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Abstract

Self-interest theories of political participation and choice have difficulty explaining existing levels of participation and the apparent ethical content of many political choices.  Though researchers have turned toward explanations incorporating both ethical and identity considerations, these explanations have yet to be woven into an integrated theoretical approach.  This paper takes a step toward such an approach by proposing an ethical responsibility model based on psychological theory and research.  Using data from the 1996 Presidential race, this paper seeks to show the responsibility model clarifies how people decide whether to vote and for whom to vote.  Moreover, model variables powerfully mediate a variety of variables typically used to explain electoral participation and choice, indicating these variables ultimately feed into ethical and identity considerations.
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Political scientists have increasingly turned to considerations of identity, ethics, and altruism to explain the apparently other-regarding aspects of many political decisions (Mansbridge, 1990; Petracca, 1991; Stoker, 1990) and the prevalence of collective action (Berry, 1977; Opp, 1986; Uhlaner, 1986).  Such explanations are alternatives to pure self-interest explanations that result in dilemmas that inhibit collective action.  It is difficult to imagine how most individuals could influence political outcomes sufficiently that they would benefit in material ways from their own choices (Elster, 1986)—notwithstanding some rational choice theorizing to the contrary (Chong, 1992; Lohmann, 1993).  In the absence of a clear self-interest motive, ethical and identity considerations make plausible explanations of political action and choice.

Existing efforts to introduce ethical and identity considerations to explain political action and choice do not yet constitute a compelling, integrated theoretical approach.  Many efforts to introduce such considerations focus theoretical development on single factors such as public goods (Muller & Opp, 1986), citizen duty (Riker & Ordeshook, 1973), or group consciousness (Miller et al., 1981).  The ethical and identity factors are generally not imbedded in a larger theoretical framework that explains how and why these factors influence each other and outcome variables.  Consequently, many existing discussions of ethical and identity considerations do not yield clear-cut theoretical inferences or non-obvious predictions.  In part because of the absence of a more elaborated theoretical framework, some rational choice theorists have charged that normative explanations are ad hoc (Chong, 1995; Elster, 1986).

Political science would benefit by borrowing from psychological theories of ethical decision making that help to clarify the compelling logic of ethical decisions motivated by identity maintenance.  This paper introduces a responsibility model of ethical decision making derived from a substantial body of psychological research.  The model includes ethical considerations and considerations relevant to identity, and it explains how and why these considerations combine to guide action choices.  The theoretical framework of the model also begins to clarify how the need to create and maintain a coherent sense of identity necessitates the decision making process depicted in the model
.  The theory is meant as a small step in the direction of a more integrated theory of the influence of ethics and identity.

Using data from the 1996 Presidential race, this paper will seek to show that the proposed responsibility model clarifies how people decide whether to vote and for whom to vote.  Moreover, model variables powerfully mediate a variety of variables from other theories of electoral participation and choice, indicating that these variables ultimately feed into ethical and identity considerations.  The responsibility model also maintains a multitude of suggestive relationships with psychological theories, relationships that yield numerous future research possibilities.  Any new model will raise many questions, all of which cannot be addressed in one paper.  In this paper, the responsibility model will be explained as well as it can be in a few pages, and it will be tested in ways at least as rigorous as tests of related existing models.  This paper is meant to provide initial evidence that the responsibility model deserves further research.

Identity and Altruism in the Political Science Literature

I will focus discussion here on a few identity and ethical considerations prevalent in the political science literature.  Two important ethical considerations in political science are citizen duty and expected public goods.  Citizen duty (Campbell et al., 1960; Riker & Ordeshook, 1973) is a sense of duty to vote regardless of whether a person cares who is elected or believes voting will have an effect.  This context insensitivity raises questions about how such a sense of duty comes about and whether any sensible rationale could lie behind it.  Finally, the notion of citizen duty has typically been connected to a psychology in which affect, and not any specifically ethical or identity-based motivation, is the ultimate driving force of human motivation (Campbell et al., 1960).

In the public goods explanation of political action (Finkel et al., 1989; Finkel & Opp, 1991; Muller et al., 1991; Muller & Opp, 1986; Opp, 1986; Opp et al., 1989), citizens attend to expected public goods—the probability of their or their group's causing a public good to be provided times the value they perceive in the good.  An accomplishment of this model is that it does offer an explanation of how people reason in applying altruistic considerations to political action decisions.  But, this explanation is problematic.  The authors of the public goods model have not convincingly explained why lucid persons would think they have a non-infinitesmal probability of personally altering national political outcomes.  The fact that people report superhuman personal efficacy suggests responses are informed by normative, not expected utility, reasoning.


Also, the public goods model implies that people do not act instrumentally.  It does so by assuming people make decisions based on the probability of their group affecting outcomes.  Because people do not control their group's actions, paying attention to the group's likelihood of success is not instrumental.  Non-instrumental action does appear to play an important role in human activity (Abelson, 1995).  If, however, people can act non-instrumentally, they would have no compelling reason to exclusively use expected utility reasoning in choosing such actions. 

Expected public goods do not fully capture the complexity of ethical responsibilities.  Responsibilities are not equivalent to expected benefits to others.  A lack of responsibility is often cited as a reason not to help the needy.  Finally, the published research on the public goods or the related collective rationality models does not prove that people attend to expected public goods.  The authors never test their interactive model against a simple additive model and they never provide a comprehensive factor analysis of their measures.

Political scientists' treatment of identity considerations generally do not offer a full explanation of how such considerations influence everyday political choices.  One line of research examines the role of identity considerations in extraordinary contexts, with the goal of showing that identity can motivate an altruism free of self-interest (Monroe, 1996; Monroe & Epperson, 1994).  A second line of research shows correlations between group identifications and political choices (Conover, 1984; Miller et al., 1981)
.  Neither line of research has yet built a decision model clarifying how and why identity considerations enter into everyday political choice.

A Responsibility Model of Political Participation and Choice

The responsibility model I elaborate here is an intuitive model of altruistic motivation derived from several social psychological explanations of altruism (Bar-Tal & Bar-Tal, 1991).  As discussed below, the model is compatible with information-processing explanations of voting decisions.  The model incorporates Schwartz's normative decision model (Schwartz & Howard, 1981) and Candee and Kohlberg's (1987) moral decision making model.  These models are supported by extensive lines of research.  In particular, Schwartz experimentally manipulates the self-relevance and moral value perceptions of the responsibility model (Figure 1) and finds changes in subsequent, unobtrusively observed, altruistic behavior (Schwartz 1970).  And, Schwartz shows that responsibility is distinct from social norms and affect (Schwartz & Howard, 1984).

Blasi (1983) explains that, "The function of a responsibility judgment is to determine to what extent that which is morally good is also strictly necessary for oneself."  (p. 198)  People's judgments that they are responsible to pursue some goal are, therefore, formed from at least two ingredients—a judgment that the goal advances what they conceive as the moral
 good and a judgment that their sense of identity requires the action.  According to Blasi, responsibilities motivate because to ignore them would undermine the coherence of a person's sense of self.  A vast literature in psychology confirms that people will go to great lengths to maintain a consistent self-concept (Steele, 1988), and indeed most of life's tasks may revolve around construction of a coherent sense of self (Cantor, 1986; Gollwitzer & Wicklund, 1985).

The responsibility model in Figure 1 indicates that responsibility judgments are affected by perceptions that a goal advances the moral good.  The model calls these perceptions the perceived "moral value" of a goal.  Moral value comes in two flavors (Kahn Jr., 1992).  In one form, moral value is the perception that a goal advances morally worthy but not morally obligatory objectives.  In the context of vote choice, a judgment that a presidential candidate would help improve the economy may make a vote for the candidate seem morally worthy but not necessarily obligatory.  In contrast, a person may believe that all citizens in a democratic society are obligated to vote.  

---------------------------------------------

Figure 1 about here

---------------------------------------------

For obvious reasons, a judgment that a goal advances morally worthy ends does not by itself require action.  Thus, it is perfectly consistent for a person to believe Albert Schweitzer's life is a paragon of morally worthy action, yet not feel personally motivated to go practice medicine in Africa.  Morally worthy goals become personally motivating to the degree people believe the goals are relevant to their sense of self.  On a related issue, it may seem that moral obligations could motivate without self-relevance.  But, people with certain types of moral reasoning confuse moral obligations with conventional and personal prerogatives (Kohlberg & Candee, 1984; Muhlberger, 2000).  Thus, identity considerations might be relevant to obligations as well.

According to the responsibility model, identity influences responsibility judgments via two cognitions—the judgment that a goal is self-relevant and affect toward the goal.  I have introduced affect as a potential influence on sense of responsibility, because affect often serves as a useful heuristic that summarizes past cognition on a topic.  Like self-relevance, affect may help to personalize complex choices (Sorrentino and Higgins 1986).  Neither of these cognitions directly measure identity, but prior research shows that direct measures of identity influence these cognitions (Muhlberger, 1995, Chapter 8), making them doors through which identity affects sense of responsibility.

Schwartz (1981) proposes that feelings of responsibility lead to expectations of internal rewards, which in turn influence motivation.  Internal rewards are affective, self-esteem based reactions to the self (Rigby et al., 1992), that is, "feeling good or bad about one's self."  Internal rewards serve as feedback mechanisms that aid people in shaping and maintaining their self-concept (Bandura 1991).  Sense of responsibility can lead to internal rewards, because responsibility indicates pursuit of particular goals is important for a person's self-concept.

Rigby et al. (1992), however, suggest that internal rewards and punishments may be only one extreme in a continuum of types of motivation, an extreme associated with low internalization of an identity or role.  At higher levels of internalization, the identity becomes so habitual that considerations of rewards and punishments become irrelevant.  Such identity-based motivation may, therefore, result in a direct relationship between sense of responsibility and motivation, as depicted in Figure 1.  Empathy—a motivational state the ultimate goal of which it is to help others—may also help explain a direct connection between sense of responsibility and motivation.  Batson and his colleagues (Batson, 1991; Batson & Shaw, 1991) present an extensive line of experimental research supporting the existence of such empathy.

The responsibility model can be applied to candidate choice as follows.  Voters consider whether the goals a candidate represents are beneficial to others (moral value) and relevant to their sense of who they are (self-relevance and affect).  These cognitions determine sense of responsibility to vote for the candidate.  Sense of responsibility leads either directly to motivation or indirectly to motivation via anticipations of feeling good about oneself for voting.  The responsibility model can also be applied to the decision of whether to vote.  Voters judge whether voting is morally-desirable and whether voting fits their conceptions of who they are ("I am a political person").  These cognitions generate a sense of responsibility to vote.  Voting, however, seems more like a moral obligatory rather than a morally praiseworthy action.  Consequently, the model may apply differently to voting than to candidate choice, perhaps with the identity variables having less of an effect because they may be viewed as inappropriate considerations.

One potential critique of the responsibility model is that the kind of context sensitive responsibility judgments stipulated by the model simply do not exist.  Schwartz's research program, however, was directed at showing the existence of contextualized responsibility judgments.  In six experiments, Schwartz asked subjects how much responsibility they would feel to act in a specific decision context.  Months later, subjects were unobtrusively placed into the context.  Schwartz found that the previously reported sense of responsibility correlates significantly with relevant behavior in these actual contexts (Schwartz, 1973; Schwartz, 1978; Schwartz & Howard, 1984).

The model in Figure 1 is not meant to be a complete account of candidate choice or decisions to vote.  The responsibility model should not mediate factors that are purely self-interested or habitual in nature (party-identification perhaps).  Which factors are needed to supplement the responsibility model needs to be determined empirically.  In addition, the model in Figure 1 does not completely account for electoral choice in a second way.  The model is meant to capture the ideal logic of ethical judgments.  Nothing, for example, prevents a person's affect toward a candidate from directly influencing motivation.  Such an effect, however, would not arise from an ethical judgment.

Real world conditions may also cause people's reasoning to depart from the model.  The model involves moderately complex reasoning processes, processes people employ when they are motivated and not under time pressure (Petty et al., 1997; Tetlock, 1992).  The ideal responsibility model does apply to public interest group participation decisions in prior research (Muhlberger, 1995; Muhlberger, 2000), but these are costly and hence thought-provoking decisions.  In contrast, choosing a presidential candidate may not be particularly costly or engaging for many people.  Time pressure from the brief phone interview employed here may also inhibit complex reasoning.  Respondents may take cognitive shortcuts, such as jumping from perceptions of moral value to anticipations of internal rewards without fully processing the issue of responsibility.  In addition, people may not fully differentiate among the cognitions in the model.

Responsibility model theory does, however, provide certain predictions—for example, that if people were manipulated to consider their decisions important and given enough time to reason through these decisions, their reasoning would conform to the ideal model.  The theory also indicates responsibility judgments should necessarily be significantly related to perceived moral value and one or both of affect and self-relevance.  The theory identifies which cognitions should be central to ethical decisions, even under less than ideal conditions, and it explains why these cognitions go together.  It predicts that these cognitions will dominate ethical choices, by powerfully mediating other considerations that affect such choices.  Finally, the model contains rich connections with psychological theories that suggest many interesting hypotheses for future research, as elaborated in the conclusion.

The responsibility model is consistent with an on-line processing approach (Lodge, Steenbergen, and Brau 1995) that assumes people maintain two evaluative tallies in their heads—one for the moral value of the candidate's goals and the other for the identity-relevance of these goals.  All remaining inferences in the responsibility model, such as responsibility, can be created on the spot from these tallies.

Interaction Effects in the Responsibility Model

On Blasi's reasoning, it may appear that people should be influenced by some form of interaction between moral value and identity (affect and self-relevance).  But, prior research employing rational choice models of public goods decisions, the research most similar to that presented here, does not find significant interactions where theoretically anticipated (DeKay and McClelland 1996).  In this research, people should choose alternatives with the highest expected value—the product of a) the value of the good and b) the probability of the good being achieved.  Instead, people appear to be simplifying their decisions by taking the elements into account additively.

Readers may think the many findings supporting the public goods model of political participation (Muller & Opp, 1986) show people attend to expected value—a key proposition of this model.  In fact, however, none of the findings show expected value significantly affects participation when properly tested.  To properly test whether an interaction is significant requires inclusion in the analysis of the main effects of which the interaction is composed (Jaccard et al., 1990).  In none of the published findings regarding either the public goods or collective rationality model are interactions tested against additive main effects.  Instead, main effects are omitted—an approach likely to yield a significant coefficient for the interaction even if only the additive model is correct.

Consequently, I do not have strong expectations of finding a significant identity times moral value interaction.  Prior rational choice research does not find significant interactions where theoretically expected.  Instead, people appear to simplify their decisions by adding rather than multiplying terms.  Moreover, the brief phone interviews employed here should amplify cognitive shortcuts, and the small data set may have insufficient power to detect significant interaction effects.  This paper, therefore, starts with the default assumption of additivity and test for interactions separately.

If, however, the current data yields significant interactions, this would be an important boost for the responsibility model.  It would show that, despite a small sample and time pressure, respondents took into account an interaction in the responsibility model, whereas they do not take into account theoretically predicted interactions in rational choice models of similar decisions.

Data

Subjects

Respondents were Pittsburgh residents who were selected by random digit dialing.  Of the 80 persons in the final data set, 46% were male.  The average age was 46 (s.d. 17.7), with a range of 19 to 85.  Twelve percent of respondents were African American, 75% were Caucasian, and 13% refused to provide ethnicity.  Seventeen percent of respondents had a high school education or less, 28% had some college, and 52% had completed college or post-graduate degrees (3% refused).  For comparison, these statistics were 44%, 26%, and 30% (probability weighted) for the nationally representative sample of the 1996 National Election Survey (NES), indicating that the sample in this paper is unusually well educated.
  This may limit the generalizability of findings, though it suggests findings may apply well to the better educated who are typically important electoral participators (Wolfinger & Rosenstone, 1980).  On the other hand, the respondents in this study were not appreciably more interested in politics than NES respondents.  Forty-four percent of respondents indicated they were very interested in the presidential campaign, 44% somewhat interested, and 13% not much interested.  This compares with 30%, 54%, and 15% for the 1996 NES (probability weighted).

With respect to response rates, the study yielded 80 completed interviews, 19 interviews that ran into software or hardware problems, 121 refusals, and 65 phone numbers at which no valid interviewee could be found after five calls.  Some of the latter 65 may have been business or other invalid numbers.  Many refusals occurred because the potential respondent could not be convinced we were not telemarketers, who saturate the local area.  We may have attracted a more highly educated sample in part because they were more likely to understand that this was an academic survey.  The response rate (completed / [refused + completed ]) was 40%.  It is important to compare completed to refusals because the refusals are the only group who may have self-selected out of the study.  The sample represents a diverse sample of community members that can provide preliminary evidence on behalf of the responsibility model.

Procedures

Callers contacted persons at randomly-generated phone numbers with non-cellular Pittsburgh exchanges.  They identified themselves as conducting research for Carnegie Mellon University and asked for the person in each household who most recently had a birthday and was a U.S. citizen over 18 years of age.  Callers asked potential respondents whether they would have time to take a 20 minute confidential interview.  If a respondent indicated not, the caller asked if it would be possible to call at another time.  Callers conducted interviews using a Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing system (CATI).  Forty-one percent of respondents were interviewed before the 1996 presidential elections, and 59% were interviewed after the elections.

Questionnaire

The CATI system presented callers with questions in random order (within question type).  The majority of questions were on an 11-point agree-disagree scale ranging from -5 to 5.  Respondents were instructed at the beginning of the interview to imagine a thermometer that went from -5 to 5 with zero in the middle.  A response of -5 should indicate strongly disagree, a response of 5 strongly agree, and zero neither.  Respondents were asked to give responses in the form of some number from -5 to 5 on this scale.  After the introduction which explained this scale, the body of the interview contained all of such agree-disagree questions in a continuous block.  The interview ended with fixed-choice questions ("Are you Republican, Democrat...") and numeric response questions (such as age).  Multiple indicators for the same constructs were combined by simple averaging.

Questions were slightly different for respondents who were interviewed after the election than those interviewed before, to take into account tense and other changes.  Follow-up interviews with 21 of the 33 pre-election respondents indicates that there was perfect consistency between reported intentions to vote in the first interview and reported subsequent voting.

Variables

Reported Behavior Dependent Variables

1)  Decision to Vote—"Did you vote on November 3rd?" (Yes / No / Don't Know / Refuse)

2)  Candidate Choice—"Did you vote for Bob Dole or Bill Clinton?" (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton / Neither / Don't Know / Refuse)

Independent Variables

Responsibility Model of Candidate Choice

Most of these questions were in a question block whose preamble was:  "How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statement?"  Each question was asked once for Bob Dole and once for Bill Clinton.
1)  Moral Value—"The goals that (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton) represents would make the world a better place."  "The goals that (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton) advocates would harm the country."

2)  Self Relevance—"The goals that (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton) advocates are relevant to me."  "The goals that (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton) represents do not matter to someone like me."

3)  Affect—Affect questions were in another question block from the rest of the questions.  They were preambled by:  "Imagine that the 5 on your thermometer stands for Like Very Much and the minus 5 on you thermometer stands for Dislike Very Much."  The questions were:  "Where would you place (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton) on your thermometer?  You can give me any number between 5 and -5."

4)  Responsibility—"I felt no responsibility to vote for (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton)."  "I felt an obligation to vote for (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton)."

5)  Internal Rewards—"Voting for (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton) in another election would make me feel good about myself."  "I would be happy with myself for voting for (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton) in another election."

6)  Motivation—"I felt motivated to vote for (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton)."  "I wanted to vote for (Bob Dole / Bill Clinton)."

Responsibility Model of Decision to Vote

1)  Moral Value—"Voting is the right thing to do."

2)  Affect—Absolute value of the difference of affect toward each candidate.

3)  Self Relevance—The two standard NES questions regarding interest in the current political campaign (political interest).

4)  Responsibility—"I felt a responsibility to vote in the recent election."  "I felt no obligation to vote in the recent election."

5)  Internal Rewards—"Voting does not make me feel good about myself."  "I feel happy about myself whenever I vote."

6)  Motivation—"I felt motivated to vote on November 3rd."  "I did not want to vote on November 3rd."

Alternative Model Variables

1)  Material Benefits —"If my favorite Presidential candidate had won, I would be better off monetarily or in other material ways."

2)   Expected Public Goods —The product of public goods, as measured by the moral value questions in the candidate choice model and efficacy, as measured by the following question:  "My vote would have made a real difference in whether my favorite Presidential candidate won or not."

3)   Collective Rationality —Expected public goods times citizen duty.

4)   Candidate and Policy Evaluations—The full set of candidate evaluation questions (affect, competence, candidate qualities) and the defense, jobs, spending, and blacks policy questions from Rahn et al. (1990).  Rahn et al. use standard National Election Survey (NES) questions.

5)   Contextual and Mobilization Variables—Standard NES questions about self and family member union membership.
  Questions from Rosenstone and Hansen  (1993) regarding employment status, church going, home ownership, years in community, and having been contacted by the political parties.

6)   Political Predispositions—The standard external and internal efficacy, citizen duty, ideology, and party identification questions from the NES.

7)   Demographic Variables—Standard NES questions regarding education, age, ethnicity, and income.

Results

The first analyses below examine the validity of the measures, in particular addressing the question of whether responsibility model variables in fact measure distinct cognitions.  Next, the responsibility model as a whole is tested to determine if it fits the data.  Finally, the two responsibility model variables are tested against a wide variety of standard political science variables used to explain vote choice and voting.

Validity of the Measures

Measures not included in the responsibility model have been borrowed from other sources, as indicated above.  I will rely on these sources to support the validity of these measures.  The convergent and divergent validity of the responsibility model measures are difficult to assess.  These measures are questions about people's immediate, subjective feelings of obligation, perceptions a candidate would harm the country, and so forth.  Establishing the convergent and divergent validity of such "observational" measures is difficult because few established measures suggest themselves for comparison.  I have elsewhere (Muhlberger, 1995) published evidence for the convergent and divergent validity of measures highly similar to those used here (they differ in being applied to public interest group participation choices).  The self-relevance and moral value measures are significantly related to relevant self-concept and ideological measures and not with irrelevant self-concept measures.

Topically-related articles in both political science and psychology journals do not offer evidence for the convergent or divergent validity of observational measures such as those used here (Finkel et al., 1989; Opp, 1986; Vallerand, 1992).  Some of these articles rely on face validity (Finkel & Opp, 1991) and unreported exploratory factor analyses done on subsets of variables (Finkel et al., 1989; Opp, 1986).  And, some articles rely on measures of high face validity that survive confirmatory factor analysis (Vallerand, 1992).  

The measures used here have high face validity, because they are blunt questions about the impressions involved.  This face validity was confirmed by ten "think-out-loud" protocol interviews in which respondents were asked to explain what they thought the questions meant and why they answered as they did.  The measures also do well in overall confirmatory factor analysis of this study's data.  These analyses support the hypothesis that the questions in this study measure distinguishable underlying constructs (factors) as identified in the variables section.  The model tested contained all the responsibility model questions with multiple indicators.  

Two planned multiple indicators did not turn out as planned and are not used in the confirmatory analyses below.  The two affect questions borrowed from Rahn et. al (1990) proved to have virtually no correlation.  This may be due to the small sample or to the finer distinctions drawn by better educated respondents.  The "liking" question more clearly taps affect toward the candidate, so it will be used in later analyses as the measure of affect.  Also, the measures of self-relevance in the candidate model proved to have low correlation and a divergent pattern of relations with other variables.  The "relevance" and "matters" questions in a previous study (Muhlberger, 1995) showed a similar pattern.  I had hoped that slight changes in the matters questions would solve the problem, but they did not.  In the previous study,the relevance question was used as the measure of self-relevance because it has higher face-validity and a more plausible pattern of relations with other variables.  I will use the relevance question here as well.

The confirmatory model tested assumes that the factor loadings of the Clinton and the Dole candidate choice questions will be the same and that the Clinton factors will covary with each other equally as do the Dole factors.  In essence, these assumptions stipulate that people are not using differently weighted decisions for Clinton and Dole.  The model also assumes the decision whether to vote has factors that do not covary with the factors of the candidate models, which is common sense.

This model proved clearly superior (mean bootstrapped ML log-likelihood=542, Akaike information criteria=434; N=1000 in all bootstrapped tests) to a model in which candidate factor loadings were allowed to differ between Clinton and Dole (mean log like.=561, Akaike=458), a model allowing vote factors to covary with candidate factors (mean log like.=589, Akaike=443), and a model requiring vote factors to covary with each other equally as do those within each candidate (mean log like.=552, Akaike=445).  A model in which Clinton factors covary with each other differently than do Dole factors could not be tested because of convergence problems, no doubt due to small sample size.  This alternative model, however, would only do better with respect to fit than the model tested here because it is less constrained.

  The confirmatory model tested here fits the data well.  Fit was assessed using bootstrapping, which is robust against the small sample size of the current data set (N=75 for confirmatory analysis because of missing data).  The Comparative Fit Index was .92 (values above .90 are considered good); Bollen-Stine bootstrapped p=.34 (this tests the null hypothesis that the model does not fit the data; values above .05 are considered good), and all factor loadings are highly significant (all bootstrapped bias-corrected p=.00).

Questions tapping the same factors in the current study are worded similarly to each other, which may make confirmatory factor results unrealistically favorable.  The expected factor structure may fit because respondents memorize their responses and give the same answers to subsequent similar questions.  Respondents, however, would have been hard-pressed to execute such a feat of memory in the current study because questions were asked in random order as determined by a CATI program.

Two additional tests of validity address the important potential criticism that all the variables measure the same construct, perhaps motivation, or at least that many of them measure the same constructs.  This criticism was tested with a permutation test.  In such a test, variables and factors are randomly recombined.  If fewer separate factors exist than in the theoretical model or the model is seriously misspecified, the permutation test should find alternative specifications that fit the data as well as the proposed model.  Of 999 random permutations, 410 did not fit the data as well as the original model, and the rest did not converge, most likely because of poor fit.  This strongly suggests that the variables measured here measure different constructs.

A second test of the criticism that the measures here do not measure separate constructs asks whether the correlations between factors were significantly different than one.  This should prove a difficult test given the small sample size, the likelihood that respondents slurred the differences between cognitions because of the brief interview, and the high expected correlation of responsibility model variables.  Table I shows, however, that the variables pass the test readily.  The one exception was the correlation between responsibility and internal rewards in the voting turnout decision variables, which was not quite significant at the .05 level.

---------------------------------------------

Table I about here

---------------------------------------------

Despite this evidence for significant differences between the responsibility model factors, the estimated correlations of the latent factors in the candidate models in Table I are admittedly high.  These estimates may be a fluke due to the small sample size.  The correlations of the observed variables is much lower, as the first column indicates.  Also, the high factor correlations here may be the result of the brief response time and low motivation of respondents.  Because of these influences, respondents may have slurred together the various cognitions.  In prior research on the responsibility model in which subjects had more time to respond and motivation was higher, the average factor correlation was .69 and the range was .54 to .78 (Muhlberger, 1995; reanalysis of data, study focused on public interest group participation decisions).

If responsibility model questions really measure only one latent variable, there should be no meaningful patterns of significance and non-significance in tests of the entire model, as depicted in Table II in the following section.  The table shows significant relationships between most variables that should be related, such as between moral value and responsibility.  But, it also shows non-significant relationships where there should be none—as between moral value and motivation controlling for sense of responsibility.  Finally, prior research shows that responsibility model variables are moderated in startlingly different ways by moral reasoning sophistication, suggesting that these variables clearly measure different constructs.  Increases in sophistication, an apolitical cognitive skill, leads to decisions more strongly influenced by ethically central cognitions such as sense of responsibility and moral value (Muhlberger, 2000).  And, it leads to less influence for ethically-tangential cognitions such as self-relevance and internal rewards.

Test of the Ethical Responsibility Model

Rahn et al. (1990) maintain that voters make comparative judgments about presidential candidates rather than judging each candidate separately.  If so, voters respond to Likert scale questions about candidates by more or less arbitrarily picking some scale value for one of the candidates and then reporting that value plus the difference they perceive between the candidates for the other.  Thus, responses about individual candidates cannot be trusted but the difference between them can.  

If voters do make only comparative judgments between candidates and arbitrarily pick values for specific candidates, separate equations for each of the two candidates should be far less predictive than equations composed of variables that represent the differences between two candidates (a comparative model).  Predictiveness cannot be tested by directly comparing R2 or standard errors for the individual and comparative models, because the dependent variables differ.  The individual model predictions, however, can be converted into predictions of the comparative dependent variables by simply subtracting the Dole from the Clinton equations.  When this analysis is carried out for the three chief equations of the responsibility model, the overall sum of squared errors for the individual equations and for the comparative equations are virtually indistinguishable (1938.8 and 1915.3, respectively).  The absence of a large difference suggests respondents did not report more or less arbitrary responses for specific candidates.  On the other hand, the comparative model may still be a useful summary of the individual equations because analyses demonstrate that coefficients are not, on the whole, significantly different between equations for Clinton and for Dole (p=.13).

Table II shows coefficients and standard errors for the individual candidates, the comparative model (Clinton minus Dole), and for the voting turnout model, for which the dependent variable was whether a voter indicated having voted (or intending to vote) for a candidate.  All variables are on the same -5 to 5 scale, so unstandardized coefficients are reported.  The voted column does not present analyses in which motivation has been included.  When motivation is included, it generally dominates the analysis.  It is consequently more revealing to leave motivation out and regress voting or turnout on the entire responsibility model excluding motivation.  The comparative model employed an ordered probit to make full use of the data.  The dependent value was coded one for voting for Clinton, minus one for Dole, and zero if another candidate or respondent did not vote.  For readers who want to calculate for themselves what the probit coefficients mean for probabilities, the constants for the Clinton, Dole, comparative, and vote turnout models are:  -.42, .12, (-.19, .47), and 1.18.
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The models in Table II in general fit quite well, explaining a large percentage of variance and having modest standard errors relative to the 11 point scale of the dependent variables.  The R2 of the vote turnout model are appreciably lower than for the candidate models, though its standard errors are about the same.  The perceived moral value of voting and of candidates goals exercises the single most powerful influence on sense of responsibility and, surprisingly, anticipated internal rewards.  Note, however, that moral value has no direct effects on motivation, voting, or vote turnout.  Moral value can be taken as a synonym for public goods, so the table seems to indicate that public goods have no direct effect on candidate choice or voting.  This is important in light of research that suggests that expected public goods have a direct effect on action (Muller et al., 1991).  The next section will deal with expected public goods directly.

Affect toward candidates and the perceived self-relevance of candidate goals have less powerful effects on sense of responsibility than does moral value, but where one of these variables is not significant, the other usually is.  The responsibility model predicts that one or both should influence responsibility, along with moral value.  The exception is the vote turnout model for which neither affect nor self-relevance significantly influence sense of responsibility, but note that affect is nearly significant (p=.08, one-sided).  Perhaps these effects are weak because the vote turnout model, unlike the candidate choice models, involves moral obligations rather than morally worthy responsibilities.

Affect also has a consistently significant, albeit relatively weak, influence on internal rewards for the candidate choice models.  But for one exception, affect has no direct effects on motivation, voting, or turnout.  This finding contradicts theories that present affect as the final step in people's decision-making processes (Campbell et al., 1960; Rahn et al., 1990)
.

With a few exceptions, moral value, self-relevance, and affect do not influence motivation, reported vote, or turnout.  Effects on motivation, vote, and turnout are dominated, as they should be, by sense of responsibility and anticipated internal rewards.  Where responsibility does not have a significant direct effect on voting for a candidate, it has a significant indirect effect through internal rewards.  For the most part, then, Table II is consistent with the responsibility model.  The largest departure from the model is the large and significant effects of moral value on internal rewards, an issue to be addressed in the discussion.

A potential critique of the results is that the behavioral influence of responsibility model variables is overstated because people infer from their actions what their level of responsibility or internal rewards should be.  To determine the real effect of responsibility model variables on action, it would be best to interview people before the election to obtain the model variables and reinterview them after the election to determine their behavior.  Thus, responsibility model variables would be measured before behavior could influence them (at least for the current election) and these variables would be used to predict actual behavior (as reported after the election).  Twenty-three follow-up interviews of this kind were conducted in the current study.  There were, however, no differences between behavioral intentions reported in the first interview and reported behavioral in the follow-up, even though the average number of days between the first interview and follow-up was 33 and the minimum number was 19.  If this is any indication, then the effects of responsibility model variables in the current study are not much overstated.  It should also be noted that possible bi-directional influences between cognitions and behavior are not unique to the responsibility model.  Behavior can influence political predispositions and attitudes as well.

Interaction Effects in the Responsibility Model
To test for an interaction between moral value and identity (self-relevance and affect), a new variable was added to the Clinton and Dole equations having responsibility as their dependent variable.  This new variable was moral value times the sum of self-relevance and affect.  For both the Clinton and the Dole equations, the interaction proved significant and positive (p<.05 and p<.00, respectively; main effects are positive as well).  Moreover, a detailed analysis shows that it is the identity variable not significant in Table II (self-relevance for Dole and affect for Clinton) that does the most to make the interaction significant—indicating these variables do play a significant role after all.

A similar analysis for vote turnout unveils a small but significant negative interaction (p=.03).  A three-dimensional graph reveals that responsibility generally rises with larger values of both moral value and identity, because of positive main effects.  But, the interaction causes a slight dip where moral value equals identity.  This pattern might be a manifestation of an understanding that identity considerations are not quite appropriate in vote turnout decisions, which many view as moral obligations.

Candidate Choice:  Responsibility Vs. Alternative Model Variables
If the responsibility model accurately describes the final stages of people's vote choices, variables in the model should prove to strongly mediate other cognitions that influence these decisions.  To test this hypothesis, I tested responsibility model variables against variables from alternative models, including variables in the Rahn et. al social cognitive model of candidate appraisal (Rahn et al., 1990) and variables representing the related public goods and collective rationality models (Finkel et al., 1989; Opp et al., 1989).  Neither of the latter two models have previously been applied to vote choice, though they have been applied to campaign participation (Finkel & Opp, 1991); nevertheless, an application to vote choice follows readily from the theory behind these models.

To demonstrate that responsibility model cognitions mediate many other types of cognitions, I will focus on comparisons of one responsibility model variable against one alternative model variable at a time.  This will help clarify which variables are being mediated by which responsibility model variables.  I will not, however, be comparing the models wholesale.  Comparing whole models when these models have multiple stages, as do the responsibility and social cognitive models, proves quite difficult and does not directly address the hypothesis.  Also, given the small amount of data here, model comparisons lead to identification and collinearity problems.

Table III shows how alternative variables fare when tested against responsibility model variables as explanations of candidate choice.  I have adopted the full comparative model here to simplify presentation (all independent variables are differences in perceptions between Clinton and Dole).  The dependent variable of these ordered probit analyses distinguishes voting for Clinton, for Dole, or for neither (zero value).  The table presents unstandardized coefficients and z-scores for each variable.  Z-scores are reported because they give a rough idea of how much of the behavior of the dependent variable each independent variable explains.  They do so because they take into account both the overall size of the coefficient and how well the results fit the variable, in terms of standard error.  Partial correlations, for example, are an arithmetic transformation of t-scores in a regular regression.  The top half of Table III shows coefficients for various alternative variables, either by themselves (controlling for "nothing") or in analyses containing responsibility model variables.  The bottom half reports the same information for responsibility model variables to allow comparison of the effects of multivariate regressions on these variables as well as the alternative variables. 
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If a responsibility model variable mediates an alternative variable, regressing a responsibility model variable along with the alternative variable should reduce the coefficient size and z-score of the alternative variable appreciably more than for the responsibility variable.  An examination of the first column of Table III reveals that all alternative model variables but one significantly and, in most cases, substantially predict vote choice.  The remaining columns in the top half of the table show that inclusion of any responsibility model variable makes three variables completely non-significant—these three being leadership, character, and foreign policy.  This proves important theoretically because leadership ("competence" in Rahn et al.) and character ("personal qualities" in Rahn et al.) are key cognitive summary variables in the social cognitive model.  Party identification remains significant, though barely so, and shows a halving of coefficient size.  Domestic policy proves non-significant when moral value is controlled, suggesting that the effect of domestic policy is mediated by perceptions of moral value.  Only ideology and party identification prove consistently significant, which is not surprising given their "habitual" quality.  Nevertheless, their influence does decline considerably, both in terms of coefficient sizes and z-scores, suggesting that even habit-based factors depend in part on expectations of current considerations, particularly anticipated internal rewards.

In comparison to the alternative model variables, responsibility model variables show relatively little reduction in coefficient size and z-scores.  In all but one case, z-scores of these variables remain at or above 3.26.  Only when analyzed against party identification do the responsibility model variables lose an appreciable amount of their coefficient sizes—an average lose of 22%—and from their z-scores—an average lose of 35%.  By comparison, however, responsibility model variables reduce the coefficients and z-scores of pary identification on average 47% and 57%, respectively.  Anticipated internal rewards appears to mediate much of the effects of party identification, but not all of it.  Similarly, it appreciably reduces the impact of ideology.

Table III also shows the expected public goods variable ("public goods"), which does not prove significant even in a univariate analysis.  It does prove significant when tested as it is in the literature—a test that is statistically inappropriate, as discussed above.  Also tested but not reported in the table are collective rationality and costs of voting, neither of which proves remotely significant.  A final factor tested was anticipated personal material benefits resulting from a favorite candidate winning.  Material benefits are significant in a univariate regression (p=.00), but these benefits are not remotely significant when controlling for any of the variables in the responsibility model.  Perhaps material benefits are spuriously related to candidate choice:  candidates who "make the world a better place" (moral value) will often materially benefit the respondent, but the real reason for the candidate choice is expected improvements for everyone.

Decision to Vote:  Responsibility Vs. Alternative Model Variables
  Next, the responsibility model variables were tested against alternative explanations of voting participation.  The alternative models considered are the standard political science predisposition model (Campbell et al., 1960), contextual and mobilization model (Rosenstone & Hansen, 1993), and demographic model (Teixeira, 1987).  Table IV duplicates for the decision to vote what Table III shows for choice of candidate, though self-relevance is omitted because it is the standard political science measure of political interest.  The dependent variable measures which respondents reported voting.  All independent variables are on a -5 to 5 scale, except gender, which is dichotomous.
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The dependent variable has low variability, with only 11% of the sample reporting not having voted.  Consequently, it is unsurprising that variables that typically affect voting, such as citizen duty, party identification strength, efficacy, and home ownership show only trends rather than significant values in the univariate regressions.  A multitude of other variables tested did not even show trends.  These include internal and external efficacy (the table reports the public goods model's efficacy), ideological strength, education, income, log of income, working, church attendance, and expected material benefits.  Three other variables—union membership, knows a union member, and having been contacted by a party—showed insufficient variation to allow testing.  It is an indication of the power of the responsibility model variables that two of the three variables reported proved significant.

The responsibility model variables, with the exception of moral value which is not significant to begin with, generally do not show much reduction either in coefficient size or z-score when tested against the alternative variables.  In turn, they do reduce the coefficient size and z-scores of almost all the alternative model variables, even those that show only trend relationships, including party identification strength, citizen duty, and efficacy.  In particular, sense of responsibility substantially undermines the influence of all but perceived closeness of the race and years in the community.  Number of years in the community may escape the influence of sense of responsibility because it is a contextual variable that may have its influence via social pressure.

Table IV shows that citizen duty does not significantly influence decision to vote even in a univariate analysis.  In contrast, sense of responsibility proves highly significant and even undermines the trend citizen duty shows in the univariate analysis.  This finding deserves attention because it suggests that citizen duty and sense of responsibility measure different cognitions and that whatever sense of responsibility measures proves to be a far better explanation of who votes.  I will return to this issue in the discussion.

Finally, a number of variables could not be presented in Table IV because of space limitations.  Perceptions that voting would "take too much time" significantly influence voting (p=.00), but when sense of responsibility is controlled, this time cost variable has a barely significant effect (p=.05).  Reading a lot about the campaign in the newspaper significantly affects voting (p=.02), but not when controlling for responsibility (p=.15).

Discussion

This paper has shown that the responsibility model can explain both choice of presidential candidate and decision to vote (Table II).  The model has also been applied successfully to attending public interest group meetings (Muhlberger, 1995) and altruistic decisions more generally (Schwartz & Howard, 1981).  The wide applicability of this model of ethical decision making demonstrates its parsimony and power.  Moreover, the variables of the responsibility model appear to mediate the behavioral effects of many variables considered important in the political science literature (Tables 3 and 4)—including perceived candidate competence and character, party identification, citizen duty, efficacy, age, and gender.  The responsibility model variables also outperform a wide variety of other variables—expected public goods, collective rationality, material benefits, ideological strength, education, income, working, and church attendance.

Importantly, the theoretically predicted interaction effects in the candidate models prove significant.  This serves as an impressive confirmation of the model, a confirmation that rational choice models that predict significant interactions in the form of expected value do not enjoy, even with appreciably more data than is available here.

One objection to the apparent success of the responsibility model may be that people exaggerate the moral causes of their actions on surveys.  Despite the intuitive plausibility of this hypothesis, the evidence to date suggests that people prefer to portray themselves as self interested, even when they are not (Lerner, 1982; Sears & Lau, 1983).  Perhaps self interest has so come to define rationality that people believe they should portray themselves as self interested even when they are not.  Also, prior research involving self-administered interviews indicate that the responsibility model strongly predicts subsequent surreptitiously observed action (Muhlberger, 1995; Muhlberger, 2000; Schwartz, 1970; Schwartz & Howard, 1984).  Such findings cannot be readily explained by social desirability considerations.

A particularly interesting finding here is the considerably greater power of sense of responsibility relative to citizen duty in predicting decision to vote—despite the apparent similarity of these variables.  The difference may be due to the context insensitivity of citizen duty.  The questions composing the citizen duty scale ask people whether they would feel a duty to vote even in the most adverse contexts.  The questions about sense of responsibility simply ask if respondents felt an obligation to vote in the current election.  This may make sense of responsibility intelligently sensitive to context—something not possible for citizen duty.  Feelings of responsibility to vote might vary, for example, by how personally relevant the issues of the current race appear.  Schwartz's (1984) research program firmly establishes that people do form situation-specific norms that guide their ethical behavior, even when unobtrusively observed months after they state these norms.  It is probable, therefore, that political scientists have underestimated the influence of ethical considerations on turnout because their conceptualization of ethical duties makes these duties context insensitive.

Admittedly, the effect of responsibility on behavior may be overstated because behavior might influence reported responsibility for those interviewed after the election.  As noted earlier, however, a number of follow-up interviews in the current study found no discrepancies between intended behavior before the election and behavior reported after the election.  This suggests that the effects of responsibility might not be much overstated in this study.  Even if there is substantial exaggeration, it nevertheless remains true that citizen duty may appreciably understate the influence of ethical considerations on behavior.  The correct solution is to conduct research designed to tease apart the bi-directional influence of behavior and cognition, not to handicap ethical considerations by making them context insensitive.

The responsibility model also displays a strong logic that suggests testable, theory-based responses to problematic evidence.  For instance, two testable explanations present themselves for the unexpected direct effects of perceived moral value on expectations of internal rewards.  First, it may be that this direct effect disappears when people are given more time to make decisions and are manipulated to expend effort on the decisions.  This hypothesis could easily be tested by telling people they will have to explain their answers (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999).  A second hypothesis is that there may be a weaker form of responsibility that is not captured by questions about having a responsibility or an obligation.  There are theoretical reasons for believing that moral value may instill a sense of "ought to" or "should" that is less obligatory than the responsibility measured by questions here.  This hypothesis could easily be tested with a pair of new questions to measure weaker feelings of "should."

The responsibility model has the advantage of positioning identity maintenance as the ultimate motivator of political choice and action, a position affect has held in much of the political science literature (Campbell et al., 1960; Rahn et al., 1990).  In brief, people do not vote for a candidate because they like the candidate but because they believe that voting for the candidate will make them feel good about themselves.  This matters because what social scientists construe as the ultimate motivators of action has considerable impact on what factors they consider for less proximate causes.  

A shift in focus to identity considerations also matters because it makes relevant a voluminous literature in psychology regarding how people maintain their sense of identity, which can suggest many interesting hypotheses.  For example, Steele's (1988) research indicates that people try to maintain an overall sense of being good, valuable persons.  They can maintain that sense in the face of a threat even with actions completely irrelevant to the threat.  Steele's research design might be applied in the domain of voting to see whether making people feel good about themselves for completely unrelated reasons decreases the probability that they vote.  Also, differences in moral reasoning style may make some people more susceptible to such indirection than others (Candee & Kohlberg, 1987; Muhlberger, 2000).

As the theoretical sections of this paper indicate, the responsibility model has a rich set of connections with a variety of psychological theories of decision making, altruistism, moral reasoning, motivation, and information processing.  These connections suggest numerous hypotheses for future research, many of which would not be evident without the model.  They also open the possibility of bringing new psychological research approaches into political science.  A few hypotheses implicit in the model and related literature include these:  

1)  People keep on-line tallies of both the benefits of a politician's goals and the self-relevance of these goals.  2) People made self-conscious by political advertisements making many "you" references should show a stronger effect of model cognitions on behavior.  3) Sophisticated moral reasoners should stress ethical considerations.  This is politically important because such people may show more persistent and less event-driven political mobilization than people who stress such factors as internal rewards.  4) People with higher levels of dispositional empathy (Batson, 1991) or of internalized political motivation (Koestner, Losier, Vallerand et al. 1996) should show stronger direct effects of responsibility on motivation.  Such people may also show differences in the character of their political mobilization.  5) Response times to questions deeper in the model should be slower because they take more processing time.  6) People given more time and manipulated to feel greater motivation should conform precisely to the responsibility model, while others should show shortcuts.  7)  People who are adept at responsibility denial (Schwartz & Howard, 1980) should be less responsive to a sense of responsibility to vote.

In addition to specific hypotheses, a number of more general research avenues suggest themselves.  More needs to be learned regarding what particulars people have in mind when they say political goals are self-relevant or would make the world a better place.  In particular, future research should focus on how particular self-concepts inform perceptions of the self-relevance of a candidate's goals.  Finally, the ethical responsibility model may be a tool for investigating poorly understood effects of context (Books & Prysby, 1988), mobilization (Fireman & Gamson, 1979), and demographics.  These environmental effects may operate in part by affecting people's reasoning about participation.  By measuring ethically-relevant variables along with environmental variables, it may be possible to clarify how environmental variables influence participation decisions.
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Table I:  Correlations Of Variables and Of Factors

Correlation Between These Variables:
Mean Correlation Between Observed Variables (Range)†
Estimated Correlation Between Latent Factors

CANDIDATES MODEL



Moral Value / Responsibility
.51 (.29-.68)
.82*

Moral Value / Internal Rewards
.70 (.65-.76)
.91*

Moral Value / Motivation
.65 (.57-.77)
.83*

Responsibility / Int. Rewards
.61 (.44-.78)
.87*

Responsibility / Motivation
.62 (.43-.86)
.88*

Internal Rewards / Motivation
.80 (.76-.85)
.89*





VOTING TURNOUT MODEL



Responsibility / Int. Rewards
.44 (.24-.69)
.80

Responsibility / Motivation
.44 (.33-.55)
.61*

Internal Rewards / Motivation
.40 (.34-.52)
.61*

†These are the mean of the four correlations between the observed variables for each candidate.  The range of these correlations is in parantheses.

*Bias Corrected Percentile Bootstrap p<.05 (one-sided), testing null hypothesis that the correlation equals one.  Bootstrap N=1000.

Table II:  Responsibility Model Coefficients


Dependent Variables



Indep. Variable/

Model
Responsibility

OLS Coef. (s.e.)
Internal Rewards

OLS Coef. (s.e.)
Motivation

OLS Coef. (s.e.)
Voted

Probit Coef.(s.e.)

Moral Value/

Clinton

Dole

Clinton-Dole

Vote Turnout


.38** (.14)

.46*** (.13)

.44**(.13)

.95** (.36)
.46*** (.11)

.54*** (.12)

.57*** (.11)

.57** (.19)
.06 (.12)

.00 (.17)

-.19 (.14)

.31 (.38)
.11 (.10)

.09 (.10)

.01 (.09)

-.25 (.23)

Self-Relevnc./

Clinton

Dole

Clinton-Dole

Vote Turnout
.17* (.09)

.03 (.10)

.10 (.11)

.06 (.18)
.11* (.06)

.03 (.10)

.07 (.09)

.17 (.13)
.13 (.09)

.10 (.09)

.19* (11)

.26* (.13)
.17** (.07)

.04 (.06)

.01 (.06)

.02 (.13)



Affect/

Clinton

Dole

Clinton-Dole

Vote Turnout


.19 (.14)

.39** (.12)

.32** (.10)

.15 (.10)
.17* (.09)

.29* (.12)

.20* (.10)

.08 (.06)
.17 (.12)

.00 (.12)

.24* (.12)

.09 (.08)
.04 (.08)

.10 (.09)

.06 (.06)

.17* (.08)

Responsibil./

Clinton

Dole

Clinton-Dole

Vote Turnout



.40*** (.09)

.18* (.11)

.26** (.09)

.36** (.13)
-.03 (.11)

.40*** (.12)

.22* (.11)

.34** (.14)
-.09 (.09)

.21** (.07)

.01 (.06)

.36*** (.10)

Intnl Rewards/

Clinton

Dole

Clinton-Dole

Vote Turnout


.74*** (.18)

.57** (.18)

.72*** (.14)

.21 (.17)
.23* (.11)

.09 (.10)

.20** (.08)

.00 (.13)

Clinton 

Dole

Clinton-Dole

Vote Turnout
R2=.43  s.e.=2.6

R2=.49  s.e.=2.7

R2=.67  s.e.=3.4

R2=.21  s.e.=2.3
R2=.79  s.e.=1.7

R2=.70  s.e.=2.1

R2=.86  s.e.=2.5

R2=.40  s.e.=1.8
R2=.79  s.e.=1.9

R2=.75  s.e.=2.1

R2=.87  s.e.=2.79

R2=.40  s.e.=2.02
Pseudo R2=.52

Pseudo R2=.54

Pseudo R2=.49

Pseudo R2=.39

Note:  Unstandardized coefficients for Clinton, Dole, Clinton minus Dole (comparative), and vote turnout models.  The voted column means, respectively for each model, voted for Clinton, Dole, Clinton, or reported voting.  N=80 for responsibility and internal rewards, 75 for motivation, 72 for candidate vote, 73 vote comparative model, and 74 for reported voting.

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, one-tailed.  p's are robust.
Table III:  Responsibility Model Vs. Alternative Model Variables As Explanations of Vote Choice


Alternative Model Variable Coefficients Controlling for These Responsibility Model Variables (Dependent Variable is Voting for Clinton):



Altern. Model Variables
Nothing

Coef. (z)
Internal Rewards

Coef. (z)
Responsi-bility

Coef. (z)
Moral Value

Coef. (z)
Self-Relevance

Coef. (z)

Party ID
.34*** (5.74)
.13* (1.76)
.22** (2.99)
.15* (2.00)
.22** (3.01)

Leadership
.20*** (4.70)
-.08 (-1.07)
.05 (.85)
-.01 (-.22)
.09* (1.67)

Character
.22*** (4.66)
-.11 (-1.24)
.06 (.28)
-.00 (-.03)
.07 (1.27)

Ideology
.24*** (4.66)
.16** (2.54)
.18** (3.08)
.17** (2.78)
.21*** (3.51)

Domest. Pol.
.30*** (4.85)
.15* (2.08)
.17** (2.52)
.12 (1.60)
.16* (2.24)

Foreign Pol.
.12** (2.93)
-.10 (-1.48)
.01 (.25)
-.04 (-.66)
.05 (1.08)

Public Goods
-.00 (-.26)
-.01 (-.73)
-.00 (-.14)
N/A
.00 (.04)


Responsibility Model Variable Coefficients Controlling for Social-Cognitive Model Variables in Left Column



Controlling These Vars.:

Internal Rewards
Responsi-bility
Moral Value
Self-Relevance

Nothing

.28*** (5.86)
.22*** (5.44)
.25*** (5.87)
.19*** (5.52)

Party ID

.23*** (4.33)
.14*** (3.26)
.26*** (4.36)
.12** (2.83)

Leadership

.32*** (4.91)
.19*** (3.68)
.26*** (4.78)
.15*** (3.77)

Character

.34*** (4.59)
.19*** (3.98)
.26*** (4.45)
.16*** (3.81)

Ideology

.26*** (5.32)
.20*** (4.67)
.24*** (5.10)
.17*** (4.85)

Domest. Pol.

.24*** (4.83)
.17*** (3.87)
.21*** (4.17)
.14*** (3.38)

Foreign Pol.

.33*** (5.06)
.21*** (4.95)
.27*** (5.24)
.18*** (5.06)

Note:  Table shows coefficients for ordered probit analyses with voting for Clinton, for Dole, or neither regressed on variables of the responsibility model and alternative models.  All independent variables are in terms of differences between perceptions of Clinton and of Dole (comparative model).  N=73 or 72 throughout.

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, one-tailed.

Table IV:  Responsibility Model Vs. Alternative Model Variables As Explanations of Voting


Alternative Model Variable Coefficients Controlling for These Responsibility Model Variables (Dependent Variable is Voting or Not Voting):



Altern. Model Variables
Nothing

Coef. (z)
Internal Rewards

Coef. (z)
Responsi-bility

Coef. (z)
Moral Value

Coef. (z)


Citizen Duty
.08 (1.10)
.04 (.50)
-.08 (-.59)
.07 (.89)


Party ID Strg
.14 (1.15)
.11 (.81)
.12 (.72)
.13 (1.08)


Efficacy
.07 (1.42)
.03 (.76)
-.04 (-.71)
.07 (1.26)


Age
.34** (2.68)
.35** (2.47)
.27 (1.61)
.34** (2.56)


Gender
-.70* (-1.66)
-.61 (-1.4)
-.42 (-.85)
-.66 (-1.56)


Close Race
.12** (2.94)
.20*** (3.48)
.14** (2.68)
.12** (2.89)


Yrs Commun
.47** (2.60)
.46* (3.27)
.56** (3.11)
.46** (2.75)



Responsibility Model Variable Coefficients Controlling for Social-Cognitive Model Variables in Left Column



Controlling These Vars.:

Internal Rewards
Responsi-bility
Moral Value


Nothing

.19* (2.20)
.32*** (4.04)
.17 (1.02)


Citizen Duty

.18* (2.15)
.35*** (3.54)
.14 (.82)


Party ID Strg

.18* (2.03)
.32*** (4.18)
.15 (.96)


Efficacy

.17* (2.29)
.35*** (4.54)
.13 (.80)


Age

.20* (2.05)
.32*** (3.53)
.09 (.47)


Gender

.17* (1.96)
.31*** (3.46)
.10 (.60)


Close Race

.30** (2.75)
.33*** (4.14)
.19 (1.25)


Yrs Commun

.20* (1.98)
.36*** (3.75)
.13 (.76)


Note:  Table shows coefficients for probit analyses with vote turnout regressed on variables of the responsibility model and alternative models.  All independent variables are in terms of differences between perceptions of Clinton and of Dole (comparative model).   N varies between 72 and 76, except for age which has N=66.

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001, one-tailed.  p's are robust.

Figure 1.  The Responsibility Model



�  "...an action may be considered to be moral if it is motivated by concerns or reasoning that meet the formalist philosophers' claims of impartiality, universality, generalizability, and internal consistency." � ADDIN ENRef ��(Candee & Kohlberg, 1987, p. 555)�





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��A responsibility model is developed to explain how people decide whether to vote and for whom to vote.  The theory behind the model clarifies how moral considerations and identity combine to influence political choice and behavior.  Three hypotheses are tested:  1) The employed indicators of responsibility model constructs measure distinguishable cognitions.  2) Questionnaire responses regarding candidate choice and decision to vote will fit the responsibility model as a whole.  3) Responsibility model variables mediate the influence of a wide variety of variables typically used to explain candidate choice and decision to vote, including political predispositions, mobilization and contextual factors, and demographic variables.  All three hypotheses are supported by the data.  





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��The model deals with immediate impressions rather than structural factors influencing moral decisions.  Specifying how immediate moral cognitions combine to affect action choice is, however, an important first step toward studying the effect of moral reasoning structures, as I will explain in the discussion.  


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Also, by assuming that people make decisions based on the probability that their group might affect outcomes, the public goods model implies that identity and group consciousness enter into participation decisions.  The model does not clarify why identity has such effects and whether it might have others as well.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��doublecheck conover


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��  The model proposed in Figure 1 does not necessarily apply in the same way to everyone for all types of moral choices.  My goal here, however, is not to elaborate on interesting peripheral issues but to describe the core logic of the model.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��On Blasi's reasoning, it may appear that people should be influenced by some form of interaction between identity (affect and self-relevance) and moral value.  But, prior research on people's decision making with respect to public goods indicates most people do not estimate interactions though theory indicates they should � ADDIN ENRef ��(DeKay and McClelland 1996)�.  In this research, people should choose alternatives with the highest expected value—the product of a) the value of the good and b) the probability of it being achieved.  Instead, most people base their choices on each of these considerations additively, except where one of the considerations has a near zero value.  This suggests people are making decisions in a less cognitively taxing way—hardly a surprise.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� variable V960607 in the 96NES


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� variable V960201


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��  As for candidate preferences, two people switched from Clinton to Dole and one from Dole to a third party candidate.  Changes in candidate preferences are to be expected and do not suggest the pre-election information was incorrect at that time.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �� Doublecheck


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��  WAIT, this test should be one-sided, not two-sided.  that means you get to cut your significance in half!  (Good!)  Need to alter paper to reflect this.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Doublcheck campbell


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��    WAIT:  the right way to do this analysis is to see if there's greater attitude change among those who acted contrary to their own expectations in the polling booth.  But then you have the problem that some people will have legitimately changed their views.  Anyway, I can't do this kind of analysis w/ the pre / post data because no one in the pre-election set reported having acted contrary to expectations at the polls.  The really funky thing here is why there is higher variance for resp & votmot for the straddling election group than for those who didn't straddle.  Maybe because of legit opinion change?--there's less pressure to change opinions after the campaign is over.


If people shape their responsibility model cognitions to conform to behavior, it should be the case that cognitions recorded prior to the election differ considerably from those recorded in a follow-up interview after the election.  Brief follow-up interview data was available for 40 respondents.  For about half of these respondents, the first interview occurred before the election and the follow-up occurred after the election.  For the other half, both the first and follow-up interviews occurred after the election.  If people shape their cognitions to conform to their voting and candidate choice in the polling booths, cognitions should differ more between the first and second interviews among the first half of respondents, whose interviews straddle the actual elections, than for respondents for whom both interviews occurred after the election.  NOTE:  See last entry in Boiler 2 Output.log, there is some evidence for transformation of attitudes as a result of behavior.  True for resp. in candidate choice & reported vote motivation in other model.  Need to do a study to see if this is also true for pol attitudes & predispositions.





If so, there should be significantly larger coefficients for responsibility or internal rewards as predictors of behavior after the election than before.  Responsibility as a predictor of voting turnout has a non-significantly (p=.55, two-sided) larger coefficient before the election rather than after, and the same is true for affect (p=.34).  Internal rewards as a predictor of candidate choise also has a non-significantly larger coefficient before the election (p=.17).





�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��  Age, which proves significant when tested with the other responsibility model variables proves not significant with responsibility, indicating that its effect may be mediated by sense of responsibility.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  ��Persons who see themselves as politically aware or as good citizens should report higher levels of self-relevance of candidate political goals � ADDIN ENRef ��(Muhlberger, 1995)�.








