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Abstract:	 The	 overwhelming	 majority	 of	 partisans	 share	 common	 ground	

with	 the	opposing	party	on	at	 least	 some	policy	 issues.	 It	has	 long	been	proffered	

that	presidential	campaigns	can	persuade	out-partisans	by	highlighting	their	shared	

policy	 goals.	 Today,	 political	 campaigns	 are	 believed	 to	 be	 better	 at	 identifying	

voters	who	may	be	receptive	to	their	message	and	identifying	voters	who	have	the	

same	policy	positions	as	 the	candidates	 than	 in	any	previous	presidential	election.	

Armed	with	data	on	which	voters	should	be	targeted	and	which	issues	are	the	right	

issues	to	emphasize	when	targeting	these	voters,	campaigns	should	be	able	to	more	

efficiently	and	more	effectively	mobilize	and	persuade	voters.	I	use	data	and	contact	

records	 from	 recent	 presidential	 elections	 to	 demonstrate	 that	 by	measuring	 the	

campaigns−specifically	 the	 issues	 they	 choose	 to	 address−the	 large	 percentage	 of	

cross-pressured	partisans	can	be	narrowed	to	a	subset	of	cross-pressured	partisans	

who	 agree	 with	 the	 opposing	 party’s	 presidential	 campaign	 on	 one	 or	 more	 the	

campaign	issues.	 	This	smaller	group	of	cross-pressured	partisans	is	more	likely	to	

both	cross	party	lines	on	Election	Day	and	abstain	from	voting	all	together	when	the	

opposing	party	contacts	them	with	the	right	issue	message.	
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Chapter	1:	An	Introduction	to	Campaigns	and	Persuadable	Voters	

Candidates	 for	 elected	 office	 and	 the	 individuals	 that	 manage	 their	

campaigns	are	motivated	by	their	desire	to	win	the	upcoming	election.	Elections	are	

a	key	feature	of	a	healthy	democracy	and	the	prime	opportunity	for	the	citizenry	to	

hold	elected	officials	accountable	for	their	actions.	Campaigns	play	a	vital	role	in	the	

process	by	providing	 the	 largely	 inattentive	public	with	 information	on	 the	policy	

records,	proposals,	and	positions	of	 the	candidates	 in	 the	days	and	weeks	prior	 to	

the	Election.	The	earliest	studies	of	voting	and	voters	in	the	United	States	cast	doubt	

on	how	much	influence	campaigns	actually	have	on	vote	choice	and	the	ability	of	the	

American	public	to	deliberate	between	the	candidates.	These	studies	suggested	that	

campaigns	may	not	matter	or	at	least	may	not	matter	as	much	as	the	candidates,	the	

campaign	professionals,	and	the	media	think	they	matter	(Berelson,	Lazarsfeld,	and	

McPhee	 1954,	 Lazarsfeld,	 Berelson,	 and	 Gaudet	 1944).	 This	 notion	 of	 minimal	

effects	generated	a	renewed	interest	in	and	focus	by	political	scientists	to	show	that	

campaigns	 do,	 in	 fact,	matter.	 The	 compilation	 of	 numerous	 studies	 over	 the	 past	

fifty	 plus	 years,	 but	 particularly	 in	 the	 last	 twenty-five	 years	 as	 the	 availability	 of	

quality	 data	 generated	 new	 research,	 has	 largely	 put	 this	 matter	 to	 rest	 as	

campaigns	 for	 local	 (e.g.	 Krebs	 1998),	 state	 (e.g.	 Leal	 2006),	 and	 presidential	

elections	(e.g.	Erikson	and	Wlezien	2012,	Vavreck	2009,	Hillygus	and	Shields	2008)	

have	 all	 been	 shown	 to	 have	 some	 effects	 on	 the	 outcomes	 of	 some	 electoral	

contests.	 As	 the	 minimal	 effects	 thesis	 has	 succumbed	 to	 the	 ever-expanding	

research	on	campaigns,	the	question	has	shifted	to	“where,	when,	for	what,	and	for	

whom	they	[campaigns]	matter?”	(Jacobson	2015,	32).		

The	quest	 to	 find	 convincing	 evidence	 that	 campaigns	matter	has	not	 been	

easy.	 This	 is	 particularly	 true	 at	 the	 presidential	 level	 where	 the	 major	 party	
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campaigns	 are	 often	 balanced	 in	 terms	 of	 their	 resources	 and	 expertise,	 and	 are	

rarely	 willing	 to	 collaborate	 with	 or	 provide	 the	 relevant	 data	 to	 test	 the	

effectiveness	 of	 their	 campaign	 operations.	 Oftentimes,	 the	 search	 for	 campaign	

effects	 zeroed	 in	 on	 a	 narrow	 component	 of	 the	 larger	 campaign.	 Television	

advertisements	(Franz	and	Ridout	2010,	2007;	Huber	and	Arceneaux	2007;	Brader	

2005;	 Johnston,	 Hagen,	 and	 Jamieson	 2004;	 Goldstein	 and	 Freedman	 2000;	 Shaw	

1999;	Ansolabehere	and	Iyengar	1995),	radio	(Gerber	et	al.	2011;	Panagopoulos	and	

Green	2011;	Panagopoulos	and	Green	2008;	Overby	and	Barth	2006;	McCleneghan	

1987),	 direct	mail	 (Doherty	 and	Adler	 2014;	 Gerber,	 Kessler,	 and	Meredith	 2011;	

Gerber,	Green,	and	Larimer	2008;	Gerber	and	Green	2000),	phone	calls	(Nickerson	

2005,	 2007;	 Miller,	 Bositis,	 and	 Baer	 1981;	 Adams	 and	 Smith	 1980),	 face-to-face	

canvassing	on	 the	 candidate’s	 behalf	 (Green	 and	Gerber	2008;	Green,	Gerber,	 and	

Nickerson	 2003;	 Gerber	 and	 Green	 2000b),	 canvassing	 by	 the	 candidate	 (Barton,	

Castillo,	 and	 Petrie	 2013;	 Arceneaux	 2007),	 the	 nominating	 conventions	

(Panagopoulos	 and	 Endres	 2015;	 Panagopoulos	 2009),	 debates	 (Hillygus	 and	

Jackman	 2003;	 Shaw	1999),	 retail	 politics	 (Vavreck,	 Spiliotes,	 and	 	 Fowler	 2002),	

social	 networks	 (Bond	 et	 al.	 2012)	 and	 endorsements	 (Areceneaux	 and	 Kolodny	

2009;	Cohen	et	al.	2009)	all	have	been	shown	to	have	an	effect	on	voting	behavior.	

These	 studies	 show	 that	 campaigns	 can	 have	 modest	 and	 consequential	

effects	 on	 who	 represents	 the	 people	 in	 office.	 The	 effects	 of	 the	 campaign	 vary	

based	 on	 factors	 such	 as	 political	 awareness	 (Zaller	 1992)	 and	 how	 strongly	

individual	voters	 identify	with	one	of	 the	parties	(Campbell	et	al.	1960	and	Lewis-

Beck	 et	 al.	 2008).	 For	 example,	 a	 growing	 body	 of	 research	 shows	 that	 campaign	

contact	increases	participation	in	elections	(see	Green	and	Gerber	2008),	but	more	

recent	 evaluations	 of	 several	 previously	 published	 field	 experiments	 finding	
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significant	 effects	of	 campaign	 contact	on	 turnout	make	quite	 clear	 that	 campaign	

efforts	to	increase	turnout	matter	more	for	some	voters	than	others	(Enos,	Fowler,	

and	 Vavreck	 2014).	 However,	 electoral	 context	 can	 help	 alleviate	 the	

disproportionate	 effect	 of	 mobilization	 efforts	 among	 individuals	 already	

predisposed	 to	 vote	 as	 the	 difference	 dissipates	 during	 a	 high	 salience	 election	

(Arceneaux	and	Nickerson	2009).		

Similarly,	 some	 voters	 are	 more	 persuadable	 than	 others.	 While	 the	

terminology	has	varied	throughout	the	years,	studies	of	floating	voters	(Zaller	2004;	

Daudt	1961),	 party	 changers	 or	 shifters	 (Berelson,	 Lazarsfeld,	 and	McPhee	1954),	

party	 switchers	 (Key	1966),	 and	 swing	voters	 (Shaw	2008)	 all	 point	 to	 a	 sizeable	

segment	 of	 the	 electorate	 voting	 for	 both	 the	 Democratic	 Party	 and	 Republican	

Party	across	a	series	of	presidential	elections.	However,	each	of	 these	studies	also	

depicts	 a	 much	 larger	 segment	 of	 the	 population	 as	 always	 voting	 for	 the	 same	

political	 party’s	 candidate	 for	 president.	 Some	 voters	 are	 receptive	 to	 campaign	

messaging	 while	 other	 voters	 are	 less	 receptive	 and	 have	 the	 capacity	 and	

knowledge	 base	 to	 reach	 a	 decision	 that	 is	 best	 for	 them	 independent	 of	 the	

campaigns.	Many	voters	consistently	support	candidates	from	the	same	party	every	

election	while	other	voters	can	be	(and	have	been)	persuaded	by	campaigns	to	vote	

against	 their	 partisan	 identification.	 The	 goal	 of	 this	 project	 is	 to	 determine	who	

should	 be	 considered	 a	 persuadable	 voter	 and	 who	 should	 not	 be	 considered	 a	

persuadable	voter.	

Knowing	 a	 priori	 which	 voters	 are	 the	 most	 receptive	 to	 attempts	 at	

persuasion	 and	 which	 voters	 are	 the	 least	 receptive	 is	 important	 for	 campaign	

practitioners	 and	 political	 scientists	 alike.	 Knowing	 who	 is	 persuadable	 allows	

campaigns	 to	 focus	 their	 limited	 time	 and	 other	 resources	 on	 the	 segment	 of	 the	
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electorate	who	may	 respond	 accordingly	 to	 the	 campaign’s	 attempts	 to	win	 their	

support.	 And	 knowing	 who	 is	 persuadable	 points	 political	 scientists	 in	 the	

appropriate	 direction	 when	 attempting	 to	 evaluate	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 the	 latest	

campaign	 tactics.	 It	 is	 possible	 that	 the	 more	 than	 half	 century	 of	 research	 on	

campaign	 effects	 has	underestimated	how	persuasive	 campaigns	 are	by	 searching	

for	 effects	 among	 a	 broad	 swath	 of	 the	 electorate	 instead	 of	 a	 narrow	 portion	 of	

voters	who	are	truly	receptive	to	outreach	from	both	campaigns.	The	decisive	role	

that	persuadable	voters	often	play	makes	knowing	who	they	are	and	understanding	

their	 behavior	 essential	 to	 our	 understanding	 of	 the	 electoral	 process.	 Identifying	

persuadable	 voters	 and	 empirically	 showing	 their	 responsive	 to	 contemporary	

presidential	campaigns	and	the	specific	policy	issues	that	arise	during	the	electoral	

contest	is	a	statement	on	the	health	of	the	American	democracy	and	the	capacity	of	

the	American	voter	to	make	informed	decisions.	The	goal	of	this	project	is	to	answer	

these	 questions:	 Which	 voters	 are	 persuadable?	 And	 how	 are	 they	 persuaded	 to	

vote	for	one	candidate	over	the	other?	

CONCEPTIONS	OF	THE	“PERSUADABLE	VOTER”	

Political	 operatives,	 pundits,	 and	 political	 scientists	 have	 conflicting	

assessments	of	 the	number	of	 voters	 that	may	be	persuaded,	how	 to	determine	 if	

someone	 should	 be	 considered	 persuadable,	 and	 how	 these	 individuals	 are	

persuaded.	In	the	most	recent	three	presidential	elections	(2004,	2008,	2012),	both	

Republicans	 and	 Democrats	 invested	 heavily	 in	 the	 necessary	 mechanisms	 to	

identify,	 to	 persuade	 and	 to	 turn	 out	 individuals	 that	 may	 be	 receptive	 to	 their	

message	 (Hersh	 2015;	 Nickerson	 and	 Rogers	 2014).	 At	 the	 aggregate	 level,	 the	

Republican’s	share	of	the	vote	dropped	from	a	majority	of	50.7%	in	2004	down	to	

45.6%	in	2008	and	up	slightly	to	47.2%	in	2012	(Leip	2013),	which	demonstrates	
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some	 movement	 in	 each	 party’s	 vote	 share.	 The	 growing	 investment	 in	 the	

necessary	tools	to	identify	and	persuade	voters	(see	Hersh	2015)	coincides	with	the	

decline	 in	 the	 number	 of	 ‘swing’	 or	 undecided	 voters	 based	 on	 the	 respective	

measures	 used	 by	 both	 the	Gallup	 (Jones	 2008)	 and	 the	 Pew	 (Dimock,	 Clark,	 and	

Horowitz	2008)	polls.	The	media	has	interpreted	this	trend	as	indicative	of	the	small	

segment	 of	 the	 population	 that	 is	 susceptible	 to	 persuasion	 by	 the	 presidential	

campaigns.	Yet,	this	seeming	decline	is	antithetical	to	the	reality	of	increased	efforts	

by	 campaigns	 to	 identify	 and	 persuade.	 The	 conflicting	 interpretations	 are	 not	

exclusive	to	the	media	and	campaign	professionals.		

Political	scientists	also	differ	in	their	assessment	of	the	number	of	voters	that	

are	“up	for	grabs”.	Two	related	strands	of	literature,	the	swing	voter	literature	and	

the	cross-pressure	literature,	attempt	to	quantify	and	describe	these	voters.	On	one	

end	 of	 the	 spectrum,	 Sunshine	 Hillygus	 and	 Todd	 Shields	 argue	 that	 67%	 of	

partisans	 disagree	 with	 their	 party	 on	 at	 least	 one	 issue	 that	 they	 consider	

personally	 important.	 These	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 combined	 with	 the	

approximately	 10%	 of	 the	 electorate	 that	 self-	 identifies	 as	 a	 true	 independent	

suggests	that	roughly	70%	of	the	public	is	fair	game	depending	on	the	policy	issues	

that	 arise	 throughout	 the	 course	 of	 the	 campaign	 (2008).	 At	 the	 other	 end	 of	 the	

spectrum,	 the	previously	mentioned	 literature	on	 swing	voters	places	 slightly	 less	

than	 25%	 of	 voters	 in	 the	 persuadable	 column.	 Alternatively,	 Mayer	 identifies	

approximately	 23%	 of	 voters	 as	 persuadable	 based	 on	 the	 differential	 in	 feeling-

thermometers	 between	 the	major	 party	 presidential	 candidates	 (2008).	 Based	 on	

survey	 data	 from	 1996	 to	 2004,	 24%	 of	 voters	 were	 classified	 as	 swing	 voters	

because	 they	 self-reported	 voting	 for	 each	 party	 at	 least	 once	 in	 the	 three	

consecutive	 presidential	 elections	 while	 44%	 of	 the	 electorate	 was	 considered	 a	
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swing	voter	according	to	their	reported	presidential	vote	choice	in	survey	data	from	

the	1968	to	1976	presidential	elections	(Shaw	2008).	Similarly,	V.O.	Key	estimated	

that	between	1/8	and	1/5	of	the	electorate	were	party	switchers	in	the	1950’s	based	

on	the	same	criteria	(1966).		

The	 approach	offered	by	Hillygus	 and	Shields	 is	 advantageous	 in	 the	 sense	

that	the	measurement	of	persuadable	voters	is	not	dependent	on	the	evaluations	of	

current	candidates	or	 the	past	voting	behavior	of	 individuals	who	have	previously	

participated	 in	 multiple	 presidential	 elections.	 But	 their	 characterization	

overestimates	the	number	of	people	that	campaigns	can	reasonably	expect	to	move	

into	their	column.	If	more	than	two-thirds	of	the	electorate	could	be	persuaded;	U.S.	

elections	 would	 be	 both	 more	 interesting	 and	 more	 volatile.	 The	 swing	 voter	

scholars	have	a	more	realistic	estimate	of	the	number	of	persuadable	voters,	but	are	

plagued	by	their	reliance	on	past	voting	behavior	as	the	primary	mechanism	used	to	

identify	persuadable	voters.		

The	 idea	 of	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 as	 persuadable	 has	 its	 roots	 in	 the	

early	studies	of	voting	in	the	United	States.	In	the	classic	book,	Voting,	the	Columbia	

scholars	laid	out	this	argument,	“it	is	the	people	with	‘cross-pressured’	opinions	on	

the	 issues	 or	 candidates	 or	 parties	 –	 that	 is,	 opinions	 or	 views	 simultaneously	

supporting	 different	 sides	 –	 who	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 be	 unstable	 in	 their	 voting	

position	during	the	campaign”	(Berelson,	Lazarsfeld,	and	McPhee	1954,	p.	19).	They	

affirmed	that	voters	who	are	cross-pressured	on	issues	and/or	social	grouping	are	

both	more	likely	to	waver	between	the	candidates	and	to	abstain	from	participating	

in	 the	election.	 Issues	were	 later	proffered	as	 the	motivating	 factor	 for	 individuals	

who	switch	 from	one	party	to	the	other	across	multiple	elections	by	V.O.	Key	who	

characterized	 party	 switchers	 as	 responsible,	 issue	 driven	 voters	 (1966),	 as	
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opposed	 to	 depicting	 persuadable	 voters	 as	 devoid	 of	 the	 necessary	 political	

knowledge	 to	 carefully	 evaluate	 each	 candidate	 on	 the	 issues	 (Converse	 1964;	

Campbell	et	al.	1960).	

There	 is	 a	 clear	 relationship	 between	 issue	 cross-pressures	 and	 partisan	

defection	 during	 the	 context	 of	 a	 single	 election.	 Partisans	 who	 are	 issue	 cross-

pressured	are	more	likely	to	defect	as	the	number	of	issue	cross-pressures	increase	

(RePass	1971).	But	cross-pressures	were	dismissed	as	an	explanation	for	switching	

between	 parties	 across	multiple	 elections.	 “The	 floating	 voters1	 cannot	 simply	 be	

equated	with	the	persons	under	cross-pressures;	 for	depending	upon	the	meaning	

we	give	 to	 the	 concept	of	 cross-pressures,	we	must	 conclude	 that	 cross-pressures	

affect	very	many	or	all	 enfranchised	persons.”	 (Daudt	1961,	p.	122).	 In	 fact,	when	

the	theory	of	issue	cross-pressured	voters	was	resurrected	by	Hillygus	and	Shields,	

they	explicitly	differentiated	 themselves	 from	Key	who	 “looked	at	 changes	 in	vote	

choice	across	elections,	our	(their)	focus	is	within	elections2”	(2008,	p.	22).		

Daudt’s	criticism	of	the	explanatory	power	of	issue	cross-pressured	voters	is	

still	 relevant	 today.	 Almost	 all	 voters	 are	 cross-pressured.	 As	 shown	 by	 the	 solid	

black	 line	 in	 figure	 1,	 the	 overwhelming	 majority	 of	 partisans	 disagree	 with	 the	

party	 they	 identify	 with	 on	 at	 least	 one	 policy	 issue.	 On	 average,	 across	 the	 last	

eleven	 presidential	 elections	 (1972-2012),	 just	 over	 82	 percent	 of	 partisans	

reported	agreeing	with	the	opposing	party	on	at	least	one	issue3.		

																																																								
1	Daudt	defined	floating	voters	as	“those	person	who	do	not	make	the	same	choice	at	two	successive	
elections”	(1961,	p.	7).	
2	Italics	are	original.		
3	This	figure	is	constructed	using	the	American	National	Elections	Study	(ANES)	cumulative	file.	The	
dataset	only	includes	questions	asked	on	3	or	more	surveys	(ANES	2015).	Including	less	established	
and/or	election	specific	policy	questions	noticeably	increases	the	percentage	of	partisans	who	are	
cross-pressured.	For	example,	the	2012	ANES	includes	(and	the	cumulative	file	does	not)	policy	
questions	on	energy,	national	security,	Obamacare,	taxes	on	high-income	earners,	the	dream	act,	gay	
marriage,	gun	control,	immigration	policy,	and	social	security.	Factoring	these	questions	into	the	
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Note: Data is weighted and from the ANES cumulative file. True independents are excluded. Respondents 
who do not know or refused to say if they voted are excluded. 

Figure	1.1:	Cross-Pressured	Partisans	and	Vote	Choice	1972-2012	

																																																																																																																																																																					
classification	of	cross-	pressured	partisans	increases	the	percentage	by	approximately	10	points	to	
90	percent.	
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The	 percentage	 of	 partisans	 who	 are	 cross-pressured	 has	 remained	

consistently	 high	 as	 shown	 by	 the	 black	 line	 in	 figure	 1,	 while	 the	 percentage	 of	

partisans	 who	 cross-party	 lines	 and	 cast	 their	 vote	 for	 the	 opposition	 party	 has	

remained	consistently	low,	as	shown	by	the	green	line	in	figure	1.1.	In	every	election	

since	 the	 late	1980’s,	 fewer	 than	10	percent	of	partisans	have	crossed	party	 lines.	

The	 figure	 also	 shows	 the	 percentage	 of	 partisans	 who	 abstain	 from	 voting	 all	

together	 in	 red	 and	 the	 percentage	 of	 partisans	 who	 report	 voting	 for	 someone	

other	 than	 the	major	 party	 presidential	 candidates	 in	 purple.	 Partisans	 abstain	 at	

higher	 rates	 than	 they	vote	 for	 the	opposition,	but	most	partisans	do	vote	and	do	

cast	their	ballot	for	their	party’s	presidential	candidate	as	shown	by	the	blue	line.		

CROSS-PRESSURED	PARTISANS	AND	THE	CAMPAIGN	

Some	 cross-pressures	 may	 lie	 dormant	 for	 some	 voters	 during	 some	

campaigns	while	other	cross-pressures	are	activated	and	exert	an	influence	on	vote	

choice	(Berelson,	Lazarsfeld,	and	McPhee	1954).	I	argue	that	the	campaign	dictates	

which	issues	affect	vote	choice	and	which	issues	do	not	have	a	persuasive	effect.	The	

contents	 of	 a	 candidate’s	 macro-	 and	 micro-level	 advertisements	 are	 a	 precious	

commodity.	While	 candidates	may	want	 to	 saturate	 voters	with	 their	 position	 on	

any	and	every	 issue,	 the	 reality	 is	 the	 candidates	prioritize	 a	 smaller	 set	of	 issues	

throughout	 the	 campaign.	 By	 narrowing	 the	 number	 of	 issues	 addressed	 by	 the	

campaigns,	they	are	limiting	the	number	of	voters	that	may	be	moved	by	their	issue-

based	campaign	appeals.	I	follow	the	lead	of	the	campaigns	and	direct	my	attention	

to	 the	 subset	 of	 voters	 that	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 this	 smaller	 set	 of	 active,	

campaign	 issues.	By	 reducing	 the	number	of	 issues	 that	may	 lead	 to	persuasion,	 I	

narrow	the	large	set	of	cross-pressured	partisans	down	to	a	smaller	group	of	voters.		
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Recognizing	 that	 only	 some	 issue	 cross-pressures	matter	 in	 some	elections	

allows	me	 to	 counter	 Daudt’s	 criticism	 for	why	 cross-pressured	 voters	 cannot	 be	

equivalent	 to	persuadable	voters	 (1961).	Measuring	 the	 campaign	provides	 stable	

ground	for	issue	cross-pressures	to	explain	both	partisan	defections	during	a	single	

election	and	swings	between	the	parties	across	subsequent	elections.		

Focusing	 on	 the	 issues	 that	 the	 candidates	 address	 during	 the	 campaign	

instead	of	all	possible	issues	requires	a	different	approach	to	modeling	the	effects	of	

cross-pressures	 on	 vote	 choice.	 Past	 studies	 from	 RePass	 to	 Hillygus	 and	 Shields	

examine	 the	 effects	 of	 cross-pressures	 through	 a	 count	 variable	 where	 a	 zero	

represents	 partisans	 who	 are	 not	 cross-pressured	 on	 any	 issue	 and	 all	 other	

partisans	 are	 depicted	 by	 the	 number	 of	 issues	 in	 which	 they	 agree	 with	 the	

opposition	 party.	 A	 cutoff	 point	 is	 often	 set	 to	 distinguish	 the	 persuadable	 cross-

pressured	partisans	from	those	who	are	not	persuadable.	For	example,	Hillygus	and	

Shields	set	the	threshold	at	two	or	more	issues	(2008)	and	Hersh	set	the	bar	at	three	

issue	 cross-pressures	 to	 distinguish	 persuadable	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 from	

cross-pressured	 partisans	who	 are	 not	 persuadable	 (2015).	 This	 approach	 leaves	

out	 the	 individuals	who	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 only	 one	 issue	 and	may	 be	more	

persuadable	 than	 the	 partisans	who	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	multiple	 issues	 if	 the	

single	 issue	 is	 included	 in	 the	 targeting	 strategy	 of	 one	 or	 both	 presidential	

campaigns.		

Counting	 the	 issue	 cross-pressures	 does	 demonstrate	 that	 cross-pressured	

partisans	are	more	likely	to	defect,	but	it	does	not	prove	that	the	political	campaigns	

are	persuading	them	by	using	the	relevant	issues	to	convince	them	to	vote	against	

their	party.	To	fully	test	the	theory	of	cross-pressured	partisans,	separate	variables	

are	needed	for	issues	that	become	relevant	during	the	campaign	and	issues	that	do	
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not	garner	attention	from	the	candidates	and	their	political	operations.	Further,	not	

only	 are	 separate	 measures	 for	 campaign	 and	 non-campaign	 issues	 needed,	 but	

measures	 of	 the	 campaign	 should	 incorporate	 the	 issues	 that	 voters	 are	

encountering.	 Past	 studies	 of	 issue	 cross-pressures	 have	 been	 forced	 to	 rely	 on	

distal	 measures	 of	 the	 campaign	 such	 as	 residence	 in	 a	 battleground	 state,	 self-

reported	political	awareness,	or	proximity	to	candidate	visits.	To	determine	if	issue	

cross-pressures	are	resulting	in	campaign	persuasion,	measures	of	BOTH	individual	

issue	cross-pressures	AND	the	issues	that	individuals	come	into	contact	with	during	

the	campaign	are	needed.		

WHY	PARTISANS	AND	WHY	PRESIDENTIAL	ELECTIONS	

The	 focus	 of	 this	 manuscript	 is	 on	 persuadable	 partisans	 in	 presidential	

elections.	Presidential	elections	and	partisans	both	provide	a	difficult	context	to	test	

for	 the	 relationship	 between	 issues	 and	 campaign	 persuasion.	 Voters	 that	 do	 not	

identify	with	either	party	and	fail	to	report	feeling	closer	to	either	party	can	be	(and	

likely	 are)	 persuaded	 to	 vote	 for	 one	 candidate	 over	 the	 other	 based	 on	 issue	

agreements.	 And	 the	 takeaways	 from	my	 findings	 on	 partisans	 can	 be	 applied	 to	

true	 independents	 in	 future	 studies.	 The	 simple	 truth	 is	 voters	 without	 a	 known	

attachment	 to	 either	 party	 are	 considered	 persuadable	 both	 in	 practice	 and	 by	

political	 science	 (Hersh	 2015).	 Partisanship,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 exerts	 a	 strong	

influence	on	the	vote	choice	of	individuals	(Zaller	1992;	Miller	1991;	Campbell	et	al.	

1960).	This	relationship	has	become	more	evident	during	 the	 last	 twenty	years	as	

elite	and	mass	polarization	has	increased	(Lelkes	2016;	Levendusky	2013;	Iyengar,	

Sood,	Lelkes	2012;	Theriault	2008;	McCarty,	Poole,	and	Rosenthal	2006)	which	has	

made	 partisanship	 more	 relevant	 in	 elections	 (Schmidt	 2015;	 Jacobson	 2003;	



	

22	

	

Heatherington	2001).	The	real	 test	 is	whether	any	partisans	should	be	considered	

persuadable,	and	if	so,	which	ones.	

Presidential	 elections	 are	 also	 a	 difficult	 context	 because	 both	parties	 (and	

their	candidates)	are	generally	evenly	matched.	However,	as	major	party	candidates	

decline	public	funding	–	as	Obama	did	in	2008	and	2012	and	Romney	did	in	2012	–	

the	 likelihood	 of	 a	 resource	 imbalance	 between	 the	 campaigns	 has	 grown	 (Franz	

and	Ridout	2010).	Both	parties	have	 invested	heavily	 in	 the	data	 and	 tools	 (voter	

files)	needed	to	identify,	persuade,	and	mobilize	voters	(Hersh	2015;	Nickerson	and	

Rogers	 2014;	 Issenberg	 2013;	 Hillygus	 and	 Shields	 2008).	 And	 both	 parties	 are	

relying	on	these	lists	to	mobilize	their	base	supporters	and	selectively	reach	out	to	

the	 opposition	 (Panagopoulos	 2015;	 Huckfeldt	 and	 Sprague	 1992).	 Beyond	 the	

difficulty	 of	 persuading	 voters	 in	 a	 presidential	 election,	 the	 campaigns	 are	

important	 to	study	because	 they	 influence	other	contests	by	affecting	 turnout	and	

vote-choice	 in	 down	 ballot	 races	 (Brown	 and	 Woods	 1991;	 Campbell	 1991;		

Waterman,	Oppenheimer,	and	Stimson	1991;	Born	1990;	Campbell	1987).		

The	 availability	 of	 the	 necessary	 polling	 data	 needed	 to	 execute	 a	 study	 of	

campaign	 persuasion	 offsets	 some	 of	 the	 challenges	 associated	 with	 testing	 for	

campaign	 effects	 at	 the	 presidential	 level.	 As	 mentioned	 above,	 data	 on	 which	

partisans	are	cross-pressured	on	which	issues	is	a	necessary	component	to	test	for	

campaign	persuasion.	There	is	no	shortage	of	publically	available	survey	data	from	

recent	presidential	elections,	which	makes	the	top	of	the	ticket	an	attractive	venue	

for	my	 study.	 I	 rely	 on	 several	 different	 surveys	 to	 empirically	 test	 for	 campaign	

persuasion,	each	survey	will	be	described	in	greater	detail	later	in	the	manuscript.		
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ORGANIZATION 

The	next	chapter	details	the	theoretical	arguments	for	why	some	issue	cross-

pressured	 partisans	 should	 be	 considered	 persuadable	 while	 other	 issue	 cross-

pressured	 partisans	 should	 not	 be	 considered	 persuadable	 or	 at	 least	 not	

persuadable	 by	 the	 presidential	 campaigns	 in	 that	 specific	 election.	 Issue	 cross-

pressures	 are	 often	 linked	 directly	 to	 a	 process	 commonly	 referred	 to	 as	

microtargeting.	Microtargeting	refers	 to	 the	use	of	 individual	 level	data	 to	 identify	

which	voters	are	most	 likely	 to	support	each	candidate	and	where	each	 individual	

stands	on	 the	 issues	 that	 the	 campaigns	are	 considering	using	 in	 their	persuasion	

and	 mobilization	 efforts.	 Microtargeting	 changed	 how	 campaigns	 operate	

(Panagopoulos	 forthcoming).	 Microtargeting	 is	 often	 depicted	 as	 providing	

campaigns	with	 information	 on	 any	 and	 all	 issues.	 The	 development	 of	 campaign	

microtargeting	helped	 to	drive	 the	 resurrection	of	 issue	cross-pressured	voters	as	

persuadable	 voters.	 However,	 the	 fact	 is	 little	 is	 know	 about	 the	 accuracy	 and	

effectiveness	of	microtargeting	(Grossman	2009).	 I	describe	the	process	 in	greater	

detail	and	why	campaigns	are	incentivized	to	focus	on	a	small	set	of	issues	instead	of	

every	possible	issue	they	suspect	that	individual	voters	care	about	in	chapters	two	

and	six.		

Chapter	 three	 tests	 the	 theory	 that	only	 some	 issue	cross-pressures	 should	

lead	to	campaign	persuasion	 in	the	context	of	 the	2012	presidential	election.	 I	use	

ANES	 survey	 data	 from	 the	 2012	 election	 to	 comprehensively	 test	 for	 campaign	

persuasion	 as	 the	 result	 of	 issues	 that	were	part	 of	 the	 outreach	 strategies	 of	 the	

presidential	 candidates.	 I	 also	 distinguish	 between	 voters	who	defect	 prior	 to	 the	

start	 of	 the	 campaign,	 voters	 who	 defect	 during	 the	 campaign,	 and	 voters	 who	

choose	 not	 to	 participate	 in	 that	 election.	 The	 results	 show	 that	 active,	 campaign	
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issues	significantly	increased	the	probability	of	crossing	party	lines	on	Election	Day.	

This	chapter	provides	a	detailed	picture	of	the	effects	of	both	issue	cross-pressures	

and	 issue	 cross-pressures	 that	 are	 considered	 important	 by	 the	 partisan	whereas	

the	data	used	in	the	remaining	empirical	chapters	do	not	include	measures	of	issue	

importance.	

Chapter	four	tests	the	theory	using	ANES	panel	data	from	the	2000	through	

2004	elections.	The	ANES	panel	data	allows	me	to	test	the	theory	both	overtime	and	

in	 key,	 recent	 elections.	 Panel	 data	 from	 multiple	 elections	 affords	 me	 the	

opportunity	 to	 distinguish	 between	 partisans	 who	 defect	 in	 every	 election	 and	

partisans	who	are	persuaded	to	vote	against	their	party	in	a	single	election.	I	begin	

by	 determining	 which	 partisans	 should	 be	 classified	 as	 swing	 voters	 as	 well	 as	

cross-pressured	 partisans.	 I	 then	 test	 which	 issues	 increased	 the	 probability	 of	

campaign	 defection.	 I	 use	 data	 provided	 by	 the	Wisconsin	 Advertising	 Project	 to	

determine	which	policy	issues	are	active	during	each	election	and	which	issues	are	

inactive.	The	results	for	both	the	2000	and	2004	elections	are	similar	to	2012;	some	

of	 the	 issues	 the	 candidates	 are	 campaigning	 on	 have	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 the	

decision	 to	 vote	 for	 the	 opposing	 party	 while	 the	 inactive	 issues	 do	 not	 have	 a	

noticeable	effect	on	vote	choice.		

In	 chapters	 five	 and	 six,	 I	 return	 to	 the	 2012	 presidential	 election.	 These	

chapters	 offer	 the	 first	 test	 of	 issue	 relevant	 campaign	 contact	 on	 issue	 cross-

pressured	partisans	using	official	records	of	individual	level	campaign	contact	by	a	

presidential	 campaign.	 I	 use	 pre-	 and	 post-election	 survey	 data	 from	 the	

Cooperative	 Congressional	 Election	 Study	 (CCES)	 merged	 with	 microtargeted	

estimates	provided	by	the	Republican	National	Committee	(and	used	by	Republican	

candidates	 for	 office),	 and	 contact	 records	 from	Mitt	 Romney’s	 2012	 presidential	
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campaign.	The	contact	records	include	both	phone	calls	and	mailers	from	governor	

Romney’s	campaign	in	Florida	and	Virginia.	The	records	are	coded	for	issue	content	

to	determine	the	effect	the	contacts	have	when	in-partisans	and	out-partisans	agree	

(and	disagree)	with	Romney’s	position	on	the	issues.		

Chapter	five	begins	with	a	discussion	of	the	data	and	the	issues	referenced	in	

the	 mail	 and	 phone	 contacts.	 I	 run	 separate	 logistic	 regression	 models	 for	

Democrats	 and	 Republicans	 to	 determine	 the	 effects	 of	 these	 individual-level	

contacts	 on	 partisans	 who	 agree	 with	 Romney	 and	 partisans	 who	 disagree	 with	

Romney	 on	 the	 issue	 at	 hand.	 The	 results	 show	 that	 Democrats	 who	 agree	 with	

Romney	 on	 the	 issue	 and	were	 contacted	 by	 the	 Romney	 campaign	 on	 that	 issue	

were	less	likely	to	vote	for	the	Democratic	Candidate,	Barack	Obama.	The	analyses	

also	 show	 that	 the	 campaign	 contact	 had	 a	 slightly	 negative	 effect	 on	 Republican	

voters	who	were	less	likely	to	vote	for	Romney	when	contacted	with	an	issue-based	

appeal.		

Chapter	six	delves	further	into	the	effects	of	Republican	issue-based	appeals	

on	 Democratic	 voters	 by	 distinguishing	 between	 defection	 and	 abstention.	 I	 find	

that	the	Republicans	had	only	limited	success	at	persuading	Democrats	to	vote	for	

Romney.	 Instead,	 when	 the	 Romney	 campaign	 contacted	 cross-pressured	

Democrats	with	an	issue	in	which	the	individual	agrees	with	Romney’s	position,	the	

probability	of	voting	for	both	Romney	and	Obama	decreased.	I	also	conduct	the	first,	

independent	 assessment	 of	 the	 accuracy	 of	 the	 microtargeted	 estimates	 used	 to	

determine	 which	 individuals	 to	 contact	 with	 which	 issue(s)	 in	 two	 battleground	

states.	The	results	are	mixed.	Florida	issue	estimates	were	accurate	between	76	and	

82	percent	of	the	time	and	the	Virginia	estimates	had	an	accuracy	rate	closer	to	50	

percent.	
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The	final	chapter	summarizes	my	empirical	findings	by	applying	them	to	the	

2016	election.	Based	on	 the	Democratic	 and	Republican	Party’s	nominees	and	 the	

issues	the	issues	they	emphasized	in	the	primaries	and	caucuses,	I	determine	which	

party	is	advantaged	on	each	of	the	leading	issues	using	survey	data	from	the	2016	

ANES	 Pilot	 Study.	 I	 evaluate	 which	 policy	 issues	 each	 party	 should	 campaign	 on	

given	the	present	public	opinion	on	each	issue.	Last,	 I	offer	suggestions	for	testing	

the	theory	further	in	future	electoral	contests.	
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Chapter	2:	Campaign	Strategy	and	Voting	Behavior	

Any	individual	that	is	not	fully	committed	to	and	in	full	agreement	with	one	

of	the	parties	on	all	of	the	issues	may	be	persuaded	by	the	opposing	party	and	their	

presidential	 candidate	 to	 cast	 their	 vote	against	 their	partisan	predisposition.	The	

2012	American	National	Election	Study	(ANES)	provides	clear	evidence	that	almost	

all	 Americans	 share	 common	 ground	 with	 both	 the	 Democratic	 Party	 and	 the	

Republican	Party.	Based	on	the	policy	issues	in	which	the	parties	maintain	distinct	

positions	 and	were	 included	 in	 the	2012	ANES,	98	percent	of	 survey	 respondents	

reported	 a	 position	 on	 one	 or	 more	 policy	 issues	 that	 align	 with	 the	 Democratic	

Party’s	 position	 on	 the	 same	 issue.	 A	 similar,	 but	 lower,	 91	 percent	 of	 the	

respondents	 reported	 that	 they	agreed	with	 the	Republican	Party	on	one	or	more	

policy	issues	included	in	the	survey.		

The	reality	that	almost	all	Americans	agree	with	each	of	the	parties	on	some	

issue	 is	 not	 unique	 to	 the	 2012	 election	 (see	 chapter	 1	 figure	 1),	 but	 may	 be	

surprising	 given	 the	 prevalence	 of	 party	 polarization	 and	 divisions	 among	 the	

American	 public	 (Lelkes	 2016;	 Iyengar,	 Sood,	 and	 Lelkes	 2012;	 Abromowitz	 and	

Saunders	 2008,	 2005;	 Jacobson	 2003;	 Heatherington	 2001).	 Past	 studies	 of	

persuadable	 voters	 have	 argued	 three-fourths	 of	 all	 Americans	 should	 be	

considered	persuadable	based	on	 shared	policy	positions	with	 the	opposing	party	

on	 an	 issue	 that	 they	 consider	 personally	 important	 (Hillygus	 and	 Shields	 2008).	

Juxtapose	the	high	percentage	of	individuals	that	express	some	agreement	with	both	

political	 parties	 on	 some	 of	 the	 issues	 with	 the	 much	 lower	 24	 percent	 whose	

presidential	 vote	 actually	 swings	 between	 the	 parties	 across	 multiple	 elections	
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(Kaufmann,	 Petrocick,	 and	 Shaw	 2008,	 Shaw	 2008).	 Keep	 in	 mind	 that	 the	

percentage	 of	 swing	 voters	 includes	 both	 partisans	 and	 independents.	 As	 will	 be	

shown	 in	 chapter	4,	 the	percentage	of	 swing	voters	drops	 to	15	percent	based	on	

vote	 choice	 in	 the	 1996,	 2000,	 and	 2004	 presidential	 elections	 with	 around	 5	

percent	 crossing	 party	 lines	 in	 each	 election	when	 only	 partisans	 are	 considered	

(Chapter	four	table	1).	This	substantial	divide	suggests	that	not	all	 individuals	that	

have	some	commonality	with	both	of	the	parties	should	be	considered	persuadable.	

The	actual	percentage	of	the	public	that	is	persuadable	lies	somewhere	between	the	

percentages	 proffered	 by	 the	 swing	 voter	 scholars	 and	 the	 persuadable	 voter	

scholars.		

I	 argue	 that	 not	 all	 cross-pressured	 voters	 are	 the	 same,	 and	 that	 the	

campaigns’	strategies	divide	the	pool	of	cross-pressured	voters	into	two	groups:	one	

that	is	cross-pressured	on	campaign	issues	and	may	be	persuaded	by	the	campaign	

and	a	second	group	that	is	not	cross-pressured	on	issues	that	are	actively	part	of	the	

campaign.	 More	 specifically,	 by	 not	 campaigning	 on	 some	 issues,	 the	 parties	 and	

candidates	 eliminate	 the	 possibility	 that	 many	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 will	 be	

persuaded	by	the	opposing	campaign.	An	 individual	may	disagree	with	their	party	

on	 an	 issue	 that	 is	 important	 to	 them	 yet	 never	 seriously	 consider	 voting	 for	 the	

opposing	party	due	 to	 the	simple	reality	 that	neither	campaign	chose	 to	make	 the	

given	 issue	 part	 of	 their	 electoral	 strategy.	 Instead,	 that	 voter	 may	 have	 only	

encountered	 campaign	 messages	 highlighting	 areas	 of	 agreement	 with	 their	 own	

party,	which	activates	these	predispositions	(Finkel	1993),	reminds	them	why	they	

identify	with	 their	party	(Campbell	2001),	and	helps	 them	reach	their	enlightened	
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preference	(Gelman	and	King	1993).	An	individual	may	maintain	the	same	partisan	

predisposition	 and	policy	 positions	 across	 a	 series	 of	 elections	 and	be	 considered	

persuadable	 in	 one	 election	 and	 not	 the	 next	 depending	 on	 which	 policies	 the	

campaigns	 advocate	 for	 during	 the	 election.	 The	 classification	 of	 individuals	 as	

persuadable	or	not	persuadable	 is,	 thus,	dependent	on	both	 the	campaign	and	 the	

voter’s	predispositions.			

Voter	 persuasion	 is	 a	 product	 of	 many	 features	 of	 the	 campaign	 and	 the	

voters.	 Each	 of	 these	 topics	will	 be	 discussed	 in	 turn.	 First,	 I	 review	 the	 relevant	

components	 of	 the	 seminal	 studies	 of	 voting	 behavior	 in	 American	 elections.	 The	

theory	 of	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 draws	 on	 aspects	 of	 each	 of	 these	 studies.	 In	

fact,	 these	 three	 models	 –	 the	 sociological	 (Columbia),	 the	 social-psychological	

(Michigan),	and	the	rational	choice	(Rochester)	–	provide	the	foundation	for	much	

of	 the	 research	 that	 followed.	 Second,	 I	 discuss	 the	 theory	 of	 cross-pressured	

partisans.	The	seminal	models	laid	the	groundwork	for	the	recently	revived	theory	

of	 issue	 cross-pressured	 partisans,	 which	 followed	 the	 development	 of	

microtargeting	 and	 its	 use	 by	 presidential	 campaigns	 to	 identify	 and	 persuade	

voters.	 Third,	 I	 turn	 my	 attention	 to	 the	 campaigns	 and	 their	 strategy	 to	 bring	

attention	 to	 some	 issues	 while	 avoiding	 others.	 Fourth,	 I	 apply	 the	 campaign	

strategy	to	the	theory	of	cross-pressured	partisans	to	show	why	some	voters	should	

not	 be	 considered	 persuadable	 and	 how	 the	 campaigns	 facilitate	 the	 voters	

becoming	 more	 informed	 and	 more	 certain	 about	 some	 issues	 at	 the	 expense	 of	

others.	 Fifth,	 I	 expand	 the	 theory	 of	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 to	 argue	 that	

campaigns	 informing	 voters	 of	 the	 candidates’	 policy	 positions	 should	 increase	
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abstention	among	cross-pressured	partisans.	Last,	I	present	the	hypotheses	that	will	

be	tested	in	chapters	three	through	six.		

CLASSIC	STUDIES	OF	VOTING	BEHAVIOR	

Three	major	theoretical	models	of	voting	behavior	provide	the	foundation	for	

much	of	the	political	science	research	conducted	during	the	more	than	half	century	

that	followed.	Elements	from	each	of	these	models	(the	sociological	model	a.k.a.	the	

Columbia	model,	 the	social-psychological	model	a.k.a.	 the	Michigan	model,	and	the	

rational	choice	model	a.k.a.	 the	Rochester	model)	are	reflected	 in	my	classification	

of	cross-pressured	partisans	as	persuadable	or	not.		

The	 sociological	 model	 is	 the	 oldest	 of	 the	 three	 approaches	 to	 political	

behavior.	 This	 model	 emphasizes	 the	 role	 of	 social	 groups.	 Individuals	 belong	 to	

many	different	groups,	each	with	interests	that	do	not	always	coincide.	Membership	

in	these	social	networks	help	guide	the	development	of	political	attitudes	including	

party	identification	and	ultimately	vote	choice.	The	sociological	model	was	the	first	

to	present	the	concept	of	a	cross-pressured	voter.	This	model	argues	that	individual	

voters	 are	 situated	 in	 various	 social	 groups	–	 class,	 ethnicity,	 occupation,	 religion,	

union	affiliation	–	each	with	opinion	leaders	that	influence	the	behavior	and	political	

attitudes	 of	 the	 largely	 inattentive	 public.	 At	 times,	 an	 individual	 will	 receive	

competing	messages	 from	 his	 or	 her	 social	 groups.	 Individuals	who	 are	 pulled	 in	

opposing	directions	by	their	social	groups	and	their	corresponding	opinion	leaders	

are	 said	 to	 be	 cross-pressured.	 This	 initial	 study	 argued	 that	 the	 vote	 choice	 of	

cross-pressured	voters	was	more	volatile	both	within	and	between	elections.	Cross-

pressured	voters	were	also	more	 likely	to	abstain	and	withdraw	from	the	political	
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process	 all	 together,	 especially	 the	 most	 conflicted	 citizens	 (Berelson,	 Lazarsfeld,	

and	McPhee	1954;	also	see	Lazarsfeld,	Berelson,	and	Gaudet	1944).		

The	Columbia	scholars	are	better	known	for	social	group	conflicts,	but	these	

studies	 also	 addressed	 issue	 cross-pressures.	 They	made	 the	 same	 arguments	 for	

issue	cross-pressures	as	they	did	for	social	group	cross-pressures;	increased	conflict	

leads	to	more	defection	and	abstention.	But	they	found	less	than	1/3	of	voters	were	

accurate	 in	 their	 evaluations	 of	 the	 candidates’	 positions.	 This	 lack	 of	 issue	

knowledge	makes	 the	 social-groups	more	 relevant	 for	 many	 of	 the	 voters	 and	 is	

perhaps	why	issue	cross-pressures	took	a	back	seat	to	social	group	cross-pressures	

in	much	of	the	work	that	followed.		

The	second	model	originated	with	scholars	at	the	University	of	Michigan.	The	

key	 component	 of	 the	 Michigan	 model,	 the	 social-psychological	 model,	 is	 party	

identification.	 This	 model	 depicts	 party	 identification	 as	 a	 durable,	 psychological	

attachment	to	one	of	the	parties	that	is	acquired	early	in	life	through	the	process	of	

socialization.	 By	 the	 time	 individuals	 gain	 both	 the	 eligibility	 and	 the	 desire	 to	

formally	 participate	 in	 the	 political	 process	 through	 voting,	 they	 have	 already	

developed	 an	 attachment	 to	 one	 of	 the	 parties	 from	 their	 parents	 and	 other	

socializing	 agents	 in	 their	 lives.	 This	 party	 attachment	 guides	 how	 an	 individual	

understands	 politics	 and	 directly	 influences	 their	 political	 attitudes.	 These	

underlying	 political	 attitudes	 are	 then	 reflected	 in	 voters’	 evaluations	 of	 the	

candidates	and	their	vote	choice	(Campbell	et	al.	1960).	In	fact,	party	identification	

is	 the	 single,	 best	 predictor	 of	 an	 individual’s	 vote	 choice	 (Miller	 1991;	 Bartels	

2000).	 This	 conceptualization	 of	 party	 identification	 as	 a	 stable,	 psychological	
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attachment	 that	 shapes	 issues	 positions	 and	 other	 political	 attitudes	 still	 holds	

today	 based	 on	 updated	 analyses	 using	 data	 from	 more	 contemporary	 elections	

(Lewis-Beck	et	al.	2009).		

There	has	been	some	pushback	against	the	theory	by	scholars	who	envision	a	

more	 endogenous	 relationship	 between	 party	 identification	 and	 an	 individual’s	

attitudes	 and	 issue	 positions.	 Fiorina,	 for	 example,	 conceptualizes	 party	

identification	as	a	running	tally	where	voters	update	their	party	identification	based	

on	 their	 evaluations	 of	 the	 incumbent	 party’s	 performance	 in	 office	 (1981).	

Regardless	of	how	party	identification	is	conceptualized,	 it	 is	still	highly	predictive	

of	an	individual’s	vote	choice	and	serves	an	anchor	for	many	voters	as	they	navigate	

the	political	system.		

The	 social-psychological	 model	 and	 the	 sociological	 model	 are	 not	

necessarily	at	odds	with	each	other	and	tend	to	receive	 the	same	type	of	criticism	

from	adversaries.	Neither	model	offers	 a	 convincing	explanation	 for	 swings	 in	 the	

outcome	 of	 back-to-back	 elections	 (Daudt	 1961).	 Both	 approaches	 to	 political	

behavior	advocate	for	stability	in	politics.	The	key	factors	that	influence	behavior	in	

the	models,	 social	 group	membership	 and	party	 identification,	 respectively,	 rarely	

change	for	individuals,	yet	there	is	variation	in	the	electoral	outcomes.		

The	third	approach,	rational	choice,	has	its	roots	in	economics.	This	approach	

focuses	on	 the	 role	of	 issue	positions	 and	 the	underlying	 ideological	placement	of	

the	 candidates	 relative	 to	 the	 voter.	 The	 candidates	 and	 the	 parties	 use	 issues	 to	

attract	the	support	of	voters	by	positioning	themselves	to	appeal	to	as	many	voters	

as	 possible.	 As	 the	 candidates	 promote	 their	 candidacy	 and	 communicate	 their	
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positions	 to	 the	 voters,	 individuals	 will	 adjust	 their	 preferences	 based	 on	 the	

distance	between	their	own	positions	and	the	candidate’s	positions.	Voters	evaluate	

the	benefits	he	expects	to	receive	if	candidate	A	were	to	win	based	on	the	distance	

between	the	candidate’s	positions	and	the	voter’s	positions	and	weighs	them	against	

the	benefits	he	expects	to	receive	if	candidate	B	were	to	win.	The	expectation	is	that	

the	voter	will	choose	the	candidate	whose	position	are	closer	to	his	or	her	own	issue	

positions	based	on	their	placement	on	an	ideological	dimension	(See	Downs	1957).	

Both	the	Columbia	and	Michigan	scholars	(and	many	that	followed)	argued	that	the	

American	public	as	a	whole	lacks	the	political	knowledge	to	carefully	evaluate	their	

proximity	 to	 the	 candidates	 on	 the	 issues	 and	 engage	 in	 proximity	 voting.	 This	

argument	was	 further	 addressed	by	Converse	who	argued	 that	 only	 a	minority	of	

the	 public	 thinks	 of	 politics	 in	 a	 coherent	 and	 ideological	 manner	 (1964).	 More	

recent	scholars	have	also	 found	sizeable	segments	of	 the	public	have	 low	 levels	of	

political	 knowledge	 (for	 example,	 see	 Delli	 Carpini	 and	 Keeter	 1996)	 or	 have	

political	belief	systems	that	are	too	narrow	to	be	considered	politically	sophisticated	

(Luskin	1987;	1990).		

The	 theory	 of	 directional	 voting	 further	 challenges	 the	 theory	 of	 proximity	

voting	and	addresses	some	of	 the	criticisms	pertaining	 to	 the	 inability	of	ordinary	

voters	 to	determine	 the	 candidate	whose	positions	would	be	of	 greater	benefit	 to	

the	voter.	The	theory	of	directional	voting	argues	that	individuals	do	not	necessarily	

vote	for	the	candidate	that	 is	closer	to	them	on	the	issues,	but	 instead	people	vote	

for	 the	 candidate	 that	 is	 on	 the	 same	 side	 of	 the	 issues	 (See	 Rabinowitz	 and	

MacDonald	 1989).	 Determining	which	 candidate	 is	 on	 the	 same	 side	 of	 the	 issue	
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requires	the	voter	to	make	a	simpler	calculation	about	their	own	positions	relative	

to	 those	 of	 the	 candidates.	 In	 this	 scenario,	 voter	 persuasion	 is	 possible	 when	

campaigns	signal	to	voters	that	the	candidate	and	the	voter	are	on	the	same	side	of	

the	issue.		

THE	ISSUE	CROSS-PRESSURED	VOTER	

The	theory	of	issue	cross-pressured	partisans	builds	on	some	aspects	of	each	

of	the	classic	studies	and	links	them	together	to	explain	why	some	partisans	defect	

to	 the	opposition	while	others	do	not.	Most	obvious	 is	 its	connection	to	 the	cross-

pressured	 voters	 described	 in	 the	 sociological	 model	 (Berelson,	 Lazarsfeld,	 and	

McPhee	1954;	also	see	Lazarsfeld,	Berelson,	and	Gaudet	1944).	The	notion	of	cross-

pressured	 voters	 was	 extended	 by	 Hillygus	 and	 Shields	 who	 depart	 from	 the	

primary	 focus	 of	Berelson	 and	 colleagues	 on	demographic	 and	 social	 cleavages	 in	

society	and	instead	focuses	on	the	less	studied	issue	cross-pressures	(Hillygus	and	

Shields	2008).	This	re-focusing	from	social	groups	to	issues	is	partly	a	reflection	of	

the	diversity	within	social	groups	and	the	more	complex	identities	of	the	American	

public.	 But	 it	 is	 also	 partly	 an	 acknowledgement	 of	 the	 hardened	 issue	 divisions	

between	 the	 parties	 and	 the	 availability	 of	 survey	 data	 to	 study	 these	 divisions.	

Further,	 the	 proliferation	 of	 public	 opinion	 polls	 allows	 researchers	 to	 sidestep	

social	groups	all	together	and	directly	examine	an	individual’s	issue	positions.	

Vote	choice	is	anchored	by	party	identification,	but	campaigns	can	persuade	

cross-pressured	 partisans	 to	 vote	 against	 their	 partisanship	 by	 emphasizing	 the	

conflicted	 predispositions	 (Hillygus	 and	 Shields	 2008).	 The	 theory	 is	

straightforward.	 Partisans	 will	 vote	 for	 their	 party	 unless	 they	 agree	 with	 the	
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opposition	 party	 on	 enough	 issues	 that	 they	 consider	 personally	 important	 to	

motivate	them	to	cross-party	lines.	Here	is	where	I	begin	to	deviate	from	the	theory	

proposed	and	 tested	by	Hillygus	and	Shields.	They	set	a	 threshold	of	 two	or	more	

policy	 cross-pressures	 to	be	 considered	persuadable.	 I,	 on	 the	other	hand,	believe	

that	 a	 single	 cross-pressure	 can	 result	 in	 persuasion	 IF	 the	 opposing	 campaign	

contacts	the	partisan	with	the	cross-pressured	issue.	I	conceptualize	persuadability	

as	a	continuous	variable	 from	 least	 to	most	persuadable	 instead	of	a	dichotomous	

variable.	 Partisans	 who	 agree	 with	 their	 party	 on	 all	 issues	 and	 partisans	 who	

disagree	with	their	party	on	all	issues	could	occupy	opposing	ends	of	the	scale.			

Removing	 the	 threshold	 on	 the	 number	 of	 issue	 cross-pressures	 and	

replacing	 it	 with	 a	 requirement	 that	 the	 issue	 content	 of	 the	 campaign’s	

communications	 overlap	 with	 an	 individual	 voter’s	 own	 issue	 cross-pressures	

undoubtedly	 makes	 testing	 the	 theory	 more	 difficult.	 To	 fully	 test	 the	 theory,	

measures	 of	 individual	 issue	 positions	 AND	 measures	 of	 the	 campaigns’	 issue	

content	 are	 needed.	 Data	 on	 which	 citizens	 presidential	 candidates	 contacted	 is	

difficult	 to	 obtain	 and	 is	 perhaps	 why	 a	 theory	 that	 has	 been	 evolving	 since	 the	

1950’s	has	yet	to	be	fully	vetted.		

The	 vote	 choice	 of	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 has	 also	 been	 oversimplified.	

Voting	 for	 the	 opposition	 party	 is	 not	 the	 only	 option.	 Issue	 cross-pressured	

partisans	can	choose	 to	abstain	or	 to	vote	 for	a	minor-party	candidate.	One	of	 the	

major	findings	of	the	original	1954	study	of	cross-pressured	voters	is	that	the	most	

conflicted	voters	are	likely	to	abstain	all	together	(Berelson,	Lazarsfeld,	and	McPhee	

1954),	 but	 this	 aspect	 of	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 voting	 behavior	 has	 not	 been	
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evaluated	in	the	context	of	a	modern	campaign.	Campaigns,	today,	are	very	effective	

at	mobilizing	voters	(see	Gerber	and	Green	2008)	and	focus	much	of	these	efforts	on	

their	own	base	(Panagopoulos	2015)	 that	already	participate	at	higher	 levels	 than	

independents	(Verba	et	al.	1993).	The	devotion	of	cotemporary	campaigns	to	ensure	

their	supporters	show	up	at	the	polls	may	have	alleviated	the	increased	abstention	

rates	 of	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 first	 observed	more	 than	 a	 half	 century	 ago.	 I	

further	 extend	 the	 work	 of	 Hillygus	 and	 Shields	 by	 testing	 for	 the	 effects	 of	 the	

campaign	on	both	abstention	and	defection.		

MODERN	CAMPAIGN	STRATEGY	AND	ISSUE	ACTIVATION	

A	campaign	with	limited	resources	must	focus	its	attention	on	a	subset	of	the	

states,	 precincts,	 or	 individuals	 depending	 on	 the	 election	 and	 the	 campaign’s	

overall	 strategy.	 For	 presidential	 campaigns,	 states	 that	 are	 deemed	 as	

“battlegrounds”	 receive	 the	 lion’s	 share	of	 a	 campaign’s	money	and	attention	 (see	

Panagopoulos	2009;	Shaw	2006,	1999b).	Within	these	battleground	states,	modern	

campaigns	 are	 more	 strategic	 about	 which	 individuals	 they	 contact	 compared	 to	

earlier	elections.	Campaigns	have	routinely	divided	the	electorate	into	three	broad	

segments:	their	base	supporters,	swing	voters,	and	the	opposition’s	base	supporters.	

Campaigns	approach	each	of	these	three	groups	differently	with	the	ultimate	goal	of	

winning	the	election.	They	work	to	mobilize	and	excite	their	base	voters	to	ensure	

that	they	turnout	on	Election	Day.	They	attempt	to	persuade	swing	voters	and	the	

opposition’s	 weak	 supporters	 to	 support	 their	 candidate.	 And	 they	 more	 or	 less	

ignore	the	opposition’s	strongest	supporters	(Burton	and	Shea	2010).	The	process	

of	 identifying	 these	segments	of	 the	electorate	has	become	more	precise	since	 the	
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turn	of	 the	century.	 In	 the	2004	Presidential	election,	George	W.	Bush’s	 reelection	

campaign	 began	 using	 a	 process	most	 commonly	 referred	 to	 as	microtargeting	 to	

identify	 supporters	 and	 potential	 supporters	 (Sosnick,	 Dowd,	 and	 Fournier	 2006;	

Issenberg	 2013).	 Prior	 to	 microtargeting	 and	 the	 availability	 of	 voter	 lists,	 the	

decision	 to	 contact	 certain	 individuals	 while	 avoiding	 others	 was	 based	 on	 the	

geographic	 unit	 (most	 commonly	 the	 precinct	 or	 county)	 in	 which	 individuals	

reside.	For	example,	if	a	particular	precinct	always	votes	for	Republican	presidential	

candidates	then	Republican	campaigns	should	allocate	more	resources	to	mobilize	

that	 precinct	 while	 Democratic	 campaigns	 should	 devote	 considerably	 fewer	

resources	 to	mobilizing	 voters	 in	 that	 precinct	 (Burton	 and	 Shea	 2010;	Huckfeldt	

and	 Sprague	 1992).	 Similarly,	 precincts	 that	 alternate	 between	 supporting	 the	

Democratic	 and	Republican	 candidates	would	 likely	 be	 a	 focus	 of	 both	 campaigns	

and	 their	 efforts	 to	 persuade	 voters	 in	 that	 precinct	 to	 support	 their	 candidate.	

Microtargeting,	 when	 properly	 executed,	 allows	 campaigns	 to	 identify	 likely	

supporters	and	swing	voters	that	they	otherwise	would	not	have	contacted	if	using	

a	traditional	precinct-level	strategy.	In	addition,	microtargeting	allows	campaigns	to	

avoid	wasting	resources	reaching	out	to	individuals	that	are	affiliated	with	Party	A	

(the	out	party),	but	live	in	a	precinct	that	generally	supports	party	B	(the	in	party).		

Microtargeting	 allows	 campaigns	 to	 more	 strategically	 contact	 voters	 by	

providing	estimates	of	the	policy	positions,	likelihood	of	supporting	each	candidate,	

and	 likelihood	 of	 voting	 all	 together.	 Microtargeting	 is	 a	 two-stage	 process.	 First,	

large	 surveys	are	 conducted	 to	develop	 statistical	models	 that	 are	used	 to	predict	

various	 attributes	 about	 the	 voters	 in	 a	 state.	 These	 models	 are	 then	 used	 to	
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estimate	these	same	attributes	for	all	of	the	individuals	listed	in	a	state’s	voter	file	

(see	 Panagopoulos	 2017,	 p.	 119).	 This	 process	 became	widespread	 following	 the	

passage	 of	 the	 Help	 America	 Vote	 Act	 of	 2002,	 which	 mandated	 that	 all	 states	

maintain	 electronic	 records	 of	 all	 registered	 voters	 (Hersh	 2015).	 Prior	 to	 the	

development	 of	microtargeting	 campaigns	would	 sometimes	 collect	 lists	 of	 voters	

directly	from	local	offices	in	attempts	to	identify	friends	and	foes	of	the	party.	The	

process	is	both	more	burdensome	and	limited	when	the	starting	point	is	paper	files	

provided	piecemeal	by	low	ranked	election	administrators.		

In	political	science,	the	term	microtargeting	is	sometimes	used	to	refer	to	any	

type	 of	 individual	 level	 contact	 such	 as	 direct	 mail,	 phone	 calls,	 emails,	 text-

messages,	or	door-knocks.	Among	campaign	practitioners,	microtargeting	generally	

refers	 to	 the	 data-driven	 process	 of	 identifying,	 which	 individuals	 a	 particular	

campaign	 should	 contact	 and	 which	 message	 that	 campaign	 should	 use	 in	 their	

efforts	 to	 persuade	 a	 given	 individual.	 A	 leading	microtargeting	 firm,	 TargetPoint	

Consulting,	describes	their	microtargeting	strategy	as:	
	Using	 hundreds	 of	 data	 points,	 comprised	 of	 voter	
information,	 life	 cycle	 information,	 life	 style	
information,	 financial	 data,	 consumer	 behavior,	
geographic	data,	and	political	attitudes	and	preferences,	
…	to	segment	each	of	your	voters	into	one	of	a	number	
of	mutually	exclusive	groups,	each	defined	by	a	unique	
combination	of	 data	points.	 In	 the	 end	 there	 is	 no	one	
‘killer’	 piece	 of	 data	 that	 explains	 our	 political	
preferences,	but	looking	at	the	sum	total	of	our	lifelong	
data	trail	gets	us	extremely	close	(TargetPoint	2010).		

Aristotle,	 a	 non-partisan	 data	 firm,	 purports	 to	 have	 upwards	 of	 500	 data	

points	on	each	voter	and	believes	modern	campaigns	can	make	targeting	decisions	
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with	more	precision	than	during	any	previous	election	cycle	(Sreenivasan	2012).	To	

avoid	 confusion,	 going	 forward	 I	 refer	 to	 the	 data-driven	 process	 of	 identifying	

which	 individuals	 to	 contact	 and	 which	 issue	 to	 contact	 them	 with	 as	

microtargeting.	 And	 I	 refer	 to	 the	 individual	 level	 contact	 methods	 (phone	 calls,	

direct	mail,	email,	etc.)	either	by	name	or	collectively	as	individual	–	level	contacts.		

In	the	context	of	a	presidential	election,	microtargeting	helps	the	parties	and	

their	 candidates	 identify	 voters	 who	 agree	 with	 their	 candidates	 on	 a	 particular	

policy	issue,	individuals	who	are	likely	to	vote,	and	individuals	who	share	the	same	

party	 identification	 as	 their	 client.	 After	microtargeting	 is	 used	 to	 categorize	 each	

individual	 voter	 as	 either	 a	base	or	 swing	voter,	 the	 campaign	must	decide	which	

issue	or	issues	to	use	in	its	communications	with	swing	voters.	In	the	same	manner	

that	microtargeting	is	used	to	project	each	individual’s	likelihood	of	supporting	each	

candidate;	 it	 can	 also	be	used	 to	 estimate	 an	 individual’s	position	on	any	political	

issue.	A	strategic	campaign	should	use	this	information	to	target	individuals	on	the	

issues	in	which	the	candidate	and	the	individual	agree.		

The	 press	 and	 popular	 accounts	 of	 elections	 describe	 microtargeting	 as	

highly	 accurate	 (see	 Issenberg	 2013).	 However,	 political	 science	 does	 not	 know	

much	 about	 microtargeting	 and	 its	 effectiveness	 (Grossman	 2009).	 A	 common	

misperception	among	many	in	the	media	and	political	science	is	that	campaigns	use	

microtargeting	to	reach	out	to	individuals	on	every	possible	issue	that	they	may	care	

about	regardless	of	how	obscure	or	 localized.	As	the	chief	strategist	 for	George	W.	

Bush’s	 2004	 reelection	 campaign,	 Matthew	 Dowd	 (ABC	 News	 2012),	 pointed	 out	

while	discussing	the	2012	Presidential	election	on	ABC’s	‘This	Week’:	
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There's	this	idea	that	you	do	all	this	thing	and	you	do	all	
this	 slicing	 and	 dicing	 and	 then	 find	 out	 some	 weird	
particular	 issue,	 whether	 it's	 Lyme	 disease	 or	 some	
other	 issue,	 and	 then	 you	 go	 straight	 to	 these	 people	
that	 you	 find	 in	 some	 households	 somewhere	 and	 do	
that.	 What	 microtargeting	 --	 the	 best	 use	 of	
microtargeting	 is	 this.	 You	 find	 individuals	 that	 you	
otherwise	 couldn't	 have	 found	 in	 areas	 that	 you	
normally	 wouldn't	 campaign	 in,	 and	 then	 go	 to	 those	
people	with	big	issues.	

The	 decision	 to	 focus	 a	 campaign’s	 outreach	 on	 a	 handful	 of	 big	 issues	 is	

important	 for	 a	 few	 reasons.	 First,	 there	 are	 many	 reasons	 to	 believe	 that	

microtargeting	is	more	accurate	at	predicting	an	individual’s	position	on	big	issues.	

However,	 the	 accuracy	 of	 microtargeted	 estimates	 on	 policy	 issues	 has	 not	 been	

independently	 evaluated	 (see	 chapter	 6	 and	 Endres	 2016).	 The	 accuracy	 of	

microtargeted	estimates	of	demographic	characteristics	has	been	evaluated	and	the	

results	are	mixed	(Hersh	2015;	Pasek	et	al.	2014).	For	example,	estimates	of	party	

and	race	are	generally	correct	while	estimates	of	religion	are	more	often	incorrect	

than	 correct	 (Hersh	 2015).	 Microtargeting	 uses	 polling	 data	 to	 estimate	 an	

individual’s	position	on	a	particular	issue.	Both	microtargeting	and	the	polling	data	

that	 it	 depends	 on	 are	 generally	 conducted	 at	 the	 state	 level.	 The	 more	 narrow	

and/or	 complex	 issues	 lead	 to	 less	 reliable	polling	data	when	 survey	 respondents	

are	unable	 to	provide	an	answer	 to	a	political	question	 that	 is	either	 irrelevant	or	

unfamiliar	 to	 them.	 If	 only	 a	 small	 sample	 of	 registered	 voters	 in	 a	 given	 state	 is	

knowledgeable	 enough	 on	 an	 issue	 to	 provide	 their	 opinion,	 any	 estimates	

generated	based	on	 this	 smaller	 sample	will	produce	 less	 reliable	estimates	when	

extrapolating	 to	 all	 registered	 voters	 in	 a	 state	 on	 that	 issue.	 Second,	 candidates	
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want	 voters	 to	 perceive	 them	 as	 both	 genuine	 and	 credible.	 When	 there	 is	 an	

inconsistency	between	the	issues	that	a	candidate	is	discussing	publicly	via	its	mass	

communications,	 namely	 television	 advertising,	 and	 the	 issues	 featured	 in	 a	

candidate’s	individual	level	communications,	voters	may	interpret	this	as	pandering.	

Third,	 candidates	 and	 their	 campaigns	 are	 constrained	 by	 limited	 time	 and	

resources.	Regardless	of	the	mode	of	communication	only	a	finite	number	of	issues	

may	 be	 addressed	 in	 a	 television	 advertisement,	 phone-call,	 or	 mailer.	 Thus	 a	

candidate	and	his	or	her	 team	of	advisors	must	decide	which	 issues	 to	emphasize	

during	the	campaign	(Page	1976).		

	Candidates	 decide	 which	 issues	 they	 should	 build	 their	 campaign	 around	

based	on	the	state	of	the	economy,	the	current	political	conditions,	and	the	context	

of	the	election	year	(Vavreck	2014;	2009;	Druckman,	Jacobs,	and	Ostermeier	2004;	

Holbrook	1994).	The	candidate’s	decision	to	prominently	feature	an	issue	in	his	or	

her	 sale’s	 pitch	 to	 the	 American	 public	 should	 be	 based	 on	 whether	 or	 not	 the	

candidate’s	 party	 owns	 the	 issue.	 According	 to	 the	 issue	 ownership	 theory,	

campaigns	 set	 the	 criteria	 in	 which	 voters	 decide	 between	 the	 candidates.	When	

setting	 these	 criteria,	 the	 campaign	 should	 emphasize	 issues	 that	 advantage	 their	

candidate	 and	 disadvantage	 the	 opposing	 candidate	 (Egan	 2013;	 Petrocik,	 Benoit,	

and	Hansen	2003;	Petrocik	1996).	Further,	the	advantaged	candidate	should	select	

an	 issue	 that	 not	 only	 disadvantages	 the	 opposition	 but	 an	 issue	 in	 which	 the	

opposing	candidate	is	publicly	committed	to	an	unpopular	position	(Vavreck	2009).	

Of	 course,	 an	 individual	 campaign	 does	 not	 single-handedly	 determine	 the	 issues	

that	will	arise	during	the	campaign.	The	rival	candidate	has	the	same	opportunity	to	
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bring	 forward	 issues	 that	 advantage	 them.	 Thus	 in	 a	 given	 election	 year,	 both	

candidates	 will	 be	 advantaged	 and	 disadvantaged	 by	 at	 least	 one	 issue	 assuming	

that	 both	 campaigns	 are	 able	 to	 successfully	 elevate	 an	 issue	 to	 the	 agenda	 that	

favors	his	or	her	candidacy.		

Other	issues	may	be	on	the	agenda	prior	to	selection	of	the	candidates.	If	an	

issue,	 such	as	a	war	or	 the	economy,	 is	considered	 important	enough	by	 the	mass	

public	 and	 the	media,	 it	will	 become	a	major	 issue	 that	 can	 factor	 into	 the	 voting	

decision	of	the	American	public	without	either	campaign	choosing	to	make	it	part	of	

the	agenda.	Instead,	candidates	must	address	the	issue	given	its	prominence	in	the	

electoral	context.	Scholars	of	media	effects	have	repeatedly	found	that	the	media	has	

the	ability	to	set	the	agenda	by	influencing	which	issues	the	mass	public	considers	

important	 and	 the	 criterion	 that	 the	 public	 will	 use	 when	 evaluating	 elected	 and	

government	 officials	 (Hayes	 2008;	 Druckman	 2004;	 McCombs	 and	 Shaw	 1972).	

Fortunately	 for	 researchers	 that	 study	 campaign	 effects,	 the	 news	 media	 relies	

heavily	 on	 the	 campaigns	 for	 information	 (Johnston,	 Hagen,	 and	 Jamieson	 2004).	

And	 often	 focuses	 more	 attention	 on	 the	 horse-race	 coverage	 and	 gaffes	 than	

substantial	 coverage	 of	 the	 candidates’	 policy	 positions	 especially	 in	 competitive	

election	 contests	 (Hayes	 2010;	 Lawrence	 2000).	 The	media	 does	more	 to	 amplify	

the	candidates’	messages	than	to	set	their	own	policy	agenda.	Strategic	candidates	

(and	 their	 strategists)	 are	 aware	 of	 the	 media’s	 reliance	 on	 the	 campaign	 and	

carefully	 coordinate	 their	 schedule	 to	 maximize	 the	 potential	 effects	 of	 each	

candidate	 appearance	 (See	 Shaw	 1999).	 While	 the	 media	 does	 have	 an	 effect	 on	

which	 issues	 the	 public	 considers	 to	 be	 the	 most	 important,	 the	 effect	 of	 the	
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campaigns’	advertisements	is	comparatively	greater	than	the	combined	effect	of	the	

news	media	and	candidate	speeches	(Vavreck	2009).		

House	 and	 (some)	 Senate	 elections	 occur	 simultaneously	 with	 the	

Presidential	 election.	 Strategic	 candidates	 for	 these	 offices	 often	 work	 to	 make	

national	issues	relevant	in	their	more	local	race	(Jacobson	1989)	and	can	sometimes	

make	 issues	 that	 are	 important	 in	 their	 race	 important	 for	 the	 presidential	 race.	

Since	much	of	 the	media	 today	 is	nationalized,	 issues	may	become	relevant	 in	 the	

race	for	the	presidency	if	candidates	for	these	other	competitive	contests	succeed	in	

publicizing	 issues	 that	 their	 party’s	 candidate	 for	 president	 would	 prefer	 not	 to	

address.	A	noteworthy	example	from	the	2012	election	is	the	infamous	“legitimate	

rape”	comments	made	by	Missouri	Congressman	and	Republican	candidate	for	U.S.	

Senate	Todd	Akin	after	he	was	asked	about	his	position	on	abortion	 for	victims	of	

rape	 during	 an	 interview	 with	 a	 local,	 St.	 Louis	 reporter	 (Jaco	 2012).	 Akin’s	

opponent,	 Democratic	 Senator	 Claire	 McCaskill	 and	 the	 media	 pounced	 on	 the	

comments,	 which	 ultimately	 forced	 Mitt	 Romney,	 the	 Republican	 presidential	

candidate	to	publicly	address	Akin’s	remarks	and	his	own	position	on	abortion.	And	

nicely	supplemented	the	Obama	campaign’s	theme	of	a	Republican	“war	on	women”	

(New	York	Times	2012).	

After	 issues	 have	 become	 part	 of	 the	 campaign	 agenda,	 candidates	 are	

constrained	by	both	their	own	records	and	what	their	base	supporters	consider	to	

be	 acceptable.	 The	 Median	 Voter	 Theorem	 provides	 the	 motivation	 as	 to	 why	

candidates	 would	 want	 to	 re-position	 themselves	 on	 these	 issues	 so	 that	 their	

position	aligns	with	the	majority	of	voters	(see	Down	1957).	However,	the	nature	of	
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our	 electoral	 system	 in	which	 candidates	must	 first	 win	 their	 party’s	 nomination	

through	 a	 series	 of	 state	 primary	 elections	 and/or	 caucuses	 forces	 candidates	 to	

publicly	 state	 their	position	while	 trying	 to	win	 the	 support	 of	 a	more	 ideological	

electorate.	 This	 process	 often	 leads	 to	 candidates	 committing	 to	 a	 position	 that	 is	

closer	 to	 their	 party’s	 median	 voter	 than	 to	 the	 general	 election’s	 median	 voter	

(Jessee	 2010).	 The	 candidates	 may	 work	 to	 persuade	 the	 public	 that	 his	 or	 her	

position	 is	 closer	 to	 the	voter’s	position	 than	 it	may	actually	be,	but	 this	 is	not	an	

effective	strategy	when	a	candidate	is	already	publicly	committed	to	a	different,	less	

popular	position	(Vavreck	2009).		

In	 the	 long-term,	 parties	 can	 reposition	 themselves	 or	 evolve	 on	 an	 issue	

(Karol	2009)	so	that	their	position	is	more	in	line	with	the	median	voter.	Or	remove	

the	issue	from	the	agenda	by	taking	action	to	solve	the	problem	associated	with	the	

issue	area.	But	in	the	crucial	final	months	of	a	campaign,	candidates	find	it	difficult	

to	disavow	an	established	position	on	an	important	campaign	issue.		

APPLYING	CAMPAIGN	EFFECTS	TO	THE	EXISTING	MEASURE	OF	PERSUADABLE	VOTERS	

Prior	to	the	start	of	the	campaign,	partisans	can	be	divided	into	two	distinct	

groups:	congruent	partisans,	who	agree	with	their	parties	on	all	possible	issues,	and	

cross-pressured	partisans,	who	agree	with	the	opposing	party	on	at	least	one	issue.	

As	the	campaigns	begin	their	efforts	to	persuade	voters	to	both	turnout	and	support	

their	 candidate,	 some	 cross-pressured	 voters	will	 only	 receive	messages	 from	 the	

campaigns	concerning	issues	in	which	they	agree	with	their	party	while	other	cross-

pressured	partisans	will	have	their	cross-pressures	activated	by	the	campaigns.	
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Individuals	who	are	only	cross-pressured	on	non-campaign	issues	will	(1)	be	

reminded	 of	 the	 reasons	 they	 agree	with	 their	 party	 as	 they	 encounter	 campaign	

messages	on	congruent	policy	issues	(Campbell	2001),	(2)	place	a	greater	weight	on	

these	 campaign	 issues	 relative	 to	 the	 inactive	 issues,	 in	which	 they	may	 disagree	

with	their	party,	(3)	become	more	certain	about	where	the	candidates	stand	on	the	

issues	 in	 which	 they	 agree	 with	 their	 party,	 and	 (4)	 maintain	 a	 similar	 level	 of	

uncertainty	 on	 the	 issues	 that	 the	 candidates	 are	 not	 addressing	 (Bartels	 1986).	

These	 partisans	 should	 continue	 to	 support	 their	 party	 or	 become	more	 likely	 to	

return	to	their	party	if	their	support	was	wavering	at	the	outset	of	the	campaign	as	

they	 increase	 the	 weight	 and	 decrease	 the	 uncertainty	 of	 the	 congruent	 policy	

issues.		

Individuals	who	disagree	with	their	party’s	candidate	on	one	or	more	of	the	

campaign	 issues	 (1)	 will	 be	 reminded	 of	 this	 conflict	 by	 the	 campaign,	 (2)	 may	

increase	the	weight	of	the	conflicting	issues	compared	to	the	weight	they	‘assigned’	

to	these	issues	prior	to	the	start	of	the	campaign,	(3)	will	potentially	become	more	

certain	 about	 each	 candidate’s	 position	 on	 the	 cross-pressured	 issue(s),	 and	 (4)	

become	more	likely	to	vote	against	their	partisan	preferences	than	individual’s	that	

agree	with	their	party	on	all	of	the	campaign	issues.		

Spatial	models	of	voting	cleanly	link	issues	and	vote	choice	and	help	to	derive	

these	 expectations.	 In	 The	 Message	 Matters:	 The	 Economy	 and	 Presidential	

Campaigns,	 Lynn	 Vavreck	 expands	 on	 the	 basic	 spatial	 model4	 to	 explain	 how	

candidates	 should	 behave	 during	 an	 election	 (2009).	 Vavreck	 argues	 that	 a	

																																																								
4	Enelow	and	Hinich	1981	&	1984	provide	the	starting	point	for	Vavreck’s	model	of	campaign	effects.		
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candidate	 can	 influence	 a	 voter’s	 evaluation	 of	 them	 (and	 ultimately	 their	 vote	

choice)	through	agenda	setting,	persuading	the	voter’s	placement	of	a	candidate	on	

a	given	issue,	and	by	increasing	a	voter’s	certainty	about	where	a	candidate	stands	

on	 a	 given	 issue5	 (2009,	 p.	 19).	 The	weight	 that	 an	 individual	 assigns	 to	 an	 issue,	

their	assessment	of	where	the	candidates’	stand	on	this	 issue,	and	the	 individual’s	

confidence	in	their	assessment	all	affect	how	much	influence	a	particular	issue	has	

on	 their	 vote	 choice.	 Other	 non-policy	 considerations	may	 also	 affect	 vote	 choice,	

but	for	the	moment,	I	focus	only	on	the	policy	aspects.		

Extending	 this	 model	 to	 the	 time	 period	 before	 candidates	 are	 set	 and	

campaigning	 begins,	 individuals	 have	 an	 assigned,	 baseline	 weight	 for	 each	 issue	

based	on	their	evaluation	of	the	importance	of	the	issue.	The	weight	for	each	issue	is	

between	 zero	 and	 one.	 And	 the	 weight	 of	 all	 the	 issues	 should	 sum	 to	 one.	 For	

example,	a	single-issue	voter	would	weight	that	issue	at	a	one	and	all	other	issues	at	

a	 zero.	 As	 the	 candidates	 repeatedly	 prime	 the	 same	 few	 issues	 during	 the	

campaign,	voters	should	increase	the	weight	of	those	issues.	Since	the	weight	of	all	

issues	must	sum	to	one,	the	previously	assigned	weights	for	other	issues	will	have	to	

be	adjusted	to	reflect	the	rising	influence	of	some	policy	issues.	Inactive	issues	are	

more	likely	to	be	shifted	downward	as	each	issue	either	remains	at	the	pre-election	

level	or	decreases	in	weight.		

Following	 this	 same	 logic,	 individuals	 should	 become	 more	 certain	 about	

each	 candidate’s	 position	 on	 the	 issues	 that	 they	 are	 actively	 campaigning	 on.	

Uncertainty	on	a	single	issue	is	not	directly	tied	to	changes	in	uncertainty	on	other	

																																																								
5	Vavreck	refers	to	the	process	of	reducing	an	individual’s	level	of	uncertainty	as	clarifying.		
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issues.	Voters	could	theoretically	become	more	certain	on	all	 issues	or	none	of	the	

issues.	However,	 the	 level	of	uncertainty	should	remain	unchanged	or	 increase	on	

issues	 that	 the	 candidates	 are	 not	 providing	 information	 about	 their	 policy	

positions.	However,	as	Vavreck	shows,	some	politically	sophisticated	individuals	are	

able	to	effectively	reduce	their	level	of	uncertainty	on	other	issues	by	using	the	issue	

positions	 that	 the	 candidates	 do	 take	 as	 a	 heuristic	 for	 their	 position	 on	 related	

issues	(2009).		

If	 an	 individual	 considers	 one	 of	 the	 non-campaign	 issues	 to	 be	 personally	

important,	he	or	she	may	seek	out	information	as	to	where	each	candidate	stands	on	

that	issue.	Being	knowledgeable	on	issues	that	the	candidates	are	not	discussing	will	

allow	 those	 issues	 to	 influence	 an	 individual’s	 vote	 choice.	 However,	 personal	

motivations	 to	 acquire	 information	 on	 a	 particular	 issue	 is	 distinct	 from	 the	

campaigns	elevating	an	issue	and	actively	priming	voters	to	place	more	emphasis	on	

that	issue	while	casting	their	vote.	By	the	time	a	candidate	receives	his	or	her	party’s	

nomination	 for	 the	 presidency,	 the	 candidate	 has	 publicly	 taken	 positions	 on	 a	

substantial	number	of	policy	issues,	perhaps	with	the	exception	of	candidates	who	

have	never	held	elected	office.	Since	most	candidates	for	the	presidency	have	a	long	

history	in	public	office,	some	voters	may	be	certain	about	each	candidate’s	position	

on	the	issues	they	care	about	and	would	not	rely	on	the	campaign	for	information.	

Many	other	voters	do	not	follow	politics	closely	enough	to	be	informed	prior	to	the	

start	 of	 the	 campaign	 and	 must	 rely	 on	 the	 candidates	 and	 their	 outreach	 for	

information.	The	 issues	that	are	not	being	openly	debated	by	the	candidates	could	
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still	 factor	 into	 voting	 decisions,	 but	 many	 voters	 do	 not	 have	 the	 motivation	 to	

acquire	this	information	on	their	own	accord	(Luskin	1990).		

The	low	levels	of	political	knowledge	among	the	public	do	not	inhibit	voters	

from	factoring	policy	issues	into	their	vote	choice	as	voters	do	learn	the	candidates’	

positions	on	 relevant	 issues	 from	 the	 campaign	 (Lenz	2009;	Marcus	and	Mackuen	

1993)	and	do	learn	about	high	profile	issues,	such	as	foreign	policy,	from	the	media	

(Baum	2002).	During	a	given	campaign	cycle,	a	tremendous	amount	of	information	

is	made	 available	 to	 the	 public	which	 both	 learns	where	 the	 candidates	 stand	 on	

some	 issues	 from	 this	 information	 and	 punishes	 the	 candidates	 when	 they	 are	

ambiguous	on	other	issues	(Alavarez	1997).	Voters	who	are	certain	about	their	own	

position	on	 an	 issue	 are	 the	most	 likely	 to	 revolt	when	a	 candidate	 is	 ambiguous,	

whereas	 voters	 who	 do	 not	 have	 a	 defined	 issue	 position	 may	 find	 ambiguity	

acceptable	 and	 in	 some	 cases	 even	 attractive	 (Tomz	 and	 Van	 Houweling	 2009).	

However,	 the	 public	 as	 a	whole	 does	 not	 have	 the	 interest,	 time,	 or	 resources	 to	

learn	about	all	of	the	candidates’	issue	positions	and	must	rely	on	the	campaign	and	

heuristics	 to	 connect	 their	 own	 interests	 and	 issue	 positions	 to	 the	 candidates	

(Lupia	1994;	Lau	and	Redlawsk	2006;	Kahneman	et	al.	1982).	The	type	of	heuristic	

employed	 varies	 based	 on	 the	 voter’s	 education	 and	 political	 awareness	

(Sniderman,	 Brody,	 and	 Tetlock	 1991).	 Scholars	 examining	 the	 totality	 of	 the	

campaign	 as	 gauged	 by	 campaign	 spending	 have	 found	 that	 political	 knowledge	

increases	as	campaign	spending	increases	(Coleman	and	Manna	2000).	And	scholars	

examining	 individual	 aspects	of	 the	 campaign	have	 found	 that	 exposure	 to	 even	a	

single	 campaign	 advertisement	 increases	 a	 voter’s	 information	 about	 the	
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candidates’	 positions	 and	 allows	 voters	 to	 differentiate	 between	 them	 on	 that	

position	(Ansolabehere	and	Iyengar	1995).		

Candidates	do	not	make	 it	easy	 for	voters	 to	 learn	about	 their	positions	on	

inactive	policy	 issues.	 In	some	situations,	candidates	may	believe	 it	 is	 in	their	best	

interests	to	be	vague	about	their	 true	 issue	positions	(Downs	1957;	Shepsle	1972;	

Page	1976).	This	is	an	additional	reason	why	inactive	policy	issues	will	have	a	stable	

or	diminishing	effect	on	vote	choice	between	the	start	of	the	campaign	and	Election	

Day.		

POSITION	CHANGE	

Individuals	who	report	being	cross-pressured	on	an	issue	may	change	their	

position	 to	 align	 with	 their	 party	 affiliation	 if	 the	 strength	 of	 their	 partisan	

predisposition	 exceeds	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 issue	 position	 to	 the	 voter.	

Partisanship	 is	 typically	 viewed	 as	 a	 strong,	 persistent	 psychological	 attachment	

that	 influences	 policy	 positions	 and	 other	 political	 attitudes	 as	 individuals	 align	

their	 policy	 positions	with	 their	 party	 identification	 (Campbell	 et	 al.	 1960;	 Jacoby	

1988;	Bartels	2002).	People	have	a	desire	to	be	correct	and	often	look	to	the	group	

for	validation	 that	 their	 attitude	on	a	particular	 subject	 is	 correct	 and	will	 change	

their	 position	 to	 match	 the	 group’s	 position	 when	 their	 attitudes	 do	 not	 align	

(Festinger	1954).	Individuals	who	feel	more	strongly	about	an	issue	than	their	party	

may	 alternatively	 adjust	 their	 party	 identification	 as	 they	 encounter	 new	

information	 about	 the	 candidates’	 policy	 positions	 (Fiorina	 1981;	 1977).	 It	 can	

easily	be	imagined	that	both	scenarios	are	true	under	certain	conditions	with	party	

identification	and	issue	positions	influencing	each	other	depending	on	the	strength	
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of	 each	 predisposition	 (Franklin	 and	 Jackson	 1983;	 Jackson	 1975).	 For	 party	

identification	 and	 policy	 positions	 to	 affect	 each	 other,	 individuals	 must	 first	 be	

aware	of	the	conflict	between	their	positions	and	their	party’s	(Carsey	and	Layman	

2006).	 When	 campaigns	 and	 the	 media	 publicly	 debate	 an	 issue,	 individuals	 can	

respond	 by	 systematically	 updating	 their	 policy	 attitudes	 and	 party	 identification	

(Dancey	and	Goren	2010).	After	all,	people	prefer	consistency	and	changing	one	of	

their	attitudes	could	resolve	this	unwanted	tension	(Cooper	2007;	Festinger	1957).	

Further,	the	direction	of	the	relationship	is	dependent	on	the	importance	that	each	

individual	 attaches	 to	 the	 issue	 (Carsey	 and	 Layman	 2006).	 Incorporating	 issue	

importance	into	the	analyses	–	as	I	do	in	chapter	three	–	will	exclude	the	individuals	

who	 do	 not	 care	 enough	 about	 the	 conflicted	 issue	 to	 maintain	 a	 position	 that	

contradicts	 their	 party’s	 stance.	 Testing	 for	 issue-based	 campaign	 persuasion	

without	accounting	for	issue	importance	is	a	more	difficult	bar	to	clear	since	some	

individuals	will	respond	to	the	conflict	by	changing	their	own	position.			

RESISTANCE	

Some	 individuals	 who	 encounter	 campaign	 messages	 and	 agree	 with	 the	

issue	position	the	opposition	party’s	candidate	 included	 in	 their	outreach	may	not	

be	 persuaded.	 There	 are	 a	 variety	 of	 reasons	 why	 voters	 may	 resist	 persuasion	

efforts	 including:	 partisan	 resistance,	 inertial	 resistance,	 and	 countervalent	

resistance	 (Zaller	 1992).	 A	 strong,	 psychological	 attachment	 to	 one	 of	 the	 parties	

has	a	strong	effect	on	an	individual’s	voting	behavior	(Campbell	et	al.	1960;	Lewis-

Beck	et	al.	2008).	Further,	individuals	with	strongly	held	predispositions	to	support	

one	of	the	parties	are	more	likely	to	resist	persuasion	attempts	(Zaller	1992).	They	
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engage	 in	 biased	 processing,	 wherein	 their	 prior	 attitudes	 prevent	 them	 from	

considering	 the	content	of	 the	message	 (Petty	and	Cacioppo1986;	1981).	A	strong	

attachment	to	one	of	the	parties	does	not	mean	that	an	individual	agrees	with	his	or	

her	party	on	every	issue	or	even	every	major	one.	People	who	strongly	identify	with	

one	of	the	political	parties	should	be	more	resistant	to	the	opposing	party’s	efforts	

to	persuade	 them	even	when	some	of	 their	 issue	positions	overlap.	Partisans	may	

reject	 the	 information	 upon	 receipt	 based	 on	 prior	 predispositions	 toward	 that	

candidate	and/or	their	party.		

Individuals	 who	 receive	 and	 internalize	 a	 message	 may	 exhibit	 inertial	

resistance	 if	 they	 already	 possess	 many	 other	 considerations	 so	 that	 the	 new	

consideration	is	engulfed	by	the	prior	considerations	(Zaller	1992).	Attitude	change	

is	 most	 likely	 when	 considerations	 on	 one	 side	 of	 the	 issue	 begin	 to	 overwhelm	

considerations	on	the	other	side	of	the	issue	(Petty	and	Cacioppo	1986).	Other	new,	

encountered	 messages	 may	 also	 offset	 the	 consideration	 that	 was	 otherwise	

intended	to	persuade	the	voter	(Zaller	1992).	For	these	considerations	to	change	the	

vote	choice,	a	voter	must	have	the	motivation	to	thoughtfully	and	deeply	process	the	

information,	known	as	central	route	processing,	whereas	others	will	only	engage	in	

peripheral	processing	without	affording	the	content	the	opportunity	to	change	their	

attitude	(Petty	and	Cacioppo	1986).		

The	 unique	 context	 of	 electoral	 campaigns	 may	 also	 prevent	 partisan	

campaigns	 from	 successfully	 persuading	 their	 opponent’s	 supporters.	 Mass	 and	

individual	 level	 appeals	 reach	 the	 voter	 in	 high	 numbers	 and	 through	 multiple	

channels	 (see	 chapter	 5).	 The	 campaign	 is	 ubiquitous.	 Partisans	 may	 respond	 to	
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persuasion	attempts	in	this	environment	by	counter-arguing	the	persuasive	appeals	

more	than	they	would	when	they	are	not	expecting	to	encounter	messages	from	the	

out-party	 (Freedman	 and	 Sears	 1965;	 Allyn	 and	 Festinger	 1961).	 The	 more	

knowledgeable	 an	 individual	 is,	 the	 more	 likely	 he	 or	 she	 is	 to	 counter-argue	

persuasive	appeals	(Wood	1982).		

CROSS	PRESSURES	AND	TURNOUT	

The	 goal	 of	 both	 partisan	 and	 non-partisan	 contact	 is	 to	 persuade	 and/or	

mobilize	voters.	The	goal	is	never	(or	at	least	should	never	be)	to	suppress	turnout,	

but	 abstention	 may	 be	 a	 viable	 alternative	 to	 persuasion	 given	 the	 difficulty	

associated	 with	 partisan	 persuasion.	 So,	 why	might	 contact	 with	 the	 presidential	

campaigns	decrease	 the	 likelihood	of	someone	voting?	To	explain	why,	 I	 return	 to	

the	“calculus	of	voting”	model	(Downs	1957).	The	model	has	since	been	expanded	

(see	Aldrich	1993;	Riker	 and	Ordershook	1968),	 but	 I	 focus	my	discussion	on	 the	

basic	 model.	 An	 individual	 will	 vote	 in	 an	 election	 if,	 p(B)	 >	 C,	 where	 p	 is	 the	

probability	that	the	voter	casts	the	deciding	vote,	B	is	the	difference	in	the	perceived	

utility	or	benefit	between	the	Democratic	and	Republican	candidate	winning,	and	C	

is	the	cost	of	voting.	Where	the	candidates	stand	on	the	issues	relative	to	where	the	

voter	stands	can	directly	affect	the	perceived	utility,	B.	Of	course,	factors	other	than	

policy	 issues	 may	 influence	 the	 perceived	 utility.	 Thus,	 when	 cross-pressured	

partisans	 learn	 (or	 are	 reminded	 that)	 they	 have	 areas	 of	 agreement	 with	 the	

opposition	party’s	candidate,	 the	difference	 in	perceived	utility	may	narrow	which	

would	decrease	 the	 left	 side	of	 the	 equation.	However,	 as	 campaigns	 reach	out	 to	

voters	with	this	information,	the	right	side	of	the	equation	could	also	decrease	as	the	
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campaigns	 deliver	 information	 about	 their	 positions	 directly	 to	 the	 voters	 by	

television,	phone,	mail,	or	another	medium.		

Ambivalence	has	also	been	proffered	as	the	explanatory	mechanism	for	why	

individuals	who	belong	 to	 cross-cutting	 social	networks	participate	 at	 lower	 rates	

(Mutz	 2006;	 2002).	 The	 same	 argument	 can	 be	 made	 for	 issue	 cross-pressured	

partisans.	 Ambivalence	 can	 be	 defined	 as	 a	 “strong	 internalized	 conflict	 .	 .	 .	 that	

cannot	be	reconciled	as	a	function	of	additional	information”	(Albertson,	Brehm,	and	

Alvarez	2005,	p.	15).	Mutz	argues	that	cross-pressures	increase	ambivalence,	which	

decreases	 participation	 in	 the	 political	 process	 (2006;	 2002).	 However,	 other	

studies	 have	 concluded	 that	 belonging	 to	 a	 diverse	 social	 network	 decreases	

political	 interest	 but	 does	 not	 reduce	 turnout	 (Huckfeldt,	 Mendez,	 and	 Osborn	

2004).	 Additional	 negative	 consequences	 of	 ambivalence	 include	 delayed	 vote	

choice	and	greater	fluctuations	in	candidate	support	throughout	the	election	(Lavine	

2001).	Each	of	these	findings	is	consistent	with	the	early	studies	of	cross-pressured	

voters	 (Bereleson,	 Lazarsfeld,	 and	McPhee	1954;	Lazarsfeld,	Berelson,	 and	Gaudet	

1944).	 However,	 a	 later	 examination	 using	 the	 same	 data	 from	 the	 1948	 election	

failed	 to	 find	a	direct	effect	of	 social	 cross-pressures	on	non-voting	 (Horan	1971).	

The	 above	 definition	 of	 ambivalence	 is	 a	more	 fitting	 explanation	 for	 issue	 cross-

pressured	partisans	abstaining	than	individuals	who	find	themselves	in	a	politically	

diverse	social	network.	 Imagine	an	overly	simplified	election	with	only	 two	policy	

issues	distinguishing	the	candidates.	If	an	individual	voter	considers	both	issues	of	

equal	importance,	is	fully	(and	accurately)	informed	of	both	candidates’	positions	on	

the	issues,	and	agrees	with	each	candidate	on	one	of	the	issues;	this	individual	could	
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be	described	as	ambivalent.	How	should	he	or	 she	decide	whom	to	vote	 for	when	

split	on	two	issues	that	are	of	equal	importance?	For	some	people,	the	decision	may	

be	not	voting	as	both	candidates	are	equally	acceptable	(or	unacceptable)	based	on	

the	issue	at	hand.		

EXPECTATIONS	

Campaign	 activity	 and	 the	 predispositions	 of	 voters	 influence	 the	 voting	

behavior	 of	 partisans.	 The	 voters	 the	 campaign	 selects	 to	 target,	 the	 issues	 they	

decide	 to	 include	 in	 their	 mass-	 and	 individual-level	 campaign	 outreach,	 and	

whether	 or	 not	 the	 voter’s	 positions	 align	 with	 the	 issue	 based	 appeals	 they	

encounter	all	shape	the	expected	response	of	the	voter.	I	empirically	test	five	main	

hypotheses	in	the	next	four	chapters.	The	first	three	are	addressed	in	each	empirical	

chapter	and	hypotheses	four	and	five	are	the	focus	of	chapters	five	and	six.		

1) Active	Issue	Hypothesis:	Only	campaign	issues	will	have	a	significant	

effect	on	 individuals	who	chose	to	defect	during	the	general	election	

campaign.	Disagreeing	with	your	party	on	an	issue	addressed	during	

the	 campaign	 will	 have	 an	 effect	 on	 the	 decision	 to	 support	 the	

opposition	 during	 the	 campaign	 as	 individual	 voters	 become	 more	

certain	of	 the	 candidates’	 positions	on	 these	 issues	 and	 increase	 the	

weight	of	these	issues	relative	to	non-campaign	issues.	The	subset	of	

issues	that	are	not	a	focus	of	either	candidate’s	efforts	to	mobilize	and	

persuade	voters	should	not	have	a	significant	effect	on	an	individual’s	

decision	 to	 switch	 their	 support	 to	 the	opposing	party’s	presidential	

candidate	during	the	campaign.	
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2) Inactive	 Issue	Hypothesis:	 Both	 issues	 that	 are	 an	 integral	 part	 of	

the	 campaign	 and	 issues	 that	 receive	 no	 mention	 from	 either	

candidate	 could	 affect	 the	 vote	 choice	of	 individuals	who	decided	 to	

support	 the	opposing	party’s	candidate	BEFORE	the	general	election	

candidates	 were	 set,	 but	 these	 inactive	 issues	 will	 not	 significantly	

increase	 the	 probability	 of	 deciding	 to	 cross	 party	 lines	 during	 the	

campaign.		

3) The	Abstention	Hypothesis:	Both	Democrats	 and	Republicans	who	

encounter	 issue	 messages	 highlighting	 their	 agreement	 with	 the	

opposing	campaign	will	have	a	higher	probability	of	staying	home	on	

Election	Day	than	congruent	partisans.	

4) The	Right	Issue	Hypothesis:	When	the	out-party	campaign	correctly	

contacts	 cross-pressured	 partisans	with	 an	 issue	 in	which	 the	 voter	

has	the	same	position	as	the	opposing	party’s	presidential	candidate,	

the	partisan	will	be	more	likely	to	cross-party	lines.	When	the	in-party	

correctly	 contacts	 their	 own	 partisans	 with	 an	 issue	 in	 which	 they	

agree,	they	will	be	more	likely	to	turnout	and	vote	for	their	party.		

5) The	 Wrong	 Issue	 Hypothesis:	 Candidates	 will	 be	 punished	 when	

they	contact	individuals	with	issues	in	which	the	voter	does	not	agree	

with	 the	 candidate’s	 position.	 Partisan	 voters	who	 are	 contacted	 by	

the	opposing	presidential	campaign	will	be	less	likely	to	defect	if	they	

disagree	 with	 the	 position	 highlighted	 in	 the	 phone	 call	 or	

letter/postcard.	 Similarly,	 when	 a	 campaign	 contacts	 their	 own	
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partisans	 with	 the	 wrong	 issue,	 the	 partisan	may	 be	more	 likely	 to	

vote	for	the	opposing	party.		

The	 next	 chapter	 tests	 hypotheses	 one	 through	 three	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	

2012	presidential	election.		
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Chapter	3:	Cross-Pressured	Partisans	in	the	2012	Election	

The	 2012	 presidential	 election	 was	 a	 battle	 between	 the	 Democratic	

candidate,	 incumbent	 President	 Barack	 Obama,	 and	 the	 Republican	 Party’s	

candidate,	 former	 governor	 of	 Massachusetts,	 Mitt	 Romney.	 The	 election	 was	

predicted	to	be	close.	Many	of	the	models	forecasting	the	outcome	had	Obama	and	

Romney	in	a	dead	heat.	The	median	forecast	out	of	thirteen	models	published	in	the	

October	2012	edition	of	PS:	Political	Science	and	Politics	had	Obama	finishing	with	

50.6	percent	of	the	popular	vote.	Eight	of	the	models	predicted	Obama	would	win	a	

majority	of	the	two-party	vote	and	the	remaining	five	predicted	Romney	would	win	

a	 majority	 (Campbell	 2012).	 The	 candidates	 followed	 the	 now	 familiar	 paths	 to	

victory:	mobilizing	their	base	and	working	to	persuade	enough	voters	to	reach	the	

needed	270	Electoral	College	votes.	Mitt	Romney	articulated	this	strategy	and	was	

heavily	 criticized	 for	 doing	 so	 at	 a	 private	 fundraiser	 in	Boca	Raton,	 FL	 in	May	of	

2012.	Governor	Romney	referred	to	the	“47	percent	of	people	that	will	vote	for	the	

president	no	matter	what”	in	a	secretly	recorded	video	that	was	published	online	by	

Mother	 Jones	 (Corn	2012).	He	 later	 expanded	on	 these	 comments	 as	 he	 explained	

that,	 “the	Democrats	have	47	percent,	we’ve	 [the	Republicans]	got	45	percent,	my	

job	 is	 to	 get	 the	 people	 in	 the	 middle.	 (Corn	 2013)”	 This	 moment	 in	 the	 2012	

campaign	is	better	remembered	for	the	Romney’s	denigration	of	the	47	percent	that	

followed	 the	 initial	 remarks	 than	 it	 is	 for	 the	 basic	 strategy	 that	 Romney	 was	

spotlighting.	 Nonetheless,	 this	 anecdote	 brings	 attention	 to	 the	 basic	 fact	 that	

neither	the	Democratic	nor	the	Republican	Party	and	their	presidential	candidates	
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were	trying	to	persuade	everyone.	They,	instead,	directed	their	attention	towards	a	

subset	of	the	voters.	

How	were	both	sides	trying	to	win	the	support	of	this	group	of	voters	in	the	

middle?	 The	 issues	 emphasized	 in	 each	 candidate’s	 television	 advertisements	 are	

arguably	 the	 best	 indicator	 of	 the	 issues	 voters	 encountered.	 However,	 it	 is	

important	to	note	that	these	issue	classifications	do	not	account	for	any	multivocal	

appeals	or	dog-whistles	that	narrow	groups	of	voters	may	recognize	as	signaling	an	

issue	position	that	may	go	unnoticed	by	the	larger	population	(Albertson	2015).	The	

economy,	 jobs,	 and	 taxes	 were	 the	 issue	 focus	 of	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	 the	

advertisements	 run	 by	 both	 the	 Democratic	 and	 Republican	 candidate	 and	 their	

allies	in	the	2012	presidential	contest.	Health	care	was,	also,	an	important	issue	in	

the	advertisements.	Both	parties	 emphasized	energy	and	oil/gas.	Additionally,	 the	

Obama	campaign	devoted	a	significant	portion	of	their	television	advertising	to	both	

national	security	and	abortion	(Sides	and	Vavreck	2013;	Fowler	and	Ridout	2012).	

As	will	 be	 shown	 in	 the	 data	 I	 present	 and	 describe	 in	 chapter	 five,	 these	 issues	

overlap	with	 those	highlighted	by	Mitt	Romney’s	 campaign	 in	his	mail	 and	phone	

outreach.	Thus,	 individuals	who	disagree	with	 their	party’s	position	on	one	of	 the	

active	 campaign	 issues:	 the	 economy,	 taxes,	 health	 care,	 energy,	 abortion,	 or	

national	 security	 would	 be	 more	 likely	 to	 defect	 during	 the	 campaign	 than	 an	

individual	 that	 disagrees	 with	 their	 party	 on	 any	 of	 the	 inactive	 issues	 the	

candidates	 did	 not	 elevate	 during	 the	 campaign,	 such	 as	 immigration	 or	 gay	

marriage.		
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DATA	&	DESIGN	

On	Election	Day,	individuals	may	choose	to	vote	for	their	own	party,	to	defect	

and	 support	 the	opposing	party’s	 candidate,	 or	 to	 support	neither	major	party	by	

either	staying	home	or	voting	for	a	third-party	candidate.	Voters	casting	a	ballot	for	

the	opposing	party’s	candidate	can	be	further	divided	based	on	the	timing	of	 their	

decision.	 This	 leaves	 four	 possible	 outcomes:	 (1)	 supporting	 your	 party,	 (2)	

consistently	 supporting	 the	opposing	party,	 (3)	defecting	 to	 the	opposition	during	

the	 campaign	 and	 (4)	 not	 voting	 for	 either	major	 party.	 The	 last	 three	 outcomes	

should	 be	 compared	 against	 the	 default	 of	 consistently	 supporting	 the	 party	with	

which	 the	 individual	 identifies.	 I	 include	 individuals	 who	 report	 being	 closer	 to	

either	the	Democratic	or	Republican	Party	in	the	analyses	due	to	their	tendency	to	

behave	 similar	 to	 weak	 partisans	 (Petrocik	 2009;	 Keith	 et	 al.	 1992).	 Since	 the	

decision	is	more	complex	than	voting	for	or	against	your	party,	I	run	a	multinomial	

logistic	model.6	

I	 use	 data	 from	 the	 2012	American	National	 Election	 Study	 (ANES)	 to	 test	

whether	the	subset	of	issues	addressed	during	the	campaign	are	motivating	partisan	

identifiers	to	defect	from	their	party’s	candidate	on	Election	Day	by	either	voting	for	

the	 opposing	 party	 or	 voting	 for	 neither	 major	 party.	 While	 remaining	 the	 “gold	

standard”	 for	 U.S.	 election	 surveys,	 the	 2012	 American	 National	 Election	 Study	

differs	 from	 previous	 years	 of	 the	 study.	 The	 2012	 ANES	 consisted	 of	 both	 the	

traditional	 face-to-face	 sample	 and	 a	 second,	 independent	 sample	 administered	

online	by	GfK	Knowledge	Networks.	The	pre-election	wave	was	conducted	in	early	

September	and	 the	post-election	wave	was	conducted	 following	 the	November	6th	
																																																								
6	The	results	from	a	multinomial	probit	model	are	similar	and	included	in	the	appendix.		
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Election.	The	questions	asked	in	the	face-to-face	and	online	surveys	were	identical,	

although,	 the	 online	 questionnaires	were	 separated	 into	 two,	 shorter	 pre-election	

surveys	and	two,	shorter	post-election	surveys.	I	use	both	samples.		

The	 outcome	 variable	 consists	 of	 four	 possible	 categories:	 (1)	 the	 base	

outcome	–	supporting	the	party	with	which	you	identify,	(2)	consistently	supporting	

the	opposition	party,	(3)	defecting	to	the	opposition	party	during	the	campaign	and	

(4)	not	voting	for	either	major-party	presidential	candidate	(either	staying	home	on	

Election	 Day	 or	 voting	 for	 a	 minor	 party	 candidate).	 For	 the	 purposes	 of	 this	

analysis,	 the	campaign	began	when	Mitt	Romney	accrued	enough	delegates	to	win	

the	Republican	Party’s	nomination.	He	crossed	this	threshold	by	winning	the	Texas	

primary	on	May	30th,	just	over	five	months	prior	to	Election	Day.	Thus,	an	individual	

is	classified	as	defecting	prior	to	the	start	of	the	campaign	(category	2)	if	he	or	she	

indicated	 support	 for	 the	 opposing	 party’s	 candidate	 in	 both	 the	 pre–	 and	 post	 –	

election	 waves	 AND	 indicated	 they	 decided	 which	 candidate	 to	 support	 prior	 to	

Romney	winning	the	nomination	based	on	their	self	reported	time-of-decision.	

The	self	reported	time-of-decision	variable	is	an	open-ended	ANES	question	

asked	 of	 all	 survey	 respondents	who	 reported	 voting	 for	 president.	 The	 question	

asks,	“how	long	before	you	voted	did	you	decide	that	you	were	going	to	vote	the	way	

you	did?”	 I	 coded	responses	 into	 two	categories	–	 individuals	who	decided	before	

Mitt	Romney	secured	the	nomination	and	individuals	who	decided	after	he	became	

the	nominee.	Only	29	percent	of	voters	reported	deciding	in	the	five	months	prior	to	

the	 election,	 a	 percentage	 similar	 to	 previous	 election	 years.	 Surveys	 that	 include	

multiple	 pre-election	 waves	 and	 ask	 voters	 to	 report	 time-of-decision	 have	 been	
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used	 to	 compare	 the	validity	of	 the	 self-reported	measure.	A	higher	percentage	of	

voters	 consistently	 indicate	 their	 support	 for	 the	 same	 candidate	 throughout	 the	

pre-election	waves	of	panel	studies	than	report	deciding	before	the	campaign	began.	

However,	these	two	methods	of	distinguishing	early	deciders	from	late	or	campaign	

deciders	 likely	 are	 measuring	 different	 concepts	 and	 should	 not	 be	 used	

interchangeably	 (Kogen	 and	 Gottfried	 2012).	 In	 my	 coding	 scheme,	 up	 to	 an	

additional	10	percent	of	voters	I	classified	as	deciding	during	the	campaign	could	be	

considered	 “uncommitted	 early	 deciders”	 	 (Kogen	 and	 Gottfried	 2012).	 If	 the	

difference	was	in	the	other	direction	and	self-reports	over	estimate	the	percentage	

of	early	deciders,	my	finding	that	inactive	issues	did	not	have	an	effect	on	the	vote	

choice	 of	 individuals	 who	 decided	 during	 the	 campaign	 could	 be	 called	 into	

question.	This	finding	will	be	discussed	in	greater	detail	in	the	results	section.		

The	explanatory	variables	of	interest	in	the	model	are	two	counts.	The	first	is	

the	number	of	 campaign	 issues	 in	which	 the	respondent	disagrees	with	 their	own	

party	and	agrees	with	the	opposition	party.	This	variable	ranges	from	0	(agrees	with	

their	 party	 on	 all	 issues)	 to	 6	 (agrees	with	 the	 opposing	 party	 on	 all	 issues).	 The	

second	 variable	 is	 a	 count	 of	 the	 number	 of	 non-campaign	 issues	 in	 which	 the	

individual	 disagrees	with	 his	 or	 her	 party	 and	 agrees	with	 the	 other	major	 party.	

There	 are	 seven	 non-campaign	 issues	 included	 in	 the	 2012	 ANES.	 However,	 no	

partisan	disagrees	with	his	or	her	party	on	all	seven	inactive,	non-campaign	issues.	

Thus,	 both	 count	 variables	 range	 from	 0	 to	 6.7	 Strength	 of	 partisanship,	 age,	

																																																								
7	Campaign	issues:	abortion,	the	economy,	energy,	health	care,	national	security,	and	taxes.	Non-
campaign	issues:	affirmative	action,	the	dream	act,	gay	marriage,	gun	control,	immigration,	LGBT	
employment	discrimination,	and	social	security.	Social	security	was	a	campaign	issue	in	some	2012	
congressional	elections,	but	was	not	a	topic	in	which	Obama	or	Romney	featured	in	their	television	
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education,	 political	 knowledge,8	 and	 dummy	 variables	 for	 battleground	 state	

residence9,	females,	Democrats,	and	non-whites	are,	also,	included	in	the	model.		

RESULTS	

Agreeing	 with	 the	 opposing	 political	 party	 on	 campaign	 issues	 had	 a	

significant	effect	on	all	possible	outcomes	 relative	 to	 consistently	 supporting	your	

own	 party	 (See	 Table	 3.1).	 In	 contrast,	 agreeing	with	 the	 opposing	 party	 on	 non-

campaign	 issues	 only	 had	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 individuals	 that	 supported	 the	

opposition	at	 the	outset	of	 the	 campaign	and	 in	both	 the	pre–	and	post	–	election	

waves	of	the	study.	The	inactive	issues	did	not	have	a	significant	effect	on	defection	

during	the	campaign	or	on	abstention.		

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

																																																																																																																																																																					
advertisements.	See	Sides	and	Vavreck	2012	and	Fowler	and	Ridout	2012	for	a	more	detailed	
discussion	of	the	issue	content	of	advertisements	in	the	2012	election.		
8	The	political	knowledge	scale	consists	of	2	closed-ended	questions	(which	party	controls	the	
Senate?;	which	party	controls	the	house?)	and	4	open-ended	office	recognition	questions	(speaker	of	
the	house,	vice	president,	chief	justice	of	the	supreme	court,	and	prime	minister	of	the	UK).		
9	States	classified	as	battleground	include:	Colorado,	Florida,	Indiana,	Iowa,	Michigan,	Minnesota,	
Nevada,	New	Hampshire,	North	Carolina,	Ohio,	Pennsylvania,	Virginia,	and	Wisconsin	(See	Shaw	
2015).		
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 Did Not Vote for a 
Major Party 

Defected before the 
Campaign 

Defected During 
the Campaign 

Campaign Cross 
Pressure 0.19*** (.06) 1.52*** (.13) 1.10*** (.10) 

Inactive Cross 
Pressure .05 (.05) .53*** (.12) .10 (.09) 

Minority -.18 (.13) .08 (.40) -.66* (.28) 

Democrat -.01 (.13) .85* (.38) .70* (.27) 

Strength of PID -.38*** (.07) -.21 (.22) -.66*** (.13) 

Knowledge -3.34*** (.29) -.19 (.69) -1.13* (.46) 

Battleground -.33** (.12) .07 (.34) -.31 (.24) 

Female .22 (.11) -.34 (.35) -.22 (.24) 

Education -.11* (.05) -.12 (.13) .11 (.11) 

Age -.01*** (.00) .01 (.01) .00 (.01) 

Constant 1.13*** (.29) -8.94*** (.96) -4.39*** (.72) 

N = 4539      Pseudo R2 = 0.21 
Entries are multinomial logistic model regression coefficients and standard errors. Data is from 2012 the 

ANES. Data is weighted and includes both the face-to-face and online samples. *p<.05; **p<.01; 
***p<.001, two-tailed 

Table	3.1:	Effect	of	Issue	Cross	Pressures	on	Vote	Choice	

It	 is	 important	 to	 discuss	 the	distribution	of	 both	 independent	 variables	 of	

interest	to	better	understand	the	substantive	effects	of	agreeing	with	the	opposing	

political	 party	 on	 both	 campaign	 issues	 and	 non-campaign	 issues.	 Figure	 3.1	

displays	the	distribution	of	both	count	variables	by	party	identification	of	registered	

voters.	Slightly	more	than	1/3	of	partisans	agree	with	the	opposing	party	on	two	or	
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more	active,	 campaign	 issues.	And	approximately	half	of	partisan	 identifiers	agree	

with	the	opposing	party	on	two	or	more	inactive	issues.	Republican	identifiers	are	

more	 likely	 to	 agree	 with	 the	 opposing	 party	 on	 both	 active	 issues	 and	 inactive	

issues.		

 

 
Data is weighted and from the 2012 American National Election Study.  

Figure	3.1:	Number	of	Issue	Disagreements	by	Party	Identification	

0	

5	

10	

15	

20	

25	

30	

35	

40	

45	

0	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	

Pe
rc
en
t	

Campaign	Issue	Disagreements	

Strong	Dem	

Weak	Dem	

Lean	Dem	

Lean	GOP	

Weak	GOP	

Strong	GOP	

0	

5	

10	

15	

20	

25	

30	

35	

40	

0	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	

Pe
rc
en
t	

Inactive	Issue	Disagreements	

Strong	Dem	

Weak	Dem	

Lean	Dem	

Lean	GOP	

Weak	GOP	

Strong	GOP	



	
	
	

65	

Defecting	 prior	 to	 the	 start	 of	 the	 campaign	 is	 rare.	 Approximately	 two	

percent	 of	 partisan	 voters	defected	 to	 the	 opposing	party’s	 presidential	 candidate	

before	 it	 became	 clear	 that	 Mitt	 Romney	 would	 secure	 his	 party’s	 nomination.	

Figure	3.2	plots	the	change	in	the	predicted	probability10	of	consistently	supporting	

the	opposition	party	separately	for	disagreeing	with	your	party	on	campaign	issues	

and	non-campaign	issues.	All	figures	plot	the	predicted	probabilities	for	white	men	

of	average	political	knowledge	and	average	education	 in	battleground	states.11	For	

non-campaign	 issues,	 the	 change	 in	 predicted	 probability	 is	 substantively	 minor,	

with	 the	 probability	 of	 defecting	 prior	 to	 the	 campaign	 increasing	 by	 less	 than	 a	

percentage	 point	 for	 each	 increase	 in	 inactive	 cross-pressures,	 all	 else	 equal.	 The	

change	 in	 predicted	 probability	 is	 larger	 for	 campaign	 issues.	 For	 congruent	

Democrats	 and	 congruent	 Republicans	 (leaning,	 weak,	 and	 strong),	 the	 predicted	

probability	 of	 consistently	 supporting	 the	 opposition	was	 zero.	 The	 probability	 of	

consistently	supporting	the	opposition	increased	for	all	partisans	as	the	number	of	

campaign	 issues	 in	 which	 they	 agreed	 with	 the	 opposing	 party	 increased.	 On	

average,	the	predicted	probability	increases	by	just	over	two	percentage	points	for	

each	 increase	 in	 campaign	 issue	 disagreements,	 all	 else	 equal.	 However,	 the	

predicted	 probability	 of	 defecting	 before	 the	 campaign	 begins	 is	 zero	 for	 average	

individuals	who	agree	with	 their	party	on	all	 but	one	 campaign	 issue.	Democratic	

																																																								
10		Predicted	probabilities	were	calculated	using	commands	written	by	Long	and	Freese	(2014).		
11	The	difference	between	men	and	women	are	minor	with	the	exception	of	not	voting	for	either	
major	party,	where	women	are	more	likely	to	fall	into	this	category	than	men.	Residence	in	a	
battleground	state	does	make	individuals	more	likely	to	vote	for	a	major	party	and	more	likely	to	
return	to	support	the	party	in	which	they	identify.	Results	are	shown	for	battleground	states	due	to	
the	importance	of	these	states	to	the	candidates	Electoral	College	strategies	(Shaw	2006).	
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identifiers’	 probability	 of	 supporting	 the	opposition	was	 greater	 than	Republicans	

who	reported	the	same	strength	of	attachment	to	their	party.		

 

 

Figure	3.2:	Defecting	to	the	Opposing	Party	Before	the	Campaign	Began	
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Slightly	more	than	four	percent	of	partisan	voters	defected	during	the	2012	

presidential	campaign.	Disagreeing	with	their	party	on	one	or	more	of	the	campaign	

issues	significantly	 increased	 the	probability	of	defection	during	 the	campaign.	On	

average,	 the	 predicted	 probability	 of	 defecting	 during	 the	 campaign	 increased	 by	

four	 percentage	 points	 with	 each	 increase	 in	 campaign	 cross-pressures,	 all	 else	

equal.	In	contrast,	inactive	issues	did	not	have	an	effect.	Figure	3.3,	separately,	plots	

the	changes	 in	 the	predicted	probability	of	defecting	 to	 the	opposing	party	during	

the	campaign	for	men	in	battleground	states	for	active	issues	and	inactive	issues.		

The	probability	of	defecting	is	low	for	individuals	with	only	one	active	issue	

disagreement	with	predicted	probabilities	ranging	from	.01	to	.04	depending	on	the	

strength	 of	 partisanship.	 But	 the	 probability	 of	 defecting	 increases	 quite	

dramatically	 with	 each	 additional	 cross-pressure.	 For	 example,	 independents	

leaning	Democratic	 have	 a	 probability	 of	 .11	 of	 defecting	 to	 the	 Republican	 Party	

during	 the	 campaign.	 In	 other	words,	 about	 one	 in	 ten	Democrats	who	 disagreed	

with	 their	 party	 on	 two	 or	more	 campaign	 issues	 defected	 to	 the	GOP	during	 the	

general	election	campaign.	Republican	 leaners	and	weak	Democrats	had	a	 similar,	

though	slightly	lower	probability	of	defecting	at	.06.		
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Figure	3.3:	Changing	Vote	to	the	Opposing	Party	during	the	Campaign	
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vote	for	either	major	party	candidate,	either	by	staying	home	or	voting	for	someone	

other	than	Obama	or	Romney.	Only	campaign	issues	had	a	significant	effect	on	not	

voting	 for	 either	 major	 party	 relative	 to	 voting	 for	 your	 party’s	 candidate.	 For	

campaign	issues,	on	average,	the	predicted	probability	of	not	voting	for	either	party	

increases	by	one	percentage	point	for	each	campaign	cross-pressure,	all	else	equal.		

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	
	
	

70	

 

 

Figure	3.4:	Not	Voting	for	Either	Major	Party	
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identify	the	“most	important	problems	facing	this	country.”	After	indicating	the	first	

issue,	 respondents	 were	 asked	 twice	 more	 if	 they	 could	 identify	 “any	 other	

important	 problems	 facing	 this	 country.”	 Admittedly	 this	 is	 a	 higher	 bar	 than	

separate,	 closed-ended	 questions	 for	 each	 issue	 area.	 In	 both	 the	 face-to-face	 and	

online	 samples,	 some	 respondents	 mentioned	 more	 than	 the	 three	 issues.	 All	

comments	that	corresponded	to	one	of	the	thirteen	issues	were	coded	as	important.	

Running	the	same	multinomial	logistic	model	with	key	explanatory	variables	

for	active	cross-pressures	and	inactive	cross-pressures	recoded	so	they	are	counts	

of	 the	number	of	 issues	 in	which	 the	respondent	agrees	with	 the	opposition	party	

AND	considers	 the	 issue	 to	be	 important	 yields	 similar	 results	 to	 those	presented	

above.12	Active,	 campaign	 issue	cross-pressures	are	significant	 for	defecting	 to	 the	

opposition	 party	 during	 the	 campaign,	 defecting	 before	 the	 campaign,	 and	 not	

voting	for	either	major	party	relative	to	the	base	category	of	voting	for	your	party.	

Inactive	issue	cross-pressures	are	only	significant	for	defecting	prior	to	the	start	of	

the	 campaign.	 In	 addition,	 the	 magnitude	 of	 the	 effect	 of	 the	 campaign	 cross-

pressures	on	defection	 increases.	For	each	campaign	 issue	an	 individual	considers	

important	 and	 agrees	 with	 the	 opposing	 party,	 on	 average,	 the	 probability	 of	

defecting	 to	 the	 opposition	 increases	 by	 seven	 percentage	 points	 for	 each	 issue	

disagreement,	all	else	equal.		

CONCLUSION	

The	candidates’	decision	to	focus	their	attention	and	resources	on	a	subset	of	

issues	matters.	The	2012	Election	data	support	the	active	issue	hypothesis,	inactive	

																																																								
12	Table	is	included	in	the	appendix.	
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issue	 hypothesis,	 and	 the	 abstention	 hypothesis.	 The	 decision	 to	 emphasize	 some	

issues	over	others	affects	the	probability	of	defecting	during	the	campaign	as	well	as	

the	 probability	 of	 staying	 home	 on	 Election	 Day.	 Individuals	 with	 issue	 cross-

pressure(s)	 that	 are	 activated	during	 the	 campaign	 are	more	 likely	 to	 defect	 than	

individuals	 whose	 issue	 cross-pressure(s)	 are	 not	 addressed	 by	 the	 candidates.	

Connecting	 the	 voting	 behavior	 literature	 with	 measures	 of	 campaign	 activity	

shrinks	the	pool	of	cross-pressured	partisans	down	to	a	smaller	segment.	A	segment	

that	 is	both	more	manageable	and	more	 in-line	with	 the	percentage	of	voters	 that	

are	actually	switching	between	the	parties	over	a	series	of	presidential	elections	and	

more	 in-line	 with	 whom	 the	 candidates	 are	 trying	 to	 persuade.	 By	 failing	 to	

incorporate	 campaign	 activity	 in	 previous	 studies	 of	 issue	 cross-pressured	 voters,	

the	size	of	the	persuadable	voter	population	has	been	overestimated	and	the	effect	

of	 issue	 cross-pressures	on	an	 individual	 voter’s	probability	of	defecting	has	been	

underestimated.		

Partisan 
Identification 

Cross-Pressured 
on Any Issue 

Cross-Pressured 
on an Active, 

Campaign Issue 

Cross-Pressured 
on Important 

Campaign Issues 
Strong Democrats 83% 62% 15% 
Weak Democrats 91% 70% 27% 

Independent 
Democrats 87% 70% 22% 

Independent 
Republicans 94% 75% 20% 

Weak Republicans 97% 81% 24% 
Strong Republicans 93% 60% 12% 

All Partisans 90% 69% 19% 
Data is weighted and from the 2012 American National Election Study.  

Table	3.2:	Cross-Pressured	Partisans	by	Strength	of	Party	Identification	
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The	portion	 of	 partisans	 that	 are	 considered	persuadable	 decreases	 to	 just	

nineteen	percent	with	inactive	issues	excluded	and	issue	importance	included	in	the	

measure.	 Table	 3.2	 displays	 the	 percentage	 of	 partisans	 who	 agree	 with	 the	

opposing	party	on	any	 issue,	 the	percent	who	agree	with	 the	opposing	party	on	a	

campaign	 issue,	 and	 the	 percentage	 that	 agree	 with	 the	 opposing	 party	 on	 a	

campaign	issue	they	consider	to	be	important.		
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Chapter	4:	Cross	Pressured	Voters	in	the	2000	&	2004	Elections	

Harry	Daudt	wrote	 in	 his	 study	 of	 floating	 voters	 that,	 “the	 floating	 voters	

cannot	 simply	 be	 equated	with	 the	 persons	 under	 cross-pressures;	 for	 depending	

upon	the	meaning	we	give	to	the	concept	of	cross-pressured,	we	must	conclude	that	

cross-pressures	 affect	 very	many	 or	 all	 enfranchised	 persons”	 (Daudt	 1961,	 122).	

Throughout	 this	 manuscript,	 I	 have	 argued	 that	 not	 all	 issue	 cross-pressures	 are	

relevant	 in	determining	which	cross-pressured	partisans	are	persuadable,	 and	 the	

large	pool	of	cross-pressured	partisans	can	be	narrowed	by	focusing	on	the	subset	

of	issues	that	arise	during	the	campaign.	The	previous	chapter	tested	this	argument	

empirically	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 2012	 presidential	 election	 and	 showed	 that	

partisans	who	are	cross-pressured	on	a	key	campaign	 issue	are	significantly	more	

likely	to	defect	during	the	campaign	than	partisans	who	are	not	cross-pressured	on	

these	issues.	While	inactive	issues	did	not	have	a	significant	effect	on	the	probability	

of	crossing	party	lines	on	Election	Day.		

In	this	chapter,	I	further	test	the	Active	Issue,	Inactive	Issue,	and	Abstention	

hypotheses	 with	 data	 from	 the	 2000	 and	 2004	 elections.	 Similar	 to	 the	 previous	

chapter,	I	use	data	from	the	American	National	Election	Study,	specifically	the	2000	

to	2004	panel	study.	Using	data	in	which	the	same	individuals	are	surveyed	across	

multiple	elections	allows	me	to	classify	partisans	as	swing	voters	and	determine	if	

they	 are	 crossing	 party	 lines	 in	 elections	 years	 in	 which	 the	 campaigns	 stress	 a	

relevant	issue	cross-pressure.	I	proceed	by	first	discussing	the	data	and	highlighting	

differences	 between	 the	 panel	 study	 and	 the	 survey	 data	 used	 in	 the	 previous	

chapters.	Next,	I	present	the	number	of	swing	voters	and	the	election	years	in	which	
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they	voted	for	the	opposing	party.	I	then	review	the	major	issues	of	the	campaigns	

using	data	from	the	Wisconsin	Advertising	Project.	Last,	I	discuss	the	results	of	the	

models	 and	 the	 specific	 issues	 that	 significantly	 increased	 the	 likelihood	of	 voting	

for	the	opposition	party	during	each	election.	

DATA	AND	DESIGN	

Interviews	 for	 the	 panel	 study	 were	 conducted	 before	 and	 after	 the	 2000	

election,	 before	 and	 after	 the	 2002	 election,	 and	 after	 the	 2004	 election.	 748	

individuals	participated	in	all	five	surveys.	An	additional	92	individuals	participated	

in	at	 least	one	survey	in	each	election	year	yielding	panel	data	on	840	individuals.	

The	 2004	 survey	 was	 conducted	 entirely	 by	 phone	 and	 attempted	 to	 survey	 the	

1,187	 respondents	 who	 participated	 in	 both	 the	 2000	 and	 2002	 pre-election	

surveys;	 the	 840	 completions	 means	 that	 approximately	 71	 percent	 of	 intended	

survey	participants	successfully	completed	the	survey.	My	primary	interest	is	in	the	

surveys	from	the	presidential	election	years.	The	2000	pre-election	survey	included	

a	 question	 on	 vote	 choice	 in	 the	1996	presidential	 election.	With	data	 on	 turnout	

and	voting	 from	 three	presidential	 elections,	 I	 classify	partisan	defectors	as	 swing	

voters,	 consistent	 party	 supporters,	 or	 individuals	 who	 routinely	 support	 the	

opposing	 party.	 Further,	 the	 three	 elections	 present	 distinct	 campaign	 dynamics.	

They	include	a	Democratic	 incumbent,	Bill	Clinton,	running	for	re-election	in	1996	

against	 Republican	 Senator	 Bob	 Dole,	 an	 open	 election	 in	 2000	 between	 Vice-

President	Al	Gore	and	Republican	Texas	Governor	George	W.	Bush,	and	in	the	2004	

election,	 an	 incumbent	 President	 Bush	 running	 against	 Democratic	 Senator	 John	

Kerry.		
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The	extended,	four-year	survey	period	poses	some	challenges.	One	challenge	

is	identifying	the	best	way	to	classify	partisans.	The	first	step	in	determining	which	

Democrats	and	which	Republicans	are	swing	voters	is	to	determine	who	should	be	

classified	as	a	Democrat	or	Republican.	Party	 identification	 is	not	 fully	 fixed.	Over	

time,	party	identification	can	change	in	response	to	major	life	changes	(Campbell	et	

al.	 1960),	 evaluations	 of	 party	 performance	 (Fiorina	 1981),	 and	 changes	 in	 party	

positions	 (Franklin	 and	 Jackson	 1983).	 The	 standard	 ANES	 party	 identification	

question	 was	 asked	 during	 each	 election	 year.	 Forty-nine	 survey	 respondents	

changed	 their	 party	 identification	 from	 Democratic	 to	 Republican,	 or	 vice-versa	

between	 2000	 and	 2004.	 Fifteen	 of	 them	 would	 be	 considered	 floating	 voters,	

having	 voted	 for	 each	 party	 at	 least	 once.	 These	 individuals	 whose	 party	

identification	 flipped	 are	 not	 classified	 as	 partisans	 and	 are	 not	 included	 in	 the	

analyses.	An	additional	58	respondents	identified	as	a	true	independent	in	one	wave	

of	the	survey	and	identified	as	a	partisan	in	another	wave	of	the	survey.	Since	these	

respondents	expressed	a	party	identification	in	at	least	one	wave	of	the	study,	I	code	

them	as	partisans	and	include	them	in	the	analyses.	An	alternative	approach	would	

be	to	determine	party	identification	based	on	each	individual’s	average	response	to	

the	party	 identification	question	(Schmidt	2015),	but	this	would	produce	a	similar	

outcome	with	individuals	who	completely	flipped	from	one	party	to	the	other	falling	

in	the	middle	or	independent	category	and	ultimately	excluded	from	the	analyses	of	

partisan	defection.		
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SWING	VOTERS	AND	ISSUE	DISAGREEMENTS	

Fourteen	 percent	 of	 Democrats	 were	 swing	 voters	 and	 sixteen	 percent	 of	

Republicans	were	swing	voters	during	this	time	period	based	on	voting	for	at	least	

one	Democratic	 presidential	 candidate	 and	 one	Republican	 presidential	 candidate	

during	 the	 three	 presidential	 elections,13	 as	 shown	 in	 Table	 4.1.	 Democratic	

defection	to	the	Republican	Party	occurred	at	the	highest	rate	in	2004	and	defection	

by	Republicans	to	the	Democratic	Party	was	most	frequent	in	1996.	One	percent	of	

Democrats	and	two	percent	of	Republicans	voted	for	the	other	party’s	presidential	

candidate	in	all	three	elections,	and,	thus,	were	not	considered	swing	voters.	This	is	

approximately	the	same	as	the	two	percent	of	partisans	who	made	their	decision	to	

defect	prior	to	the	start	of	the	2012	campaign	(chapter	3).	A	small	number	of	survey	

respondents	(6	Democrats	and	4	Republicans)	were	not	eligible	to	vote	in	the	1996	

election	 since	 they	 were	 under	 eighteen	 years	 old	 and	 were	 excluded	 from	 this	

portion	of	the	analysis.	This	leaves	a	sample	of	345	Democrats	and	351	Republicans	

that	voted	in	at	least	one	of	the	presidential	elections.			

	

	

	

	

	

	
																																																								
13	I	should	note	that	29	individuals	did	not	participate	in	the	2000	post	election	survey,	but	did	
participate	in	the	2002	election	surveys.	For	respondents	that	did	not	provide	their	vote	choice	in	the	
2000	post	election	survey,	they	were	asked	to	report	their	2000	vote	choice	in	the	2002	wave.	I	
substituted	the	2002	reports	for	the	missing	values	from	2000	to	maintain	as	large	of	a	sample	as	
possible.			
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 1996 
Only 

2000 
Only 

2004 
Only 

1996 
& 

2000 

1996 
& 

2004 

2000 
& 

2004 

1996, 
2000, 

& 
2004 

Swing 
Voters 

Democrats 1% 
(5) 

3% 
(9) 6% (21) 0% 

(0) 
1% 
(3) 3% (12) 1% 

(2) 
14% 
(50) 

Republicans 7% 
(24) 

2% 
(6) 4% (13) 1% 

(5) 
1% 
(2) 

1% 
(5) 

2% 
(8) 

16% 
(55) 

Notes: Cells represents the percent of self-identified partisans who voted for the opposition party’s 
presidential candidate during the designated year(s). Raw number is in parentheses. Sample includes 345 
Democrats and 351 Republicans.  

	Table	4.1:	Partisan	Defections	1996	–	2004		

The	 categorization	 of	 partisans	 as	 cross-pressured	 on	 a	 given	 issue	 was	

constructed	 identically	 to	 the	 previous	 chapter.	 I	 used	 the	 2000	 and	 2004	

Democratic	and	Republican	Party	platforms	and	their	 television	advertisements	to	

document	 the	 candidates’	 positions	 on	 each	 of	 the	 issues.	 There	 is	 substantial	

overlap	 between	 the	 platforms,	 the	 presidential	 campaigns	 and	 where	 voters	

perceive	presidential	candidates	to	be	located	on	the	issues	(Simas	and	Evans	2011;	

Erikson,	Mackuen,	and	Stimson	2002).	And	 for	most	 issues	 in	2000	and	2004,	 the	

platform	quoted	the	presidential	candidate	and/or	directly	referenced	his	position.	

Individuals	with	a	personal	position	that	aligns	with	the	opposition	party	are	coded	

as	cross-pressured	(1)	and	individuals	that	are	on	the	same	side	of	the	issue	as	their	

party,	 or	 are	neutral,	 are	 coded	as	not	 cross-pressured	 (0).	The	2000	pre-election	

survey	included	a	battery	of	issue	questions	including:	abortion,	don’t	ask	don’t	tell,	

defense	spending,	education	(school	vouchers),	employment	discrimination	against	

gays	 and	 lesbians	 (ENDA),	 the	 environment,	 gun	 control,	 health	 care,	 using	 the	
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budget	 surplus	 to	 protect	 social	 security	 /	 Medicare,	 and	 addressing	 the	 budget	

surplus	through	tax	cuts14.		

The	 last	 two	 issues	 refer	 to	 the	 respective	 plans	 for	 the	 federal	 budget	

surplus	favored	by	Democrat	Al	Gore	and	Republican	George	W.	Bush.	The	questions	

were	asked	separately	with	many	 individuals	 indicating	 they	agree	with	using	 the	

budget	 surplus	 for	 either	 purpose.	 These	 two	 survey	 questions	 dealt	 specifically	

with	the	surplus	and	each	candidate	had	a	specific	plan.	The	centerpiece	of	the	Bush	

plan	 was	 tax	 cuts	 and	 the	 Gore	 plan	 prioritized	 using	 the	 funds	 to	 protect	 the	

entitlement	programs.	But	the	stances	are	a	bit	more	convoluted	as	both	candidates	

favor	 at	 least	 some	 tax	 cuts	 and	 broadly	 favor	 preserving	 social	 security	 and	

Medicare.	In	fact,	both	candidates	campaigned	on	(and	mentioned	in	their	television	

advertisements)	both	 issues,	but	differed	 in	 the	size	and	scope	of	 the	 tax	cuts	and	

how	 they	would	 accomplish	 each	goal.	 For	 example,	 in	 a	 television	 advertisement	

titled	 “A	 Fresh	 Start”	 and	 narrated	 by	 George	 W.	 Bush,	 he	 runs	 through	 his	 top	

priorities	“preserving	social	security,	and	Medicare,	and	strengthen	education,	and	

our	 military.”	 He	 then	 shifts	 his	 focus	 to	 his	 record	 of	 cutting	 taxes	 and	 says	 “I	

believe	 that	 once	 priorities	 have	 been	 funded	we	 should	 pass	money	 back	 to	 the	

taxpayers”	(Museum	of	Moving	Image	n.d.).	Gore	crept	 into	the	tax	cut	territory	 in	

his	ads	as	well.	One	such	TV	advertisement	by	Al	Gore	 titled	 “Down”	presents	 the	

“truth	on	Bush’s	$1.6	trillion	tax	cut	plan”	then	follows	up	with	Gore	vowing	to	“pay	

down	the	nation's	debt.	Protect	Social	Security	and	Medicare”	(Museum	of	Moving	

Image	n.d.).	However,	both	party	platforms	demonstrate	a	much	clearer	distinction	

																																																								
14	See	the	appendix	for	the	exact	question	wording.		
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and	prioritization	on	 these	 issues.	The	Republican	platform	presents	 the	Bush	 tax	

cut	plan	 in	bullets	points	on	page	 two	and	 the	Democratic	platform	 lays	out	 	 “the	

right	 kind	 of	 tax	 cuts”	 by	 highlighting	 the	 narrow	 tax	 cuts	 supported	 by	 Gore	

juxtaposed	 with	 the	 “Bush	 tax	 slash”	 (Democratic	 Party	 Platform	 2000,	 page	 2).	

Encroachment	 on	 aspects	 of	 the	 other’s	 plan	 may	 have	 contributed	 to	 the	 high	

percentages	 of	 partisans	 who	 agreed	 with	 both	 plans.	 Sixty-eight	 percent	 of	

Republicans	and	45	percent	of	Democrats	viewed	the	opposing	candidate’s	plan	as	

acceptable	as	shown	in	table	4.2.	Ideally,	the	questions	would	have	set-up	a	choice	

between	 the	 two	 scenarios	 so	 as	 to	 create	 a	 clearer	 distinction	 between	 each	

respondent’s	preferred	plan	and	the	candidates’	plans.		

The	 2004	 survey	 did	 not	 include	 a	 pre-election	 wave	 and	 included	 only	 a	

handful	 of	 issue	 positions	 in	 the	 post-election	wave.	 To	 examine	 defection	 in	 the	

2004	 election,	 I	 used	 the	 issue	 questions	 from	 the	 previous	 waves	 and	 the	 2004	

post-election	wave.	Issues	used	to	determine	the	effect	of	 issue	cross-pressures	on	

partisan	defection	in	2004	include	(survey	year	indicated	in	parentheses):	abortion	

(2004),	the	Bush	tax	cuts	(2002),	ENDA	(2004),	the	environment	(2000),	the	estate	

(or	death)	 tax	 (2002),	gun	control	 (2000),	health	 insurance	 (2000),	 and	 terrorism	

(2004).	The	model	is	run	with	and	without	the	2000	issues	to	account	for	possible	

changes	 in	positions	during	 the	 four-year	period.	However,	 among	 the	 issues	 that	

were	 asked	 in	 both	 2000	 and	 2004,	 Abortion	 and	 ENDA,	 Democrats	 were	 quite	

stable	 while	 Republican	 became	 less	 cross-pressured	 on	 abortion	 and	 more	

supportive	 of	 laws	 to	 protect	 gays	 from	 employment	 discrimination.	 Table	 4.2	



	
	
	

81	

displays	 the	 percentage	 of	 partisans	 cross-pressured	 on	 each	 issue	 in	 2000	 and	

2004.		
 

Table	4.2:	Issue	Cross	Pressures	in	the	2000	and	2004	Election	

ACTIVE	AND	INACTIVE	ISSUES	

I	 use	 television	 advertising	 data	 from	 the	 Wisconsin	 Advertising	 Project	

(WAP)	 to	 determine	which	 issues	 should	 be	 classified	 as	 active	 issues	 and	which	

issues	should	be	classified	as	inactive	issues.	The	WAP	uses	data	from	the	Campaign	

Media	 Analysis	 Group	 (CMAG).	 The	WAP	 collects	 satellite	 transmission	 data	 from	

the	major	 networks	 and	many	 cable	 channels.	 It	 also	monitors	 the	 top	 75	media	

markets	–	more	than	80	percent	of	the	U.S.	population	resides	in	one	of	the	top	75	

 Democrats 
2000 

Republicans 
2000 

Democrats 
2004 

Republicans 
2004 

Abortion 30.0% 29.6% 30.4% 23.1% 
DADT 12.5% 61.0%   
Defense 22.9% 3.7%   
Education 28.7% 31.9%   
ENDA 18.6% 48.4% 15.7% 62.4% 
Environment 7.25% 26.5%   
Gun Control 1.5% 41.3%   
Health care 17.7% 18.5%   
Surplus for 
SS/Medicare 

12.2% 67.5%   

Surplus for Tax 
Cuts 

45.2% 27.6%   

Estate Tax   54.5% 12.3% 
Bush Tax Cuts   29.0% 6.3% 
Terrorism   31.9% 8.0% 

N= 345 Democrats and 351 Republicans. Data is from the 2000 to 2004 ANES Panel Study.  
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markets	 (Goldstein,	 Franz,	 and	Ridout	 2002).	 A	 team	 at	 the	WAP	 coded	 the	 issue	

content	of	each	advertisement.		

Domestic	 issues—education,	 the	 environment,	 health	 care,	Medicare,	 social	

security,	 and	 taxes—were	 the	 focus	 of	 the	 2000	 presidential	 election’s	 television	

ads.	Note	that	multiple	issues	can	be	(and	often	are)	included	in	each	add	based	on	

the	 coding	 system	 used	 by	 the	 project.	 Figure	 4.1	 displays	 the	 percentage	 of	

advertisements	that	mentioned	each	issue	in	2000	and	2004.	Thirty-nine	percent	of	

advertisements	 ran	 by	 or	 on	 Gore’s	 behalf	 mentioned	 health	 care,	 28	 percent	

mentioned	 taxes,	 18	 percent	 mentioned	 the	 environment,	 16	 percent	 mentioned	

education,	 15	 percent	 mentioned	 social	 security,	 and	 12	 percent	 mentioned	

Medicare.	 Bush	 and	 the	 Republican	 Party	 mentioned	 education	 in	 almost	 half	 of	

their	ads	(48	percent),	they	mentioned	social	security	in	38	percent,	health	care	in	

23	 percent,	 taxes	 in	 16	 percent,	 and	 Medicare	 in	 10	 percent.	 Voters	 had	 the	

opportunity	to	learn	about	the	candidate’s	positions	on	each	of	these	issues	during	

the	 campaign.	 Given	 their	 prominence,	 these	 issues	 should	 have	 some	 impact	 on	

vote	 choice	 and	 are	 considered	 active,	 campaign	 issues.	 Foreign	 policy	 and	 social	

issues	 received	 little	 attention	 from	 either	 candidate	 based	 on	 their	 television	

advertisements,	and,	thus,	these	issues	should	be	considered	inactive	and	should	not	

have	had	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 the	decisions	 to	 cross-party	 lines	 that	were	made	

during	the	campaign.		

The	 dynamics	 of	 the	 2004	 election	 were	much	 different.	 Both	 foreign	 and	

domestic	issues	were	the	focus	of	advertisements	during	this	election	between	the	

Republican	 incumbent,	 President	 Bush,	 and	 Democratic	 challenger,	 Senator	 John	
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Kerry.	Following	the	terrorist	attacks	on	September	11,	2001	and	the	ongoing	wars	

in	 Afghanistan	 and	 Iraq,	 foreign	 policy	 was	 destined	 to	 be	 an	 important	 issue.	

Terrorism	was	mentioned	in	10	percent	of	advertisements	in	support	of	John	Kerry	

and	 in	 27	 percent	 of	 ads	 ran	 in	 support	 of	 President	 Bush	 while	 defense	 was	

mentioned	 in	13	percent	 of	Kerry’s	 ads	 and	38	percent	 of	Bush’s.	 September	11th	

was	 also	 mentioned	 in	 21	 percent	 of	 the	 Bush	 advertisements,	 though	 it	 is	 not	

included	 in	 the	 figure.	Taxes	and	health	care	were	both	prominent	 issues,	as	well,	

with	 President	 Bush	 wanting	 to	 extend	 his	 tax	 cuts	 including	 the	 permanent	

elimination	of	the	estate	tax.	Health	care	and	prescription	drug	coverage	were	also	

important	 issues.	 Thirty	 percent	 of	 Democratic	 and	 25	 percent	 of	 Republican	

advertisements	mentioned	these	issues.		
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Figure	4.1:	Percentage	of	Television	Advertisements	Mentioning	Each	Issue	

The	outcome	variable	vote	choice	is	constructed	as	 in	the	previous	chapter,	

with	 one	 important	 distinction:	 the	 category	 for	 partisans	 who	 consistently	

 

 
Data are from the Wisconsin Advertising Project. 
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supported	 the	 opposition	 includes	 both	 defectors	 who	 reported	 deciding	 which	

party	to	support	prior	to	the	candidates	winning	their	primaries	AND	partisans	who	

voted	for	the	opposing	party	in	all	three	presidential	elections.	In	the	2000	election,	

80	 percent	 of	 partisans	 voted	 for	 their	 party’s	 candidate.	 Two	percent	 decided	 to	

support	 the	 opposition	 prior	 to	 the	 campaign	 and	 another	 5	 percent	 decided	 to	

cross	party	 lines	during	 the	 campaign.	The	 remaining	13	percent	did	not	 vote	 for	

either	 candidate.	 The	 percentages	 are	 similar	 in	 2004,	 80	 percent	 voted	 for	 their	

own	 party,	 4	 percent	 defected	 before	 John	 Kerry	 received	 his	 party’s	 nomination	

(and	before	Bush	official	received	the	Republican	nomination),	7	percent	decided	to	

defect	 during	 the	 campaign,	 and	 8	 percent	 did	 not	 vote.	 Given	 the	 nature	 of	 the	

outcome	variable,	I	again	run	multinomial	regression	models.	I	run	separate	models	

for	 2000	 and	 2004.	 I	 do	 not	 analyze	 voting	 behavior	 in	 1996	 (beyond	 using	 it	 to	

distinguish	 between	 swing	 partisans	 and	 consistent	 defectors)	 since	 there	 are	 no	

measures	of	issue	positions	from	the	1996	election	in	my	survey	data.		

The	 issue	 cross-pressure	 variables	 are	 separately	 included	 in	 the	 model	

instead	 of	 including	 counts	 for	 the	 number	 of	 active	 and	 inactive	 issue	 cross-

pressures.	All	control	variables	are	measured	and	coded	identically	to	the	previous	

chapter,	 except	 for	 political	 knowledge.	 In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 use	 the	 interviewer	

evaluation	 from	 the	 2000	 post	 election	 wave.	 The	 variable	 is	 a	 five	 point	 scaled	

variable	reverse	coded	from	least	knowledgeable	(0)	to	most	knowledgeable	(4).	To	

preserve	sample	size,	I	set	missing	values	equal	to	the	mean	for	the	individuals	who	

did	 not	 participate	 in	 the	 2000	 post	 election	 wave	 and	 thus	 did	 not	 have	 their	

political	 knowledge	 rated	 by	 the	 interviewer.	 Interviewer	 ratings	 are	 not	 my	
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preferred	 measure	 of	 political	 knowledge.	 However,	 they	 are	 often	 used	 when	 a	

sufficient	political	knowledge	battery	 is	not	 included	 in	a	 survey	 (for	example	 see	

Gay	2014)	as	in	this	case.	States	are	categorized	as	battleground	if	either	campaign	

regarded	it	as	a	battleground	state	in	that	election	year	(Shaw	2008).		

2000	RESULTS	

Voters	cross-pressured	on	the	Bush	Tax	Plan	were	the	most	 likely	to	defect	

during	 the	 2000	 election	 campaign.	 Regression	 coefficients	 and	 robust	 standard	

errors	are	presented	in	table	4.3.	Health	care	had	a	statistically	significant	effect	on	

crossing	party	 lines	during	the	campaign	relative	to	the	base	category	–	voting	for	

your	party’s	candidate.	Disagreeing	with	your	party’s	position	on	health	 insurance	

also	 had	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 defecting	 prior	 to	 the	 candidates	 receiving	 their	

party’s	nomination.	Allowing	gays	and	 lesbians	 to	serve	 in	 the	military	 is	 the	only	

issue	 to	have	a	 significant	effect	on	not	voting	 for	either	 candidate.	The	 issue	was	

not	a	focus	for	either	campaign.	While	the	Democrats	had	shifted	away	from	DADT	

and	 towards	 allowing	 gays	 and	 lesbians	 to	 openly	 serve	 by	 2000,	 Gore	 did	 not	

elevate	the	issue	and	may	have	missed	an	opportunity	to	persuade	the	61	percent	of	

Republican	identifiers	who	disagreed	with	their	party’s	stance	on	DADT.	However,	

the	 Democrats	 did	 include	 his	 position	 in	 their	 party’s	 platform,	 “Al	 Gore	 is	

committed	 to	 equal	 treatment	 of	 all	 service	 members	 and	 believes	 all	 patriotic	

Americans	 [should]	 be	 allowed	 to	 serve	 their	 country	 without	 discrimination,	

persecution,	and	violence”	(page	16).		
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 Defected Before the 

Campaign 
Defected During the 
Campaign 

Did Not Vote for 
either Party 

Abortion .17 (.79) 1.09 (.57) -.13 (.40) 
DADT 1.04 (.93) -.62 (.52) 1.25** (.43) 
Defense 1.94 (1.06) .31 (.60) -.01 (.60) 
Education -.97 (.73) .28 (.47) -.22 (.35) 
ENDA .97 (.57) .79 (.58) -.43 (.43) 
Environment -.50 (.65) -.48 (.67) -.13 (.47) 
Gun Control 1.04 (.81) 1.10 (.59) -.11 (.49) 
Health care 2.36*** (.88) 1.07* (.54) -.20 (.50) 
SS/Medicare -.18 (.68) -.43 (.38) .92 (.54) 
Taxes 1.06 (.57) 1.27* (.49) -.15 (.40) 
Democrat -1.02 (1.50) .77 (.67) 1.19 (.63) 
Female .89 (.84) .35 (.52) -.28 (.40) 
Race: non-white .26 (.73) -1.69* (.81) -.29 (.48) 
Partisan Strength -.12 (.34) -1.37*** -.70** (.24) 
Political Knowledge -.34 (.40) -.02 (.29) -.71*** (.20) 
Battleground -1.37 (.94) .01 (.44) -.61 (.36) 
Education .18 (.35) -.30 (.34) -.41* (.18) 
Age .01 (.02) -.00 (.02) -.04** (.01) 
Constant -6.78*** (.1.74) -2.85 (1.70) 2.50* (1.03) 

N = 695      Pseudo R2 = 0.24 
Entries are multinomial logistic model regression coefficients and standard errors. Data is from 2000, 2002, 
2004 ANES Panel Study. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001, two-tailed 

Table	4.3:	Partisan	Defection	during	the	2000	Election	

I	 calculate	 the	 change	 in	 the	 probability	 for	 each	 vote	 choice	 option	 to	

determine	whether	 these	 effects	 are	 substantively	 significant.	 I	 first	 calculate	 the	

average	 change	 in	probability	 by	 comparing	 an	 individual	who	 agrees	with	his	 or	

her	party	 to	an	 individual	who	disagrees	with	his	or	her	party	on	each	 issue.	This	
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average	change	in	probability	takes	into	account	each	possible	value	of	every	other	

variable	in	the	model	(see	Table	4.4).	For	a	different	perspective,	I	then	calculate	the	

change	 in	 probability	 for	 individuals	who	only	 disagrees	with	 his	 or	 her	 party	 on	

Bush’s	 tax	 plan	 and	 only	 disagrees	 on	 health	 insurance	 –	 the	 two	 statistically	

significant	issues	for	partisan	defection	–	for	men	and	women	in	battleground	states	

based	on	their	party	identification	and	partisan	intensity	(see	Figure	4.2).		

Bush’s	 tax	plan	 is	 the	only	 issue	 that	had	a	statistically	significant	effect	on	

the	 probability	 of	 crossing	 party	 lines	 during	 the	 election	 (p=.005).	On	 average,	 a	

partisan	who	disagreed	with	his/her	party’s	position	on	using	the	budget	surplus	to	

cut	 taxes	has	 a	 .05	higher	probability	of	defecting	 compared	 to	 an	 individual	who	

agrees	 with	 his	 or	 her	 party’s	 position.	 While	 health	 care	 disagreements	 have	 a	

significant	coefficient	in	the	model,	the	average	change	in	probability	(.05)	between	

an	individual	who	agrees	with	his	or	her	party	and	an	individual	who	disagrees	with	

his	or	her	party	does	not	reach	traditional	levels	of	significance	(p=.121).		

Allowing	 gays	 to	 serve	 in	 the	 military,	 again,	 has	 a	 statistically	 and	

substantively	significant	effect	on	not	voting	during	the	2000	election	and	does	not	

have	a	significant	effect	on	defection.	On	average,	an	individual	who	disagrees	with	

his	 or	 her	 party	 has	 a	 .13	 higher	 probability	 (p=.003)	 of	 not	 voting	 than	 an	

individual	who	agrees	with	his	or	her	party’s	position	on	DADT.		
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 Voted for 
Own Party 

Defected Before 
the Campaign 

Defected During 
the Campaign 

Did Not Vote 
for either 
Party 

Average 
Predictions 

.803 .017 .048 .133 

Healthcare -.06 .04 .05 -.03 
Taxes -.04 .01 .05** -.02 
SS/Medicare -.07 -.00 -.02 .09 
Education .02 -.01 .01 -.02 
Environment .03 -.01 -.02 -.01 
Defense -.04 .04 .01 -.01 
Abortion -.03 .00 .05 -.02 
DADT -.11* .01 -.03 .13** 
ENDA -.00 .01 .04 -.05 
Gun Control -.05 .01 .05 -.02 
Cells show the average change in predicted probabilities for a change from the minimum to maximum 
value (not cross-pressured to cross-pressured). * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

Table	4.4:	Average	change	in	predicted	probability	in	the	2000	Election	

The	change	in	the	probability	of	defecting	during	the	campaign	varies	greatly	

by	 the	 strength	 of	 partisanship.	 Figure	 4.2	 visually	 displays	 the	 change	 in	 the	

predicted	 probability	 of	 defecting	 during	 the	 campaign	 for	 Democrats	 and	

Republicans	–	at	each	level	of	partisan	intensity	–	who	are	only	cross-pressured	on	

the	specified	issue	compared	to	an	individual	who	is	not	cross-pressured	at	all.	The	

probabilities	 are	 shown	 separately	 for	 men	 and	 women	 who	 reside	 in	 a	

battleground	 state.	 The	 race	 of	 the	 individual	 was	 set	 to	 white	 and	 political	
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knowledge	(2.4	on	the	4	point	scale),	education	(2.91	on	the	5	point	scale),	and	age	

(47)	were	each	set	to	their	average	to	construct	this	figure.		
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All predicted probabilities are for the average voter in Battleground States. 

Figure	4.2:	Defection	During	the	2000	Campaign	
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Strong partisans have a predicted probability of zero of defecting during the 

election. This probability rises to .01 for a strong Democrat residing in a battleground 

state who is cross-pressured only on taxes or health care. This is also true for female, 

strong Republicans in battleground states. For male, strong Republicans the probability of 

defecting still rounds to zero regardless of being cross-pressured on either issue. Strong 

partisans are very unlikely to break with their party whether they are cross-pressured or 

not. Weak partisans have slightly higher probabilities and leaning partisans have a 

noticeably higher probability of voting for the opposition candidate. 

The	 probability	 of	 a	 weak	 Republican	 defecting	 is	 .02	 for	 battleground	

women	 who	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 either	 issue	 and	 battleground	 men	 who	 are	

cross-pressured	on	 taxes.	The	probability	of	defection	 is	 .01	 for	weak	Republicans	

that	are	cross-pressured	on	health	care	–	the	same	predicted	probability	as	a	weak	

Republican	male	that	 is	not	cross-pressured.	The	probability	of	defecting	 is	higher	

for	 weak	 Democrats	 who	 begin	 with	 the	 same	 baseline	 probability	 of	 .01	 as	

Republicans.	The	predicted	probability	increases	to	.04	and	.05	for	females	who	are	

cross-pressured	 on	 only	 health	 insurance	 or	 using	 the	 surplus	 for	 tax	 cuts,	

respectively.	 For	 weak	 Democratic	 men	 in	 battleground	 states,	 the	 probability	 of	

defection	increases	to	.03	if	they	are	cross-pressured	on	either	issue.	

Independent	 leaners	 have	 the	 highest	 probability	 of	 defecting	 during	 the	

campaign.	 Beginning	with	women	 in	 battleground	 states	who	 are	 of	 average	 age,	

education,	 and	 political	 knowledge,	 the	 baseline	 probability	 of	 deciding	 to	 cross	

party	lines	during	the	campaign	is	.03	for	Republican	leaners	and	.05	for	Democratic	

leaners	 who	 are	 not	 cross-pressured.	 This	 probability	 increases	 by	 .06	 to	 .09	 for	
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Republicans	 cross-pressured	 on	 taxes	 and	 by	 .11	 to	 .16	 for	 Democrats	 cross-

pressured	 on	 taxes.	 For	 health	 care,	 the	 probability	 increases	 to	 .07	 from	 .03	 for	

Republican	women	and	slightly	decreases	for	Democratic	women.	Partisan	leaning	

men	in	battleground	states	begin	with	a	probability	of	 .02	for	Republicans	and	 .04	

for	Democrats.	This	probability	of	defection	rises	to	.06	for	the	taxes	cross	pressure	

and	 .05	 for	 the	 health	 insurance	 cross-pressure	 for	 the	 leaning	 Republicans.	 The	

probability	of	defection	for	leaning	Democrats	increases	to	.12	if	cross-pressured	on	

taxes	and	 increases	 .10	 if	 cross-pressured	on	health	 care.	 I	 should	note	 that	 these	

predicted	 probabilities	 would	 be	 higher	 if	 the	 individual	 was	 cross-pressured	 on	

multiple	issues	instead	of	a	single	issue.		

2004	RESULTS	

Terrorism,	 the	 estate	 tax,	 and	 protections	 for	 gays	 and	 lesbians	 from	

employment	discrimination	(ENDA)	all	had	a	significant	effect	on	defection	during	

the	2004	campaign.	Terrorism	and	the	extension	of	the	estate	tax	were	both	active	

issues	 based	 on	 the	 Bush	 and	 Kerry	 advertisements.	 ENDA	 was	 not	 an	 active	

campaign	issue	based	on	the	television	advertisements.	While	the	campaigns	did	not	

activate	 ENDA,	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 the	 13	 states	 with	 gay	 marriage	 bans	 on	 the	

November	ballot	 and	 the	 activists	 and	 interests	 groups	 on	both	 sides	 of	 the	 issue	

activated	gay	rights	by	rallying	their	supporters	for	or	against	marriage	equality	for	

gays	 and	 lesbians	 (Campbell	 and	Monson	2008;	Hillygus	 and	 Shields	 2005;	 Lewis	

2005).	 Cross-pressures	 on	 terrorism	 and	 the	 bush	 tax	 cuts	 also	 had	 a	 significant	

effect	on	deciding	to	defect	prior	to	Kerry	winning	his	party’s	nomination.	None	of	

the	 issue	 cross-pressures	 had	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 the	 decision	 to	 stay	 home	on	
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Election	Day.	These	results	hold	for	the	full	model	and	the	model	that	excludes	the	

issue	positions	that	were	only	measured	in	the	2000	wave.	The	full	model	is	used	to	

generate	the	predicted	probabilities.		
 Defected Before the 

Campaign 
Defected During the 
Campaign 

Did Not Vote for 
either Party 

Terrorism 3.98*** (.80) 3.35*** (.48) .60 (.60) 
Bush Tax Cuts 2.14*** (.60) .33 (.49) -1.18 (.76) 
Estate Tax 1.07 (.74) 1.35** (.57) .25 (.49) 
ENDA .71 (.72) 1.62** (.57) .81 (.47) 
Abortion 1.12 (.58) .89 (.50) .32 (.47) 
Democrat -2.30** -.65 (.58) .63 (.75) 
Female .79 (.65) -.20 (.47) -.52 (.40) 
Race: non-white .05 (.68) -.44 (.87) -.15 (.59) 
Partisan Strength -1.41*** (.31) -.97** (.30) -.37 (.25) 
Political Knowledge .31 (.35) -.07 (.27) -.82*** 
Battleground -.03 (.64) -.35 (.50) -.24 (.48) 
Education -.31 (.32) -.26 (.28) -.66** (.21) 
Age .01 (.02) -.05* (.02) -.01 (.02) 
Constant -4.83** (1.77) -.64 (1.23) 1.78 (.02) 

N = 688     Pseudo R2 = .34 
Entries are multinomial logistic model regression coefficients and standard errors. Data is from 2000, 2002, 
2004 ANES Panel Study. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001, two-tailed 

Table	4.5:	Partisan	Defection	during	the	2004	Election	
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 Defected Before the 

Campaign 
Defected During the 
Campaign 

Did Not Vote for 
either Party 

Terrorism 3.82*** (.85) 3.29*** (.49) .58 (.62) 
Bush Tax Cuts 2.01*** (.57) .28 (.50) -1.16(.75) 
Estate Tax 1.02 (.77) 1.25** (.47) .19 (.50) 
ENDA .80 (.74) 1.65** (.59) .85 (.47) 
Abortion 1.01 (.61) .80 (.47) .25 (.45) 
Health Insurance .49 (.75) .11 (.52) .36 (.49) 
Environment -.62 (.69) -.06 (.57) -.64 (.55) 
Gun Control 1.12 (.99) .70 (.72) .28 (.66) 
Democrat -1.57 (1.13) -22 (.75) .73 (.83) 
Female .67 (.67) -.32 (.50) -.61 (.43) 
Race: non-white -.28 (.74) -.56 (.88) -.16 (.59) 
Partisan Strength -1.41 (.30) -.97** (.30) -.39 (.27) 
Political Knowledge .29 (.35) -.09 (.26) -.85*** (.21) 
Battleground -.14 (.71) -.37 (.52) -.26 (.58) 
Education -.34 (.33) -.30 (.28) -.70** (.23) 
Age .01 (.02) -.04* (.02) -.01 (.02) 
Constant -5.24* (2.07) -.77 (1.41) 1.97 (1.52) 

N = 688     Pseudo R2 = .35 
Entries are multinomial logistic model regression coefficients and standard errors. Data is from 2000, 2002, 
2004 ANES Panel Study. *p<.05; **p<.01; ***p<.001, two-tailed 

Table	4.6:	Partisan	Defection	during	the	2004	Election	

The	 average	 probability	 of	 voting	 for	 your	 own	 party	 is	 .80,	 the	 average	

probability	 of	 defecting	 prior	 to	 the	 campaign	 is	 .04,	 the	 average	 probability	 of	

defecting	 during	 the	 campaign	 is	 .07	 and	 the	 average	 probability	 of	 not	 voting	 is	

.08.15	The	average	change	 in	 the	probability	of	defecting	during	 the	campaign	was	

greatest	 for	 partisans	 who	 disagreed	 with	 their	 party’s	 position	 on	 terrorism	 as	

shown	 in	 Table	 4.7.	 On	 average,	 the	 probability	 of	 defecting	 during	 the	 campaign	
																																																								
15	These	do	not	add	to	1	due	to	rounding.		



	
	
	

96	

increased	by	.215	(p=.000)	for	individuals	who	were	cross-pressured	on	terrorism.	

Notably,	the	probability	of	defecting	prior	to	the	start	of	the	campaign	increased	by	

.114	 (p=.008),	 on	 average.	 Terrorism	 clearly	 had	 the	 greatest	 effect	 on	 the	

probability	of	crossing	party	lines,	both	during	and	before	the	campaign	began.	The	

average	 increase	 in	 the	probability	of	defecting	during	 the	 campaign	 increased	by	

.057	 (p=.045)	and	 .073	 (p=.031),	on	average,	 for	partisans	 cross-pressured	on	 the	

estate	 tax	 and	 ENDA,	 respectively,	 compared	 to	 partisans	 who	 are	 not	 cross-

pressured	 on	 either	 issue.	 Cross-pressures	 on	 the	 Bush	 tax	 cuts	 had	 a	 significant	

increase	on	the	probability	of	defecting	prior	to	the	campaign	of	 .072	(p=.010),	on	

average.		
 Voting for 

Own Party 
Defecting 
Before the 
Campaign 

Defecting 
During the 
Campaign 

Not Voting for 
either Party 

Average Predictions .803 .04 .074 .082 
Terrorism -.321*** .114** .215*** -.008 
Bush Tax Cuts -.009 .072* .000 -.064* 
Estate Tax -.073 .016 057* -.000 
ENDA -.118** .004 .073* .041 
Abortion -.059 .020 .030 .008 
Health Insurance -.032 .012 -.002 .023 
Environment .041 -.013 .006 -.034 
Gun Control -.058 .026 .023 .010 
Cells show the average change in predicted probabilities for a change from the minimum to maximum 
value (not cross-pressured to cross-pressured).  * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 

Table	4.7:	Average	change	in	predicted	probability	in	the	2004	Election	

The	 probability	 of	 defecting	 varied,	 again	 in	 2004,	 based	 on	 strength	 of	

partisanship.	Figure	4.3	displays	the	predicted	probability	for	the	average	man	and	

woman	 in	 battleground	 states	 based	 on	 their	 strength	 of	 partisanship	 and	 party	

identification.	 The	 probabilities	 are	 only	 for	 individuals	who	 disagreed	with	 their	
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party	 on	 the	 specified	 issue.	 Education	 (2.92	 on	 the	 5	 point	 scale),	 political	

knowledge	(2.4	on	the	4	point	scale),	and	age	(51)	were	set	to	the	sample	means.	As	

a	baseline,	 the	probability	of	defecting	during	 the	campaign	 for	someone	 that	was	

not	 cross-pressured	 on	 any	 issue	 is	 0	 for	 all	 strong	 and	 weak	 partisans.	 The	

probability	is	.01	for	leaning	Democrats	and	leaning	Republicans.		
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All predicted probabilities are for the average voter in Battleground States. 

Figure	4.3:	Defection	During	the	2004	Campaign	
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Strong	partisans	were	the	least	likely	to	defect	during	the	campaign.	For	both	

men	and	women,	Democrats	and	Republicans,	cross-pressures	on	ENDA	 increased	

the	 probability	 of	 defection	 by	 .01.	 Disagreeing	 with	 your	 party’s	 position	 on	

extending	 the	 estate	 tax	 only	 increased	 the	 probability	 of	 defection	 for	 strong	

Republicans	 up	 to	 .01.	 Terrorism	 had	 a	 larger	 effect	 for	 all.	 For	 women,	 the	

probability	of	a	strong	Democrat	defecting	increased	by	.02	and	the	probability	for	a	

strong	Republican	increased	by	.03.	The	increase	was	slightly	higher	for	men	to	.03	

and	.04	for	strong	Democrats	and	Republicans,	respectively.		

Weak	partisans	followed	a	similar	trend	with	slightly	higher	probabilities	of	

defection	 during	 the	 campaign	 for	 partisans	 who	were	 cross-pressured	 on	 ENDA	

and	 the	 estate	 tax.	 The	 probability	 of	 a	 weak	 Democrat,	 who	 supported	 Bush’s	

approach	 to	 defeating	 terrorism,	 crossing	 party	 lines	 on	 Election	Day	was	 .06	 for	

women	and	.08	for	men.	Republicans	who	opposed	Bush’s	position	had	a	.07	and	.10	

probability	of	defecting	during	the	campaign.		

Defection	was	highest	among	leaning	partisans.	Disagreements	on	ENDA	and	

the	 estate	 tax	 led	 to	 a	 greater	 probability	 of	 defection	 for	 leaning	 partisans	 than	

terrorism	 did	 for	 strong	 partisans,	 but	 terrorism	 still	 had	 the	 largest	 effect	 for	

leaners.	The	probability	of	defecting	was	.13	for	Democratic	and	Republican	women	

who	were	 cross-pressured	 on	 terrorism.	 The	 probability	 for	men	 in	 battleground	

states	was	.17	for	leaning	Democrats	and	.19	for	leaning	Republicans.	Men	who	lean	

towards	the	Republican	Party	had	a	probability	of	defecting	during	the	campaign	at	

close	to	1	in	5.	These	numbers	would	all	increase	if	the	values	used	to	generate	the	
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predicted	probabilities	were	set	to	allow	multiple	cross-pressures.	They	would	also	

fluctuate	some	if	the	demographic	variables	were	changed.		

CONCLUSION	

Defection	during	the	political	campaign	was	rare	in	both	the	2000	and	2004	

elections,	 especially	 for	 strong	 partisans.	 Few	 issues	 had	 both	 a	 substantive	 and	

statistically	significant	effect	on	the	decision	to	vote	against	an	individual’s	partisan	

identification	on	Election	Day.	The	issues	that	did	have	an	effect	on	vote	choice	were	

issues	that	were	activated	–	most	often	by	the	political	advertisements	on	television	

by	 the	 candidates	 and	 their	 allies.	 These	 results	 align	with	 those	 in	 the	 previous	

chapter	 –	 partisans	 that	 disagree	 with	 their	 party	 on	 active	 campaign	 issues	 are	

more	likely	to	cross	party	lines	than	partisans	who	disagree	with	their	party	on	an	

issue	that	is	inactive	during	that	election	cycle.	The	data	support	both	the	active	and	

inactive	issue	hypotheses	and	offer	some	support	for	the	abstention	hypothesis.		
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Chapter	5:	Individual	level	contact	in	the	2012	Presidential	
Election	

Neither	 political	 science	 nor	 campaign	 strategists	 themselves	 know	 much	

about	the	effectiveness	of	narrow,	microtargeted	messages	on	the	voting	behavior	of	

individuals	 (Grossman	 2009).	 This	 is	 largely	 due	 to	 the	 general	 unavailability	 of	

targeted	messages	and	the	ability	to	link	which	voters	receive	a	particular	message	

and	their	vote	choice	(see	Bailey,	Hopkins,	and	Rogers	2013	for	an	exception).	Much	

of	what	we	know	about	narrow	 issue	outreach	 is	 from	 lab	or	survey	experiments,	

which	are	 also	 rare.	These	 studies	 suggest	 that	 candidates	 are	better	 suited	using	

broad	based	appeals	as	individual	voters	punish	them	when	they	are	targeted	with	

the	 “wrong”	message	and	 this	backlash	among	 individuals	predisposed	 to	support	

them	 is	 substantial	 enough	 to	 erase	 any	 small	 gain	 from	 correctly	 targeting	 the	

opposition	 (Hersh	and	Schaffner	2013).	The	authors	 correctly	point	out	 that	 their	

experiments	 focus	 on	 support	 for	 fictional	 candidates,	 and	 the	 study	 does	 not	

account	 for	 potential	 gains	 in	 turnout,	 which	 is	 generally	 the	 goal	 of	 messages	

targeted	towards	the	party	faithful.	

In	 this	 chapter,	 I	 use	 actual	 campaign	 contact	 records	 from	Mitt	 Romney’s	

2012	campaign	 to	determine	how	Republicans	and	Democrats	 separately	 respond	

to	 his	 campaign	messages.	 I	 test	 the	 effects	 of	 his	 three	most	 frequent	 campaign	

messages,	 as	 evident	 by	 the	 issue	 content	 of	 his	 mail	 and	 phone	 contacts,	 on	

Republicans	 and	 Democrats.	 I	 use	 the	 self-reported	 policy	 positions	 of	 individual	

voters	 to	 determine	 if	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 the	 message	 differs	 for	 partisans	 that	

agree	with	Romney’s	position	and	partisans	 that	disagree	with	his	position	on	 the	

specific	issue.	I	find	that	the	Romney	campaign	experienced	a	clear	backlash	from	its	
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health	 care	 appeal	 from	 both	 Republicans	 that	 support	 Obamacare	 and	 among	

Republicans	that	oppose	Obamacare.	Among	Democrats,	when	the	Republicans	got	

it	 “wrong”	 and	 contacted	 Democrats	 that	 support	 Obamacare	 with	 a	 health	 care	

message	their	probability	of	supporting	Obama	was	virtually	unchanged.	But	when	

Republicans	got	 it	“right”	and	contacted	Democrats	that	oppose	Obamacare	with	a	

health	 care	message;	 their	 probability	 of	 voting	 for	Obama	 substantially	 dropped.	

The	results	were	similar	for	the	Republican’s	use	of	economic	appeals	in	individual	

level	campaign	contacts.	These	findings	suggest	that	candidates	should	avoid	using	

narrow,	 issue-based	 appeals	 to	 mobilize	 their	 supporters,	 but	 should	 use	 issue-

based	messaging	when	targeting	supporters	of	the	opposition	party.		

DATA	

The	 three	 data	 sources	 mentioned	 above	 were	 combined	 into	 a	

comprehensive	dataset	that	includes	elements	from	each	source.	The	uniqueness	of	

the	 dataset	 requires	 that	 I	 describe	 each	 source	 –	 the	 survey	 data,	 the	RNC	 voter	

files,	 and	 the	 Republican	 contact	 records	 –	 as	 well	 as	 the	 process	 used	 to	merge	

them	 in	 greater	 detail.	 Additional	 information	 is	 also	 included	 in	 this	 chapter’s	

appendix.		

Survey	Data	

The	 survey	 data	 used	 for	 this	 project	 are	 from	 2012	 Cooperative	

Congressional	Election	Study	(CCES),	conducted	by	YouGov.	The	CCES	is	a	national	

survey	 with	 sufficiently	 large	 sample	 sizes	 in	 most	 states	 to	 investigate	 political	

preferences	 separately.	 More	 specifically,	 both	 Florida	 and	 Virginia	 have	 large	

populations	 that	 allow	 for	 state-level	 analyses.	 The	 CCES	 consists	 of	 both	 a	 pre-
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election	wave,	which	was	fielded	during	October	of	2012,	and	a	post-election	wave,	

which	was	conducted	 immediately	 following	 the	November	6th	Election.	The	CCES	

data	provide	extensive	 information	about	respondents’	attitudes.	 I	am	particularly	

interested	 in	 their	 (self-reported)	 measures	 of	 issue	 positions,	 partisanship,	 and	

vote	choice.		

RNC	Voter	Files	

The	Republican	National	Committee	(RNC)	provided	separate	voter	files	for	

Florida	 and	Virginia,	 key	 battleground	 states	 in	 the	 2012	 election.	 The	RNC	 voter	

files	 are	 expanded	 versions	 of	 the	 voter	 records	 maintained	 by	 the	 Florida	

Department	of	 State	 and	 the	Virginia	Department	of	Elections,	 respectively.	There	

are	 two	 key	 differences	 between	 the	 Florida	 and	 Virginia	 voter	 files.	 Florida	 has	

closed	primaries	 and	 requires	 voters	 to	 register	with	 a	party	 to	participate	 in	 the	

state’s	primary	elections.	The	Virginia	voter	file	does	not	include	party	registration	

as	 the	 state	 has	 open	 primaries	 and	 does	 not	 give	 individuals	 the	 opportunity	 to	

officially	register	with	a	political	party.	In	addition,	Florida	is	one	of	eight	states	that	

ask	individuals	to	provide	their	race	when	they	register	to	vote.16	The	Virginia	files	

do	 not	 include	 any	 self-identifying	 information	 regarding	 the	 race	 of	 individual	

voters.		

The	 voter	 files	were	updated	 following	 the	2012	 election	 and,	 thus,	 can	be	

used	 to	 verify	 survey	 respondents’	 voter	 registration	 and	 turnout.	 The	 RNC	

supplements	 the	 state	voter	 files	with	additional	 information	about	 the	 registered	

																																																								
16	AL,	FL,	GA,	LA,	NC,	PA,	SC,	and	TN	collect	racial	or	ethnic	information	when	individuals	register	to	
vote.	The	other	states	do	not.		
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voters.	 Two	 key	 pieces	 of	 information	 are	 “hard	 observations”	 and	microtargeted	

estimates	of	the	registered	voter’s	positions	on	a	limited	number	of	policy	issues	as	

well	as	the	estimated	likelihood	of	turning	out	and	the	estimated	likelihood	of	voting	

for	the	major-party	presidential	candidates.	The	hard	observations	generally	come	

from	 other	 publicly	 available	 sources	 such	 as	 state	 records	 of	 individuals	 with	 a	

hunting	license	or	a	concealed	carry	license.	Or,	they	are	collected	from	Republican	

leaning	groups	or	the	individuals	themselves.	The	hard	observations	are	limited	to	a	

relatively	 small	 percentage	 of	 the	 registered	 voters	 in	 the	 file	 –	 hundreds	 or	

thousands	of	voters	–	compared	to	the	millions	with	microtargeted	estimates.		

The	 microtargeted	 estimates	 are	 much	 more	 expansive	 and	 include	 most	

voters,	 which	 makes	 them	 more	 valuable	 to	 a	 campaign	 when	 developing	 their	

contact	 strategy.	 Individuals	 that	 register	 late	 in	 the	 campaign	 –	 after	 the	

microtargeting	was	conducted	–	do	not	have	estimates,	but	almost	all	other	voters	

have	these	estimates.	Microtargeted	estimates	are	obviously	less	accurate	than	hard	

observations.	 The	 next	 chapter	 will	 test	 the	 accuracy	 rates	 of	 the	 RNC’s	 2012	

estimates,	 but	 even	 without	 a	 formal	 test	 it	 can	 be	 said	 with	 certainty	 that	 the	

estimates	 are	 sometimes	wrong.	 And	when	 the	 campaign	 guesses	 incorrectly	 and	

reaches	out	to	a	voter	priming	the	wrong	issue,	the	responses	of	the	voter	could	be	

very	different	 than	when	 the	 campaign	 correctly	guesses	 the	voter’s	position.	The	

process	 behind	 microtargeting	 is	 a	 two-	 stage	 process.	 First,	 large	 surveys	 are	

conducted,	typically	within	a	single	state.	These	surveys	are	used	to	develop	models	

to	 predict	 the	 attributes	 of	 individual	 voters	 that	 are	 of	 interest	 to	 the	 campaign.	
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After	the	models	are	developed,	they	are	applied	to	the	entire	statewide	voter	file	to	

generate	the	estimates	for	the	registered	voters	that	were	not	surveyed.	

The	 standard	 microtargeting	 for	 the	 2012	 voter	 files	 include:	 estimated	

partisanship,	 estimated	 vote	 choice,	 propensity	 to	 turnout,	 estimated	 presidential	

approval,	 estimated	evaluation	of	 the	economy,	estimated	approval	of	Obamacare,	

and	estimated	level	of	social	conservatism.	The	microtargeting	in	Florida	was	more	

extensive	in	terms	of	both	the	number	of	issues	estimated	with	microtargeting	and	

the	 specific	 technique	 used	 to	 generate	 the	 estimates.	 The	 accuracy	 and	 the	

procedures	 used	 to	 generate	 the	 microtargeted	 estimates	 will	 be	 discussed	 in	

greater	detail	in	the	next	chapter.		

Republican	Contact	Records	

The	contact	 records	are	separate	and	distinct	 from	the	voter	 files.	Both	 the	

Florida	and	Virginia	contact	file	includes	records	of	every	outreach	attempt	from	the	

Romney	 for	 President	 (RFP)	 campaign	 and	 the	 RNC.	 Each	 interaction	 between	

individual	registered	voters	and	a	Republican	affiliated	campaign	is	a	separate	line	

of	data.	The	Virginia	file	has	more	than	86	million	lines	of	data	and	the	Florida	file	

consists	of	more	than	186	million	contact	records.	Compare	this	to	the	format	of	the	

voter	 files	 where	 each	 individual	 voter	 is	 a	 separate	 line	 in	 the	 file.	 To	 put	 the	

number	of	contacts	 into	the	proper	context,	 in	2012	there	were	almost	5.5	million	

registered	 voters	 in	 Virginia	 and	 approximately	 12	 million	 registered	 voters	 in	

Florida.	This	translates	to	about	sixteen	GOP	contacts	per	registered	voter	in	Florida	

and	Virginia.	
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Data	Merging	Process	

The	three	datasets	were	in	different	formats	with	different	sets	of	identifying	

information.	 I	 performed	 the	merge	between	 the	 voter	 files	 and	 contact	 files.	 The	

only	 contact	 information	 linking	 these	 two	 sets	 of	 data	 is	 the	 ten-digit	 phone	

number,	 which	 I	 used	 to	 connect	 the	 datasets.	 YouGov’s	 project	 manager	 for	 the	

CCES	facilitated	the	merger	of	the	voter	files	and	the	survey	data.	YouGov	created	an	

algorithm	to	match	the	voter	files	and	the	survey	data	using	the	personal	identifying	

information	 that	 it	 collects	 but	 does	 not	 make	 available	 to	 researchers.17	 My	

analyses	 focus	 on	 the	 subset	 of	 individuals	 that	were	 included	 in	 the	 survey	 and	

could	 be	 located	 in	 the	 voter	 file.	 Table	 5.1	 displays	 the	 breakdown	 of	 the	 CCES	

sample	 following	each	stage	of	 the	merging	process.	The	 resultant	data	 set	allows	

me	 to	 (1)	 compare	 the	 issue	 preferences	 and	 priorities	 of	 voters	 with	 the	

Republican	 Party’s	 estimates,	 and	 (2)	 examine	 the	 effects	 of	 contact	 on	 vote	

preference	and	turnout,	while	controlling	for	cross-pressure	effects.	More	generally,	

the	combination	of	actual	records	of	campaign	contact	and	turnout	with	survey	data	

measuring	 issue	 attitudes	 and	 vote	 choice	 allow	 for	 a	 tightly	 controlled	

observational	 study	 which	 bypasses	 common	 threats	 to	 validity	 that	 many	

observational	studies	encounter.18		

	

																																																								
17	The	process	used	for	this	study	is	similar	to	the	matching	performed	for	Ansolabehere	and	Hersh’s	
voter	validation	study	using	the	2008	CCES	(See	Ansolabehere	and	Hersh	2012).	The	major	
difference	is	the	Republican	Party	provided	the	voter	files	for	this	study,	while	a	commercial	vendor	
that	works	closely	with	the	Democratic	Party	provided	Ansolabehere	and	Hersh’s	voter	files	for	the	
2008	validated	CCES	study.	
18	The	reliance	on	official	records	resolves	two	prominent	sources	of	endogeneity	–	the	misreport	of	
campaign	contact	and	turnout	(see	Arceneaux	2010	for	a	discussion	of	the	endogeneity	problem	and	
McDonald	2003	and	Vavreck	2007	for	a	discussion	of	self-reports).		
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 Florida Virginia 
All CCES Respondents 3,850 1,538 
Confirmed Registered 2,399 997 
Registered with phone number 1,981 737 

Note:  Cell entries are the sample sizes in the 2012 Cooperative Congressional Election Survey (CCES).  

Table	5.1:	Sample	Size	by	State	

The	 current	 analyses	 focus	 solely	 on	 the	 Romney	 campaign’s	 activity	 and	

include	both	mail	and	phone	communications.	The	Romney	campaign,	like	previous	

Republican	presidential	campaigns,	delegated	much	of	their	field	operations	to	the	

RNC	including	the	staffing	of	its	field	offices	(Masket,	Sides,	and	Vavreck	2015).	For	

this	reason,	only	mail	and	phone	contacts	can	be	attributed	directly	to	the	Romney	

campaign.	The	RNC’s	outreach	is	not	included	since	I	cannot	determine	whether	the	

documented	 communication	 focused	 on	Romney,	 other	Republican	 candidates	 for	

office,	 or	 a	 combination.	 In	 Florida,	 the	 sample	 of	 1,981	 registered	 voters	 was	

collectively	 contacted	 1,862	 times	 by	 mail	 and	 7,146	 times	 by	 phone.	 The	 737	

Virginian’s	 in	 the	 sample	 included	 1,764	mail	 contacts	 and	 4,704	 phone	 contacts.	

Phone	 contacts	 marked	 as	 “disconnected,”	 	 “moved,”	 “no	 answer,”	 or	 	 “refused,”	

were	not	counted.		

The	 Romney	 campaign	 reached	 out	 to	 Florida	 voters	 with	 108	 different	

initiatives	 and	 reached	 out	 to	 Virginia	 voters	 with	 86	 different	 initiatives.	 Some	

initiatives	clearly	 indicate	the	 issue	that	 the	mailer	or	phone	call	was	emphasizing	

while	others	do	not	include	enough	information	in	either	the	name	or	description	to	

discern	which	 issue	(if	any)	 the	contact	was	designed	 to	prime.	The	analyses	here	

focus	on	the	contacts	in	which	the	issue	content	is	clearly	distinguishable.	Table	5.2	
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displays	 the	 issue	 breakdown	 for	 the	 Florida	 and	 Virginia	 initiatives.	 I	 coded	 the	

policy	content	of	the	contact	based	on	the	name	and	descriptions	of	the	initiatives.	

Beyond	policy	content,	many	of	the	initiatives	include	the	intent	(persuasion	or	get	

out	the	vote)	and	the	group	that	was	broadly	targeted	such	as	women,	Hispanics,	or	

veterans,	 but	 did	 not	 mention	 a	 specific	 policy	 issue.	 I	 coded	 each	 of	 these	 as	

unknown	issue	content	instead	of	assuming	(for	example)	campaign	contacts	geared	

toward	veterans	were	focused	on	national	security	or	the	military.			
Issue Mode Number of Initiatives Number of Contacts 

  Florida Virginia Florida Virginia 
Economy Mail 6 7 222 415 

Phone 1 1 54 112 

Energy Mail 0 8 0 258 
Phone 0 3 0 118 

Healthcare Mail 4 2 424 17 
Phone 3 2 353 292 

Guns Phone 1 1 49 65 

Military Mail 4 2 76 394 
Phone 4 1 418 163 

Social 
Conservative Phone 0 2 0 92 

Welfare Mail 1 3 15 180 

Unknown Mail 23 10 1,125 500 
Phone 61 44 6,272 3862 

Total 108 86 9,008 6468 
Note: Table displays the number of initiatives and contacts by issue and mode separately for the sample of 

individuals registered to vote in Florida and Virginia. This information was calculated using the official 
records from Mitt Romney’s 2012 campaign for President. The Republican National Committee provided 

the contact records.  

Table	5.2:	Campaign	Contacts	by	Issue	and	Type	

Partisan	strategies	for	reaching	out	to	the	in-party	Republicans	and	the	out-

party	Democrats	differ	as	do	the	expected	response	to	the	outreach.	For	this	reason,	
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I	 run	separate	binary	regression	models	 for	each	party’s	 identifiers.	 I	use	 the	self-

reported	 party	 identification	 of	 each	 individual	 instead	 of	 the	 official	 party	

registration	 so	 the	 partisanship	 variable	 is	 comparable	 in	 both	 states.	 I	 include	

individuals	who	initially	do	not	identify	with	either	major-party,	but	report	feeling	

closer	 to	 one	 of	 the	 parties	 as	 partisans	 given	 the	 well-documented	 similarity	 in	

terms	of	voting	behavior	between	weak	and	leaning	partisans	(Petrocik	2009;	Keith	

et	al.	1992).		

The	outcome	variable	 is	a	dichotomous	measure	 for	vote	choice	where	one	

equals	voting	 for	 the	party	 in	which	an	 individual	 identifies	and	zero	 is	voting	 for	

any	other	candidate	or	not	voting	at	all.	 In	addition	to	using	the	self-reported	vote	

choice	to	construct	the	outcome	variable,	I	use	the	official	records	of	turnout	to	code	

individuals	who	 report	 voting	 for	 one	 of	 the	 candidates	 yet	 did	 not	 vote	 at	 all	 as	

zero.	The	primary	explanatory	variables	are	issue	cross-pressures	and	issue	specific	

campaign	contacts.		

Survey	 responses	 to	 policy	 issue	 questions	 in	 the	 pre-election	wave	 of	 the	

CCES	 are	 used	 to	 classify	 individuals	 as	 cross-pressured	 on	 a	 given	 policy	 issue.	

There	are	fewer	policy	items	on	the	CCES	compared	to	the	number	of	policy	items	

included	on	 the	2012	ANES	 and	used	 in	 the	 analyses	 in	 chapter	 three.	 The	policy	

items	 focus	 on	 the	 registered	 individual’s	 agreement	 with	 Obama	 or	 Romney	 on	

abortion,	 the	economy,	energy	policy,	gay	marriage,	gun	control,	 immigration,	and	

Obamacare.19	The	questions	are	narrowly	focused	on	a	specific	policy	disagreement	

between	 the	 two	 candidates.	 The	 abortion	 question	 is	 the	 standard	wording	with	

																																																								
19	The	exact	question	wordings	and	coding	is	included	in	this	chapter’s	appendix.		
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four	responses	 indicating	which	circumstances	 the	 individual	believes	an	abortion	

should	 be	 legally	 permitted.	 The	 economic	 question	 centers	 on	 a	 key	 substantive	

difference	between	 the	 candidates’	 economic	plans	 –	 the	 tax	 rate	 for	 high-income	

earners.	 The	 energy	 question	 is	 framed	 as	 support	 or	 opposition	 to	 the	 Keystone	

Pipeline.	The	gay	marriage	question	is	worded	as	favor	or	oppose	allowing	gays	and	

lesbians	to	legally	marry.	The	gun	control	question	prodded	the	respondents’	desire	

to	keep	the	laws	as	they	are	or	to	make	them	more	or	 less	strict.	The	immigration	

question	 addresses	 granting	 legal	 status	 to	 some	 law-abiding,	 tax	 paying	 illegal	

immigrants	 and	 was	 framed	 as	 whether	 or	 not	 the	 respondent	 thought	 the	 U.S.	

government	 should	 take	 that	 particular	 action.	 Last,	 the	 health	 care	 question	was	

framed	 as	 support	 or	 opposition	 to	 the	Affordable	 Care	Act	 of	 2010	 and	 included	

four	 brief	 sentences	 mentioning	 key	 features	 of	 the	 legislation.	 The	 word	

“Obamacare”	is	not	used	in	the	question	or	the	description.	Democrats	who	reported	

their	 personal	 position	 as	being	 the	 same	as	Mitt	Romney’s	position	 are	 coded	 as	

cross-pressured	 on	 that	 issue.	 Responses	 that	 are	 neutral	 or	 overlap	with	 Barack	

Obama’s	 position	 are	 coded	 zero	 for	 not	 cross-pressured.	 The	 reverse	 is	 true	 for	

Republicans.	 They	 are	 coded	 as	 cross-pressured	 on	 a	 particular	 issue	 if	 their	

reported	position	is	in	agreement	with	Barack	Obama’s	position.		

These	 seven	 policy	 items	 included	 in	 the	 CCES	 (and	 used	 as	 explanatory	

variables	 in	 the	 models)	 do	 not	 entirely	 overlap	 with	 the	 seven	 policy	 messages	

included	 in	 the	 Romney	 campaign’s	messaging.	 There	 is	 not	 an	 appropriate	 CCES	

question	for	welfare	or	the	military.	The	rhetoric	used	by	the	Romney	campaign	in	

regards	 to	 welfare	 centered	 on	 the	 notion	 that	 President	 Obama	 eliminated	 the	
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work	 requirement	 for	 welfare	 recipients.	 There	 is	 neither	 a	 general	 welfare	

question	nor	a	 specific	work	requirement	welfare	question	 included	 in	 the	survey	

data.	There	are	questions	related	to	military	 involvement	and	national	security	on	

the	 CCES.	 The	 first	 possible	 contenders	 are	 two	 separate	 questions	 asking,	 if	 the	

decisions	 to	 go	 into	 Afghanistan	 and	 Iraq	 were	 mistakes.	 I	 find	 these	 questions	

unsuitable	as	 they	do	not	 create	a	 clear	policy	distinction	between	 the	 candidates	

and	are	much	broader	evaluations	than	the	other	policy	items.	A	second	battery	of	

questions	asks	whether	respondents	approve	or	disapprove	of	the	use	of	U.S.	troops	

in	six	different	scenarios.	This	was	eliminated	as	a	possibility	since,	again,	none	of	

the	 scenarios	 create	 a	 clear	 distinction	 between	 the	 Democratic	 and	 Republican	

candidates.		

The	 individuals	 that	 were	 contacted	 by	 the	 Romney	 campaign	 were	 not	

randomly	 selected.	 Neither	 was	 the	 issue	 used	 in	 the	 outreach.	 Thus,	 there	 is	

tremendous	 variation	 in	 the	 number	 of	 survey	 respondents	 contacted	 with	 each	

issue.	 I	 only	 include	 an	 issue	 contact	 in	 the	 model	 if	 more	 than	 100	 Republican	

identifiers	and	100	Democratic	identifiers	were	contacted	with	that	issue	message.	

Three	issues	areas	remain	for	inclusion	in	the	models:	the	economic	contacts,	health	

care	contacts,	and	 the	military/national	security	contacts.	The	use	of	voter	 files	 to	

track	 individual	 contacts	 during	 the	 days	 and	 weeks	 leading	 up	 to	 Election	 Day	

allows	 the	 campaigns	 to	 cease	 contact	 when	 an	 individual	 either	 votes	 early	 via	

absentee	ballot	 or	 the	 early	 voting	period.	 Further,	 the	 campaign	 can	 also	 adjusts	

their	 contact	 strategy	when	 the	 registered	 voter	 indicates	 via	 the	 phone	 or	 other	

correspondence	 that	 they	 have	 already	 made	 up	 their	 mind.	 At	 this	 point	 the	
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campaign	 would	 either	 end	 their	 communications	 or	 switch	 their	 emphasis	 from	

persuasion	 to	 get	 out	 the	 vote	 depending	 on	 the	 reported	 vote	 choice	 of	 the	

individual.	For	this	reason,	an	increasing	number	of	phone	calls	or	mailers	from	the	

Republicans	 should	 not	 be	 viewed	 as	 an	 increased	 likelihood	 of	 voting	 for	 the	

Republican	Party.	To	address	the	interactive	nature	of	the	modern	campaign,	I	use	

dummy	variables	for	whether	or	not	an	individual	was	contacted	with	a	particular	

issue	since	the	contact	 is	often	persistent	until	 the	voter	expresses	his	or	her	vote	

preference.	

Observational	 studies	 of	 campaign	 effects	 often	 produce	 biased	 estimates	

due	 to	 two	 sources	 of	 endogeneity	 (see	 Arceneaux	 2010).	 The	 first	 source	 –	

differences	in	the	types	of	people	that	remember/report	exposure	to	the	campaign	–	

is	not	an	 issue	 for	 this	study	since	 I	rely	on	official	records	of	contact.	The	second	

source	is	the	campaigns	are	not	randomly	contacting	individuals	to	vote.	This	source	

of	bias	cannot	be	eliminated	without	coordinating	with	the	campaign	to	conduct	a	

field	experiment.	To	help	mitigate	the	possibility	of	bias,	I	look	for	campaign	effects	

separately	for	individuals	predisposed	to	agree	or	oppose	the	message	emphasized	

in	the	contact.	Further,	in	the	next	chapter	I	determine	the	accuracy	of	the	estimates	

used	by	the	Romney	campaign	to	make	their	contact	decisions.		

The	dummy	variables	for	campaign	contact	on	the	economy	and	health	care	

are	 interacted	with	 their	respective	cross-pressure	variables.	The	dummy	variable	

for	 Republican	 contact	 emphasizing	 the	military	 and	 national	 security	 is	 included	

even	though	there	 is	not	a	corresponding	measure	of	disagreeing	with	one’s	party	

included	in	the	CCES.	Other	explanatory	variables	in	the	model	include:	strength	of	
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partisanship,	 political	 knowledge,	 age,	 gender,	 race,	 and	 state.	 All	 of	 the	 variables	

are	 recoded	 to	 range	 from	 zero	 to	 one.	 Strength	 of	 partisanship	 and	 political	

knowledge	are	included	because	each	of	these	can	affect	how	an	individual	responds	

to	a	political	message.	Strong	partisans	are	more	likely	to	reject	a	message	from	the	

opposing	 party	 (Zaller	 1992)	 and	 individuals	 that	 are	 already	 knowledgeable	 of	

politics	do	not	need	to	rely	on	the	campaign	for	political	information.	I	created	the	

political	 knowledge	 scale	 using	 six	 questions.	 Correct	 answers	were	 coded	 as	 one	

and	 summed.	 I	 then	 rescaled	 them	 to	 range	 from	 zero	 to	 one.	 The	 questions	 are	

correctly	 identifying	 which	 party	 controlled	 the	 U.S.	 House	 of	 Representatives,	

which	 party	 controlled	 the	 U.S.	 Senate,	 and	 correctly	 placing	 Barack	 Obama,	Mitt	

Romney,	the	Democratic	Party,	and	the	Republican	Party	on	the	appropriate	side	of	

a	 seven-point	 ideological	 scale.	 The	middle	 position	 was	 coded	 as	 incorrect.	 Age,	

gender,	race	and	state	of	residence	are	all	included	as	control	variables.			

RESULTS	

Campaign	 contact	 on	 the	 economy,	 health	 care,	 and	military	 issues	 did	 not	

have	 a	 significant,	 independent	 effect	 on	 partisan	 defection	 for	 Democrats	 or	

Republicans.	 For	 each	 Party’s	 identifiers,	 key	 policy	 cross-pressures	 did	 have	

significant	 effects	 on	 the	 probability	 of	 defection.	 For	 Republicans,	 agreeing	 with	

President	Obama’s	position	on	health	care	and	gay	marriage	each	had	a	significant	

effect	 on	 choosing	 not	 to	 vote	 for	 the	 Republican	 candidate	 (See	 Table	 5.3).	

Similarly,	 Democrats	 who	 agree	 with	 Mitt	 Romney’s	 economic	 vision,	 oppose	

Obamacare,	oppose	abortion,	and/or	desire	fewer	restrictions	on	gun	control	were	

less	likely	to	support	Obama	in	the	2012	election.		
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 Democrats Republicans 
Economic Contact .25 (.54) .75 (.68) 
Economic CP -.87* (.39) -.38 (.31) 
Economic CP*Contact -2.12 (1.31) -.37 (.82) 
Health care Contact -.02 (.43) -1.35 (.53) 
Health care CP -1.87*** (.38) -1.35*** (.33) 
Health care CP*Contact -2.42+ (.1.26) .47 (.53) 
Abortion CP -.65+ (.39) -.30 (.30) 
Energy CP -.23 (.28) -.64 (.41) 
Gay marriage CP -.48 (.36) -.67* (.29) 
Gun Control CP -1.33* (.57) -.48 (.33) 
Immigration CP .01 (.29) -.20 (.30) 
Military Contact -.23 (.46) -.05 (.37) 
Knowledge .79+ (.46) 1.94*** (.55) 
Partisan Strength .89** (.31) .43 (.33) 
Age 3.44 (.94) 3.04** (.98) 
Female -.02 (.28) .72* (.33) 
Race: Non-White .21 (.34) -.62 (.45) 
Florida .06 (.33) .36 (.40) 
Constant -.11 (.70) -.41 (.92) 
Pseudo R2 .28 .24 
N 768 869 
Entries are coefficients and robust standard errors for a logistic model with voting for the party in which 
one identifies as the base category. +p<.1 * p<.05, **p <.01, ***p<.001 

Table	5.3:	Voting	for	your	Party’s	Candidate	in	the	2012	Election	by	Party		

To	get	a	sense	of	the	substantive	significance	of	these	issue	cross-pressures	

on	vote	choice,	table	5.4	displays	the	average	change	in	the	predicted	probability	of	

voting	 for	 the	 candidate	 of	 the	 party	 in	 which	 the	 respondent	 identifies	 for	 an	

individual	 who	 agrees	 with	 the	 opposing	 party	 on	 the	 issue	 compared	 to	 an	

individual	 who	 does	 not.	 To	 put	 the	 change	 in	 context,	 the	 average	 predicted	

probability	 of	 a	 Republican	 voting	 for	 Mitt	 Romney	 was	 .92	 and	 the	 average	

predicted	probability	of	a	Democrat	voting	for	Barack	Obama	was	 .88.	On	average,	

the	 predicted	 probability	 of	 a	 Republican	 voting	 for	 Romney	 decreased	 by	 .10	
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(p<.01)	if	the	individual	supported	Obamacare.	Similarly,	on	average,	the	predicted	

probability	decreased	by	.04	(p<.001)if	the	Republican	favored	gay	marriage.		

The	 effects	 of	 policy	 cross-pressures	 had	 a	 substantively	 larger	 effect	 for	

Democrats	 in	 Florida	 and	 Virginia	 than	 the	 effect	 on	 the	 vote	 choice	 of	 their	

Republican	counterparts.	Opposing	Obamacare	had	the	largest	effect	on	the	decision	

not	to	vote	for	President	Obama.	On	average,	the	predicted	probability	of	voting	for	

the	Democratic	candidate	decreased	by	.31	(p<.001)	if	the	Democrat	opposed	health	

care	 reform.	 The	 effects	 of	 the	 economic	 cross-pressure	 and	 gun	 control	 cross-

pressure	 are	 smaller,	 but	 still	 substantively	 larger	 than	 the	 effects	 for	Republican	

cross-pressures.	Democrats	who	agreed	with	Romney’s	economic	plan,	on	average,	

have	 a	 .12	 (p<.05)	 lower	 probability	 of	 voting	 for	 Obama.	 And	 Democrats	 that	

favored	less	restrictions	on	gun	control	have	a	.14	(p<.1)	lower	probability.		
 Democrats Republicans 

Economy CP -.12* -.03 
Economy Contact -.01 .03 

Health care CP -.31*** -.10** 
Health care Contact -.03 -.05 

Abortion CP -.06 -.02 
Energy CP -.02 -.05 

Gay Marriage CP -.04 -.04* 
Gun Control CP -.14+ -.03 
Immigration CP .00 -.01 
Military Contact -.02 -.00 

Political Knowledge .05* .07*** 
Strength of Partisanship .05*** .02 

Age .11*** .08***  
Cells show the average change in predicted probability for change from the minimum to maximum value. 
+p<.1 * p<.05, **p <.01, ***p<.001 

Table	5.4:	Average	Change	in	the	Predicted	Probability	of	Defecting	
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The	 interaction	 between	 campaign	 contact	 and	 the	 policy	 disagreement	 is	

not	significant	for	Republicans	in	the	logistic	regression.	And	approaches	statistical	

significance	for	the	Democrats	for	both	health	care	and	the	economy.20	However,	a	

statistically	 significant	 interaction	 term	 is	 a	 not	 a	 necessary	 component	 to	

demonstrate	 a	 meaningful	 relationship	 between	 campaign	 contact	 and	 an	 issue	

cross-pressure	 -	 or	 between	 any	 two	 independent	 variables	 (Berry	 et	 al.	 2010).	

Binomial	 models	 account	 for	 the	 interaction	 between	 independent	 variables	

whether	a	specific	product	term	is	or	is	not	included	in	the	model.	The	product	term	

should	 be	 included	 in	 this	 case	 as	 the	 theory	 argues	 that	 issue	 cross-pressured	

individuals	 are	 persuadable	 when	 their	 issue	 cross-pressure	 is	 primed	 by	 the	

campaigns.	Adding	 the	explicit	product	 term	 for	 the	 interaction	between	 the	 issue	

cross-pressure	 and	 campaign	 contact	 allows	 the	 model	 to	 account	 for	 further	

variation	between	the	independent	variables.		

The	effects	of	the	interaction	between	an	issue	cross-pressure	and	campaign	

contact	 on	 that	 same	 issue	 become	 much	 clearer	 when	 generating	 predicted	

probabilities	 for	 individuals	 that	 were	 (1)	 not	 cross-pressured	 and	 were	 not	

contacted,	 (2)	 were	 not	 cross-pressured	 but	 were	 contacted,	 (3)	 were	 cross-

pressured	 but	were	 not	 contacted,	 and	 (4)	 individuals	 that	were	 cross-pressured	

and	correctly	contacted	on	that	issue.	All	non-dichotomous	variables	are	set	to	their	

mean	unless	explicitly	noted.	The	figures	discussed	below	alternate	between	Florida	

and	Virginia	and	men	and	women.	The	indicator	variable	representing	the	state	was	

not	significant	in	either	model,	but	gender	was	significant	for	the	Republican	model.	

																																																								
20	Output	from	probit	models	are	included	in	the	appendix.	Both	interaction	terms	are	statistically	
significant	for	Democrats	in	the	probit	model.		
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When	 generating	 predicted	 probabilities,	 all	 values	 in	 the	 model	 must	 be	 set	 to	

something	and	my	preference	was	to	set	each	variable	 to	a	meaningful	value	(and	

alternate	the	display)	instead	of,	for	example,	setting	gender	to	equal	.5.	As	shown	in	

figure	5.1	(age	is	set	to	50	for	women	in	Florida)	and	figure	5.2	(age	is	set	to	35	for	

men	 in	 Virginia),	 Republicans	 that	 were	 contacted	 by	 the	 Romney	 campaign	 on	

health	 care	 were	 less	 likely	 to	 vote	 for	 Romney.	 The	 change	 in	 probability	 for	

Republicans	who	oppose	Obamacare	and	Republicans	who	support	Obamacare	was	

comparable.	 In	 the	 case	 of	 health	 care,	 Republican	 identifiers	 were	 less	 likely	 to	

support	Romney	when	contacted	by	his	campaign	on	the	specific	policy	issue.	This	

lends	support	to	the	claim	that	candidates	benefit	by	making	broad	appeals	instead	

of	narrow	messaging.		

The	 interaction	 between	 the	 Republican	 campaign	 contact	 and	 the	 issue	

cross-pressure	variable	had	a	more	dramatic	effect	on	the	predicted	probability	of	a	

Democratic	 identifier	 voting	 for	 Barack	 Obama.	 When	 individuals	 who	 disagreed	

with	 Mitt	 Romney’s	 position	 on	 health	 care	 were	 contacted	 by	 the	 Romney	

campaign,	their	predicted	probability	of	voting	for	the	Democratic	Party’s	candidate	

remains	relatively	stable.	The	Republicans	getting	the	issue	wrong	had	little	impact	

on	 their	vote	choice.	Democrats	who	agree	with	Romney’s	position	on	health	care	

were	 less	 likely	 to	 vote	 for	 Obama	 with	 or	 without	 contact	 from	 the	 Romney	

campaign	 priming	 the	 issue.	 The	 probability	 of	 Democrats	 voting	 for	 their	 party	

substantially	 dropped	when	 individuals	who	were	 cross-pressured	 on	health	 care	

were	 contacted	 by	 the	 Romney	 campaign	 regarding	 that	 issue.	 This	 drop	 is	

consistent	for	all	strengths	of	partisanship	in	both	states	(see	figures	5.3	&	5.4).	For	
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example,	a	 strong	Democrat	 (male,	age	35,	median	political	knowledge)	 in	Florida	

who	agrees	with	Romney’s	health	care	position	had	a	predicted	probability	of	.64	of	

voting	 for	 Barack	 Obama	 without	 contact	 from	 the	 Republican	 candidate.	 This	

probability	reduces	by	.51	to	.13	when	the	Romney	campaign	primed	the	health	care	

issue	 in	 a	 direct	 appeal	 to	 the	 Democrat.	 The	 predicted	 probability,	 similarly,	

reduced	 to	 .09	and	 .06	 for	weak	Democrats	and	Democratic	Party	male	 leaners	 in	

Florida,	 respectively.	 The	 change	 in	 probability	 was	 similar	 for	 individuals	

registered	to	vote	in	Virginia.		
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All predicted probabilities are for women, age 50, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	5.1:	Republican’s	Predicted	Probability	of	Voting	Republican	based	on	Health	
care	Contact	and	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	for	Florida	
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All predicted probabilities are for men, age 35, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	5.2:	Republican’s	Predicted	Probability	of	Voting	Republican	based	on	Health	
care	Contact	and	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	for	Virginia	
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All predicted probabilities are for men, age 35, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	5.3:	Democrat’s	Predicted	Probability	of	Voting	Democrat	based	on	Health	
care	Contact	and	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	for	Florida	
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All predicted probabilities are for men, age 50, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	5.4:	Democrat’s	Predicted	Probability	of	Voting	Democrat	based	on	Health	
care	Contact	and	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	for	Virginia	
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All predicted probabilities are for women, age 35, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	5.5:	Democrat’s	Predicted	Probability	of	Voting	Democrat	based	on	Economic	
Contact	and	Economic	Cross-Pressure	for	Virginia	
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All predicted probabilities are for women, age 50, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	5.6:	Democrat’s	Predicted	Probability	of	Voting	Democrat	based	on	Economic	
Contact	and	Economic	Cross-Pressure	for	Florida	
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The	 interaction	 between	 economic	 cross-pressures	 and	 individual	 level	

campaign	contact	from	the	Romney	campaign	emphasizing	the	economy	also	had	a	

significant	effect	on	the	probability	of	Democrats	voting	for	their	party.	Democrats	

who	oppose	Romney’s	position	and	were	not	contacted	regarding	the	economy	have	

a	high	probability	of	voting	for	the	Democratic	candidate.	This	probability	increases	

between	 .02	 and	 .04,	 depending	 on	 strength	 of	 partisanship	 and	 state,	 when	 the	

Romney	 campaign	 reached	 out	 to	 these	 congruent	 partisans	 emphasizing	 his	

economic	plan.	Democrats	who	agreed	with	Romney	on	the	economy	have	a	lower	

probability	 of	 voting	 for	 President	 Obama.	 This	 probability	 dropped	 even	 further	

when	the	Romney	campaign	reached	out	to	these	cross-pressured	individuals	while	

emphasizing	the	economy.	Figures	5.5	and	5.6	display	the	specific	probabilities	for	

Democrats	in	Florida	and	Virginia.	The	average	decrease	in	the	probability	of	voting	

for	their	party’s	candidate	was	.41	when	a	cross-pressured	individual	was	contacted	

on	the	economy	compared	to	a	cross-pressured	individual	who	was	not	contacted.	

The	change	in	support	among	Democrats	for	their	own	party	was	substantial	

when	 they	 disagreed	with	 their	 party	 on	 either	 health	 care	 or	 the	 economy	 AND	

were	 directly	 contacted	 by	 the	 Republicans	 on	 that	 issue	 disagreement.	 These	

changes	are	reflective	of	an	individual	who	was	only	cross-pressured	on	that	issue	

and	decreased	further	if	the	individual	was	cross-pressured	on	multiple	issues.	The	

decrease	in	Democratic	support	for	the	Democratic	candidate	when	contacted	on	an	

issue	disagreement	was	certainly	a	win	for	the	Republicans.	The	next	chapter	takes	

a	closer	look	at	these	Democrats	and	whether	they	are	defecting	or	abstaining	using	

the	now	familiar	multinomial	logistic	model,	specifically	if	the	Republican	contact	is	
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moving	 these	 cross-pressured	 voters	 to	 the	 Republican	 column	 or	 pushing	 them	

towards	abstention.			

CONCLUSION	

Campaign	 contact	had	 a	 significant	 and	 substantively	 large	 effect	when	 the	

Republican	Party	successfully	contacted	Democrats	who	agreed	with	the	Republican	

candidate	 on	 the	policy	 issue	 emphasized	 in	 the	 campaign	message.	At	 this	 point,	

the	data	showed	Democrats	were	less	likely	to	vote	for	their	party’s	candidate	when	

their	 issue	 cross-pressure	 was	 primed	 by	 Romney’s	 individual	 level	 contact.	 The	

next	 chapter	 further	 examines	 this	 defection	 to	 test	whether	 the	Democrats	were	

persuaded	 by	 the	 Republican	 contact	 to	 cross	 party	 lines	 or	 pushed	 away	 from	

supporting	either	major	party	candidate.	The	current	chapter’s	analysis	also	shows	

that	when	Republicans	contacted	Democrats	with	an	issue	message	pertaining	to	an	

issue	in	which	the	Democrat	was	not	cross-pressured,	their	probability	of	voting	for	

the	Democratic	candidate	either	remained	stable	or	slightly	 increased.	This	shows	

there	is	some	opportunity	for	a	slight	backlash	when	narrowcasting	issue	messages	

and	incorrectly	guessing	the	voter’s	position.		

The	 results	 for	 Republican	 in-party	 contact	 suggest	 that	 future	 Republican	

candidates	 should	 avoid	 issue-based	 appeals	 when	 attempting	 to	 mobilize	 their	

base.	 Regardless	 of	 self-reported	 agreement	 with	 Romney’s	 position,	 his	 support	

decreased	 following	 the	 phone	 and	mail	 contacts.	 A	 broader	message	may	have	 a	

more	positive	effect	on	supporting	the	party’s	candidate.	However,	compared	to	the	

decrease	in	the	probability	of	cross-pressured	Democrats	voting	for	the	Democratic	
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candidate,	 the	decrease	 in	 support	 for	Romney	 following	his	 in-party	 contact	was	

minor.	

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



	
	
	

128	

Chapter	6:	Persuasion	or	Abstention?:	Out-Party	Contact	in	the	
2012	Election	

	The	 previous	 chapter	 showed	 that	 Democrats	 were	 less	 likely	 to	 vote	 for	

their	 party’s	 nominee	 for	president,	Barack	Obama,	when	 they	were	 contacted	by	

the	Republican	presidential	campaign	on	an	issue	in	which	the	Republican	Party	and	

the	Democratic	voter	had	the	same	position.	This	chapter	expands	on	the	previous	

by	determining	whether	the	cross-pressured	Democrats	were	persuaded	to	vote	for	

Mitt	Romney	or	 instead	made	the	decision	to	abstain	 from	voting	 for	either	major	

party	 candidate	 during	 the	 2012	 election.	 I	 find	 that	 Democrats	who	were	 cross-

pressured	 on	 a	 policy	 issue	 and	were	 contacted	 by	 the	Republicans	 on	 that	 same	

issue	were	more	likely	to	abstain	from	voting	than	to	defect	to	the	Republican	Party.	

In	 this	 case	 emphasizing	 issue	 agreements	 was	 more	 likely	 to	 demobilize	 the	

opposition	party’s	 supporters	 than	persuade	 them	 to	 cross	party	 lines.	Democrats	

who	were	 cross-pressured	 on	 key	 issues21	 have	 a	 higher	 probability	 of	 voting	 for	

Romney	 than	Democrats	 that	were	not	 cross-pressured,	but	 the	 campaign	contact	

by	itself	had	no	significant	effect	on	vote	choice.	It	was	the	interaction	between	the	

cross-pressure	and	the	contact	that	significantly	affected	vote-choice,	primarily	the	

decision	to	stay	home	on	Election	Day.		

I	also	evaluate	the	effectiveness	of	the	microtargeted	estimates	of	individual	

voter’s	 policy	 positions.	 The	 estimates	 were	 more	 accurate	 in	 Florida	 than	 in	

Virginia.	The	 estimates	 in	Florida	were	 correct	 between	59	 and	82	percent	 of	 the	

																																																								
21	Health	care	and	the	economy	were	the	two	main	issues	in	the	2012	elections.	These	two	issues	
received	the	most	attention	from	both	the	Democratic	and	Republican	campaigns	based	on	their	
television	advertising	(see	Sides	and	Vavreck	2013;	Fowler	and	Ridout	2012)	and	phone	and	mail	
contacts.	
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time.	The	Virginia	estimates	were	right	about	half	the	time.	The	differential	between	

Florida	and	Virginia	can	most	likely	be	explained	by	the	more	detailed	information	–	

race	and	party	registration	–	that	Florida	collects	when	individuals	register	to	vote.	

Correctly	 identifying	 the	 policy	 positions	 is	 key	 for	 issue	 based	 individual	 level	

contacts.	 Linking	 the	 candidates	 with	 voters	 who	 are	 predisposed	 to	 agree	 with	

their	 campaign	 messages	 is	 critical	 to	 their	 persuasion	 efforts.	 How	 individuals’	

respond	 to	 the	 campaign	 information	 is	 dependent	 on	 the	 campaign’s	 ability	 to	

correctly	contact	them	with	an	issue	in	which	the	candidate	and	voter	agree.		

RESPONSE	TO	THE	CAMPAIGN	

Mass	appeals	 transmitted	by	 television	and	 radio	are	 the	most	 studied	and	

offer	 the	 strongest	 evidence	 of	 partisan	persuasion	 (for	 example	 see	Gerber	 et	 al.	

2011,	 Huber	 and	 Arceneaux	 2007).	 Newer	 communication	 tools	 such	 as	 online	

advertisements	 are	 the	 least	 studied	 and	 thus	 far	 offer	 little	 evidence	 of	 partisan	

persuasion	 (e.g.	 Broockman	 and	 Green	 2014).	 The	 findings	 for	 more	 traditional,	

individual	 level	 contacts	 such	 as	 phone,	mail,	 and	 face-to-face	 canvassing	 are	 also	

understudied	 and	 offer	 mixed	 results	 for	 partisan	 persuasion	 in	 response	 to	

partisan	 appeals	 for	 down-ballot	 races	 (e.g.	 see	 Barton	 et	 al.	 2013	 and	 Gerber,	

Kessler,	 and	Meredith	 2011).	 Studies	 at	 the	 top	 of	 the	 ticket	 find	 either	 no	 effect	

(Nickerson	2005)	or	a	slightly	negative	effect	when	studying	persuasive	outreach	at	

the	top	of	the	ticket	(Bailey,	Hopkins,	and	Rogers	2013).	However,	these	studies	do	

not	 account	 for	 the	 issue	 positions	 of	 the	 individual	 voters	 or	 the	 issue	messages	

included	 in	 the	campaign,	but	 since	almost	all	partisans	are	cross-pressured	on	at	

least	one	policy	issue,	the	null	effects	are	somewhat	surprising.	



	
	
	

130	

Individual	outreach	 is	 the	optimum	mode	 to	deliver	 issue-based	appeals	 to	

voters,	 particularly	 with	 recent	 advances	 in	 microtargeting	 (Hillygus	 and	 Shields	

2008).	 The	 response	 of	 Democratic	 identifiers	 to	 outreach	 from	 the	 Republican	

presidential	campaign	should	depend	on	whether	or	not	the	individual	agrees	with	

the	 policy	message	 emphasized	 in	 the	mailer	 or	 phone	 call.	When	Democrats	 are	

contacted	 by	 the	 Romney	 campaign	 on	 an	 issue	 in	 which	 they	 disagree	 with	 the	

Democratic	 Party,	 the	 likelihood	 of	 voting	 for	 the	 Republican	 candidate	 should	

increase.	 When	 the	 Republican	 campaign	 selects	 the	 “wrong”	 issue	 to	 feature	 in	

their	 outreach–	 an	 issue	 where	 the	 individual	 Democrat	 does	 not	 agree	 with	 the	

Republican	candidate	-	the	Democratic	aligned	voter	should	become	more	likely	to	

cast	a	vote	for	the	Democratic	candidate.		

The	Republican	 campaign	 successfully	 contacted	 some	Democrats	with	 the	

correct	 issue	 and	 contacted	 others	 with	 the	 wrong	 issue.	 Table	 6.1	 displays	 the	

percentage	 of	 Democrats	 who	 were	 cross-pressured	 on	 Obamacare	 and	 the	

economy	as	well	as	the	percentage	of	Democrats	that	were	contacted	on	each	of	the	

two	issues.		

Table	6.1:	Campaign	Contact	by	Issues	and	Cross	Pressure	

Issue Contacted Cross-Pressured 
Economy 165 (14%) 93 (8%) 
Health care 233 (20%) 97 (8%) 
Military 205 (18%) - 

Note: Table displays the percentage of Democrats that were contacted on each issue, N=1,165. This 
information was calculated using the CCES for FL and VA and official records from Mitt Romney’s 2012 

campaign for President. The Republican National Committee provided the contact records. 
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To	 determine	 whether	 individual	 level	 campaign	 contact	 on	 issue	 cross-

pressured	Democrats	 increased	defection,	 abstention	 or	 both,	 I	 ran	 a	multinomial	

logistic	 model	 using	 survey	 responses	 to	 indicate	 issue	 cross-pressures	 and	 the	

actual	 contact	data	 to	 indicate	whether	an	 individual	was	 contacted	or	not	on	 the	

relevant	 cross-pressured	 issue.	 The	 outcome	 variable	 is	 the	 only	 differences	

between	this	chapter’s	analyses	and	the	previous	chapter’s.		

The	 outcome	 variable	 is	 vote	 choice.	 There	 are	 three	 options.	 The	 base	

outcome	is	voting	for	the	Democratic	Party’s	presidential	candidate,	Barack	Obama.	

The	 other	 two	 options	 are	 defecting	 to	 Mitt	 Romney	 and	 not	 voting	 for	 either	

candidate.	 The	 vote	 choice	 variable	was	 created	using	 the	CCES	 survey	 responses	

and	the	official	turnout	records.	Individuals	who	report	voting,	but	are	not	recorded	

as	voting	in	the	2012	election	in	the	official	state	voter	file	were	coded	as	not	voting.	

This	 corrects	 for	 individuals	who	misreport	 their	 turnout	 (McDonald	 2003).	 Self-

reported	party	 identification	was	used	 for	both	Florida	and	Virginia	since	Virginia	

does	 not	 have	 party	 registration.	 Among	 my	 sample,	 eighty-seven	 percent	 of	

Democrats	reported	voting	for	Obama.	Five	percent	reported	voting	for	Romney	and	

the	remaining	eight	percent	did	not	vote	for	either	candidate.22		

RESULTS	

Five	 of	 the	 issue	 cross-pressures	 included	 in	 the	 model	 –	 abortion,	 the	

economy,	 energy,	 gun	 control,	 and	 health	 care	 –	 had	 significant	 effect,	 all	 in	 the	

expected	 direction.	 Each	 of	 them	 has	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 the	 decision	 of	

																																																								
22	8	Democrats,	less	than	1	percent	of	the	Democratic	sample,	reported	voting	for	a	minor	party	
candidate.	These	voters	are	included	in	the	“did	not	vote	category.”	
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Democrats	 to	 cross	party	 lines	and	vote	 for	 the	Republican	presidential	 candidate	

compared	 to	 the	 default	 category	 of	 voting	 for	 their	 party’s	 candidate,	 Barack	

Obama.	It	is	not	surprising	that	this	subset	of	issues	would	have	an	impact	on	vote	

choice.	Health	care,	economic	issues,	energy	policy,	and	women’s	rights	all	factored	

prominently	in	the	television	advertisements	of	the	2012	candidates	and	their	allies	

(Sides	and	Vavreck,	2014,	Fowler	and	Ridout	2012).	While	gun	control	was	a	major	

news	 story	 early	 in	 the	 election	 cycle	 following	 heavy	 news	 coverage	 of	 mass	

shootings.	Further,	they	were	also	featured	in	the	Republican	Party’s	individual	level	

outreach.		

Most	 of	 the	 issue	 cross-pressures	 did	 not	 have	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 the	

decision	to	abstain.	Only	gun	control	had	a	significant	effect	(p<.1)	on	the	decision	

not	to	vote	for	either	candidate.	Cross-pressures	on	gay	marriage	and	immigration	

did	not	have	a	significant	effect	on	either	defecting	to	the	Republicans	or	deciding	to	

abstain.	 Neither	 of	 these	 issues	 was	 included	 in	 the	 mass	 campaigns	 of	 either	

Romney	or	Obama.	And	neither	was	emphasized	in	the	individual	level	outreach	of	

the	Romney	campaign.		

The	 three	 contact	 variables	 –	 economic	 contact,	 health	 care	 contact,	 and	

military	contact	–	do	not	have	a	significant	effect	by	themselves.	The	contact,	alone,	

does	not	 factor	 into	 the	vote	 choice	of	 the	Democratic	 voters.	However,	 there	 is	 a	

significant	 effect	 for	 both	 the	 interaction	 terms	 between	 the	 economic	 cross-

pressure	 variable	 and	 contact	 by	 the	 Romney	 campaign	 priming	 economic	 issues	

and	 the	 interaction	 between	 the	 health	 care	 cross-pressure	 and	 contact	 from	 the	

Romney	campaign	related	 to	health	care.	However,	 in	 regards	 to	both	 issue	areas,	
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the	effect	was	only	significant	for	abstaining	compared	to	the	base	category,	voting	

for	Barack	Obama.	Table	6.2	displays	coefficients	and	robust	standard	errors	 from	

the	multinomial	logistic	model.			

In	addition	to	the	policy	variables,	partisan	strength,	political	knowledge,	and	

age	 were	 also	 significant	 and	 in	 the	 expected	 direction.	 Partisan	 strength	 was	

significant	for	defection	to	Romney	and	for	not	voting.	Political	knowledge	and	age	

were	only	significant	when	comparing	not	voting	at	all	to	voting	for	Obama.		
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  Defect to Romney Did Not Vote 
Economic Contact .53 (.84) -.87 (.72) 

Economic Cross Pressure 1.16* (.57) .66 (.44) 

Contact* Cross Pressure .71 (1.54) 3.25* (1.4) 

Healthcare Contact .67 (.77) -.23 (.54) 

Healthcare Cross Pressure 3.19*** (.58) .73 (.48) 

Contact* Cross Pressure .91 (1.32) 2.96* (1.42) 

Abortion Cross Pressure .96+ (.54) .38 (.47) 

Energy Cross Pressure 1.01+ (.54) -.06 (.32) 

Gay marriage Cross Pressure .75 (.60) .31 (.41) 

Gun Control Cross Pressure 1.89* (.76) 1.09+ (.64) 

Immigration Cross Pressure .07 (.45) -.13 (.34) 

Military Contact .73 (.67) -.24 (.63) 

Knowledge -.02 (.78) -1.18* (.50) 

Partisan Strength -.98* (.02) -.77* (.37) 

Age .02 (1.92) -4.81*** (.99) 

Female -.22 (.44) .16 (.34) 

Race: non-white -1.00 (.73) .09 (36) 

Florida .50 (.65) -.25 (.36) 

Constant -5.04** (1.46) 1.10* (.76) 

Pseudo R2 0.32 
N 768 
Coefficients and Robust standard errors for a multinomial logistic model with voting for Barack Obama as 

the base category. +p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001 

Table	6.2:	Democratic	Voting	Behavior	in	the	2012	Presidential	Election	



	
	
	

135	

Since	 the	 outcome	 variable	 required	 a	 non-linear	 model,	 I	 calculated	

predicted	 probabilities	 to	 illustrate	 the	 size	 of	 the	 effect	 for	 each	 issue	 cross-

pressure	and	 issue	specific	 individual	 level	 contact	on	vote	 choice23.	Table	6.3	has	

the	average	change	in	predicted	probability	for	each	explanatory	variable	and	each	

possible	outcome	of	the	dependent	variable.	The	numbers	equal	the	average	change	

in	predicted	probability	for	a	shift	from	the	minimum	to	the	maximum	value	(e.g.	a	

change	 from	 agreeing	 with	 Barack	 Obama	 on	 the	 issue	 to	 agreeing	 with	 Mitt	

Romney	on	the	same	issue).	To	put	these	numbers	in	context,	the	average	predicted	

probability	of	voting	for	Barack	Obama	was	.88,	the	average	predicted	probability	of	

voting	 for	Mitt	Romney	was	 .05	and	the	average	probability	of	abstaining	was	 .07.	

The	average	predicted	probabilities	–	presented	in	table	6.3	–	make	clear	that	some	

policy	 cross-pressures	 had	 a	 greater	 impact	 on	 vote	 choice	 than	 others.	 The	 one	

issue	 cross-pressure	 that	 had	 both	 a	 substantive	 and	 a	 significant	 effect	 on	 the	

decision	 of	 Democrats	 to	 cross	 party	 lines	 and	 support	 Mitt	 Romney	 was	

disagreeing	with	Barack	Obama	on	health	care.	No	other	issue	cross-pressure	had	a	

significant	change	in	the	predicted	probability	of	voting	for	Mitt	Romney.	Similarly	

the	economic	cross-pressure	significantly	increased	the	probability	of	not	voting	for	

either	candidate.		
 

																																																								
23	Predicted	probabilities	were	generated	using	the	procedures	described	in	Long	and	Freese	2014.		
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Table	6.3:	Average	Change	in	Predicted	Probabilities	for	Democrats	

The	previous	table	factors	in	all	possible	combinations	of	cross-pressures	on	

the	changes	 in	predicted	probability,	 the	next	 two	 figures	display	 the	change	 for	a	

single	cross-pressure	–	health	care	in	figure	6.1	and	the	economy	in	figure	6.2	–	with	

the	 remaining	 variables	 in	 the	model	 set	 to	 the	 listed	 values.	 Both	 of	 the	 figures	

separately	 display	 the	 predicted	 probabilities	 for	 strong	 Democrats,	 weak	

Democrats,	and	independents	that	reported	feeling	closer	to	the	Democratic	Party.	

Both	figures	show	the	predicted	probabilities	for	a	white	male	who	is	registered	to	

vote	in	Florida,	with	the	median	political	knowledge	(.5),	that	is	cross-pressured	on	

the	specified	issue	only.24		

The	 defining	 characteristic	 of	 both	 figures	 is	 the	 change	 in	 the	 predicted	

probability	 of	 abstaining	 when	 an	 individual	 was	 both	 cross-pressured	 and	

																																																								
24	Comparable	figures	for	women	in	Florida,	men	in	Virginia,	and	women	in	Virginia	are	included	in	
the	appendix.		

 Vote for 
Barack Obama 

Vote for Mitt 
Romney Abstention 

Economic Cross Pressure -.11* .04 .07* 
Economic Contact -.01 .02 -.01 

Healthcare Cross Pressure -.28*** .21*** .07 
Health care Contact -.03 .02 .01 

Abortion Cross Pressure -.05 .03 .02 
Energy Cross Pressure -.02 .03 -.01 

Gay Marriage Cross Pressure -.04 .02 .01 
Gun Control Cross Pressure -.14+ .08 .07 
Immigration Cross Pressure .01 .00 -.01 

Military Contact -.01 .03 -.02 
Cells show the average change in predicted probability for change from the minimum to 

maximum value. +p<.1 * p<.05, **p <.01, ***p<.001 
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contacted	 on	 the	 cross-pressured	 issue.	 For	 strong	 Democrats	 who	 were	 cross-

pressured	 on	 health	 care,	 the	 probability	 of	 not	 voting	 for	 either	 candidate	

increased	by	.45	up	to	.54	when	contacted	by	the	Romney	campaign	on	health	care	

compared	to	a	probability	of	.09	when	the	cross-pressured	voter	was	not	contacted	

by	the	Romney	campaign.	The	magnitude	of	this	increase	was	comparable	for	weak	

partisans	 and	 leaners	 at	 .47	 and	 .46,	 respectively.	 In	 contrast,	 the	 change	 in	 the	

probability	 of	 voting	 for	 Mitt	 Romney	 between	 Democrats	 who	 agreed	 with	 his	

position	on	health	care	and	were	contacted	by	Mitt	Romney’s	 campaign	on	health	

care	range	from	.04	for	registered	voters	that	lean	towards	the	Democratic	Party	to	

.07	 for	 strong	Democrats	 in	 Florida.	 Democrats	 that	were	 not	 cross-pressured	 on	

health	care,	but	were	contacted	by	the	Romney	campaign	about	health	care	had	only	

slight	changes	in	their	predicted	voting	behavior.		

The	results	were	similar	for	voters	cross-pressured	on	the	economy	with	one	

key	difference	–	Mitt	Romney	did	not	experience	any	notable	change	in	his	level	of	

support	when	his	campaign	contacted	cross-pressured	voters	on	the	economy.	In	all	

cases	 the	major	 change	 in	predicted	probabilities	was	a	drop	 in	 the	probability	of	

voting	 for	 Barack	 Obama	 and	 an	 increase	 in	 the	 probability	 of	 not	 voting.	 The	

magnitude	of	the	 increase	in	probability	of	not	voting	for	either	candidate	was	 .43	

for	strong	Democrats,	 .48	 for	weak	Democrats,	and	 .51	 for	 independents	who	 lean	

towards	 the	 Democratic	 Party.	 The	 Romney	 contacts	 seem	 to	 have	 activated	 the	

issue	 cross-pressures	 but	 not	 enough	 to	 increase	 the	 probability	 of	 the	 cross-

pressured	Democrats	voting	for	Romney.	
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All predicted probabilities are for men, age 50, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	6.1:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All predicted probabilities are for men, age 50, at the median level of political knowledge.  

Figure	6.2:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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FURTHER	ANALYSIS:	THE	ACCURACY	OF	MICROTARGETED	ESTIMATES	

The	 effects	 from	 these	 contacts	 on	 cross-pressured	 Democrats	 was	 quite	

notable	 for	 health	 care	 and	 the	 economy,	 but	 the	 decision	 to	 contact	 a	 subset	 of	

voters	 and	 the	 decision	 to	 contact	 them	 with	 a	 health	 care	 message,	 economic	

message,	or	another	issue	appeal	was	not	random.	This	decision	was	guided	by	the	

use	 of	 Big	 Data	 in	 a	 process	 known	 as	 microtargeting	 to	 determine	 which	

individuals	were	most	likely	to	be	receptive	to	communications	from	the	campaign	

and	which	 issues	 they	were	most	 likely	 to	 respond.	Both	political	 science	 and	 the	

media	 point	 to	 the	 rapid	 technological	 advancements	 and	 capabilities	 of	 the	

campaign	 professionals	 who	 work	 with	 microtargeted	 data	 (for	 example	 see	

Nickerson	and	Rogers	2014	and	Issenberg	2012).	The	above	persuasion	results	did	

indicate	campaign	outreach	based	on	the	microtargeting	can	be	effective	at	changing	

the	voting	behavior	of	Democrats	for	some	issues.	But	the	data,	also,	make	clear	that	

some	individuals	were	contacted	on	issues	in	which	they	did	not	share	the	position	

of	 the	 Republican	 Party	 and	 its	 presidential	 candidate,	 Mitt	 Romney.	 For	 these	

reasons,	 it	 is	 worthwhile	 to	 take	 a	 closer	 look	 at	 the	 estimates	 in	 Florida	 and	

Virginia.		

The	issues	estimated	and	the	formats	of	the	estimates	vary	between	Florida	

and	 Virginia.	 The	 Virginia	 voter	 file	 included	 microtargeted	 estimates	 on	 three	

issues:	the	economy,	Obamacare	and	social	conservatism.	The	Florida	file	included:	

the	 economy,	 jobs,	 abortion,	 debt,	 health	 care	 and	 guns.	 I	 test	 the	 accuracy	 of	

abortion,	the	economy,	gun	control,	and	Obamacare	using	survey	items	in	the	CCES.	

Items	 without	 a	 suitable	 comparison	 item	 in	 the	 CCES	 are	 not	 examined.	 The	

method	and	models	used	to	estimate	the	positions	of	individuals	who	are	registered	
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to	 vote	 is	 proprietary	 information	 and	 has	 not	 been	 made	 available	 to	 me.	 The	

format	 of	 the	 estimates	 suggests	 the	 strategy	 used	 to	 generate	 the	microtargeted	

estimates.	 The	 estimates	 for	 Virginia	 appear	 to	 have	 been	 created	 using	 the	

“machine	 learning”	 technique	 described	 by	 Nickerson	 and	 Rogers.	 This	 method	

groups	 similar	 individuals	 into	 categories.	 For	 each	 issue	 area,	 there	 are	 three	

possible	 categories.	 The	 estimates	 used	 in	 Florida	 appear	 to	 have	 been	 derived	

using	a	regression	model	technique.	There	is	no	way	for	me	to	know	the	variables	

used	 in	 the	 models.	 For	 Virginia,	 I	 test	 the	 accuracy	 of	 the	 most	 pro-Republican	

category	and	the	most	pro-Democratic	category.	For	Florida,	 I	 test	 the	accuracy	of	

the	most	 pro-Republican	 and	 pro-Democratic	 quartiles	 since	 the	 variables	 are	 all	

scaled.	 Looking	 at	 the	 pro-Republican	 estimates	 is	 appropriate	 since	 the	

Republicans	should	only	emphasize	 issues	 in	which	an	individual	voter	 is	believed	

to	agree	with	 them.	The	accuracy	rate	of	 the	pro-Democratic	estimates	hint	at	 the	

percentage	 of	 voters	 that	 the	 campaign	 missed	 if	 they	 relied	 exclusively	 on	 the	

estimates.	

I	 compared	each	of	 the	microtargeted	 estimates	 to	 the	 same	CCES	variable	

used	to	construct	the	issue	cross-pressure	measures	above	with	the	exception	of	the	

economy.	For	the	economy,	I	used	a	more	general	economic	variable	instead	of	the	

item	concerning	taxes	on	high-income	earners.		
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 Abortion Economy Gun Control Obamacare 
Florida     

Pro-GOP 75% 77% 81% 81% 
Pro-Dem 73% 59% 72% 82% 

Combined 74% 68% 76% 82% 
Virginia     

Pro-GOP 60% 46% - 51% 
Pro-Dem 61% 43% - 65% 

Combined 60% 45% - 55% 
Cells display the percentage of individuals with a self-reported position in the 2012 CCES that matches 
their estimated position in the 2012 Republican voter files. See Endres 2016 for an expanded version of 

this Table. 

Table	6.4:	Accuracy	Rates	of	Microtargeted	Estimates	by	Issue	and	State	

The	microtargeted	estimates	were	more	accurate	in	Florida	than	in	Virginia	

for	every	issue.	There	are	two	possible	explanations	for	this	difference	in	accuracy.	

The	difference	could	be	due	to	the	superiority	of	the	modeling	techniques	compared	

to	 the	 “machine	 learning”	 techniques	 as	 proffered	 by	 Nickerson	 and	 Rogers.	 An	

alternative	explanation	is	the	state	of	Florida	has	party	registration	and	collects	the	

race	of	individuals	who	register	to	vote.	Partisanship	and	race	are	relied	on	heavily	

by	 political	 campaigns	when	making	 targeting	 decisions	 and	 are	more	 influential	

than	 any	 other	 data	 included	 in	 the	 files	 (Hersh	 2015).	 In	 Florida,	 the	 pro-

Republican	estimates	were	correct	75	percent	of	the	time	for	abortion,	77	percent	of	

the	time	for	the	economy,		and	81	percent	of	the	time	for	Obamacare	–	see	table	6.4.	

The	pro-Democratic	estimates	had	a	similar	accuracy	rate	with	the	exception	of	the	

economic	estimates.	 In	Florida,	 the	pro-Democratic	economic	estimates	were	right	

only	59	percent	of	the	time.		
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The	 estimates	 were	 not	 as	 accurate	 in	 Virginia.	 For	 the	 pro-Republican	

category,	the	accurate	rates	ranged	from	46	percent	for	the	economy	to	6o	percent	

for	 Abortion.,	 The	 Obamacare	 estimates	 were	 correct	 51	 percent	 of	 the	 time	 for	

those	estimated	to	oppose	Obamacare.	The	Virginia	pro-Democratic	estimates	were	

right	 65	 percent	 of	 the	 time	 for	 individuals	 who	 were	 estimated	 to	 oppose	

Obamacare.	The	pro-Democratic	estimates	for	the	economy	were	right	43	percent	of	

the	time	and	the	pro-Democratic	estimates	for	abortion	had	an	accuracy	rate	of	61	

percent.		

CONCLUSION	

Cross-pressured	Democrats	 in	 the	2012	election	were	more	 likely	 to	defect	

to	Mitt	 Romney	 than	Democrats	 that	were	 not	 cross-pressured.	 Only	 issue	 cross-

pressures	that	were	activated	by	the	campaign	at	either	the	mass	or	individual	level	

had	a	significant	effect	on	vote	choice,	particularly	the	health	care	issue.	Issue	cross-

pressures	 that	were	 not	 activated	 by	 the	 campaign	 appear	 to	 have	 been	 dormant	

during	 the	 2012	 presidential	 election	 cycle.	 The	 contact	 alone	 did	 not	 have	 an	

independent	 effect	 on	 vote	 choice.	 But	 when	 interacted	 with	 the	 issue	 cross-

pressure,	 contacts	 that	 emphasized	 the	 economy	 and	 contacts	 that	 emphasized	

health	 care	 significantly	 increased	 the	 probability	 of	 Democrats	 abstaining	 from	

voting	 for	 either	 candidate	 when	 they	 agreed	 with	 and	 were	 contacted	 by	 the	

Republican	presidential	candidate.	Cross-pressured	Democrats	who	were	contacted	

by	the	Romney	campaign	did	become	more	likely	to	vote	for	Romney	–	particularly	

when	 they	 disagreed	 with	 Obama’s	 position	 on	 the	 Affordable	 Care	 Act,	 but	 this	



	
	
	

144	

increase	 in	 probability	 was	 much	 smaller	 than	 the	 increased	 likelihood	 of	

abstaining.	

In	the	next	chapter	I	take	a	prospective	look	at	the	2016	presidential	election.	

I	 use	 data	 from	 the	 2016	 ANES	 Pilot	 Study	 to	 determine	 which	 Democrats	 and	

Republicans	 should	 be	 persuadable	 if	 the	 candidates	maintain	 their	 current	 issue	

positions	 and	 which	 issues	 it	 would	 be	 in	 each	 candidate’s	 best	 interest	 to	

emphasize	 during	 the	 general	 election.	 I	 also	 look	 at	 the	 demographic	

characteristics	of	the	partisans	that	should	be	persuadable	if	the	candidates	pursue	

a	strategy	focusing	on	the	recommended	issues.	
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Chapter	7:	Conclusion	–	Looking	Ahead	to	the	2016	Election	

The	 previous	 chapters	 have	 empirically	 shown	 that	 only	 issues	 that	 are	

actively	part	of	 the	 campaigns’	 outreach	 strategies	have	a	 significant	 effect	on	 the	

decision	 to	 defect	 during	 the	 campaign.	 Presidential	 campaigns	 can	 persuade	 the	

other	 party’s	 supporters	 to	 cross	 party	 lines	 if	 they	 successfully	 connect	 out-

partisans	with	 issue	messages	 that	 highlight	 their	 overlapping	 issue	 position.	 Key	

components	 for	 persuasion	 are	 selecting	 an	 issue	 in	 which	 sufficient	 numbers	 of	

out-partisans	agree	with	the	candidates	issue	position,	and	correctly	targeting	these	

out-partisans	 who	 are	 predisposed	 to	 be	 responsive	 to	 the	 candidate’s	 issue	

message.	The	decision	to	run	a	campaign	highlighting	some	issues	at	the	expense	of	

others	 is	 critical.	 Now	 that	 the	 primary	 election	 have	 wrapped	 up,	 each	 party’s	

nominee	must	decide	which	policy	issues	to	focus	his	and	her	campaign.		

The	 previous	 chapters	 have	 also	 shown	 that	 abstention	 is	 a	 common	

response	to	messages	from	the	out-party	as	many	cross-pressured	partisans	opt	not	

to	 vote	 at	 all	 instead	 of	 voting	 for	 the	 opposition	 party	 candidate	 who	 they	may	

agree	with	on	some	active	campaign	issue(s).	Both	nominees	should	plan	to	devote	

resources	 to	 mobilize	 their	 base	 supporters,	 especially	 those	 who	 are	 cross-

pressured	on	a	major	campaign	issue.	

The	2016	election	is	an	open	seat	matchup	between	the	Democratic	Party’s	

nominee,	 Hillary	 Rodham	 Clinton,	 and	 the	 Republican	 Party’s	 nominee,	 Donald	 J.	

Trump.	 Both	 candidates	 faced	 a	 long	 primary	 where	 neither	 passed	 the	 pledged	

delegate	threshold	to	secure	the	nomination	until	late	in	the	primary	season.	Trump	

acquired	the	necessary	1,237	delegates	on	May	26th	 if	 the	unbound	delegates	who	
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publicly	signaled	their	support	to	Trump	are	included	in	the	tally	(Ohlemacher	and	

Lemire	 2016).	 And	 the	 Associated	 Press	 projected	 that	 Clinton	 hit	 the	 2,382	

delegates	needed	to	win	the	Democratic	nomination	on	June	6th,	the	evening	before	

the	 final	 six	 states	 voted,	 based	 on	 their	 survey	 of	 Democratic	 superdelegates	

combined	with	 the	pledged	delegates	 she	 accumulated	 (Chozick	 and	Healy	2016).	

Clinton’s	main	opponent	was	Vermont	Senator,	Bernie	Sanders,	as	 the	 three	other	

challengers	dropped	out	very	early	in	the	year.	The	Republican	contest,	on	the	other	

hand,	was	a	crowded	field	with	seventeen	candidates	seeking	the	GOP	nomination.	

The	 contest	 narrowed	 to	 Trump	 and	 two	 challengers,	 Ohio	 Governor	 John	Kasich	

and	Ted	Cruz	who	represents	 the	great	state	of	Texas	 in	 the	United	States	Senate.	

Both	Clinton	and	Trump	are	slated	to	officially	receive	their	party’s	nominations	at	

their	respective	national	conventions	in	late	July.		

The	 candidates	 are	 certainly	 looking	 ahead	 to	 the	 general	 election	 and	

contemplating	 their	 best	 path	 to	 the	 White	 House.	 Their	 strategy	 development	

should	 include	 determining	 which	 issues	 they	 should	 focus	 on	 as	 they	 work	 to	

convince	the	American	people	that	they	are	the	best	person	for	the	job.	I	look	back	

at	 the	 issues	that	emerged	throughout	this	 lengthy	primary	season	and	how	much	

support	each	candidate’s	policies	have	with	the	other	party’s	supporters	as	well	as	

their	own	supporters	since	there	must	be	some	existing	support	for	the	candidate’s	

policy	proposals	 if	 he	 or	 she	hopes	 to	have	 any	 success	persuading	out-partisans.	

Based	on	the	distribution	of	public	opinion	on	each	issue	and	the	findings	from	the	

previous	 chapters	 that	 the	 campaign	determines	which	 cross-pressures	 are	 active	

and	thus	which	partisans	are	persuadable	and	most	likely	to	stay	home	on	Election	
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Day,	 I	 evaluate	 whether	 each	 issue	 is	 a	 winning	 issue	 for	 Clinton	 and	 Trump	 to	

emphasize	during	their	general	election	campaigns.	I	address	two	main	questions	in	

this	 final	 chapter:	 Which	 candidate	 has	 the	 advantage	 if	 they	 continue	 to	 run	

advertisements	and	reach	out	to	voters	on	the	issues	that	dominated	their	strategy	

in	the	party	primaries?	And	who	are	the	persuadable	partisans	based	on	the	leading	

campaign	issues	across	various	demographic	indicators?		

THE	2016	PRIMARIES	

Hillary	Clinton	and	Donald	Trump	have	been	 in	 the	public	eye	 for	decades.	

Clinton	 has	 had	 a	 long	 political	 career	 as	 former:	 secretary	 of	 state,	 U.S.	 Senator	

from	New	York,	 first	 lady	of	 the	United	States,	and	 first	 lady	of	Arkansas.	She	also	

unsuccessfully	 ran	 for	 the	 Democratic	 Party’s	 presidential	 nomination	 in	 2008.	

Clinton	 is	perhaps	best	associated	with	two	policy	areas,	health	care	and	women’s	

rights.	She	had	a	prominent	role	in	the	(Bill)	Clinton	administration’s	push	for	health	

care	reform	in	the	1990’s	and	continues	to	advocate	for	expanding	access	to	health	

care	 and	 improving	 upon	 the	 Patient	 Protection	 and	 Affordable	 Care	 Act	 of	 2010	

a.k.a.	Obamacare.	Equal	pay	for	women	and	equality	for	women	more	broadly	have	

also	been	a	 focal	point	 for	Clinton	 throughout	her	 career.	Her	 speech	at	 the	1995	

United	 Nations’	 Conference	 for	 Women,	 where	 she	 delivered	 her	 famous	

proclamation	 that,	 “human	 rights	 are	 women’s	 rights,	 and	 women’s	 rights	 are	

human	rights”	 is	often	 referenced	by	 the	Clinton	campaign	as	 she	pushes	 forward	

with	 her	 bid	 to	 become	 the	 first	 female	 president	 of	 the	 United	 States.	Women’s	

rights	and	health	care	continue	to	be	a	focus	for	the	Clinton	campaign	as	the	number	

one	 and	 number	 two	 issues,	 respectively,	mentioned	 in	 her	 television	 advertising	
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throughout	 the	 primaries	 from	 January	 to	 May	 2016	 (Wesleyan	 Media	 Project	

2016).	

Donald	 Trump	 is	 a	 New	 York	 based	 real	 estate	 developer	 and	 media	

personality	who	has	never	held	elected	office.	He	announced	his	candidacy	in	June	

2016	 to	 the	 surprise	 of	 many	 people	 who	 did	 not	 think	 he	 was	 serious	 about	

running	 given	his	 lengthy	 track	 record	of	 publicly	 floating	 the	 idea	 of	 seeking	 the	

presidency.	His	announcement	speech	is	arguably	best	remembered	for	some	of	his	

comments	 about	 immigrants	who	 have	 entered	 the	 U.S.	 by	 crossing	 the	 southern	

border	with	Mexico	without	legal	authorization.	Early	in	his	speech	Trump	stated:	
When	Mexico	sends	it	people,	they’re	not	sending	their	
best.	 They’re	 not	 sending	 you.	 They’re	 sending	 people	
that	 have	 lots	 of	 problems,	 and	 they’re	 bringing	 those	
problems	 with	 us.	 They’re	 bringing	 drugs.	 They’re	
bringing	crime.	They’re	rapists.	And	some,	I	assume,	are	
good	people	(Trump	2016a).		

Beyond	 issues	related	to	 immigration,	Trump	spoke	about	 ISIS,	Obamacare,	

and	 re-negotiating	 trade	 deals	 to	 create	 jobs	 and	 improve	 the	 economy	 (Trump	

2016a).	The	 trump	campaign	spent	a	mere	$18.5	million	on	 television	advertising	

from	January	 to	early	May,	much	 less	 than	Clinton	($62.6	million),	Bernie	Sanders	

($73.7	million),	and	Republican	challengers:	Marco	Rubio	($72.7	million),	Jeb	Bush	

($66.9	million),	Ted	Cruz	 ($37.6	million),	 John	Kasich	 ($18.9	million),	 and	outside	

spending	attacking	Trump	($24.2	million)	without	advocating	 for	one	of	his	 rivals	

(Wesleyan	 Media	 Project	 2016)25.	 The	 top	 issue	 in	 Trump’s	 television	

																																																								
25	Dollar	amounts	include	spending	by	outside	groups.		
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advertisements	 for	 this	 same	 time	 period	 was	 immigration	 followed	 by	 foreign	

affairs	(Wesleyan	Media	Project	2016).		

DATA	

The	 issues	 that	Clinton	and	Trump	 focused	on	during	 their	quest	 to	 secure	

their	party’s	nomination	will	not	necessarily	be	the	issues	they	direct	their	attention	

to	during	the	general	election.	However,	knowing	where	the	public	stands	on	each	of	

these	 issues	 prior	 to	 the	 campaign	 will	 help	 determine	 whether	 the	 candidates	

should	proceed	with	the	same	set	of	issues	or	redirect	their	attention	to	other	issues	

that	are	more	favorable	to	their	candidacy.	I	use	survey	data	from	January	2016	to	

calculate	the	percentage	of	Democrats	and	Republicans	that	are	predisposed	to	be	

receptive	 to	 out-party	messages	 on	 each	 of	 several	 issues	 included	 in	 the	 survey	

based	on	overlap	between	their	own	issue	position	and	the	position	of	the	opposing	

party’s	presidential	candidate.		

YouGov	fielded	the	ANES	2016	Pilot	Study	from	January	22	–	28,	2016.	The	

study	was	 a	 single	wave	with	 a	 sample	of	 1,200	voting	 age	Americans.	All	 data	 is	

weighted	using	the	survey	weight	provided	by	the	ANES.	The	purpose	of	the	study	

was	 to	 test	 questions	 under	 consideration	 for	 inclusion	 on	 the	 ANES	 2016	 Time	

Series	 Study.	 Policy	 issues	 that	 are	 routinely	 included	 on	 ANES	 studies	 were	 not	

asked.	 Instead,	 newer,	 emerging	 issues	 were	 included.	 Respondents	 were	 asked	

about	 health	 care	 spending,	 equal	 pay,	 immigration	 (birthright	 citizenship	 and	

refugees),	ISIS,	parental	leave,	and	religious	exemptions	to	aspects	of	the	health	care	
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law	 and	 services	 related	 to	 gay	 and	 lesbian	 wedding	 ceremonies.26	 Respondents	

were	also	asked	issue	importance.	The	survey	included	a	list	of	21	issues	and	asked	

participants:	“Which	of	the	following	issues	are	the	most	important	to	you	in	terms	

of	 choosing	which	political	 candidate	 you	will	 support?	Please	 rank	which	 four	of	

these	are	the	most	important	to	you.”		

I	separately	classify	respondents	as	cross-pressured	on	each	issue	using	the	

same	coding	scheme	as	previous	chapters:	 if	a	Republican	holds	the	same	position	

as	Clinton	on	an	issue,	he	or	she	is	cross-pressured	on	that	issue;	if	a	Democrat	holds	

the	same	position	as	Trump	on	an	issue,	he	or	she	is	cross-pressured	on	that	issue.	I	

also	 factor	 in	 issue	 importance	 and	 calculate	 the	percentage	 of	 partisans	who	 are	

cross-pressured	 on	 each	 issue	 and	 identify	 the	 issue	 as	 personally	 important.	 I	

classify	 all	 ranked	 issues	 as	 important	 without	 distinguishing	 between	 issues	

ranked	a	one,	two,	three,	or	four.		

ISSUE	CROSS-PRESSURES	IN	2016	

More	partisans	are	cross-pressured	on	equal	pay	for	women	than	any	other	

issue	included	in	my	analyses.	Thirty-three	percent	of	partisan	voters	disagree	with	

the	position	of	their	party’s	presidential	candidate	on	equal	pay.	However,	almost	all	

of	those	partisans	are	Republicans.	Sixty-eight	percent	of	Republican	voters	support	

equal	 pay	 for	 women	 compared	 to	 only	 four	 percent	 of	 Democratic	 voters	 who	

oppose	equal	pay	for	women.	Public	opinion	strongly	supports	equal	pay,	Clinton’s	

position	on	this	issue.	Trump’s	position	could	be	described	as	qualified	support	for	

																																																								
26	I	only	included	issues	where	Clinton	and	Trump	are	on	different	sides	of	the	issue.	See	the	Chapter	
7	appendix	for	exact	question	wording	and	coding	scheme.	
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equal	pay,	but	opposition	to	any	federal	requirements	to	monitor	and	enforce	equal	

pay	 for	 women	 as	 Mr.	 Trump	 supports,	 “equal	 pay	 for	 equal	 work”	 (Leonhardt	

2016).	Supporting	equal	pay	in	principle,	but	opposing	taking	any	action	to	ensure	it	

is	about	as	close	to	Clinton’s	position	as	possible	without	 flipping	and	offering	 full	

support	 for	 the	 Paycheck	 Fairness	 Act,	 a	 bill	 that	 Clinton	 introduced	while	 in	 the	

Senate	 and	 continues	 to	 advocate	 (Clinton	 2016a).	 When	 issue	 importance	 is	

considered,	this	issue	falls	off	the	radar.	Only	one	percent	of	partisans	who	disagree	

with	their	party’s	position	identified	women’s	rights	as	an	important	issue	for	them	

when	choosing	whom	to	vote,	0	percent	of	Democrats	and	2	percent	of	Republicans.		
Issue All Partisans Democrats Republicans 
Equal Pay 33% 4% 68% 
Religious Services exemptions 31% 40% 20% 
ISIS Troops on the Ground 29% 34% 23% 
Paid  (Parental) Leave 28% 5% 56% 
Religious Health care exemptions 26% 19% 35% 
Birthright Citizenship 24% 27% 20% 
Minimum Wage 24% 20% 29% 
Refugees 22% 30% 13% 
Health Care Spending 17% 6% 30% 
N 940 555 385 

Source: 2016 ANES Pilot Study. 

Table	7.1:	Percent	Cross	Pressured	on	Each	Issue	
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Issue All Partisans Democrats Republicans 
ISIS Troops on the Ground 10% 11% 8% 
Birthright Citizenship 7% 7% 6% 
Health Care Spending 6% 3% 10% 
Refugees 5% 7% 2% 
Minimum Wage 2% 2% 2% 
Religious services exemptions 2% 2% 1% 
Equal Pay 1% 0% 2% 
Paid (Parental) Leave 1% 0% 2% 
Religious health care exemptions 1% 0% 2% 
N 940 555 385 

Source: 2016 ANES Pilot Study. 

Table	7.2:	Percent	Cross	Pressured	by	Issue	and	Importance	

In	 June	 of	 2015,	 the	 U.S.	 Supreme	 Court	 legalized	 same-sex	 marriage	

nationwide.	 As	marriage	 equality	 expanded,	 new	 issues	 came	 to	 light	 concerning	

businesses	and	employees	who	have	a	religious	objection	to	gays	and	lesbians.	Many	

voters	(31	percent)	are	conflicted	with	their	party	over	requiring	business	owners	

who	have	a	religious	objection	to	marriage	equality	to	provide	services	to	same-sex	

couples.	 Forty	 percent	 of	 Democrats	 believe	 business	 owners	 should	 not	 be	

required	 to	 provide	 services	 for	 gay	 and	 lesbian	 weddings	 and	 20	 percent	 of	

Republicans	 report	 there	 should	 be	 a	 requirement	 for	 business	 owners.	 The	

distribution	of	partisan	public	opinion	favors	the	Republicans	on	this	issue,	but	the	

imbalance	disappears	 if	 restricting	the	analysis	 to	 individuals	who	view	gay	rights	

as	an	important	issue.	When	doing	so,	only	2	percent	of	Democrats	and	1	percent	of	

Republicans	are	cross-pressured.	Neither	candidate	has	focused	much	attention	on	

this	issue,	nor	does	it	appear	to	be	a	winning	issue	for	either	Clinton	or	Trump.		
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The	 third	most	 conflicted	 issue	 for	partisans	 is	 related	 to	 ISIS	and	whether	

the	U.S.	 should	send	“ground	 troops	 to	 fight	 Islamic	militants,	 such	as	 ISIS,	 in	 Iraq	

and	Syria”;	29	percent	of	partisans	are	cross-pressured	on	the	use	of	ground	troops.	

In	the	GOP	debates,	Trump	stated	he	would	send	the	20,000	to	30,000	troops	that	

he	is	hearing	from	military	leaders	that	they	need	to	defeat	ISIS	(Gaouette	and	Starr	

2016;	Nussbaum	2016).	Clinton	opposes	sending	ground	troops	and	advocates	 for	

continuing	President	Obama’s	strategy	of	a	limited	deployment	of	Special	Forces.	In	

her	 November	 2015	 speech	 to	 the	 Council	 of	 Foreign	 Relations,	 she	 did	 express	

openness	to	allowing	our	troops	who	are	already	in	Iraq	and	Syria	more	flexibility	to	

embed	with	and	assist	military	forces	from	the	region	and	perhaps	other	countries	

as	needed	(Beckwith	2015).	When	factoring	in	issue	importance,	more	partisans	are	

cross-pressured	on	the	candidates’	strategies	 for	 ISIS	than	any	other	 issue.	Among	

all	partisans,	10	percent	are	cross-pressured	on	this	issue,	11	percent	of	Democrats	

and	8	percent	of	Republicans.	Trump’s	position	should	appeal	 to	more	Democrats	

than	Clinton’s	position	should	appeal	to	Republicans.		

Requiring	employers	to	provide	paid	leave	to	new	parents	is	the	fourth	most	

cross-pressured	 issue	 with	 28	 percent	 of	 partisans	 agreeing	 with	 the	 opposing	

party.	 Clinton	 supports	 providing	 up	 to	 twelve	weeks	 of	 paid	 family	 and	medical	

leave	 (Clinton	 2016b).	 Trump,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 stresses	 the	 importance	 of	 U.S.	

companies	 remaining	 competitive	 and	 urges	 caution	 against	 expanding	

requirements	for	paid	leave	(Heymann	and	Sprague	2016).	Paid	leave	is	a	very	one-

sided	issue	that	favors	Clinton.	Only	5	percent	of	Democrats	are	cross-pressured	on	

this	 issue	 compared	 to	 56	 percent	 of	 Republicans.	 However,	 once	 again	 the	
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percentages	drastically	drop	when	issue	importance	is	considered.	Zero	percent	of	

Democrats	 and	 two	 percent	 of	 Republicans	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 the	 issue	 and	

consider	 it	 important.	Clinton	still	has	the	edge,	but	the	percentage	of	Republicans	

that	 she	 could	 reasonably	 expect	 to	 persuade	 with	 this	 issue	 is	 very	 small.	

Identifying	 the	 two	 percent	 of	 out-partisans	 who	 agree	 with	 her	 position	 and	

successfully	targeting	them	would	be	a	difficult	task.		

Obamacare	 set	 minimum	 standards	 for	 health	 insurance	 coverage,	 one	 of	

which	includes	access	to	contraceptives.	Some	individuals	have	religious	objections	

to	 birth	 control	 and	 believe	 that	 as	 business	 owners	 they	 should	 not	 be	 legally	

required	to	provide	insurance	that	covers	any	form	of	birth	control.	Democrats	and	

Republicans	have	staked	out	opposing	positions	on	 this	 issue	with	Democrats	and	

the	 Obama	 administration	 working	 to	 secure	 access	 to	 birth	 control	 for	 every	

woman	and	 the	Republicans	generally	 supporting	 the	business	owners	who	argue	

they	 should	 not	 have	 to	 provide	 insurance	 that	 violates	 their	 religious	 beliefs.	

Twenty-six	 percent	 of	 partisans	 in	 the	 sample	 hold	 positions	 that	 align	 with	 the	

opposing	 party,	 19	 percent	 of	 Democrats	 and	 35	 percent	 of	 Republicans.	 The	

percentages	are	 large,	but	again	 few	partisans	who	are	conflicted	on	birth	control	

coverage	 consider	 the	 issue	 important,	 0	 percent	 of	 Democrats	 and	 2	 percent	 of	

Republicans.	 Based	 on	 the	 lack	 of	 partisan	 disagreement	 among	 voters	 who	

consider	the	issue	important,	neither	candidate	should	devote	much	attention	to	the	

issue.	However,	opinion	does	favor	Clinton	both	before	and	after	issue	importance	is	

taken	into	consideration.		
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Immigration	 is	 destined	 to	 be	 an	 important	 issue	 in	 2016	 based	 on	 the	

attention	that	Trump	has	given	the	issue.	One	aspect	of	the	larger	immigration	issue	

is	birthright	citizenship.	Section	1	of	the	14th	Amendment	begins,	“All	persons	born	

or	 naturalized	 in	 the	 United	 States,	 and	 subject	 to	 the	 jurisdiction	 thereof,	 are	

citizens	of	the	United	States	and	of	the	State	wherein	they	reside.”	This	amendment	

has	historically	been	interpreted	as	providing	citizenship	to	all	children	born	in	the	

United	States	regardless	of	 the	citizenship	status	of	 the	parents.	Some	believe	that	

the	clause,	“and	subject	to	the	 jurisdiction	thereof,”	 is	appropriately	 interpreted	as	

limiting	birthright	 citizenship	 to	 children	born	 to	U.S.	 citizens	 and	 legal	 residents.	

Trump	falls	in	this	category	and	favors	ending	birthright	citizenship	(Trump	2016b).	

Others	believe	that	eliminating	birthright	citizenship	would	require	a	constitutional	

amendment.	 Regardless	 of	 the	 necessary	 steps	 required	 to	 end	 the	 practice	 of	

granting	citizenship	to	the	U.S.	born	children	of	non-citizens,	Hillary	Clinton	opposes	

taking	 any	 such	 action.	Many	 voters	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 this	 issue.	 There	 is	 a	

higher	 percentage	 of	 Democrats	 	 (27	 percent)	 who	 oppose	 the	 children	 of	

undocumented	immigrants	receiving	automatic	citizenship	to	the	United	States	than	

there	 are	Republicans	who	 support	 granting	 automatic	 citizenship	 for	 these	 same	

children	(20	percent).	The	distribution	of	public	opinion	favors	Trump	on	this	issue.	

Factoring	 in	 issue	 importance,	 birthright	 citizenship	 is	 the	 second	 most	 cross-

pressured	 issue	 included	 in	 the	 survey	 at	 7	 percent,	with	7	percent	 of	Democrats	

and	6	percent	of	Republicans	reporting	the	issue	is	important	and	that	their	position	

is	 different	 than	 the	 position	 held	 by	 their	 party’s	 presidential	 nominee.	 Both	
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candidates	should	attempt	to	identify	and	contact	the	out-partisans	who	agree	with	

them	on	birthright	citizenship.	

The	minimum	wage	was	a	point	of	contention	in	the	Democratic	primary	as	

Clinton	 and	 Sanders	 differed	 on	 how	 high	 the	 minimum	 should	 be	 set.	 Donald	

Trump,	on	the	other	hand,	believes	the	minimum	wage	should	remain	at	its	current	

level	 (Weber	 2015)	 and	 Hillary	 Clinton	 advocates	 for	 increasing	 the	 federal	

minimum	 wage	 to	 $12	 an	 hour	 while	 allowing	 state	 and	 local	 governments	 to	

increase	 their	 minimum	 wages	 to	 even	 higher	 levels	 (Clinton	 2016c).	 Large	

percentages	of	both	party’s	 supporters	agree	with	 the	opposing	party’s	 candidate,	

29	 percent	 of	 Republicans	 and	 20	 percent	 of	 Democrats.	 The	 issue	 seems	 to	

advantage	Clinton.	However,	it	is	ultimately	a	draw	as	only	2	percent	of	Democrats	

and	 Republicans	 agree	 with	 the	 opposition	 candidate	 and	 think	 the	 issue	 is	

important.		

Another	 immigration	 related	 issue	 involves	 Syrian	 refugees	 to	 the	 United	

States.	 Clinton	 and	 Trump	 have	 taken	 strong	 positions	 on	 each	 side	 of	 this	 issue.	

Clinton	 has	 called	 for	 the	 United	 States	 to	 accept	 65,000	 Syrian	 refugees	 (Kaplan	

2015).	Trump	wants	to	reduce	the	number	of	refugees	brought	to	the	U.S.	(Trump	

2016b)	and	has	called	for	banning	refugees	from	Syria	over	terrorism	concerns	and	

the	 inability	of	 the	U.S.	government	 to	properly	screen	anyone	 from	Syria	and	 the	

broader	 region	 (Kopan	 2015).	 Trump	 has	 an	 advantage	 on	 this	 issue.	 A	 high	

percentage	 of	 Democrats	 (30	 percent)	 have	 the	 same	 position	 as	 Trump	 and	 13	

percent	 of	 Republicans	 have	 the	 same	 position	 as	 Clinton.	 Trump	 still	 has	 the	

advantage	 when	 issue	 importance	 is	 included	 in	 the	 cross-pressure	 measure,	 7	
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percent	 of	 Democrats	 and	 2	 percent	 of	 Republicans	 are	 cross-pressured	 over	 the	

U.S.	accepting	refugees	from	Syria.	Denying	refugees	entrance	into	the	United	States	

is	 a	 winning	 issue	 for	 Mr.	 Trump.	 He	 should	 devote	 resources	 to	 successfully	

identify	 and	 target	 the	 7	 percent	 of	 Democrats	 who	 agree	 with	 his	 position	 and	

consider	immigration	to	be	an	important	issue.	

The	last	issue	is	health	care.	Clinton	wants	to	expand	on	the	progress	made	

with	Obamacare.	Key	 features	of	her	health	care	plan	 include	providing	additional	

tax	 credits	 to	 offset	 premiums	 and	 other	 health	 care	 related	 costs,	 further	

incentivizing	 the	 expansion	 of	 Medicaid	 in	 the	 remaining	 holdouts,	 and	 working	

towards	 the	 “public	 option”	 (Clinton	 2016d).	 Donald	 Trump	 wants	 to	 repeal	

Obamacare	and	 replace	 it	with	 reforms	 that	 follow	 free-market	principles	 such	as	

eliminating	 laws	 that	 prevent	 insurance	 companies	 from	 offering	 plans	 across	

multiple	 states	 (Trump	2016c).	The	2016	ANES	did	not	 include	 specific	questions	

about	either	candidate’s	policy	proposals,	but	did	ask	respondents,	“Do	you	favor	an	

increase,	 decrease,	 or	 no	 change	 in	 government	 spending	 to	 help	 people	 pay	 for	

health	 insurance	 when	 they	 can’t	 pay	 for	 it	 all	 themselves?”	 Thirty	 percent	 of	

Republicans	favor	an	increase	in	government	spending	and	6	percent	of	Democrats	

favor	 a	decrease.	Hillary’s	position	has	 the	 advantage	here	both	with	 and	without	

issue	 importance	 considered	 –	 10	 percent	 of	 Republicans	 and	 3	 percent	 of	

Democrats	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 health	 care	 spending	 and	 consider	 the	 issue	

important.	 Increasing	 access	 to	 health	 care	 is	 a	 winning	 issue	 for	 Clinton.	 The	

Clinton	 campaign	 should	 identify	 and	 target	 the	 10	 percent	 of	 Republicans	 who	

think	the	issue	is	important	and	agree	with	Clinton’s	position	on	the	issue.	
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WHO	ARE	THE	PERSUADABLE	VOTERS?	

The	 previous	 chapters	 have	 shown	 cross-pressured	 partisans	 are	 the	most	

persuadable	 when	 the	 candidates	 actually	 incorporate	 the	 conflicted	 issues	 into	

their	 outreach	 and	 advertising	 strategies.	 Hillary	 Clinton	 has	 the	 advantage	 if	

Clinton	 and	 Trump	 continue	 to	 focus	 their	 attention	 on	 health	 care,	 immigration,	

ISIS,	and	women’s	rights.	Looking	exclusively	at	registered	voters	who	identify	with	

one	of	 the	parties,	19	percent	 are	 cross-pressured	on	one	or	more	of	 these	active	

issues.	Twenty-three	percent	of	Republicans	and	16	percent	of	Democrats	are	cross-

pressured	 on	 one	 or	 more	 issues.	 Four	 percent	 of	 Democrats	 and	 3	 percent	 of	

Republicans	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 two	 or	 more	 issue.	 The	 only	 issue	 that	

advantages	 Trump	 that	 he	 and/or	 Clinton	 are	 not	 already	 addressing	 and	 was	

included	in	the	survey	is	religious	exemptions	for	individuals	with	objections	to	gay	

marriage.	However,	only	2	percent	of	Democrats	and	1	percent	of	Republicans	are	

cross-pressured	and	 consider	 gay	 rights	 to	be	 important.	Thus,	Trump	would	 still	

have	fewer	persuadable	Democrats	to	court	than	persuadable	Republicans	for	him	

to	prevent	from	defecting	or	abstaining.		
 Not Cross-

Pressured 
1 Issue 2 Issues 3 Issues 

Democrats 84% 12% 3% 1% 
Republicans 77% 19% 3% 0% 

Source: 2016 ANES Pilot Study, restricted to registered voters.  

Table	7.3:	Percent	of	Partisans	Cross-Pressured	on	Top	Clinton	and	Trump	Issues,	
by	Number	of	Issues	

To	determine	which	segments	of	the	population	are	the	most	persuadable,	I	

calculate	 the	 percentages	 of	 registered	 voters	 who	 identify	 with	 several	 basic	
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demographic	groups	that	are	cross-pressured	on	one	or	more	of	the	likely	campaign	

issues	and	run	a	logistic	regression	model	with	an	outcome	variable	equal	to	one	if	

the	partisan	 agrees	with	 the	 opposition	party’s	 candidate	 on	 at	 least	 one	of	 these	

issues	and	considers	the	issue	important.	The	partisans	who	are	cross-pressured	on	

one	 of	 these	 issues	 are	 balanced	 on	 most	 demographic	 variables.	 Political	

knowledge	is	the	only	variable	that	 is	significant	(p<.05)	in	the	model	as	shown	in	

Table	7.5.	The	probability	of	being	cross-pressured	decreases,	as	knowledge	about	

politics	increases.27		

	The	 indicator	 variable	 for	 Latinos	 does	 not	 reach	 statistical	 significance	

(p<.11)	 in	 the	model.	 However,	 a	 greater	 percentage	 of	 Latinos	 (31	 percent)	 are	

cross-pressured	 than	 African	 American	 (18	 percent)	 and	 white	 (18	 percent)	

partisans	 as	 shown	 in	 Table	 7.4.	 There	 are	 not	 many	 Latino	 Republicans	 in	 the	

sample,	 only	 18,	 but	 60	percent	 of	 them	are	 cross-pressured	 on	 one	 of	 the	major	

issues	compared	to	16	percent	of	 the	42	Latino	Democrats	 in	 the	sample.	 It	 is	not	

surprising	 that	 a	 high	 percentage	 of	 Latino	 Republicans	 are	 cross-pressured	with	

Trump’s	position	on	birthright	citizenship.		

	

	

	

	

	

																																																								
27	The	political	knowledge	scale	was	constructed	using	the	response	to	3	closed	questions:	length	of	
term	for	a	U.S.	Senator,	size	of	the	budget	deficit	compared	to	the	1990’s,	and	spending	by	the	federal	
government.	See	the	appendix	for	more	details.		
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 Percent N 
Full Sample 19% 857 
Party   
Democrats 16% 495 
Republicans 23% 362 
Race/Ethnicity   
White 18% 644 
Black 18% 108 
Hispanic/Latino 31% 60 
Gender   
Male 18% 401 
Female 20% 456 
Age   
18-35 18% 213 
36-55 16% 278 
56+ 22% 366 
Education   
HS or less 22% 332 
Some College 19% 256 
College Degree 17% 269 
Marital Status   
Married 18% 419 
Not Married 20% 438 
Political Knowledge   
PK=0 18% 97 
PK=1 24% 304 
PK=2 20% 293 
PK=3 10% 163 

Table	7.4:	Percent	Cross-Pressured	on	Top	Clinton	&	Trump	issues	
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Race:	Black	 -0.17	(.38)	

Race:	Latino	 .64	(.40)	
Race:	other	(non-white)	 0.68	(.43)	

Gender:	Female	 -0.04	(.21)	

Age	 0.01	(.01)	
Marital	Status:	Not	Married	 0.14	(.21)	

Education	 -0.05	(.08)	
Political	Knowledge	 -0.24*	(.12)	

Constant	 -1.38**	(.52)	
Data	is	from	the	2016	ANES	Pilot	Study.	Dependent	variable	is	
equal	to	1	if	the	partisan	is	cross-pressured	on	a	major	issue.	Cell	
entries	are	coefficients	and	standard	errors	from	a	logistic	
regression	model.	Data	is	weighted.	**	signifies	statistical	
significance	at	the	p	<	0.01	level,	*	at	the	p	<	0.05	level	

Table	7.5:	Logistic	Regression	Model:	Demographic	Differences	between	
persuadable	partisans	and	non-persuadable.	

FUTURE	RESEARCH	

The	 issue	 content	 of	 individual	 level	 and	 mass	 campaign	 contacts	 has	 an	

effect	on	which	voters	have	the	opportunity	to	be	persuaded	during	the	presidential	

election.	 I	 have	 examined	 the	 voting	 behavior	 of	 cross-pressured	partisans	 across	

multiple	elections	based	on	 the	 issue	content	of	 television	advertisements	and	the	

issues	emphasized	in	the	Republican	phone	and	mail	contacts	in	the	2012	election.	

All	of	the	data	used	is	observational	data.	Future	research	should	tackle	the	effects	

of	 issue	 content	 on	 the	 turnout	 and	 vote	 choice	 of	 cross-pressured	 partisans	

experimentally.	However,	any	experimental	work	would	be	a	challenging	and	costly	

endeavor.	 As	 shown	 throughout	 this	 manuscript,	 it	 is	 easy	 to	 identify	 cross-
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pressured	partisans	as	almost	all	voters	are	cross-pressured,	but	identifying	voters	

who	 are	 cross-pressured	 on	 a	 single	 issue	 is	 much	 more	 difficult	 since	 the	

percentage	of	partisans	who	disagree	with	their	party	on	a	particular	issue	is	often	

in	 the	 single	 digits.	 To	 conduct	 such	 an	 experiment	would	 first	 require	 surveying	

large	numbers	of	partisans	to	identify	which	partisans	have	a	position	on	the	issue	

that	contradicts	with	their	party’s	position	on	the	issue	selected	to	be	the	treatment	

in	the	experiment.	Thousands	of	partisans	would	need	to	be	surveyed	to	identify	a	

sufficient	sample	of	cross-pressured	partisans.	

The	 source	 of	 the	 information	 may	 also	 influence	 the	 magnitude	 of	 the	

campaign’s	 effect.	 All	 of	 the	 individual	 level	 data	 was	 from	 the	 2012	 Republican	

presidential	 campaign.	 There	 is	 not	 a	 theoretical	 reason	 for	 me	 to	 believe	 that	

Republican	voters	would	be	more	(or	less)	responsive	to	partisan	appeals	from	the	

Democratic	 presidential	 candidate	 than	 Democratic	 voters	 were	 to	 the	 Romney	

appeals.	However,	it	is	possible	and	should	be	examined	in	future	electoral	contests.	

Information	disseminated	 from	non-partisan	 sources	 such	 as	 interest	 groups	may	

also	have	a	different	effect	than	issue	information	distributed	by	the	candidates	and	

their	campaign	operations,	as	partisans	may	be	more	receptive	to	information	from	

a	non-partisan	source.		

The	 persuasive	 effects	 of	 the	 phone	 and	 mail	 contacts	 were	 minimal	 and	

insignificant.	 However,	 the	 issues	 included	 in	 the	 individual	 level	 contacts	 do	

overlap	 with	 the	 issues	 mentioned	 in	 the	 overwhelming	 volume	 of	 television	

advertisements	 aired	 in	 2012.	 Future	 studies	 could	 identify	 issues	 that	 are	 not	 a	

focus	 of	 the	 mass	 appeals	 of	 either	 candidate	 and	 orchestrate	 a	 plan	 to	 contact	
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voters	by	mail	or	phone	with	an	inactive	issue	to	determine	the	potential	persuasive	

effects	 of	 phone	 and	 mail	 contacts	 when	 campaigns	 successfully	 contact	 out-

partisans	with	an	 issue	 in	which	 they	agree	absent	any	effects	 from	 the	 television	

advertising.		
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Appendices	

CHAPTER	3	APPENDIX	
	 Did	Not	Vote	for	

a	Major	Party	
Defected	before	
the	Campaign	

Defected	During	
the	Campaign	

Campaign	Cross	
Pressure	

.17***	 .90***	 .72***	
(.04)	 (.09)	 (.06)	

Inactive	Cross	
Pressure	

.05	 .33***	 .07	
(.04)	 (.07)	 (.05)	

Minority	 -.14	 -.00	 -.39*	
(.10)	 (.23)	 (.16)	

Democrat	 -.01	 .50*	 .41*	
(.10)	 (.22)	 (.16)	

Strength	of	PID	 -.32***	 -.18	 -.47***	
(.06)	 (.12)	 (.08)	

Knowledge	 -2.43***	 -.49	 -.95***	
(.20)	 (.39)	 (.27)	

Battleground	 -.26**	 .03	 -.24	
(.10)	 (.20)	 (.14)	

Female	 .17	 -.14	 -.13	
(.09)	 (.20)	 (.14)	

Education	 -.09*	 -.09	 .05	
(.04)	 (.07)	 (.07)	

Age	 -.01***	 .01	 -.00	
(.00)	 (.01)	 (.00)	

Constant	 .85***	 -5.12***	 -2.72***	
(.24)	 (.55)	 (.42)	

N	=	4539	
Entries	are	multinomial	Probit	model	regression	coefficients	and	standard	errors.	Data	is	from	2012	
the	ANES.	Data	is	weighted	and	includes	both	the	face-to-face	and	online	samples.	*p<.05;	**p<.01;	

***p<.001,	two-tailed	
	

Table	A1:	Effect	of	Issue	Cross	Pressures	on	Vote	Choice	
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	 Did	Not	Vote	for	

a	Major	Party	
Defected	before	
the	Campaign	

Defected	During	
the	Campaign	

Campaign	Cross	
Pressure	

.53***	 2.26***	 1.48***	
(.13)	 (.21)	 (.15)	

Inactive	Cross	
Pressure	

0.03	 1.37**	 .19	
(.28)	 (.44)	 (.43)	

Minority	 -.15	 -.33	 -.86**	
(.16)	 (.43)	 (.28)	

Democrat	 -.12	 .01	 .23	
(.14)	 (.37)	 (.25)	

Strength	of	PID	 -.45***	 -.24	 -.65***	
(.08)	 (.54)	 (.12)	

Knowledge	 -1.45***	 -.45	 -1.27**	
(.30)	 (.54)	 (.46)	

Battleground	 -.31*	 .28	 -.14	
(.15)	 (.32)	 (.23)	

Female	 .27*	 -.05	 -.05	
(.13)	 (.33)	 (.24)	

Education	 -.34***	 -.22	 .05	
(.06)	 (.13)	 (.11)	

Age	 -.03***	 .02	 -.00	
(.00)	 (.01)	 (.01)	

Constant	 1.58***	 -5.09***	 -2.21***	
(.31)	 (.88)	 (.60)	

N	=3985						Pseudo	R2	=	0.14	
Entries	are	multinomial	logistic	model	regression	coefficients	and	standard	errors.	Data	is	from	2012	
the	ANES.	Data	is	weighted	and	includes	both	the	face-to-face	and	online	samples.	The	analysis	is	
restricted	to	registered	voters	that	listed	at	least	one	issue	in	response	to	the	open-ended	issue	

importance	questions.	*p<.05;	**p<.01;	***p<.001,	two-tailed	
	

Table	A2:	Effect	of	Issue	Cross	Pressures	(with	Issue	Importance)	on	Vote	Choice	

Explanatory	Variables:	
	
Campaign	Cross-Pressures	–	Number	of	issues	in	which	the	respondent	agrees	with	
the	opposition	party.		

1. Abortion	(abortpre_4point)	
2. Economy		(econ_ecpast_x)	
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3. Energy	(envir_drill)	
4. National	Security	(presapp_war_x)	
5. Obamacare	(health_2010hcr_x)	
6. Taxes	(budget_rdef250k)	

	
Inactive	Issue	Cross-Pressure	–	Number	of	issues	in	which	the	respondent	agrees	
with	the	opposition	party.		

1. Affirmative	action	(aa_uni_x)	
2. Dream	act	(immig_citizen)	
3. Gay	marriage	(gayrt_marry)		
4. Gay	Rights,	general	(gayrt_discrev_x)	
5. Gun	control	(gun_control)	
6. Immigration	(immi_policy)	
7. Social	Security	(ssinv_invest_x)	

	
Minority	(dem_raceeth_x)	–	0	=	Whites,	1	=	all	other	races	
	
Democrat	(pid_x)	–	0	=	Republicans	(strong,	weak,	and	lean),	1	=	Democrats	(strong,	
weak,		and	lean)	
	
Strength	of	Party	Identification	(pid_x)	–	0	=	lean	towards	party,	1	=	weak	partisan,	
	 	2	=	strong	partisan	
	
Political	Knowledge	–	Percentage	of	issues	answered	correctly.		

1. Close-ended	questions:	
a. Knowl_housemaj	
b. Knowl_senmaj	

2. Open-ended	questions:	
a. Ofcrec_cj_correct	
b. Ofrec_pmuk_correct	
c. Ofrec_speaker_correct	
d. Ofrec_vp_correct	

	
Battleground	State	-	Colorado,	Florida,	Indiana,	Iowa,	Michigan,	Minnesota,	Nevada,	
New	Hampshire,	North	Carolina,	Ohio,	Pennsylvania,	Virginia,	Wisconsin	=	1,	all	
other	states	=	0	
	
Female	(gender_respondent_x)	–	Women	=	1,	Men	=	0	
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Education	(dem_edugroup_x)	–	1	=	less	than	high	school	credential,	2	=	High	School	
	 Credential,	3	=	some	post-high	school,	no	bachelor’s	degree,	4	=	bachelor’s	
	 degree,	5	=	graduate	degree	
	

Age	(dem_age_r_x)	

CHAPTER	4	APPENDIX	
	
Outcome	Variables:		
	
Vote:	0	-	voted	for	own	party;	1	-	consistent	defect	–	defected	prior	to	convention	or	
defected	in	all	three	elections;	2		-	defected	during	the	campaign	"	3	did	not	vote	for	
either	major	party	candidate	
	
Vote	Choice	1996:	M000304	
Vote	Choice	2000:	M001249	
Vote	Choice	2004:	M045049a	
Time	of	Vote	Decision	2000	(M001251)		
Time	of	Vote	Decision	2004	(M045051)		
	
Explanatory	Variables:	
	
Party	Identification	2000:	M000523	
Party	Identification	2004:	M045058x	
	
Policy	Issues	

1. Defense	Spending	2000:	M000587	
2. Health	Insurance	2000:	M000614	
3. Taxes	2000:	M000690	
4. Social	Security	and	Medicare	2000:	M000693	
5. Abortion	2000:	M000694	
6. Don’t	Ask	Don’t	Tell	2000:	M000727	
7. School	Vouchers	2000:	M000742	
8. Environmental	Regulations	2000:	M000776	
9. Laws	protecting	homosexuals	against	job	discrimination	2000:	M001481	
10. Gun	Control	2000:	M000728	
11. Abortion	2004:	M045110	
12. Laws	protecting	homosexuals	against	job	discrimination	2004:	M045112x	
13. Estate/death	Tax	2002:	M025135	
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14. War	on	Terrorism:	M045085x	
15. Bush	Tax	Cuts	2002:	M023076	

	
Controls:	
Strength	of	Partisanship	2000	(M000523):	0	=	lean	towards	party,	1	=	weak	
partisan,	2	=	strong	partisan	
Strength	of	Partisanship	2004	(M045058x):	0	=	lean	towards	party,	1	=	weak	
partisan,	2	=	strong	partisan	
	
Political	Knowledge(M001745):	Interviewer	rating	-	0	=	very	low;	1	=	fairly	low;	2	=	
average;	3	=	fairly	high;	4	=	very	high	
	
Battleground	States	2000:	M0000749	-	Arkansas,	Florida,	Iowa,	Maine,	Michigan,	
Minnesota,	Missouri,	New	Hampshire,	New	Mexico,	Oregon,	Pennsylvania,	
Tennessee,	Washington,	West	Virginia,	Wisconsin	
	
Battleground	States	2004:	M041203	-	Florida,	Iowa,	Maine,	Michigan,	Missouri,	
Nevada,	New	Hampshire,	New	Mexico,	Ohio,	Oregon,	Pennsylvania,	Washington,	
West	Virginia,	Wisconsin	
	
Gender	(M045192)	-	Women	=	1,	Men	=	0	
	
Race	(M045185x)	-	0	=	Whites,	1	=	all	other	races	
	
Education	2000	(M000913)	–	1	=	less	than	high	school	credential,	2	=	High	School	
Credential,	3	=	some	post-high	school,	no	bachelor’s	degree,	4	=	bachelor’s	degree,	5	
=	graduate	degree	
	
Education	2002	(M023131)	-	–	1	=	less	than	high	school	credential,	2	=	High	School	
	 Credential,	3	=	some	post-high	school,	no	bachelor’s	degree,	4	=	bachelor’s	
	 degree,	5	=	graduate	degree	
	
Age	2000	(M000908)	
	
Age	2004	(M0451251)	
	
Time	of	Vote	Decision	2000	(M001251)		
	

Time	of	Vote	Decision	2004	(M045051)	
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CHAPTER	5	APPENDIX	
Variables:		
	
Outcome	Variable	–	Partisan	Vote	

• CCES	Name:	cc354b	(pre-election	wave	early	voters)	&	cc410a	
• Question	wording:	cc354b:	For	which	candidate	for	President	of	the	United	

States	did	you	vote?	cc410a:	For	whom	did	you	vote	for	President	of	the	
United	States?	

• Response	options:	Obama,	Romney,	other,	I	did	not	vote,	I	did	not	vote	in	this	
race,	not	sure,	skipped	not	asked	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	Obama	=	1;	all	other	responses	=	0	
o Individuals	who	reported	voting	for	Obama,	but	did	not	vote	were	

coded	0.	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	Romney	=	1;	all	other	responses	=	0	

o Individuals	who	reported	voting	for	Romney,	but	did	not	vote	were	
coded	0.	

	
	
Explanatory	Variables:	
	
Economic	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc332d	
Question	wording:	Congress	considered	many	important	bills	over	the	past	two	
years.	For	each	of	the	following	tell	us	whether	you	support	or	oppose	the	
legislation	in	principle.	Tax	Hike	Prevention	act.	Would	extend	Bush-era	tax	cuts	for	
all	individuals,	regardless	of	income.	Would	increase	the	budget	deficit	by	an	
estimated	$405	billion.	

• Response	options:	1	=	support;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Healthcare	Cross	Pressure	



	
	
	

170	

• CCES	Name:	cc332i	
• Question	wording:	Congress	considered	many	important	bills	over	the	past	

two	years.	For	each	of	the	following	tell	us	whether	you	support	or	oppose	
the	legislation	in	principle.	Affordable	Care	Act	of	2010.	Requires	all	
Americans	to	obtain	health	insurance.	Allows	people	to	keep	current	
provider.	Sets	up	health	insurance	option	for	those	without	coverage.	
Increases	taxes	on	those	making	more	than	$280,000	a	year.		

• Response	options:	1	=	support;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Abortion	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc324	
• Question	wording:	Which	one	of	the	opinions	on	this	page	best	agrees	with	

your	view	on	abortion?	
• Response	options:	1	=	By	law,	abortion	should	never	be	permitted;	2	=	The	

law	should	permit	abortion	only	in	case	of	rape,	incest	or	when	the	woman's	
life	is	in	danger;	3	=	The	law	should	permit	abortion	for	reasons	other	than	
rape,	incest,	or	danger	to	the	woman's	life,	but	only	after	the	need	for	the	
abortion	has	been	clearly	established;	4=	By	law,	a	woman	should	always	be	
able	to	obtain	an	abortion	as	a	matter	of	personal	choice;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	
asked	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	or	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	
pressured	

• Coding	for	Republicans:		4	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross-pressured	
	
Energy	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc332h	
• Question	wording:	Congress	considered	many	important	bills	over	the	past	

two	years.	For	each	of	the	following	tell	us	whether	you	support	or	oppose	
the	legislation	in	principle.	Keystone	pipeline.	A	bill	to	approve	the	Keystone	
XL	pipeline	from	Montana	to	Texas	and	provide	for	environmental	protection	
and	government	oversight.		

• Response	options:	1	=	support;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross-pressured	

	
Gay	Marriage	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc326	
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• Question	wording:	Do	you	favor	or	oppose	allowing	gays	and	lesbians	to	
marry	legally?	

• Response	options:	1	=	favor;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Gun	Control	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc320	
• Question	wording:	Question	wording	is	not	listed	in	the	2012	CCES	Guide.		
• Response	options:	1	=	more	strict;	2	=	less	strict;	3	=	kept	as	they	are;	8	=	

skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Immigration	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc332_1	
• Question	wording:	What	do	you	think	the	U.S.	government	should	do	about	

immigration?	Grant	legal	status	to	all	illegal	immigrants	who	have	held	jobs	
and	paid	taxes	for	at	least	years,	and	not	been	convicted	of	any	felony	crimes.	

• Response	options:	1	=	yes;	2	=	no;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Political	Knowledge	Questions	–	Correct	answers	were	coded	to	equal	one	and	
summed	(0-6),	the	recoded	from	0	to	1.		

• CCES	Name:	cc309a	
• Question	wording:	Which	party	has	a	majority	of	seats	in	the	U.S.	House	of	

Representatives?	
• Response	options:	1	=	Republicans;	2	=	Democrats;	3	=	Neither;	4	=	Not	sure;	

8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Correct	Answer:	Republicans	
• CCES	Name:	cc309b	
• Question	wording:	Which	party	has	a	majority	of	seats	in	the	U.S.	Senate?	
• Response	options:	1	=	Republicans;	2	=	Democrats;	3	=	Neither;	4	=	Not	sure;	

8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Correct	Answer:	Democrats	
• CCES	Name:	cc334c	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	–	Obama		
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• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	
middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	1,	2,	or	3	
• CCES	Name:	cc334d	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	-	Romney	
• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	

middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	5,6,	or	7	
• CCES	Name:	cc334e	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	–	The	Democratic	Party	
• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	

middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	1,	2,	or	3	
• CCES	Name:	cc334f	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	–	The	Republican	Party	
• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	

middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	5,6,	or	7	
	
Strength	of	Partisanship	

• CCES	Name:	pid7	
• Question	wording:	Would	you	call	yourself	a	strong	Democrat	or	a	not	very	

strong	Democrat?	Would	you	call	yourself	a	strong	Republican	or	a	not	very	
strong	Republican?	Do	you	think	of	yourself	as	closer	to	the	Democratic	or	
the	Republican	Party?	

• Response	options:	1=	strong	Democrat;	2	=	not	very	strong	Democrat;	3=	
lean	Democrat;	4	=	independent;	5	=	lean	Republican;	6	=	not	very	strong	
Republican;	7	=	strong	Republican;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=not	asked	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	0	=	lean	Democrat;	.5	=	not	very	strong	Democrat;	1	=	
strong	Democrat	

• Coding	for	Republicans:	0	=	lean	Republican;	.5	=	not	very	strong	Republican;	
1	=	strong	Republican	



	
	
	

173	

	
Age	

• Created	by	the	author	by	subtracting	birth	year	from	2012.		
	
Female	

• CCES	Name:	gender	
• Question	wording:	Are	you	male	or	female?	
• Response	options:	1	=	male;	2	=	female	
• Coding:	1=	female;	0	=	male	

	
Minority	

• CCES	Name:	race	
• Question	wording:	What	racial	or	ethnic	group	best	describes	you?	
• Response	options:	
• Coding:	1	=	not	white;	0	=	white	
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Chapter	6	Appendix	

Variables:		
	
Outcome	Variable	–	Partisan	Vote	

• CCES	Name:	cc354b	(pre-election	wave	early	voters)	&	cc410a	
• Question	wording:	cc354b:	For	which	candidate	for	President	of	the	United	

States	did	you	vote?	cc410a:	For	whom	did	you	vote	for	President	of	the	
United	States?	

• Response	options:	Obama,	Romney,	other,	I	did	not	vote,	I	did	not	vote	in	this	
race,	not	sure,	skipped	not	asked	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	Obama	=	1;	all	other	responses	=	0	
o Individuals	who	reported	voting	for	Obama,	but	did	not	vote	were	

coded	0.	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	Romney	=	1;	all	other	responses	=	0	

o Individuals	who	reported	voting	for	Romney,	but	did	not	vote	were	
coded	0.	

	
	
Explanatory	Variables:	
	
Economic	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc332d	
Question	wording:	Congress	considered	many	important	bills	over	the	past	two	
years.	For	each	of	the	following	tell	us	whether	you	support	or	oppose	the	
legislation	in	principle.	Tax	Hike	Prevention	act.	Would	extend	Bush-era	tax	cuts	for	
all	individuals,	regardless	of	income.	Would	increase	the	budget	deficit	by	an	
estimated	$405	billion.	

• Response	options:	1	=	support;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Health	care	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc332i	
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• Question	wording:	Congress	considered	many	important	bills	over	the	past	
two	years.	For	each	of	the	following	tell	us	whether	you	support	or	oppose	
the	legislation	in	principle.	Affordable	Care	Act	of	2010.	Requires	all	
Americans	to	obtain	health	insurance.	Allows	people	to	keep	current	
provider.	Sets	up	health	insurance	option	for	those	without	coverage.	
Increases	taxes	on	those	making	more	than	$280,000	a	year.		

• Response	options:	1	=	support;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Abortion	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc324	
• Question	wording:	Which	one	of	the	opinions	on	this	page	best	agrees	with	

your	view	on	abortion?	
• Response	options:	1	=	By	law,	abortion	should	never	be	permitted;	2	=	The	

law	should	permit	abortion	only	in	case	of	rape,	incest	or	when	the	woman's	
life	is	in	danger;	3	=	The	law	should	permit	abortion	for	reasons	other	than	
rape,	incest,	or	danger	to	the	woman's	life,	but	only	after	the	need	for	the	
abortion	has	been	clearly	established;	4=	By	law,	a	woman	should	always	be	
able	to	obtain	an	abortion	as	a	matter	of	personal	choice;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	
asked	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	or	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	
pressured	

• Coding	for	Republicans:		4	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross-pressured	
	
Energy	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc332h	
• Question	wording:	Congress	considered	many	important	bills	over	the	past	

two	years.	For	each	of	the	following	tell	us	whether	you	support	or	oppose	
the	legislation	in	principle.	Keystone	pipeline.	A	bill	to	approve	the	Keystone	
XL	pipeline	from	Montana	to	Texas	and	provide	for	environmental	protection	
and	government	oversight.		

• Response	options:	1	=	support;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross-pressured	

	
Gay	Marriage	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc326	
• Question	wording:	Do	you	favor	or	oppose	allowing	gays	and	lesbians	to	

marry	legally?	
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• Response	options:	1	=	favor;	2	=	oppose;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Gun	Control	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc320	
• Question	wording:	Question	wording	is	not	listed	in	the	2012	CCES	Guide.		
• Response	options:	1	=	more	strict;	2	=	less	strict;	3	=	kept	as	they	are;	8	=	

skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Immigration	Cross	Pressure	

• CCES	Name:	cc332_1	
• Question	wording:	What	do	you	think	the	U.S.	government	should	do	about	

immigration?	Grant	legal	status	to	all	illegal	immigrants	who	have	held	jobs	
and	paid	taxes	for	at	least	years,	and	not	been	convicted	of	any	felony	crimes.	

• Response	options:	1	=	yes;	2	=	no;	8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	2	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1	=	cross	pressured;	all	others	=	not	cross	pressured	

	
Political	Knowledge	Questions	–	Correct	answers	were	coded	to	equal	one	and	
summed	(0-6),	the	recoded	from	0	to	1.		

• CCES	Name:	cc309a	
• Question	wording:	Which	party	has	a	majority	of	seats	in	the	U.S.	House	of	

Representatives?	
• Response	options:	1	=	Republicans;	2	=	Democrats;	3	=	Neither;	4	=	Not	sure;	

8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Correct	Answer:	Republicans	
• CCES	Name:	cc309b	
• Question	wording:	Which	party	has	a	majority	of	seats	in	the	U.S.	Senate?	
• Response	options:	1	=	Republicans;	2	=	Democrats;	3	=	Neither;	4	=	Not	sure;	

8	=	skipped;	9	=	not	asked	
• Correct	Answer:	Democrats	
• CCES	Name:	cc334c	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	–	Obama		
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• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	
middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	1,	2,	or	3	
• CCES	Name:	cc334d	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	-	Romney	
• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	

middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	5,6,	or	7	
• CCES	Name:	cc334e	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	–	The	Democratic	Party	
• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	

middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	1,	2,	or	3	
• CCES	Name:	cc334f	
• Question	wording:	How	would	you	rate	each	of	the	following	individuals	and	

groups?	–	The	Republican	Party	
• Response	options:	1	=	very	liberal;	2	=	liberal;	3	=	somewhat	liberal;	4	=	

middle	of	the	road;	5	=	somewhat	conservative;	6	=	conservative;	7	=	very	
conservative;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=	not	asked	

• Correct	Answer:	5,6,	or	7	
	
Strength	of	Partisanship	

• CCES	Name:	pid7	
• Question	wording:	Would	you	call	yourself	a	strong	Democrat	or	a	not	very	

strong	Democrat?	Would	you	call	yourself	a	strong	Republican	or	a	not	very	
strong	Republican?	Do	you	think	of	yourself	as	closer	to	the	Democratic	or	
the	Republican	Party?	

• Response	options:	1=	strong	Democrat;	2	=	not	very	strong	Democrat;	3=	
lean	Democrat;	4	=	independent;	5	=	lean	Republican;	6	=	not	very	strong	
Republican;	7	=	strong	Republican;	8	=	not	sure;	98=skipped;	99=not	asked	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	0	=	lean	Democrat;	.5	=	not	very	strong	Democrat;	1	=	
strong	Democrat	

• Coding	for	Republicans:	0	=	lean	Republican;	.5	=	not	very	strong	Republican;	
1	=	strong	Republican	
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Age	

• Created	by	the	author	by	subtracting	birth	year	from	2012.		
	
Female	

• CCES	Name:	gender	
• Question	wording:	Are	you	male	or	female?	
• Response	options:	1	=	male;	2	=	female	
• Coding:	1=	female;	0	=	male	

	
Minority	

• CCES	Name:	race	
• Question	wording:	What	racial	or	ethnic	group	best	describes	you?	
• Response	options:	
• Coding:	1	=	not	white;	0	=	white	

	
Additional	Data/Merge	Details	
	

The	 contact	 files	 include	 an	 identification	 number	 referred	 to	 internally	 as	

the	RNCID.	This	 identification	number	can	be	used	 to	group	all	outreach	attempts	

geared	at	a	single	voter.	But	the	RNCID	cannot	be	used	to	link	the	contact	files	to	the	

voter	files	provided	by	the	RNC.	The	RNCIDs	are	periodically	regenerated,	typically	

quarterly.	 The	 voter	 files	 and	 contact	 files	were	made	 available	 to	me	 separately	

more	than	a	year	apart	which	means	there	is	not	overlap	between	the	RNCIDs	in	the	

two	 files.	The	RNC	does	have	 information,	which	 could	directly	 link	 individuals	 in	

the	voter	file	with	records	of	the	contacts	directed	towards	each	individual,	but	this	

information	 is	 not	 available	 to	 me	 at	 the	 time	 of	 writing.	 The	 only	 identifying	

information	 included	 in	 the	 contact	 file	 is	 the	 ten-digit	 phone	 number,	 which	 is	

listed	for	many	(but	not	all)	of	the	phone	contacts.		

I	use	the	ten-digit	phone	number	to	connect	the	voter	file	with	the	records	in	

the	contact	file.	I	compiled	the	RNCIDs	associated	with	each	of	the	phone	numbers	
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in	the	contact	file.	I	then	pulled	all	of	the	contact	records	for	each	of	these	RNCIDs.	

This	second	round	of	filtering	allows	me	to	collect	additional	contact	records	for	the	

mail	 and	 face-to-face	 contacts	 as	well	 as	 additional	 phone	 contacts	 that	were	 not	

uploaded	to	the	contact	file	with	the	full	ten-digit	phone	number	listed.		

Relying	on	the	phone	numbers	to	link	an	individual	with	their	2012	contact	

history	 has	 two	 unfortunate	 consequences.	 First,	 my	 sample	 is	 reduced	 from	 all	

registered	 voters	 to	 all	 registered	 voters	 that	 have	 a	 ten-digit	 phone	 number	

included	in	the	voter	file.	The	Florida	sample	is	reduced	by	approximately	17%	and	

the	Virginia	 file	 is	reduced	by	approximately	27%.	Second,	some	registered	voters	

share	the	same	phone	number	with	other	registered	voters.	Thus,	instead	of	linking	

every	contact	directed	towards	an	individual	voter,	 I	am	able	to	 link	every	contact	

directed	towards	each	voter	and	other	voters	with	the	same	phone	number.	This	is	

more	problematic	for	phone	calls	than	mail	communications	since	the	campaign	has	

no	 control	 over	 which	 members	 of	 a	 particular	 household	 are	 exposed	 to	 the	

campaign	 messages	 included	 on	 the	 postcards	 sent	 to	 their	 address.	 Having	

household	contacts	instead	of	individual	level	contacts	makes	the	test	for	campaign	

effects	more	difficult	than	it	would	be	with	the	contacts	separated	by	individual.		
	
Additional	Figures:	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	men,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		
	

Figure	A1:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A2:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	men,	age	50,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A3:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	50,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A4:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	men,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A5:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A6:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	50,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A7:	Health	care	Cross-Pressure	and	Health	care	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	men,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A8:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A9:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	men,	age	50,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A10:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	50,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A11:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	men,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A12:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	35,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A13:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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All	predicted	probabilities	are	for	women,	age	50,	at	the	median	level	of	political	knowledge.		

Figure	A14:	Economic	Cross-Pressure	and	Economic	Campaign	Contact	
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CHAPTER	7	APPENDIX:	
Party	Identification	

• Variable	Name:	pid7	
• Question	Wording:	
• Response	options:	1	=	strong	Democrat;	2	=	weak	Democrat;	3	=	lean	

Democrat;	4=	Independent;	5	=	lean	Republican;	6	=	weak	Republican;	7	=	
strong	Republican;	8	=	not	sure	

	
Birthright	Citizenship	

• Variables	Name:	randomly	assigned	to	birthright_a	or	birthright_b	
birthright_a	

• Question	Wording:	Do	you	favor,	oppose,	or	neither	favor	nor	oppose	
changing	the	U.S.	constitution	so	that	the	children	of	unauthorized	
immigrants	do	not	automatically	get	citizenship	if	they	are	born	in	this	
country?	

• Response	Options:	1=Favor	a	great	deal;	2	=	favor	moderately;	3	=	favor	a	
little;	4	=	neither	favor	nor	oppose;	5	=	oppose	a	little;	6	=	oppose	
moderately;	7	=	oppose	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-
pressured	

• Coding	for	Republicans:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-
pressured	

birthright_b	
• Question	Wording:	Do	you	favor,	oppose,	or	neither	favor	nor	oppose	

children	of	unauthorized	immigrants	automatically	getting	citizenship	if	they	
are	born	in	this	country?	

• Response	Options:	1=Favor	a	great	deal;	2	=	favor	moderately;	3	=	favor	a	
little;	4	=	neither	favor	nor	oppose;	5	=	oppose	a	little;	6	=	oppose	
moderately;	7	=	oppose	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-

pressured	
	
Equal	Pay	for	Women	

• Variable	Name:	equalpay	
• Question	Wording:	Do	you	favor,	oppose,	or	neither	favor	nor	oppose	

requiring	employers	to	pay	women	and	men	the	same	amount	for	the	same	
work?	
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• Response	Options:	1=Favor	a	great	deal;	2	=	favor	moderately;	3	=	favor	a	
little;	4	=	neither	favor	nor	oppose;	5	=	oppose	a	little;	6	=	oppose	
moderately;	7	=	oppose	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-

pressured	
	
Health	Insurance	Spending	

• Variable	Name:	healthspend	
• Question	wording:	Do	you	favor	an	increase,	decrease,	or	no	change	in	

government	spending	to	help	people	pay	for	health	insurance	when	they	
can’t	pay	for	it	all	themselves?	

• Response	Options:	1	=	increase	a	great	deal;	2	=	increase	moderately;	3	=	
increase	a	little;	4	=	no	change;	5	=	decrease	a	little;	6=decrease	moderately;	
7=decrease	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-

pressured	
	
ISIS	–	Troops	on	the	ground	

• Variable	Name:	isis_troops	
• Question	wording:	Do	you	favor,	oppose,	or	neither	favor	nor	oppose	the	U.S.	

sending	ground	troops	to	fight	Islamic	militants,	such	as	ISIS,	in	Iraq	and	
Syria?	

• Response	Options:	1=Favor	a	great	deal;	2	=	favor	moderately;	3	=	favor	a	
little;	4	=	neither	favor	nor	oppose;	5	=	oppose	a	little;	6	=	oppose	
moderately;	7	=	oppose	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-
pressured	

• Coding	for	Republicans:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-
pressured	

	
Minimum	Wage	

• Variable	Name:	minwage	
• Question	Wording:	Should	the	minimum	wage	be	raised,	kept	the	same,	

lowered	but	not	eliminated,	or	eliminated	altogether?	
• Response	options:	1	=	raised;	2	=	kept	the	same;	3	=	lowered;	4	=	eliminated	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	2,3,	4	=	cross-pressured;	1	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1	=	cross-pressured;	2,3,4	=	not	cross-pressured	
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Paid	leave	for	parents	of	new	children	

• Variable	Name:	parleave	
• Question	Wording:	Do	you	favor,	oppose,	or	neither	favor	nor	oppose	

requiring	employers	to	offer	paid	leave	to	parents	of	new	children?	
• Response	Options:	1=Favor	a	great	deal;	2	=	favor	moderately;	3	=	favor	a	

little;	4	=	neither	favor	nor	oppose;	5	=	oppose	a	little;	6	=	oppose	
moderately;	7	=	oppose	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-

pressured	
	
Religious	exemptions	for	health	insurance	

• Variable	Name:	relig_bc	
• Question	Wording:	Do	you	think	employers	who	object	to	birth	control	and	

other	contraceptives	on	religious	grounds	should	or	should	not	be	exempt	
from	the	requirement	that	health	insurance	for	their	workers	cover	
prescription	birth	control?	

• Response	Options:	1	=	should	be	exempt;	2	=	should	not	be	exempt	
• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross-pressured;	2	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2	=	cross-pressured;	1	=	not	cross-pressured	

	
Religious	exemptions	for	wedding	related	services	

• Variable	Name:	relig_srv	
• Question	Wording:	Do	you	think	business	owners	who	provide	wedding-

related	services	should	be	allowed	to	refuse	services	to	same-sex	couples	if	
same-sex	marriage	violates	their	religious	beliefs,	or	do	you	think	business	
owners	should	be	required	to	provide	services	regardless	of	a	couple's	sexual	
orientation?	

• Response	Options:	1	=	should	be	allowed	to	refuse;	2	=	should	be	required	to	
provide	services	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	1	=	cross-pressured;	2	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	2	=	cross-pressured;	1	=	not	cross-pressured	

	
Syrian	Refugees	

• Variables	Name:	randomly	assigned	to	syrians_a	or	syrians_b	
syrians_a	

• Question	Wording:	Do	you	favor,	oppose,	or	neither	favor	nor	oppose	
allowing	Syrian	refugees	to	come	to	the	United	States?	
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• Response	Options:	1=Favor	a	great	deal;	2	=	favor	moderately;	3	=	favor	a	
little;	4	=	neither	favor	nor	oppose;	5	=	oppose	a	little;	6	=	oppose	
moderately;	7	=	oppose	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-

pressured	
syrians_b	

• Question	Wording:	Do	you	favor,	oppose,	or	neither	favor	nor	oppose	
allowing	refugees	fleeing	the	Syrian	civil	war	to	come	to	the	United	States?	

• Response	Options:	1=Favor	a	great	deal;	2	=	favor	moderately;	3	=	favor	a	
little;	4	=	neither	favor	nor	oppose;	5	=	oppose	a	little;	6	=	oppose	
moderately;	7	=	oppose	a	great	deal	

• Coding	for	Democrats:	5,6,7	=	cross-pressured;	1,2,3,4,	=	not	cross-pressured	
• Coding	for	Republicans:	1,2,3	=	cross-pressured;	4,	5,	6,	7=	not	cross-

pressured	
	
Issue	Importance	

• Variable	Name:	issues_oc14	
• Question	Wording:	Which	of	the	following	issues	are	the	most	important	to	

you	in	terms	of	choosing	which	political	candidate	you	will	support?	Please	
rank	which	four	of	these	are	the	most	important	to	you.	

• Issues:	
o issues_oc14_1	–	abortion		
o issues_oc14_2	–	national	debt		
o issues_oc14_3	–	environmental	and	climate	change	
o issues_oc14_4	–	gay	rights	
o issues_oc14_5	–	gun	control	
o issues_oc14_6	–	health	care	
o issues_oc14_7	–	immigration		
o issues_oc14_8	–	poverty		
o issues_oc14_9	–	income	inequality		
o issues_oc14_10	–	unemployment		
o issues_oc14_11	–	economic	growth		
o issues_oc14_12	–	military	strength		
o issues_oc14_13	–	morality	and	religion	in	society		
o issues_oc14_14	–	racism		
o issues_oc14_15	–	social	security		
o issues_oc14_16	–	taxes		
o issues_oc14_17	–	women’s	rights		
o issues_oc14_18	–	Crime		
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o issues_oc14_19	–	foreign	policy	
o issues_oc14_20	–	education		
o issues_oc14_21	–	terrorism	and	homeland	security	

	
Political	Knowledge	

• pk_deficit	
o Question	wording:	Is	the	U.S.	federal	budget	deficit	–	the	amount	by	

which	the	government’s	spending	exceeds	the	amount	of	money	it	
collects	–	now	bigger,	about	the	same,	or	smaller	than	it	was	during	
most	of	the	1990s?	

o Response	options:	1=	bigger;	2	=	about	the	same;	3	=	smaller	
o Correct	answer:	bigger	

• pk_sen	
o Question	wording:	For	how	many	years	is	a	United	States	Senator	

elected	–	that	is,	how	many	years	are	there	in	one	full	term	of	office	
for	a	U.S.	Senator?	

o Response	options:	numeric	box	[responses	1	-99	allowed	to	be	
entered]	

o Correct	answer:	6	years	
• pk_spend		

o Question	wording:	On	which	of	the	following	does	the	U.S.	federal	
government	currently	spend	the	least?	

o Response	options:	1	=	foreign	aid;	2	=	Medicare;	3	=	national	defense;	
4	=	social	security	

o Correct	answer:	foreign	aid	
	
Demographic	Variables:	

• age	=	2016-birthyr	
• gender	(gender)	–	1	=	male;	2	=	female	
• race	(race)	–	1	=	white;	2	=	black;	3	=	Latino;	4	=	other	
• education	(educ)	–	1=	no	high	school;	2	=	high	school	graduate;	3	=	some	

college;	4	=	2	–	year	degree;	5	=	4-year	degree;	6	=	post-graduate	education	

marital	 status	 (marstat)	 –	 1	 =	 married;	 2	 =	 separate;	 3	 =	 divorced;	 4	 =	

widowed;	5	=	single;	6	=	domestic	partnership;	collapsed	into	dichotomous	variable	

1	=	married;	2,3,4,5,6=	not	married	
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