per 

alternative.  If a person searches a constant amount of information per alternative, she is 

considered to use a compensatory search strategy, so that she is making a trade-off 

between a high value on one dimension of an alternative and a low value on another 

dimension.  On the other hand, if a person searches a variable amount of information per 

alternative, she is considered to employ a noncompensatory strategy.  That is, a decision-

maker obtains more information about the preferred alternative than information about 

the other alternatives.   

Variability in the amount of information searched was measured by calculating 

the standard deviation of the depth of search for each candidate.  Twenty-four subjects 

(13.9%) searched a constant amount of information about the two candidates (S.D.=0); 

the rest of the subjects (86.1%) searched a variable amount of information.  Among those 

who searched a variable amount, the mean standard deviation was .14.  Table 5.12 shows 

search strategies—compensatory and noncompensatory—used by subjects and the 

differences in characteristics between these strategies.  Over 80 % of the subjects 

employed a noncompensatory strategy, which meant they searched a variable amount of 

information across the alternatives.  Similar results were found in previous research.  

Most studies on information search strategies found evidence for the use of both 
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compensatory and noncompensatory strategies, and these studies also found that more 

subjects used noncompensatory strategies (Ford et al. 1989). 

 In terms of objective and subjective knowledge, the results of the ANOVA in 

Table 5.12 show that there were no significant differences between the compensatory and 

the noncompensatory strategy, although there were tendencies that those with higher 

objective knowledge used a compensatory strategy and those with higher subjective 

knowledge used a noncompensatory strategy.   

Table 5.12: Compensatory vs. Noncompensatory Strategy (ANOVA) 
 
  Obj. 

Know 
Subj. 
Know 

Total 
Search 

Issue 
Search 

Image 
Search 

 N F=.44 F=1.39 F=6.02* F=4.56* F=4.66* 
Compensatory 
 

24 15.71 4.04 62.88 26.21 18.50 

Non- 
Compensatory 

149 15.18 4.38 48.05 20.03 13.62 

p* < .05 p** < .01 
 

To further examine different characteristics among these search models, the 

differences in terms of the amount and the content of search were also examined.  Thus, 

the characteristics of search models were compared in terms of the total amount of 

information search and the amount of issue and image information search.  The results of 

ANOVA in Table 5.12 support that compensatory and noncompensatory search strategies 

generated different search patterns.  The amount and the content of search were 

significantly different between the two strategies.  Those who used a compensatory 

strategy accessed a greater number of information items in general (F=5.40, p<.05), more 

issue information (F=4.01, p<.05) and more image information as well (F=4.48, p<.05).  
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Overall, those who employed a compensatory strategy searched for more information 

than did those who employ a noncompensatory strategy.  

The form of processing concerns whether a decision-maker uses an 

interdimensional or an intradimensional search strategy.  If a person accesses an item first 

for Candidate A and then for Candidate B, she employs an intradimensional search 

strategy.  If a person extensively searches for Candidate A before moving on to 

Candidate B, she employs interdimensional strategy.  The sequence of search was 

measured by Payne’s (1976) method of “transition analysis,” which calculates the 

number of interdimensional single-step transitions minus the number of intradimensional 

single-step transitions, divided by the sum of the two numbers.  This calculation produces 

a number between 1 and -1, with 1 indicating complete interdimensional search and -1 

indicating complete intradimensional search. 

In this study, very few of the search instances were neither interdimensional nor 

intradimensional.  Eight subjects (4.6%) were classified into neither of these categories of 

inter- or intradimensional.  The mean index was .31 (S.D.=.68).  If the index score was 

positive, the search pattern was classified as interdimensional.  If the score was negative, 

the search pattern was classified as intradimensional.  Fifty-five subjects (31.8%) 

searched intradimensionally, and 110 subjects (63.6%) searched interdimensionally.  

Table 5.13 presents the differences in characteristics between the interdimensional 

and intradimensional search strategies.  The results of the ANOVA show that there were 

no significant differences between interdimensional and intradimensional search 

strategies in terms of objective and subjective knowledge, the total amount of search, the 

amount of issue information search, and the amount of image information search.  



 

 
90

Table 5.13: Interdimensional vs. Intradimensional Search Strategy (ANOVA) 
 
  Obj. 

Know 
Subj. 
Know 

Total 
Search 

Issue 
Search 

Image 
Search 

 N F=1.49 F=.004 F=.02 F=.17 F=.007 
Inter-
dimensional 

110 15.75 4.31 50.61 20.95 14.45 

Intra-
dimensional 

55 15.04 4.32 51.31 21.85 14.31 

p* <.05 p** <.01 
  

Two dimensions of search strategies—commensurability (i.e., whether the search 

pattern was variable or constant in the amount of information searched per candidate), 

and the form of processing (i.e., whether the form of processing was primarily 

interdimensional or intradimensional)—generated four different search models: Additive, 

Additive Difference, Conjunctive and Elimination-by-Aspect (EBA) models.  Each 

model is identified in terms of a particular combination of these two search 

characteristics.  An Additive strategy implies an interdimensional and constant pattern of 

search, while an Additive Difference strategy implies a constant amount of search but in 

an intradimensional fashion.  Both the Conjunctive and EBA models, on the other hand, 

imply a variable search pattern.  However, Conjunctive and EBA models differ in that the 

Conjunctive model implies an interdimensional search and EBA model implies an 

intradimensional search strategy. 

Table 5.14 presents a classification of the 165 search patterns exhibited by the 

subjects into one of four search models.  Among the four models, those who employed a 

Conjunctive model were the most numbers.  More than half of the subjects (59.4%) 

employed a Conjunctive model, representing the variable and interdimensional search 

strategy, followed by those who employed the EBA model (20.1%), which represented 
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the variable and intradimensional search strategy.  The numbers of those who employed 

an Additive Difference model and Additive model were the same (7.3% each) and the 

smallest.  

Regarding the relationship between objective knowledge and search models, the 

level of objective knowledge was highest among those who employed the Additive 

strategy (Mean= 16.33), followed by those who employed the EBA strategy 

(Mean=15.93), the Additive Difference strategy (Mean=15.08), and the Conjunctive 

strategy (Mean=14.88).  However, these differences were not statistically significant.  

The level of subjective knowledge was lowest among the Additive strategy users, which 

was the opposite to the results for objective knowledge.  Nevertheless, the differences in 

the levels of subjective knowledge among those who employed different search strategies 

were not statistically significant. 

In terms of the amount of search, the four different strategies led to different 

amounts of total search (F=3.40, p<.05).  The Additive strategy led to the greatest amount 

of information search (Mean=74.25), followed by the Additive Difference (Mean=51.50), 

EBA (Mean=51.26) and Conjunctive (Mean=47.71) strategies.  The search models were 

also different in terms of the content of the search.  The amount of image information 

search was also significantly different among these models (F=2.92, p<.05).  Similar to 

the total amount of search and of issue information search, the Additive strategy led to 

the most issue information search (Mean=22.67), followed by the Additive Difference 

(Mean=14.33), the EBA (Mean=14.30), and the Conjunctive strategies (Mean=13.45). 

The four models presented different amount of issue information search (F=2.21, 

p<.10).  The Additive strategy led to the most issue information search (Mean=30.00), 
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followed by the Additive Difference (Mean=22.41), the EBA (Mean=21.70), and the 

Conjunctive (Mean=19.84) strategies.  However, these were only statistically significant 

at the p<.10 significance level. 

Table 5.14: Search Strategy Models and Amount of Search (ANOVA) 
 
   Obj. 

Know  
Subj. 
Know 

Total 
Search 

Issue 
Search 

Image 
Search 

  N F=1.29 F=.41 F=3.40* F=2.21 F=2.92* 
(1) Intra-
dimension 

12 15.08 4.13 51.50 22.41 14.33 Compensatory  

(2) Inter-
dimension 

12 16.33 3.96 74.25 30.00 22.67 

(3) Intra-
dimension 

43 15.93 4.37 51.26 21.70 14.30 Non-
compensatory 

(4) Inter-
dimension 

98 14.88 4.35 47.71 19.84 13.45 

p* <.05 p** <.01 
(1) Additive Difference Model        (3) EBA Model      
(2) Additive Model         (4) Conjunctive Model 
 

Overall, no significant relationships were found between knowledge and the 

search models employed by the subjects; thus, H3 was not supported.  However, there 

were significant differences among the search strategies in terms of search patterns—the 

amount of the search and the content of the search.  Those who used an Additive strategy 

searched for the greatest amount of information regardless of its contents.  However, 

these differences seemed to be produced by the dimension of commensurability—

whether the search strategy would be compensatory or noncompensatory.   

Information Search and Choice 

H4(a): There is a relationship between the amount of search and choice. 
 
H4(b): There is a relationship between the content of search and choice. 
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H4 and H5 posited the relationship between the information search and the 

outcome variables such as vote choice and choice confidence.  Forty-nine percent of 

subjects voted for Dave Wagner, and 51% voted for Tom Levin.  To test H4 on the 

relationships between the information search and choice, a logistic regression was 

undertaken.  The results of the logistic regression in Table 5.15 show that there was a 

positive relationship between the amount of information accessed about a candidate and 

the vote choices.  That is, people obtained more information about the candidate whom 

they voted for than about the other candidate (χ2=33.75, p<.001).  If subjects searched for 

more information about candidate Wagner, they tended to vote for Wagner (B= -.12, 

Exp(B)=.89, p<.001).  If subjects searched for more information about Levin, they voted 

for Levin (B=.13, Exp(B)=1.14, p<.001).  The odds of voting for each candidate, based 

on the amount of search, were almost equivalent.   

The choice was also predicted by the depth of information probed about a 

candidate (χ2=33.75, p<.001).  Whether a subject voted for candidate Wagner or Levin 

was determined by the extent of how thoroughly a subject searched for various attributes 

about the candidate (B= -.5.58, Exp(B)=.004, χ2=33.75 for Wagner, and B=6.38, 

Exp(B)=590.10, χ2=33.75 for Levin, p<.001).  This implied that people voted for the 

candidate whom they knew more about.  Thus, the amount and the depth of search had 

positive effects on choice decisions.   
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Table 5.15: Amount of Search and Choice (Logistic Regression) 
 

 Amount (χ2=33.75***)  Depth (χ2=30.44***) 
 

 B Wald Exp(B) B Wald Exp(B) 
Wagner Search -.12*** 19.59 .89 -5.58*** 16.52 .004 
Levin Search .13*** 22.49 1.14 6.38*** 20.35 590.10 
(Constant) -.44 1.42 .65 -.50 2.06 .60 
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
 
 
 In terms of the relationships between the content of search and vote choices, there 

was a positive relationship between the issue information search and vote choices in both 

the candidates’ situations.  Table 5.16 presents the results of the logistic regression on 

choice and the content of the search.  In the case of candidate Wagner, only the issue 

information search (B= -.19, Exp(B)=.83, χ2=31.17, p<.001) and the issue attribute probe 

(B= -3.11, Exp(B)=.05, χ2=26.59, p<.001) had significant effects on vote choices.  There 

was a higher probability that subjects voted for Wagner if they more extensively searched 

for and more deeply probed the issue information about Wagner, rather than the image 

information about him.   

On the other hand, in the case of candidate Levin, both issue and image search 

had effects on choices.  Those who voted for Levin searched for and thoroughly probed 

more issue and image information about Levin.  While the effect of the issue information 

search on a vote choice was found for both candidates, the effect of the image 

information search on vote choice was found only for one candidate.  It seems that people 

voted for the candidates whose issue positions they knew more about. 
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Table 5.16: Content of Search and Choice (Logistic Regression) 
 

 Search Amount  (χ2=31.17***) Attribute Probe  (χ2=26.59***) 
 

 B Wald Exp(B) B Wald Exp(B) 
Wagner       
Issue Search -.19*** 13.95 .83 -3.11** 9.32 .05 
Image Search -.06 1.91 .94 -1.06 1.84 .35 
Levin       
Issue Search .17** 11.94 1.18 2.58** 7.70 13.14 
Image Search .14** 9.61 1.15 2.33** 8.92 10.28 
(Constant) -.31 .95 .73 -.35 1.12 .70 
p* <.05 p** <.01  p*** <.001 
 
 

Therefore, H4(a) was proven that there was a positive relationship between the 

amount of search and choice.  The larger amount of information subjects accessed about 

a certain candidate, the higher tendencies they voted for that candidate.  H4(b) was also 

proven that there was a positive relationship between the amount of issue information 

search and choice.  That is, the larger amount of issue information subjects accessed of a 

certain candidate, the higher tendencies they voted for that candidate. 

 
Information Search and Choice Confidence 
 
H5(a): There is a relationship between the amount of search and choice confidence. 
 
H5(b): There is a relationship between the content of search and choice confidence. 
 
 Finally, the relationship between information search and choice confidence was 

examined.  The results of the correlations in Table 5.17 show that the correlations 

between confidence and search variables (e.g., the amount of search and the content of 

search) were low in general.  The correlations between the amount of search and choice 

confidence were not significant, but those between confidence and the content of search 

were significant.  The issue attribute probe was positively correlated with choice 
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confidence at p<.05 significance level (r=.15).  Choice confidence was also positively 

correlated with the amount of issue and image information search, and the image attribute 

probe at p<.10 significance level.  In general, choice confidence was weakly, but 

positively, correlated with the content of the search. 

Table 5.17: Correlations of Information Search and Choice Confidence  
 
 Amount 

of Search 
Depth 

of Search 
Issue 

Search 
Image 
Search 

Issue 
Probe 

Image 
Probe 

Confidence .12 .13 .13 .14 .15* .14 
p* <.05 p** <.01 
 

Therefore, H5(a) was not supported.  There was no significant relationship 

between the amount of search and choice confidence.  H5(b) was partly supported.  Only 

issue attribute probe had a significant but weak correlation with choice confidence.  In 

other words, issue information search seemed to have a positive effect on choice 

confidence, but image information search did not.  
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CHAPTER 6:  

Conclusions, Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

It is common that voters face considerable uncertainty about the candidates at the 

beginning of election campaigns.  In view of this uncertainty, it would not be surprising 

that voters search for information relevant to evaluating the candidates.  During election 

campaigns, however, it is not easy for ordinary citizens to process all the available 

information including candidates’ backgrounds, policy issues, and personal attributes.  

Acquiring information costs people time and effort.  With the limited information-

processing capacities, voters use readily available information rather than conduct a 

complete search.  Differences among candidates in levels of information have 

considerable political implications because voters do not cast their ballots for candidates 

they do not feel they know.  Knowing about a candidate allows voters to make 

sophisticated judgments about the candidate on more substantive grounds (Bartels 1988). 

Therefore, without providing substantive information, candidates may lose their 

chances because candidates will be vulnerable to charges of vagueness from the press and 

from opposing candidates.  Voters indeed dislike risk and penalize candidates with 

uncertain issue positions (Bartels 1988).  Bartels (1988) states, “the candidates’ real 

political identities may not always matter at the start, but they matter in the end.  The 

danger, from an institutional standpoint, is that by then it may be too late” (p.107).  

Personal values or personal history are also substance information because they are vital 

information people use to make decisions about other people. 



 

 
98

There has been a large body of research that examines information processing and 

decision making.  Two methodologically distinctive yet complementary approaches in 

information search and decision making are the structural modeling and the process 

modeling approaches.  This study applied the process modeling approach, in which 

strategies that people used to make a decision were the main focus of inquiry (Abelson 

and Levi 1985; Ford et al. 1989).  Among process-tracing methods, the present study 

employed an information board technique that required participants to explicitly search 

for information about available alternatives and make a choice.  Process-tracing 

approaches are particularly helpful for studying cognitive processes and decision-making, 

since these approaches feature “the collection of data during the behavior of interest and 

provide a large number of observations to reflect the large number of mental operations 

involved in any decision task: acquisition, storage, retrieval, and integration of 

information” (Herstein 1981, p. 846).  Thus, the data gathered in this study are different 

from retrospective recall data that have prevalently been used, and they can track changes 

in individuals’ search behaviors.   

 Furthermore, since previous studies using process tracing methods were criticized 

because the studies placed subjects in a situation where they may have felt that they were 

being evaluated, this study reduced evaluation anxiety by employing computers and 

software instead of having subjects explicitly presenting their search behavior.  The 

method used in this study proposes a novel approach to recording individuals’ 

information search sequences and the quantifiable data of search behavior while 

minimizing interruption of subjects during the data collection.   
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 The present study assumes that individuals are active in seeking out information 

from the environment, rather than being passive information receivers in a natural setting.  

People tend to be selective and rarely use all the available information.  Choice is a 

function of the information provided to the subjects, and the process of information 

acquisition implies how people form their decisions.  Assessing information occurs 

sequentially and these sequences may have important implications.  At the very least, 

information obtained earlier may exert considerable influences on which information is 

accessed sequentially and finally on choice making.  It is supported by Jacoby et al. 

(1987) that “social judgment is a process by which judgments are formed over time as 

selected information features of a stimulus are attended to, encoded, and evaluated, and 

other features are ignored” (p. 147).  Therefore, this study attempts to capture the 

sequential nature of information acquisition and processing in decision situations by 

using the processing modeling approach. 

The present study tested five hypotheses regarding information search and 

decision making, and discovered interesting findings.  First, different types of knowledge 

(i.e., objective and subjective knowledge) have different effects on information search.  

Objective knowledge and subjective knowledge are moderately correlated to each other, 

but they have the opposite effects on information search.  Objective knowledge has 

positive effects on the amount and depth of the search, while subjective knowledge has 

negative effects.  That is, those who are more knowledgeable on objective facts about 

politics search for more information about candidates, and they also probe the attributes 

of candidates more thoroughly than do those who are less knowledgeable.  However, 

those who think they are more knowledgeable on politics search for less information and 
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probe the attributes of candidates less thoroughly than those who think they are less 

knowledgeable.     

 Second, objective and subjective knowledge also have different effects on the 

content of a search.  In terms of an issue search, objective knowledge has positive effects 

on the amount of issue information search, but subjective knowledge has negative effects.  

These relationships are similar to those in the amount of search and knowledge.  In terms 

of the image information search, the effects of objective knowledge become weak and 

less significant, while subjective knowledge has a more strong and significant negative 

relationship to image information search.  That is, those who think they are less 

knowledgeable access more image information and probe more thoroughly than those 

who think they are more knowledgeable.  It seems that objective knowledge more closely 

relates to issue information search and subjective knowledge more closely relates to 

image information search.   

Third, individuals tend to prefer noncompensatory and interdimensional search 

strategies.  Compensatory strategies may produce a more optimal decision because 

information is evaluated in a thorough and complete manner, but the heavy information-

processing demands associated with these strategies often limit their popularity.  The use 

of interdimensional search strategies reflects individuals’ preferences in candidate-based 

information search.  Subjects focusing on decision quality tend to use interdimensional 

strategies, while subjects seeking to minimize effort use intradimensional strategies in 

order to simplify a decision task (Creyer, Bettman and Payne 1990).  However, no 

relationship was found between the search strategies employed and knowledge.  This 

may indicate that the selection of search strategies is more influenced by situational 
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factors.  For example, the more complex the decision task, the more likely that people use 

noncompensatory decision rules to simplify the task (Johnson and Payne 1985; Payne 

1976; Payne, Bettman and Johnson 1993; Svenson 1979).  Herstein (1981) also found 

that people accessed more information when making decisions involving two similar 

candidates than decisions involving two clearly different candidates in terms of their 

views and backgrounds.  As Payne (1976) states, “the heuristics used by decision makers 

may be systematically related to certain characteristics of the decision situation” (p. 367); 

a decision-maker may employ a certain search strategy contingent upon the demands of 

the decision task. 

Fourth, information search has significant effects on decision-making.  The voting 

rate for each candidate was almost evenly split (49% vs. 51%).  Since the two candidates 

of each party were similar in terms of typicality of a candidate running for public office 

and the conservativeness of their political tendencies, there was no dominant candidate in 

the race.  In this way, it was ensured that the information search, the process of knowing 

each candidate, formed the subjects’ attitudes toward candidates and the final choice 

decision.  The amount and depth of search for each candidate well predicted the choice 

decision.  Those subjects who searched for more information and more thoroughly 

probed information about a certain candidate voted for that candidate over the other.  

That is, people tend to vote for the candidate whom they know more about.  The content 

of the search also has effects on choice decisions.  Especially, how much a person knows 

about the issue positions of a candidate can well predict the choice decision.  That is, the 

chance to vote for a candidate increases when people know more about the issue 

information than about the image information of the candidate.  In addition, the content 
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of the search has a positive relationship to choice confidence.  Those who more 

thoroughly probe issue information exhibit more confidence in their choices. 

IMPLICATIONS 

A vast amount of information available during the election campaigns can help 

some people understand the problems thoroughly or make decisions correctly; on the 

other hand, superfluous information may impede others from making good decisions 

(Bettman et al. 1991).  Thus, the candidates’ strategies should provide voters with 

appropriate information in terms of the amount, the content and the format.  Without 

knowing what information is relevant or important to voters’ decision-making, the 

information presented may be very plentiful but not effective at all.  Other than providing 

an appropriate amount of substantive information, by calling attention to some matters 

while ignoring others, candidates can influence the standard of evaluation used in voters’ 

selection of candidates (Iyengar and Kinder 1987; Krosnick and Kinder 1990).  The study 

of priming indicates that candidates can prime particular information so that they can 

shape the standards of evaluations—whether voters evaluate candidates based on 

assessments of their positions on issues or on feelings about their personal attributes.  

Studies also found that priming was more likely to occur among political novices than 

experts (Krosnick and Kinder 1990).  This has implications for candidates that seek to 

shift voters’ standards of evaluation and change the importance of matters in ways that 

benefit the candidates themselves while reducing search costs for voters.   

Regarding the findings in this study, candidates should provide information 

appropriate to voters’ knowledge.  However, that may be a difficult decision since 
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objective and subjective knowledge showed different impacts on information search.  

That is, what people actually know about politics is different from how much they think 

they know about politics.  Objective knowledge had a positive relationship to the amount 

of information search, while subjective knowledge had a negative relationship.  As 

mentioned in the literature review, knowledge facilitates information search because it 

reduces the cognitive cost and increases the benefit of obtaining new information.  In this 

perspective, knowledge positively relates to the amount of information search.  At the 

same time, knowledge increases search efficiency so that it abbreviates information 

search.  These two different functions of knowledge may explain the relationships of 

objective and subjective knowledge to the information search.  It seems that objective 

knowledge more relates to the cognitive capacities while subjective knowledge more 

relates to the efficiencies to process larger amounts of information.  Thus, providing 

complete detailed information could be more strategic when reaching politically 

knowledgeable people who would not be overwhelmed with such data.  However, the 

information search behaviors of those with high objective knowledge and those with high 

subjective knowledge will be different.  Those with high objective knowledge search for 

more information than low knowledgeable people due to their larger cognitive capacities, 

but those with high subjective knowledge search for less information than low 

knowledgeable people by increasing their selectivity.  For the low knowledgeable, 

providing broad specifications may be a more effective approach. 

One of the most troublesome issues in campaign strategies is the kind of 

information on which the voting is based.  In the political advertising literature, the 

ongoing controversy of issue versus image information conveyed can be answered by this 
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study: do voters consider more issue information or image information when choosing a 

candidate?  This study shows that people tended to obtain more issue information than 

image information.  The amount of issue information accessed was larger than that of 

image information.  The percentage of issue information accessed was 57%, while the 

percentage of image information accessed was 24% of the total available information.  

More importantly, the results of logistic regression show that issue information search 

has more impacts on voting decisions than does image information search.  Nevertheless, 

it should also be noted that the college undergraduate subjects population is probably 

more issue oriented than the larger population.   

In determining the content of information, this study suggests that, for the voters 

with high objective knowledge, candidates should provide more detailed and a larger 

amount of information, especially focusing on issue information.  Whereas, for the voters 

with high subjective knowledge, candidates should provide a less amount of, but more 

targeted information.  These two different types of high knowledge people may use 

different heuristics when they make decisions.   

With increasing candidates’ spending of money and efforts in political 

campaigning, it has become important to understand why voters behave the way they do, 

rather than simply conduct polls indicating who vote for whom.  The key to political 

marketing is to get a candidate elected.  If a candidate could explain and predict how a 

voter will act, the candidate would be able to allocate election resources in the efficient 

manner.  Using demographic variables to predict voter behavior is a traditional approach 

that allows candidates to target a specific audience.  However, this approach may not 

provide candidates what they should communicate.  By knowing the political 
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demographics such as political knowledge and involvement, candidates can produce 

richer communication opportunities. 

This study also provides an alternative view to the information search and vote 

decision models in political science.  More people used noncompensatory strategies in 

this study, while the political science model of the vote decision has assumed some 

compensatory decision rules (Lau 1995).  However, if the vote decision is not different 

from other types of decision-making situations in crucial ways, voters will rely on 

noncompensatory strategies in making their vote decisions, particularly when the number 

of candidates is large or when the issues are complex.  As Lau (1995) also indicated, 

theories of voting seem to fail to consider the information-processing capabilities of the 

human mind.  

New Media Campaigns  

The primary source of political information has been the mass media; however, in 

today’s new media environments, the communication methods increase explosively and 

become more diversified.  Especially since the 1992 presidential campaign, the lines 

between entertainment and public affairs broadcasting, between traditional and 

interactive media, and between mass and interpersonal communications have been 

rapidly blurring (Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996).  These phenomena includes the 

emergence of MTV targeting young voters, the use of TV and radio talk shows, Ross 

Perot’s half-hour “infomercials,” and so on (Thurber and Nelson 1995).  With the use of 

the Internet, recent elections present the more rapid pace at which the information 

environment is shifting. 
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There have been various efforts to employ the Internet in campaigns during recent 

elections.  People can access convention speeches at Voter.com or C-SPAN.org, track 

poll results at PollingReport.com and get profiles of the candidates at Grassroot.com.  

The Internet also provides the basics of political participation such as the National Mail 

Voter Registration Form and other voting information (Cohen 2000).  While some of 

these are conventional approaches, others are rather innovative.  For example, President 

Match, developed by America Online and CBSNews.com, would recommend a candidate 

who most closely shares a visitor’s views, based on her opinions or ratings on a series of 

policy issue questions (Cohen 2000).  Those sites not only provide information about 

candidates but also motivate voters to get actively involved in the political process. 

Since the 1996 election, when the political cyber-campaign opened up, 

expectations for the Internet as a new and effective political communication tool have 

grown.  The Internet has been thought of as a mechanism to revitalize the democratic 

process by increasing access to political information and creating a new electronic public 

(Kaye and Johnson 2002).  It has also been found that users of politically oriented 

websites tended to be highly educated and paid more attention to campaigns than average 

voters.  Those characteristics are also associated with active political participation 

(Starobin 1996; Johnson and Kaye 1998).  Furthermore, soaring fundraising figures have 

raised the expectations for digital campaigns and Internet voting in the future (Jalonick 

2001). 

A candidate’s website is the most common form of political Internet advertising, 

since it provides the candidate a venue to transmit information about their name, pictures, 

issue stances, personal history and experiences and so on (Lee and Lee 2000).  
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Candidates’ websites can now integrate various tools, presenting photos, video and sound 

clips from campaign speeches with the text.  A recent study by the Annenberg Public 

Policy Center of The University of Pennsylvania and Netelection.org observed that about 

80 percent of those who used the Internet often and were likely to seek political 

information on the Internet said they would like to see more biographical information and 

issue positions, and about 60 percent said they wanted to have more comparative 

information between candidates on candidates’ websites.  Over 40 percent said they 

would like to see speeches, press releases and television ads on candidates’ websites 

(Jalonick 2001).  Internet users have tended to focus on the textual information prior to 

photos and other graphics.  They usually view the text first, then look at photos afterward 

(Godsborough 2000). 

Although the Internet was expected to soon catch up with traditional media and 

become a crucial political communication tool, it was also suggested to have done little to 

change Americans’ voting habits.  George Washington University’s Democracy Online 

Project found that the most popular form of “civic participation” among Internet users in 

2000 was exchanging e-mail jokes about candidates and campaigns (McManus 2002).  

Candidates also found it necessary to have a website but were unsure about how to use it 

(Foot and Schneider 2002).  There are many possible reasons that hinder the Internet 

from realizing its potential.  These include the lack of understanding about the nature of 

this medium among campaign decision-makers, misunderstanding of Internet users, 

minimal expenditure and efforts for development of websites, and lack of promotions of 

the sites (Lytel 2002).   
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The attempt to examine the search process in this study elaborates the current 

understanding of the search strategy, and further understanding of the search behavior on 

the Internet.  The Internet’s ability to store and display a large amount of information is 

one major characteristic.  There is little doubt that the Internet allows for communicating 

substantially more content-rich information than any other medium.  The range and depth 

of the information the Internet carries is much greater than in traditional media.  For 

example, while specific candidates’ issue information is usually only covered slightly in 

traditional TV ads due to space limitations, the Internet can provide almost an infinite 

amount of detailed information about candidates’ stances on issues.  Since this study 

shows that issue information has significant effects on vote decisions, in which people 

vote for the candidate whom they know more about, the Internet is an outstanding 

medium to deliver complicated issue information.  Moreover, its multimedia 

characteristics help the Internet display content-rich information in various presentation 

formats.  This characteristic allows candidates to disseminate image information as well 

using video clips or pictures.   

Presenting a large body of information, however, may inundate low 

knowledgeable people because they possess limited cognitive capacities to process a 

large amount of information.  Thus, when considering the Internet as a content-rich 

medium, candidates should implement Internet’s another important characteristics—

“information control.”  The study design used in this study was similar to Ariely’s (2000) 

high information control condition, in which information is presented as a hierarchical 

system.  The focus of Ariely’s research was to examine information control in the context 

of electronic communications, which refers to consumer’s control over what information 
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will be presented, in what order, or for how long this information will be presented.  A 

study found that control over the information flow has a substantial impact on 

consumers’ ability to integrate, remember and understand inputs to their judgments 

(Ariely 2000).  That is, highly interactive communication systems can help people 

integrate information more consistently and accurately.  Saad and Russo (1996) found 

that a freer search makes people examine more information before they reach a point at 

which they feel they have sufficient information to make a decision.  The ability to 

control information flow increases people’s ability to explore and understand the problem 

structures.  It can facilitate information search by reducing search costs and increasing 

search efficiency.  

Applying the characteristics of information control to their message strategies, 

candidates can reach multiple target groups at the same time.  In election strategies, 

voters traditionally can be divided into three groups: the supporters, the opponent’s 

supporters and the undecided who could vote either way mostly based on previous voting 

history or demographics (Bradshaw 1995).  The undecided, as the central target of 

campaign tactics, are the vast majority of voters who are generally uninterested and 

uninformed about the campaigns.  Campaign strategies usually target to the 20 to 30 

percent of voters who are undecided, not the 70 to 80 percent those who are already 

committed to one candidate.  Campaigning is a political process to educate voters and 

engage them in politics, as well as to advertise candidate themselves to be elected.  

Information on politics such as the major issues of the day and the stands of political 

leaders on those issues enable voters to define their interests, connect them to broader 

notions of the public good, and express these views through political participation (Delli 
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Carpini and Keeter 1996).  Thus, candidates should deliver their messages to different 

groups of voters with appropriate formats through various outlets and channels, and the 

Internet is a plausible option.   

LIMITATIONS 

 Certain limitations apply to this study.  First of all, process approaches have 

methodological limitations in nature.  As Jacoby et al. (1987) noted, process-tracing 

methods have limited generalizability because “(a) the experimenter determines the 

options, attributes, and information that are available, (b) unlike typical decision tasks, all 

information is equally available, relevant, believable, and costly to obtain and (c) the task 

is subject to demand characteristics since subjects are aware that their decision processes 

are being observed” (p. 154).  Second, although process tracing methods assume that 

subjects seek out a particular information item and process information, there is no 

guarantee that the information is accurately comprehended and stored in long-term 

memory.  Third, the information board in this study presents textual information only.  

Subjects may behave differently if they are provided with various formats of information 

such as textual, visual and nonverbal information. 

 In spite of methodological limitations in its nature, the present study helps 

understanding how attitudes toward a candidate form and how choices are made as a 

function of the information the individual acquires about that candidate, through the 

process-tracing method.  Individuals usually are exposed to information in a serial 

fashion, and they process information sequentially because of limited information-

processing capacities.  Thus, attitude formation can be characterized as a process, in 
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which an attitude is modified as additional pieces of information are accessed (Jacoby et 

al. 1987).  Further, previous studies employing process tracing methods had a very small 

sample size (an average of 45 subjects per study, according to Ford et al.’s [1989] 

reviews of forty-five studies); thus, the generalizability has been limited.  This study 

enlarged the sample size to increase generalizability.  

SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

The present study provides directions for future study.  First, studying individual 

differences in conjunction with process tracing methods can add to our understanding of 

how decisions are made.  The goal to understand information search behavior at the level 

of the individual decision-maker is accomplished in this study by including individual 

difference measures including involvement, objective knowledge and subjective 

knowledge.  The relationships between individual difference measures and search 

behavior measures can be the basis for expanded theoretical models of the moderating 

role of individual differences in decision-making.  Therefore, other potentially useful 

measures such as motivation, aspiration or affect should be investigated in the future 

studies.  In addition, the same design of this study can be executed for the different 

population such as different age groups and in different countries.   

Second, this study measured and analyzed the construct of knowledge in terms of 

objective and subjective knowledge.  Although this study attempted to measure a 

different dimension of knowledge—i.e., “expertise,” it was not successful.  Knowledge 

itself is a very crucial construct in the areas of consumer behavior and political science, 

and it should be more clearly defined.  For example, some scholars define knowledge in 
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terms of objective, subjective and personal knowledge (Frey and Foppa 1986).  In their 

definition of knowledge, objective knowledge includes the factual information such as 

official statistics.  Subjective knowledge refers to what the individuals believe to be 

objective true.  Personal knowledge is what a particular individual takes to apply to 

himself, taking into consideration of his own behavior.  Thus, more complete 

investigation on the construct of knowledge will be needed in the future research.   

Finally, delivery of message is often as critical as substance.  Unlike product 

commercials, the key political demographics such as partisanship, ideology, and 

likelihood of voting can hardly be measured and, thus, must be inferred.  Political time-

buying consequently is much more an art and less of a number-driven science than 

commercial time-buying (Bryant 1995).  Thus, there should be further research on media 

buying, based on the target or types of messages.  For example, image and issue media 

strategies can be differentiated, in that image strategies are essentially general and 

consistent, whereas issue strategy should be more targeted.   

FINAL CONCLUSIONS 

The present study on information search behavior and voting choice provides a 

better understanding of voters and their choices, and helps explain and predict voting 

behavior.  Candidates want to know how to allocate their limited resources during 

campaigns, and knowledge about how and why the voter makes a choice enables them to 

develop appropriate message, as well as targeting, strategies.   

Today’s new media environment also urges candidates to understand voters’ 

behavior more than ever before, because it provides people with more flexibility in the 
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sources, formats and amount of information available to make a decision.  Voter-behavior 

studies promise a deeper understanding of voter needs and decision-making processes, 

and the development of voter communication strategies.  It is hoped that this study will 

lead to a more focused research direction which develops the promise of the process-

tracing approaches for increasing our understanding of individual decision-making 

behavior. 
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Appendix A 

Student Survey 
 

How important are the following issues to you when you vote for the U.S. Senator? 
 

Unimportant   Important

Abortion 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Campaign Finance Reform 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Child Care/Day Care 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Crime 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Economy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Education 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Environment 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Family Problems/Values 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Federal Budget/Budget Deficit 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Gay Rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Global Role/Foreign Policy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Health Care  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Illegal Drugs 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Immigration 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Internet Speech & Privacy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Medical Research 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Medicare 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Poverty & Welfare 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Racial Problem 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Right to Die/Euthanasia 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Social Security 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Age:  _________    Gender:  Male  Female 
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Appendix B 

Content of Information Board 

General Information 
 
Dave Wagner 
 
Political Philosophy 
 

 Dave Wagner’s top priority is to strengthen the economy, encourage the growth 
of the high tech New Economy, and support a strong national defense to build a 
more secure world. 

 
 Dave Wagner has sought to build bridges between Democrats and Republicans 

and speaks for America, not for an ideology. 
 

 Dave Wagner strives to make our government more ethical. He persuaded the 
House to adopt a strong ban on gifts and paid trips. 

 
Evaluation of Previous Performance 
 

 Dave Wagner has a reputation for independence and reinforced it by making 
tough choices on difficult issues breaking with many in his own Party. 

 
 As a U.S. Congressman, Dave Wagner serves on the House Ways & Means 

Committee, and is shaping common sense legislation important to the country. 
 

 Dave Wagner also serves as a member of the Education and the Workforce 
Committee, the 21st Century Competitiveness Subcommittee, and the Energy and 
Commerce Committee. 

 
 Dave Wagner advances public policy that honors the core American values of 

responsibility, opportunity, and community. 
 
Honors & Awards 
 

 Dave Wagner has received many awards, including the Spirit of Enterprise from 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Guardian of Small Business from the National 
Federation of Independent Business, Taxpayer's Friend from the National 
Taxpayers Union, and Leadership Award from the Association for Enterprise. 
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Quote 
 

 “Dave Wagner is an independent Democrat/Republican who votes what he thinks 
is right, regardless of whether it conforms to the party line" (Newspaper) 

 
 “Dave Wagner is a central player on some of the most important issues facing the 

nation” (Newspaper) 
 

 "A thoughtful, probing lawmaker" (Newspaper) 
 

 “Wagner is willing to buck his party in favor of the voters back home" 
(Newspaper) 

 
Tom Levin  
 
Political Philosophy 
 

 Tom Levin has worked to reform public education, address children's issues, 
expand economic opportunity, and advance America's foreign policy interests 
around the globe. 

 
 Tom Levin believes the role of the federal government is to provide opportunities 

that will help Americans to help themselves. 
 

 Tom Levin believes elected leaders should help people solve their problems -- not 
to take safe political positions based on the next election. 

 
Evaluation of Previous Performance 
 

 Serving as Attorney General, Tom Levin won wide praise for his dedication to 
professionalism over politics. 

 
 As an Attorney General, Tom Levin was responsible for directing many programs 

vital to the interests of families such as child support as well as legal 
representation for state agencies. 

 
 When Tom Levin was the District Attorney, he modernized the District Attorney's 

office, creating an innovative crime unit. 
 

 Tom Wagner worked hard and made a firm commitment to play an active role in 
the legislative process that was shaping the community. 

 
Honors & Awards 
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 Honors and awards received by Tom Levin include John W. McCormick Award 
for Public Service, Steven P. Duggan Award for International Understanding for 
lifetime achievement in public service, and the Powerful Friend Recognition 
Award for his leadership on behalf of children with disabilities and their families. 

 
Quote 
 

 “Tom Levin has been above reproach personally and has stuck to his principles, 
even when they were unpopular” (Newspaper) 

 
 “Levin’s principled leadership, no matter what political ideology it comes from, is 

sorely needed in America” (Newspaper) 
 

 “Levin: an act of political courage” (Newspaper) 
 

 “Personal ethics and love of public service that are unmatched” (Newspaper) 

Personal Information 
 
Dave Wagner 
 
Family Situation 
 

 Dave Wagner was born on December 9, 1953. He grew up in a working family as 
the eldest of four brothers. 

 
 Dave Wagner and his wife, Barbara, live in Houston with their daughter, Kelsey. 

 
 Their oldest son, Brooks, is on active duty in the U.S. Army.  Brendan recently 

graduated from a major State University, and will serve as a Federal District 
Court clerk for a year. 

 
 Kelsey, their youngest daughter, is currently attending a major State University. 

 
Educational Background 
 

 Dave Wagner earned both a master's degree in political science and a law degree 
from a major State University. 

 
 Dave Wagner attended public schools. He then attended a major State University, 

graduating with Phi Beta Kappa academic honors. 
 
Personal Philosophy 
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 Dave Wagner developed his strong belief that all Americans deserve an equal 
opportunity to succeed and be heard – regardless of gender, age, ethnicity, income 
or religion. 

 
Political Experience 
 

 After serving in the State House for four years, Dave Wagner was elected to the 
State Senate in 1986 and served there for six years. 

 
 Dave Wagner was elected to the U.S. House of Representative in 1992. He was 

re-elected in 1994 and has served until now. 
 
Personal Traits & Behavior 
 

 Dave Wagner is known for his independence, far-sightedness and effectiveness. 
 
 Dave Wagner’s enthusiasm has earned respect from voters and also his colleagues 

in both parties. 
 
 When he isn't working, Dave Wagner spends most of the time with his family.  

Dave Wagner is an avid sports enthusiast. 
 
 Dave Wagner has conducted workdays at farms, ranches, schools, highway 

construction projects, local ice cream parlors, and hospitals. 
 
 These "Day-In-The-Life" experiences, Dave Wagner says, remind him where he 

came from, and why he is in Washington. 
 
Tom Levin 
 
Family Situation 
 

 Tom Levin was born on April 20, 1957.  The son of a college professor and a 
homemaker. 

 
  Tom Levin and Teresa Levin have two sons and two daughters, ages 22-32. 

 
 Mrs. Levin had her master's degree in Social Work and became very active in 

children's issues and services. From 1982-1986, she was chairwoman of statewide 
Healthy Children Initiative. 

 
 Mrs. Levin has served on other boards and committees, including the Family 

Service America. 
 
Educational background 
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 Tom Levin earned a law degree from a major Ivy League Law School in 1977.   
 
 Tom Levin attended public schools, and received his bachelor's degree from a 

major Ivy League in 1974. 
Personal Philosophy 
 

 Tom Levin learned early on the value of a good education and the necessity of 
hard work from his childhood and dinner table discussions with his family.  

 
Political Experience 
 

 Tom Levin was a law review editor at New York University Law School after 
graduation. Then, Levin worked as a lawyer in private practice for three years.  

 
  Tom Levin has served as the District Attorney from 1982-1994.  Then, Levin 

served as Attorney General from 1996 to 2000. 
 
Personal Traits & Behavior 
 

 Tom Levin has a reputation of being thoughtful, principled, and hardworking.  
 
  Tom Levin is a public figure who puts principle before politics. 

 
 Tom Levin is a classical and country music pianist.  Tom Levin is the author of 

several books. 
 
 Nothing better characterizes Tom Levin’s priorities than his annual "Unscheduled 

Driving" tour. He stops anywhere that people gather, to hear what is on their 
minds. 

 
 Tom Levin travels across his home state in his car with no staff and no schedule 

to keep his close connection to the people. 

Issue Information (Democrats) 

Dave Wagner 
 
Economy 
 

 “Equal opportunity” 
 
 The promise of America is equal opportunity, not equal results. What's needed is 

an expanded effort to improve America's schools, to provide equal opportunity. 
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 Subsidize the cost of higher education, so those from lower income families have 
an equal chance to complete a college degree and get into well paid jobs. 

 
 Take seriously the ways to remove obstacles such as discriminatory hiring 

practices so everyone has a chance to compete for good jobs. 
 

Education 
 

 “Creating Student-Centered Schools” 
 
 Many students are disengaged from learning. The essential ingredient in good 

schools is teachers who are sensitive to students' needs, and able to inspire 
intellectual curiosity. 

 
 Schools should acknowledge differences in learning styles, as well as racial and 

ethnic differences. A standardized curriculum often becomes an excuse for 
cultural imperialism. 

 
 Student progress should be assessed through teacher observations and portfolios 

of student work rather than simply by traditional tests, letter grades and report 
cards. 

 
Foreign Policy 
 

 “Put Domestic Needs First” 
 
 We have to focus on America’s fundamental economic and security interests. The 

United States should not act militarily, except when our own interests are directly 
threatened. 

 
 The United States cannot solve all of the world’s problems. To avoid getting 

caught up in various international crises, the U.S. should define its interests 
narrowly, and limit its strategic alliances. 

 
 It’s time to concentrate on domestic concerns such as providing first-rate schools, 

shoring up the Social Security system, and reducing taxes. 
 

Health Care 
 

 “Guaranteeing the Best Health Care Possible” 
 
 The main problem is quality of care. Everything possible should be done to ensure 

high-quality medical care. Provide more funding for medical research and 
treatment at hospitals. 
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 As a result of managed care, most Americans are no longer free to choose their 
own physician. Government should ensure patients' freedom to choose their own 
physicians. 

 
 Keep government interference to a minimum because health care professionals 

are best qualified to make medical judgments. 
 
Tom Levin 
 
Economy 
 

 “Fair share”  
 
 Sharp differences in income generate social unrest. For reasons of social justice as 

well as economic efficiency, it is essential that the benefits of growth are shared 
by all Americans. 

 
 Make the tax structure more progressive, so take more taxes from higher income 

Americans to ensure that the affluent pay their fair share of the cost of 
government. 

 
 Expand government programs to help the poor. Raise the minimum wage, and 

bolster unions to raise the wages of ordinary workers. 
 

Education 
 

 “Providing Adequate Funding” 
 
 Public schools need more money to do the job right. Government should increase 

state and federal funding to ensure that all public schools deliver a quality 
education. 

 
 Kids from poor families tend to go to second-rate schools. Government should 

equalize educational opportunities at all income levels by eliminating spending 
disparities between school districts. 

 
 Promote programs widely believed to improve student achievement, including 

hiring more teachers and giving them more training and support. 
 

Foreign Policy 
 

 “Promote Democracy and Protect Human Rights” 
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 The United States must renew its commitment to promote democracy and protect 
human rights around the world, and use its resources—military and nonmilitary—
to further these values. 

 
 Promoting democratic regimes is the best way to ensure stability over the long 

run, and this is also the most practical way to promote world peace and to expand 
markets for U.S. goods abroad. 

 
 Be prepared to take an active role in disciplining and isolating nations that abuse 

human rights. 
 

Health Care 
 

 “Providing Health Care Coverage for Everyone” 
 
 We're the only industrial nation that leaves so many without health care coverage. 

Good quality health care is a right to which everyone is entitled, regardless of 
income or where they work. 

 
 To cover the medical needs of everyone, government should provide an expanded 

version of Medicare, and define minimum benefits for everyone, covering 
preventive and emergency care. 

 
 Require employers to provide at least a minimum standard of medical benefits for 

employees and their families. Especially, make sure that all children have health 
insurance coverage. 

Issue Information (Republicans) 

Dave Wagner 
 
Economy 
 

 “Reducing unnecessary regulations”  
 
 The best way to increase everyone's share is to make sure the economic pie keeps 

growing as rapidly as possible with minimal government intervention. 
 
 Lower interest rates will also encourage more people to finance the purchase of 

homes or cars, which will stimulate the economy. 
 
 The tax laws and assistance to the poor dampen economic growth because they 

reduce the incentives to work hard and take risks. 
 

Education 
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 “Raising Educational Standards” 

 
 Many young people are handicapped by serious academic deficiencies. Higher 

academic standards and well-defined goals are essential. 
 
 Schools need to teach the values most Americans share, including honesty, 

fairness, punctuality, respect, and personal responsibility. 
 
 Schools should have tough, clearly defined standards for proper school behavior, 

including a zero-tolerance policy for violent students or those who come to school 
with drugs or weapons. 

 
Foreign Policy 
 

 “Promote Democracy and Protect Human Rights” 
 
 The United States must renew its commitment to promote democracy and protect 

human rights around the world, and use its resources—military and nonmilitary—
to further these values. 

 
 Promoting democratic regimes is the best way to ensure stability over the long 

run, and this is also the most practical way to promote world peace and to expand 
markets for U.S. goods abroad. 

 
 Be prepared to take an active role in disciplining and isolating nations that abuse 

human rights. 
 

Health Care 
 

 “Introducing Market Incentives to Control Costs” 
 
 The main problem with the health care system is that costs are spiraling out of 

control. The problem won't be solved until everyone becomes cost-conscious. 
 
 Encourage more employers to provide health care (HMOs) coverage through 

managed care, to ensure competition among health care providers. 
 
 Encourage reforms that give patients a personal incentive to keep costs down; 

such reforms include health vouchers and medical savings accounts. 
 
Tom Levin 
 
Economy 
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 “Supporting the free market system”  
 
 The free market system, which has been successful for Americans, is the most 

promising way to achieve higher wages over the next generation. 
 
 With lower taxes, businesses will increase their investment and entrepreneurs will 

have an incentive to start new economic ventures. 
 
 What’s important is not equal incomes but the freedom and opportunity to 

succeed based on one’s own efforts. Policy should reflect those values. 
 

Education 
 

 “Offering Educational Choices” 
 
 The fundamental problem is that public schools have a monopoly. Promoting 

competition among schools is the most promising way to improve public schools. 
 
 Create more charter schools within the public school system. Because they would 

have more room to experiment, charter schools would provide effective 
alternatives. 

 
 Allow parents to choose the school that is best suited to their children's needs. 

This is the best way of ensuring a good fit between kids and the schools they 
attend. 

 
Foreign Policy 
 

 “Promote global stability and prevent chaos” 
 
 The collapse of the Soviet Union has uncorked scores of ethnic and religious 

conflicts around the world. America's global role is in maintaining stability and 
preventing chaos. 

 
 U.S. interests are threatened in several regions of the world. The U.S. must pay 

attention to deteriorating political situations that could spiral out of control, 
threatening our allies and interests. 

 
 Bolster the defense budget to ensure that we have the military capability to act on 

our own, if necessary. 
 

Health Care 
 

 “Guaranteeing the Best Health Care Possible” 
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 The main problem with the health care system is quality of care. In the name of 
controlling costs and extending coverage, quality of care has declined. 

 
 Everything possible should be done to ensure high-quality medical care. Provide 

more public funding for medical research and state-of-the-art treatment at 
hospitals. 

 
 As a result of managed care, most Americans are no longer free to choose their 

own physician. Government should ensure that patients choose their own 
physicians. 
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Appendix C 

 
Study Questionnaire and Task Instructions 

 
Pre-Measure Questionnaire 

 
- Page 1- 

 
ONLINE SURVEY 1 

 
Thank you for participating in this study.  
  
The information gathered through this study will provide useful input to the organization 
of the League of Women Voters in their consideration of creating Web sites to facilitate 
decision-making in the election.  
  
Please continue by clicking on the button below to begin. 

 
 

- Page 2- 
 

INSTRUCTION 
 
Please read the instruction carefully before you proceed with each section of the survey. 
 
To begin, please enter your last four-digits of social security number. 
 
 

- Page 3- 
 

QUESTION 1 
 
Please answer the following questions by clicking one of the radio buttons that is closest 
to how you feel. 
 
To me American Politics and Elections are:   
 

Important  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Unimportant* 
Boring  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Interesting 
Relevant  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Irrelevant* 
Exciting  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Unexciting* 
Means nothing __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Mean a lot to me 
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Appealing  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Unappealing* 
Fascinating __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Mundane* 
Worthless  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Valuable 
Involving  __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Uninvolving* 
Not needed __  __  __  __  __  __  __ Needed 

 
Please answer the questions by clicking on the radio buttons that most closely matches 
your response. 
 
Rate your knowledge of American Politics, as compared to the average people. 
 

One of the LEAST  __  __  __  __  __  __  __   One of the MOST  
knowledgeable              knowledgeable 

 
Circle one of the numbers below to describe your familiarity with American Politics 
 

Not at all familiar   __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Extremely familiar 
 
 

- Page 4- 
 

QUESTION 2 
 

Here are a few questions about the government in Washington.  Many people don’t know 
the answers to these questions.  So if there are some you don’t know, click “Do not 
know” and go on to the next question. 
 
Now we have a set of questions concerning various public figures.  We want to see how 
much information about them gets out to the public from television, newspapers and the 
like. 
  

 What job or political office does Richard Cheney now hold?  
  
 What job or political office does Bill Frist now hold?  

 
 What job or political office does William Rehnquist now hold?  

 
 What job or political office does Vladimir Putin now hold?  

 
 What job or political office does Tony Blair now hold?  

 
 What job or political office does Dennis Hastert now hold?  
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Below is a set of questions concerning U.S. government.  Please indicate or type the 
answer you think right. 
 

 What are the first ten amendments to the U.S. Constitution called?  
 
 Whose responsibility is it to decide if a law is Constitutional or not? 

 
1. President 2. Congress  3. Supreme Court 4. Do not know 

 
 Whose responsibility is it to nominate judges to the Federal Courts? 

 
1. President 2. Congress  3. Supreme Court 4. Do not know 

 
 How much of a majority is required for the U.S. Senate and House to override a 

Presidential Veto?  
 

 Do you know how many times an individual can be elected President?  
 

 How long is the term of office for the U.S. Senator?  
 
 Do you know which party has the most members in the U.S. House of 

Representatives now?  
 

 Do you know which party has the most members in the U.S. Senate now? 
 
 

- Page 5- 
 

QUESTION 3 
 

We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives.  Here is a 7-point scale 
on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely liberal 
to extremely conservative. 
 
Where would you place the Democratic Party on this scale?  

 
Extremely liberal   __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Extremely conservative 

 
Where would you place the Republican Party on this scale?  

 
Extremely liberal   __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Extremely conservative 

        
 
Some people think the government should provide fewer services even in areas such as 
education in order to reduce spending.  Suppose these people are at one end of a scale, at 
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point 1.  Other people feel it is important for the government to provide many more 
services even if it means an increase in spending.  Suppose these people are at the other 
end, at point 7.  
 
Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  

 
Government should __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Government should 
provide many fewer      provide many more 
services        services 
 

Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  
 
Government should __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Government should 
provide many fewer      provide many more 
services        services 

 
 
Some people believe that we should spend much less money for defense. Suppose these 
people are at one end of a scale, at point 1. Others feel that defense spending should be 
greatly increased. Suppose these people are at the other end, at point 7. 
 
Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  

 
Government should __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Government should 
decrease defense       increase defense 
spending        spending 
 

Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  
 
Government should __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Government should 
decrease defense       increase defense 
spending        spending 

 
 
Some people feel the government should see to it that every person has a job and a good 
standard of living.  Suppose these people are at one end of a scale, at point 1.  Others 
think the government should just let each person get ahead on their own. Suppose these 
people are at the other end, at point 7.   
 
Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  

 
Government should __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Government should 
see to jobs and       let each person 
standard of living      get ahead on own 

 



 

 
130

Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  
 
Government should __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Government should 
see to jobs and       let each person 
standard of living      get ahead on own 

 
 
There is much concern about the rapid rise in medical and hospital costs.  Some people 
feel there should be a government insurance plan which would cover all medical and 
hospital expenses for everyone.  Others feel that all medical expenses should be paid by 
individuals, and through private insurance plans like blue cross or other company paid 
plans.   
 
Where would you place the Democratic Party on this issue?  
 

Government  __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Private 
insurance plan      insurance plan 
       

Where would you place the Republican Party on this issue?  
 
Government  __  __  __  __  __  __  __   Private 
insurance plan      insurance plan 
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QUESTION 4 

This next series of questions are about how much time you spend with the media 

 
Approximately how much time do you spend on a typical weekday with each of the 
following media? 
 
 Less than 

30 min 
30-59 
min 

1hr-1hr 
59min 

2hr-2hr 
59min 

3hr-3hr 
59min 

4 hr or 
more 

not use 

Radio        
Television        
Newspaper        
Magazine        
Internet        
 
This section is intended to understand how you use the media. 
 
Which of the following is your primary source of information about an election? 



 

 
131

 
1. Radio  
2. Television  
3. Magazine  
4. Newspaper  
5. Internet  
6. Non-media sources (friends, family, books, movies, etc.) 

 
Which of the following is your primary source of information about local community 
politics and affairs? 

 
1. Radio  
2. Television  
3. Magazine  
4. Newspaper  
5. Internet  
6. Non-media sources (friends, family, books, movies, etc.) 

 
Which of the following is your primary source of information about national politics and 
affairs? 

 
1. Radio  
2. Television  
3. Magazine  
4. Newspaper  
5. Internet  
6. Non-media sources (friends, family, books, movies, etc.) 

 
 
In order for us to analyze the information obtained from this survey, we need to aggregate 
your answers along some demographic criteria.  Your answer to the following questions 
will assist us to do so.  Please be assured that your answers will be kept strictly 
confidential. 
 
Generally speaking, do you identify yourself as a  

1. Democrat 
2. Republican 
3. Independent 
4. Other (please fill in) _________ 

 
Where would you place yourself on this scale?  

 
Extremely liberal  __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Extremely conservative 

        
Are you eligible to vote? 
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1. Yes 2. No 
 

What is your gender? 
 
1. Male 2. Female 

 
What is your age? 

 
 

- Page 7- 
 

INSTRUCTION FOR THE TASKS 

The League of Women Voters is a nonpartisan organization that neither supports nor 
opposes candidates for office at any level of government. Its mission is to increase voter 
registration, voter education and voter participation in communities. Given today's 
technology, the League is committed to creating effective Web sites that provide 
Americans with accurate and unbiased information for electoral decision-making.  Your 
task today is to evaluate a Web site that has just been developed by the League of 
Women Voters. 

 
Imagine that you are facing the U.S. Senatorial Primary Election. Information about 
candidates can be found on the Web site provided below.  

 
There are four candidates running for the Senate seat--two for Republican and two for 
Democrat. You are asked to search for information about candidates from the Web site 
and will be asked to evaluate this Web site later.  

 
You now have about 15 minutes to get information about each candidate in order to make 
a voting choice. You can look for as much or as little information as you want and access 
the information as many times as you want. But, you can only look at one piece of 
information at a time (See the “Guideline” handout). If you have made a decision before 
the allotted time, please stop searching and wait until the study administrator instructs 
you the next step of the study. 

 
To start, depending on your partisanship or preference, please choose which Primary 
Election Campaigns you want to enter to view information. You can choose only ONE 
party primary election, and you MUST choose one of the candidates at the end. 
 

Democratic Primary Election    Republican Primary Election  
 

 
 



 

 
133

Post-Measure Questionnaire 

- Page 1- 
 

ONLINE SURVEY 2 
 
Which Primary Election Campaigns did you enter to view information? 

 
1. Democratic Primary 2. Republican Primary 

 
 

- Page 2- 
 

INSTRUCTION 
 
To begin, please enter your last four-digits of social security number. 
 
 

- Page 3- 
 

QUESTION 5 
 
Who do you vote for?  

 
1. Dave Wagner  2. Tom Levin 

 
The overall feelings about the candidate you voted for:  
 

Bad  __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Good 
Like extremely __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Dislike extremely 

 
How confident do you feel about your choice? 

 
Not at all certain  __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Very certain 
Not at all confident __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Completely confident 

 
 
Please, think back to the previous senatorial election and write down briefly why you had 
voted for one of the candidates over the other. 
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- Page 4- 
 

QUESTION 6 
 
Here is the summary about each candidate you viewed.  Although you already chose one 
of them to vote for, you may change or stay the same as your choice after looking at this 
summary information. 
 

Personal Information 
 

 Dave Wagner Tom Levin 

Background 
Age of 51  
MA (political science) & JD from 
State University 

Age of 47  
JD from Yale College 

Personnel Family man, Sports enthusiast 
Independent, bipartisan 

Classical pianist, Book author 
Principled, hardworking 

Philosophy Equal opportunity Value of a good education 

Profession     
      & 
Previous 
Evaluation 

U.S. House of Representatives 
"Day-In-The-Life" experiences of 
people’s life 
Served on several U.S. House 
committees to shape important 
legislation 

Attorney General 
"Unscheduled Driving" to hear from 
the people 
Played an active role in legislative 
process and directed many programs 
vital to people 

 
Issue Information (Republican) 

 
 Dave Wagner Tom Levin 
Crime Supporting Rehabilitation for 

Young Offenders 
Getting Tougher with Offenders 

Economy Deregulation Free market  
Education Raising Educational Standards Offering Educational Choices 
Foreign 
Policy 

Promote Democracy and Protect 
Human Rights 

Promote Global Stability, Prevent 
Chaos 

Health Care Introducing Market Incentives to 
Control Costs 

Guaranteeing the Best Health Care 
Possible 

Medicare Reduce benefits to a level we can 
sustain 

Put individuals in charge of their 
own health care 
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Issue Information (Democrat) 
 
 Dave Wagner Tom Levin 
Crime Taking Rehabilitation Seriously Getting to the Roots of Crime 
Economy Equal opportunity Fair share 
Education Creating Student-Centered Schools Providing Adequate Funding 
Foreign 
Policy 

Put Domestic Needs First Promote Democracy and Protect 
Human Rights 

Health Care Guaranteeing the Best Health Care 
Possible 

Providing Health Care Coverage for 
Everyone 

Medicare Reduce benefits to a level we can 
sustain 

Keep benefits intact 

 
 
Who do you vote for?    

 
1. Dave Wagner  2. Tom Levin 

 
 
Where would you place Dave Wagner on this scale? 

 
Extremely liberal __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Extremely conservative 

 
 
Where would you place Tom Levin on this scale? 

 
Extremely liberal  __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Extremely conservative 

 
 
How typical of each candidate seemed? 
 

Dave Wager 
 
Not typical  __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Typical 

 
 

Tom Levin 
 
Not typical  __  __  __  __  __  __  __  Typical 
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