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ABSTRACT
Although the American political system is often thought of as comprised of two parties,

there are in fact often elections in which three or more parties are competing at the national level.
In a national election with a Democratic, Republican and Independent candidate, voting often
may be no longer about a preferred candidate or party, but instead about strategy. Perhaps one of
the most important sources for strategic decision making in these elections is polling data. Given
that polling data play a particular role in these elections, this research was conducted to examine
just what role polling data play on Independent voting behavior in a three-party election. In this
study, a preferred candidate was assigned and hypothetical polls with varied percentage points
were used in an experimental design to determine how poll percentages affect the likelihood of
voting for the preferred Independent candidate. To understand the decision making process,
variations on the polling scenarios were utilized to examine the influence of the overall poll
numbers, leading party, the percentage trend over time, as well as other demographic and
cognitive items. The results suggested a significant relationship between the percentages for
Independent candidates reported in polls and the likelihood of voting for him/her, regardless of
gender, ethnicity, which major party candidate is leading in the polls and recent trends in the
polling percentage of the candidate. While other relationships were found in the data to predict
specific voting patterns, such as degree of partisanship affecting the likelihood of voting for an
Independent candidate in any polling scenario, none significantly influenced the trend found as a
result of the different percentage variations. The study demonstrated that, regardless of these
variables, as poll numbers go up for the preferred Independent candidate, the likelihood of voters
willing to vote for the candidate will also increase, confirming the hypothesis that polling data

influence Independent voting behavior.



Introduction

As we approach another presidential election, ipslis once again center stage for many
Americans. The media will be inundated with elettiories and the discussions among the
electorate about candidates, platforms and paréiebegun. If trends over the last 10 years
continue, there will be a great deal of discussameng voters about how disenfranchised they
are with both the democratic and republican partadlup polls since 2004 have shown a
growing trend of voters identifying themselvesadeipendent voters (Gallup, 2015) with 60% of
those polled indicating a need for a third majatypaAt 42% of those polled, independent
affiliation represents a larger percent of the elete than either of the two major political
parties. Given this unwillingness to identify weifther of the two major political parties, why
are the majority of those in political offices, esglly including those elected more recently,
either republicans or democrats?

There are obvious answers to this question, anet otfknown forces at play. First, it is
important to consider that while the Democrat aegublican parties represent a fairly cohesive
set of beliefs, the independent category includesGreen party, the Libertarian party, the
Constitution party and every other political pafjis means that while independents may in
fact hold a majority within the electorate, thatjomiy is actually splintered into many smaller
percents for each party that falls under the Inddpet label. Most important to this study,
however, is the consideration that while many pesglf-identify as independent, many of these
voters will ultimately vote for either a republicana democrat.

Given the disenfranchisement with the two existimgjor parties, it should be examined
why, in a system in which each eligible voter hiisnate control over their vote, the people

seemingly continue to vote against their own irgexePrior psychological and political research



has shed some light on this phenomenon. Reseaggests there are two important forces at
play that should be considered when attemptingittetstand voting behavior, in particular what
this paper calls independent voting (voting foraaty/candidate other than a republican or
democrat). First, the largely political principtepted in the Nash-programme in game theory,
that when a preferred candidate is not seen dy liaavin, a voter will often vote for the second
most preferred candidate to prevent a win for dast preferred candidate, thereby ensuring a
smaller personal win, but minimizing the risk ofg@nal loss. This idea will be discussed in the
influences on independent voting subsection. Ireofor this theory to be as influential as it is
theorized to be, there must be an explanationder Voters decide the likelihood of each
candidate winning. In the US, one major sourcenfifrmation on the potential of a candidate to
win an election is political polls, the effect ohigh must also be examined.

Impact of political polls
Public opinion polls have become a ubiquitous metianent in recent political

campaigns. While the polls themselves attract nattgntion (e.g., scrutiny over methodology
and sample size), the impact of these polls onrsdtas been largely ignored. Further, although
the standard premise is that polls merely reflegiar opinion, polls may also affect popular
opinion. The effect that polls may have on votepshions and ultimately how they vote has
been a concern throughout the world. For exampléhe 1990 Nicaraguan election, polling
organizations refused to share information andspad#ire thought of as propaganda weapons
(Bollinger and Lund 1988; Miller 1991). In facthis been suggested that some of the poll
results in Nicaragua may have been fabricated.|&ilyi the Canadian House of Commons has
debated several bills proposed to ban the pubdicaif political poll results during political
campaigns (Michalos 1991). The publication of pefults immediately before an election is

illegal in Brazil and France. In Germany, whilésitnot illegal, the polling organizations
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voluntarily restrict polling immediately prior tdestions (Marsh 1984). Presumably, polls have
been restricted in these countries because of hgped effects they have on the electorate. A
few previous studies have examined the effect pbsure to political polls on voters' candidate
selection. Although some studies found evidenceubier preference shifts toward the
candidate leading in the polls (i.e., the bandwagféect; Marsh 1985; Michalos 1991; Teer and
Spence 1973, p. 133), other studies found evidtratesoter preference shifts toward the
candidate trailing in the polls (i.e., the under@digct; Ceci and Kain 1982; Fleitas 1971;
Laponce 1966; Lavrakas, Holley, and Miller 1991ye€all the research has been inconclusive
since there has been no one consistent findingat¢he previous studies (Marsh 1984). The lack
of consistent findings may be because these stedmwined the effects of polls at the aggregate
level. However, polls may cause some voters tocswvitieir vote in one direction and others to
switch in a different direction. Often these prexsatudies have used cognitive dissonance
theory (Festinger 1957) to explain how differerdugs of voters use the information provided

by political polls to either attain a state of ciiye consistency or maintain cognitive
consistency.

Most of the political science literature on polefises on the predictive accuracy of polls
especially with regard to such issues as voteoutr(Petrocik, 1991) and un-decided voters
(Panagakis 1988). Other studies focus on biasatetketo the interview process itself, such as
the effect of the race of the interviewer (Finkeéyterbock, and Borg 1991) and the effect of
guestion wording and question order (Schuman aeslser, 1981). However, few studies have
investigated how exposure to polls can influendenrg Several studies have examined the
specific topic of whether early election returrenfrthe East Coast affect voting behavior in

western states during presidential elections. Seanky studies on this issue have found that the



broadcast of early election returns affects neitloéer turnout nor candidate choice in western
states (Fuchs, 1966; Mendelsohn, 1966; TuchmarCaffih, 1971). However, more recent
research on the 1980 presidential election sugtiest®xposure to early election returns leads to
a small decrease in voter turnout in western s{d@gskson, 1983; Sudman, 1986). Therefore,
across elections, the results are inconclusivétefakure review by Marsh, (1984) reviews
experimental, quasi-experimental, and non-experiatetudies of the effect of exposure to polls
on voters' candidate selection. A few studies findport for a bandwagon effect (i.e., people
decide how to vote by conforming to the perceivegjamity; e.g., Marsh 1985; Teer and Spence
1973, p. 133).

However, other studies support an underdog effect people decide how to vote by
going against the perceived majority; e.g., Fleil®¥1; Laponce, 1966). The results across
these different studies are inconclusive. Marsl84)l@mphasizes the glaring lack of
experimental investigations of poll effects on deoiShe also suggests that the existing studies
are limited because they are all concerned wittatiggegate effect of exposure to polls on all
voters. She further notes that few studies havéraibed for voters' prior expectations about the
election outcome and hypothesizes that surprisolignformation (i.e., information that
disconfirms expectations) may have the most impact.

It has been shown that the presence or absen@ndiMagon and underdog effects
depends on individual-level characteristics of v@t&or example, in an experiment, Navazio
(1977) found no aggregate support for underdogaadivagon effects. However, he found
bandwagon effects in one occupational group andesdeg effects in a different occupational
group. Kaplowitz et al. (1983) and Ferrell, Areamnd Wilcox (1993) also found that bandwagon

effects only occurred when individuals have lowelsvof commitment to the relevant issue.



Finally, Lavrakas and Holley, (1991) found that gresence of bandwagon and underdog effects
was associated with the voter's education level, agd employment status.

Cognitive consistency theories including dissonaheery (Festinger, 1957) and balance
theory (Heider, 1946) and its extensions (RosenaedjAbelson, 1960) describe the
relationships that exist among individuals' beliefititudes, and behaviors. Mental
representations of these elements form a cogrsgrgeem. The common principle uniting
consistency theories is that the elements in teeegy"tend to exist in harmony with one
another, and that disharmony motivates cognitivangles designed to restore harmony" (Eagly
and Chaiken, 1993, p. 469).

Several studies in social psychology have usediggof cognitive consistency in an
election context. For example, Heider's, (1946abe¢ theory has been used to explain voters'
perceptions about the issue positions of polittealdidates and voters' perceptions concerning
the outcome of an election (i.e., how the electovatl vote; Granberg and Brent 1980, 1983;
Granberg and Seidel, 1976; Kinder, 1978). GranbatSeidel, (1976) found that during the
1968 and 1972 presidential campaigns, voters tetudederestimate the similarity of the issue
positions taken by their preferred candidates Aedsbters' own position on the issue (i.e., an
assimilation effect).

In some cases voters also underestimated the signidé the position taken by their non-
preferred candidates and their own position @e&ontrast effect). Granberg and Brent (1980)
replicated these results using data collected duhia 1968, 1972, 1976, and 1980 elections.
They also found that the magnitude of the assimitagffect was related to how much voters
liked their preferred candidate. The authors usetepdata to argue that the causal direction of

this effect is that attraction to a candidate leadserceived similarity of opinion, rather thae th



reverse (i.e., the perception of shared opinioad te voter preference). They also found that the
assimilation effects were stronger and more rediglan the contrast effects.

Granberg and Brent, (1983) also used national gittzered during eight U.S.
presidential elections between 1952 and 1980 tm&athe relationship between preference for
a candidate and expectations concerning which datelivould win the election. The authors
found that voters tend to expect their preferrattidate to win the election. This result is robust
and has been reported in several previous stuBasaf and Yacabos, 1993; Brown, 1982;
Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet, 1948). Granhaild3aent describe how this tendency is
consistent with balance theory and social judgrniegry. The authors use the symbolic
language of balance theory and denote P as tzermitD as the electorate, and X as the matter of
who should be elected president. If it is assurhatthe voter feels favorably about the
electorate at large, the system is in balance whand 0 agree on X and is in imbalance when P
and O disagree on X. In the latter case, imbalaaoebe resolved if P changes his/her attitude
toward the electorate, his/her candidate preferesrdeis/her expectation about how the
electorate will behave. The authors used paneltdalamonstrate that preferences are more
stable over time than expectations and that vetersnore likely to change their expectations to
be consistent with their preferences than viceaters

In addition, Granberg and Brent explain that whetexs are asked to predict the
outcome of an election, they make attributions &lfoeielectorate. In making this attribution,
voters overweight their own opinions about the edaie. In other words, they erroneously
assume that the electorate is similar to themas kmown as false consensus (Campbell 1986;
Hoch 1987; Ross, Greene, and House 1977; Tess&angbell 1983). These studies have

established that a tendency toward a state of tiegrtonsistency is exhibited in voters'



perceptions about political candidates and thgweetations about the outcomes of elections.
Voters make false consensus errors about poligealers and the electorate in order to maintain
cognitive consistency.

Therole of social media
One important factor to consider, which hadn’seed at the time of many of these

studies, is the role of social media in polling ating. Where voters previously had to rely on
news outlets for updates on elections, nowadays/mfans are inundated in election cycles with
campaign updates such as poll numbers or standiag®cial media platforms. Even for those
who would not seek out election news, it may bese@ews feeds on Facebook or Twitter,
among other social media platforms. Recent researthis phenomena suggests that voters
self-report more awareness of election standingsegbining social media platforms than prior
to their social media presend@irhitrova, et al; 2011)This leaves the potential for social media
to play a large role in shaping our perceptionthefstandings of candidates, and thus their
perceived electability.

Strategic voting and influences on Independent voting
In the wake of Duverger's Law, which asserts that plurality based electoral system

two dominant parties will emerge, third parties ééeen, and are, regarded as a fairly peripheral
set of actors, their long-term survival made dauidtly the voters' wishes to avoid wasting a vote
(Duverger, 1954). One important empirical objectio®uverger's Law, however, is that, except
for the case of the United States, in those caemtrihich use this system, meaningful third
parties persist (Duverger, 1954; Riker, 1982).tiBawill, of course, attract a certain number of
voters regardless of their electoral situation.ri\yarty possesses loyal voters who stay with
their party through periods of boom and bust. Byshme token, there are voters who will never

vote for an Independent under any circumstancesvdgm these two extremes, however, lie two
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sets of voters who will vote for minor or third pas subject to the state of party competition.
These two types of citizens are known as strategprotest voters, who may cast their ballots
for an Independent, often without regard to thatymoverall platform and agenda.

Whether voters in democratic systems are ratioaslldng been under debate. One of the
central points of contention has been whether itkerRind Ordeshook (1968) calculus of voting
is sound empirically (Green and Shapiro 1994; Akiri993; Jackman 1993). In this system, the
voter is assumed to calculate the costs and beréfitoting and to vote for the candidate
bringing them the highest utility, if the utilityf doing so outweighs the cost of voting. When the
calculus of voting model was extended to multipatgctions by McKelvey and Ordeshook
(1972), though, the theoretical rationale for aroflorm of rational behavior became quite clear.
For the McKelvey and Ordeshook model demonstrdtatlih a multiparty election, a voter
might be willing to vote for her second most preddrparty if the more preferred party is
unlikely to win and if there is a close conteswen the second and third ranked parties. This
rational behavior goes by many labels, such ategig tactical, or sophisticated voting
behavior.

Obviously, this sort of strategic behavior by veteras not noticed first by McKelvey
and Ordeshook. In fact, there is have been a nupflibeoretical developments of models of
strategic voting behavior in single-member distpictrality systems (Cox 1994, 1997; Myerson
and Weber 1993; Palfrey 2002) as well as in mahgraiypes of electoral systems (Cox 1984;
Ludwin 1978; Myerson and Weber 1993). But becatisbeofocus of much of the political
behavior literature on modeling two-party or twardaate elections in the United States,
strategic behavior was largely ignored by mostaeseers until the late 1970's and early 1980's.

Two political developments fueled the rising instrm strategic voting research. One was the



rise of multi-candidate presidential primary cotgen the United States following the post-1968
reforms in the nomination processes in both oftlagor political parties. In some of these
primary struggles, there were at least a half@dzen candidates in each party primary; the fact
that there were multiple viable candidates opehedibor for strategic behavior by primary
voters (Abramson et al. 1992; Bartels 1985).

The second development was the rise of third-parthird-candidate challengers in the
United Kingdom (Cain 1978; Galbriath and Rae 198&ath et al. 1991; Johnston and Pattie
1991; Niemi et al. 1992). In the United Kingdomg gustained revival of the Liberal Party since
1970, the rise of nationalist parties in Wales 8ndtland, and the new Social Democratic Party,
poised significant challenges to the establishedparty system. The rising importance of these
new or resurgent parties in British politics aclyiaeemed to work to the advantage of the
Conservatives in the early 1980's as Conservappesition was split among several parties.
This led to explicit attempts by political leaddny,the popular press, and by political pundits to
persuade voters to cast strategic votes in ordeefeat the Conservative party in the 1987
general election (Galbraith and Rae 1989). Thies1887 British general election has become an
important case study for scholars interested irptbblem of strategic voting in multiparty
elections.

In these two types of political settings, multigagtections in Britain and presidential
primaries in the United States, many scholars tiéee to estimate the amount of strategic
behavior by voters. There is a great deal of viariah the estimates of strategic behavior
reported in the literature, ranging from a low df% reportedy Johnston and Pattie (1991) for

the 1983 British elections to a high of17% repottgdNiemi et al. (1992) for the 1987 British



election. The estimates in the literature for tB88 U.S. presidential primary are in the vicinity
of 14%.

Despite this, in the wake of Duverger's Law, whaskerts that in a plurality based
electoral system two dominant parties will emethed parties have been, and are, regarded as a
fairly peripheral set of actors, their long-terrmgual made doubtful by the voters' wishes to
avoid wasting a vote (Duverger, 1954). One impdréanpirical objection to Duverger's Law,
however, is that, except for the case of the Untades, in those countries which use this
system, meaningful third parties persist (Duver@8b4; Riker, 1982). Parties will, of course,
attract a certain number of voters regardlesseif tlectoral situation. Every party possesses
loyal voters who stay with their party through pes of boom and bust. By the same token,
there are voters who will never vote for an Indejestt under any circumstances. Between these
two extremes, however, lie two sets of voters wililbwste for minor or third parties subject to
the state of party competition. These two typesitifens are known as strategic or protest
voters, who may cast their ballots for an Indepehd&ten without regard to that party's overall
platform and agenda.

The presence of such voters in part depends ocegbecity of winner-take-all electoral
systems to provide incentives for voters. Undepprtional representation, voters can help their
party by voting for it under any circumstances;stheoting sincerely is a dominant strategy. In
winner-take-all systems, where only two partiesgyd similar situation pertains. This is not the
case, however, under simple plurality electoraswhere more than two parties compete. The
tactical voter provides the simplest example oewdtoice which is conditional upon both the

competitive situation and individual preferencess khis type of voter that has received most
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attention from academics, in part because it iskamous point of application for rational choice
models of voting behavior.

If one's own party is out of the running in a thpeety setting, while the other two
parties remain fairly competitive, the most effeetcourse of action is to choose the lesser of
those two evils in order to help prevent the Igasferred party from winning. This question has
received attention both in the rational choiceditere and in studies using aggregate-level data.
Black (1978), for example, uses an expected utifibdel in which voters seek to make a
difference to the eventual electoral outcome. Blex&mines the Canadian case, specifying a
model in which the decision to vote for a giventpas determined by a combination of the
utility of the different parties and the chanceaofoter making a decisive contribution to
determining the outcome. Voters, he finds, willead vote fort their second preference when
that party has a better chance of winning. Metied Gschwend (2011) observed the impact of
strategic voting in their study on the impact ofipon voting for non-preferred candidates,
finding that when in fact voters believed their diglate could not win, they were more likely to
vote for someone else.

Cain (1978) addressed the same question using evgaah different expected utility
model for the case of Great Britain. Cain usedvidldial-level data on participation along with
an indicator of constituency competitiveness toster the conditions under which voters will
choose their second-preference party over and ahevefirst-preference party. In examining
the third-party vote share, he argued that "thebamof independent supporters will be inversely
related to the competitiveness of the constituefpcyg45). For Cain, the expected utility

calculations were of "primary interest"(p. 648)t the individual-level measures of political
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involvement are found to be important and influanin determining whether or not British
voters will cast a strategic ballot (see also, C889).

Each of these papers argues the same thesistritage voting necessarily hurts third
parties and that the transfer of votes is typichtbyn the independent to one of the bigger ones.
Clearly this is true only if the minor party finis third in most constituencies (Dobell 1986;
Riker 1982; Leys 1959). Where the minor party haistied second or first, it should be shown
that the party has received some strategic votpei(d not considered in Cain's analysis).
Black's argument that voters may strategically sedbeir second preference is more consistent
with this possibility, but does not develop thergawith specific regard to third parties (nor does
Black examine individual-level components of thet siiscussed by Cain). A fuller treatment of
third-party voting would, then, require a combipatbf the approaches taken by Cain and Black
in order to examine the decision to vote for a mioro'third" party in a given party system.
However, even this would tackle only half of theus since there is a further type of vote that
also operates against the general tide of Duvergar.

The protest vote is both somewhat different and kss studied than the tactical vote,
yet it too is a vote against one's usual partyrefgvence. As in the case of strategic voting, this
type of vote operates in the interaction betweentetal law and individual preference and may,
under some circumstances, operate to the benefitradr parties. The familiar rejection voting
model holds that voters irritated at some actianseosonalities within their own party will
move to vote for another party (Fiorina 1981; Kdrh@77; Key 1966). In a two-party contest,
this is often taken to imply voting for the mainpagition party. While this may well be true for
two-party systems in which, aside from abstentimters have no alternatives, voters in three or

more party systems have a ready alternative at.t&unzh citizens may vote against their "own"
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party without helping its most important opponérite presence of significant third parties
therefore may help voters overcome such problenmdwiding a "stepping stone” for dissent.
Arole for community psychology

While many of the principles discussed to this pdiave come from understanding the
relationship between psychological theory and malitscience, it is important to realize that
implications of this research may reach far beypsygthological or political theory, to the very
functioning of individuals as efficacious members a0 larger system. Civic participation,
empowerment and social justice represent threevaues of community psychology and prior
research suggests that polling and independentgratay be related to each.

Independent voters have seen in increase in rg@ars, with millenials, seniors, and
Hispanics singled out as increasingly growing Irefefent populations. These are three groups
that could therefore be disproportionately affedbydthe potential negative effects of polls on
voting. Piven and Cloward’s (2012) research on watgnout suggests that the perceived
likelihood of a favored candidate losing is relatedlower voter turnout, particularly among
minority voters who don’t feel they have an equadipresentative alternative and who are more
likely to vote later in the day (thus influenced d&arly election results). This implies that citizen
participation is being negatively impacted by puajlidata. Furthermore, the fact that minority
voters are seemingly disproportionately affectedhidy phenomena raises a potential problem of
social justice, and while it can be debated whethey effect is intentional at any level, the
outcome is a systemic problem that should be adédedt should also be considered from this
study that self-efficacy may be hindered by knowtmg standing of a preferred candidate, given
that when voters believe their candidate to bentpsihey are less likely to vote. At a systemic

level, a major concern should be whether pollsirentionally or unintentionally favoring and
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perhaps maintaining the two major parties, theretkhyng power away from the citizens and
maintaining power between the Republican and Deatizgparties.

If any support is found for the idea that pollidgta are in fact affecting independent
voting behavior, there is potential for policy cganto reduce these systemic influences on
individual behavior. As stated before, many otheesW®rn countries already have laws or
policies in place to ban or limit polling prior &ections, given its perceived power over voting
decisions. It is conceivable, therefore, to consashift in our own policy.

Previous methodologies

While there now seem to be political condition$®ath the United States in the United
Kingdom, which give voters an incentive to behavatsgically, the empirical literature has
come up with very different estimates of the extdrdtrategic voting, even from researchers
examining the same election in the same countmalf be that the reason for these divergent
results lies in the different methodologies usethese studies to measure or to estimate the
extent of strategic voting.

There have been three different approaches to meggshe extent of strategic voting
used in the literature. The first is the aggregatéetrence methodology. Essentially these
researchers use aggregate election returns, erelif ways, to discern the extent of strategic
voting. Some researchers use aggregate electdealalattempt a direct constituency - by -
constituency estimate of strategic voting (Cain8)9While others look at shifts in vote shares
between pairs of elections in different types aistduencies (Spafford 1972; Curtice and Steed
1988; Galbraith and Rae 1989; Johnston and P&8#)1Others have simply examined the
support for minority parties in different politiceystems (plurality versus proportional

representation systems) to infer the presenceategic voting.
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These studies all suffer from an obvious and proble flaw. They all are using
aggregated electoral data to infer individual lgweiferences and expectations about the
probabilities of various parties winning electiohmsbroader terms, these researchers are testing
individual level political theories with macro ldwadectoral data producing exactly the
ecological inference problem which has receivedhmattention in the writing of prominent
political methodologists in recent years (e.g. Achad Shively 1995; King 1997). Itis
commonly known that estimates about individual bérgproduced using aggregated data are
often incorrect (King 1997). Thus, it is importaatbe cautious using estimates of an individual
level behavior like strategic voting produced usaggregate electoral data.

The second approach to measuring the extent @égicavoting is self report. In this
widely used approach, researchers rely upon thertieepf survey respondents about the
motivations for their voting behavior (Yang et #91; Niemi et al. 1992; Evans and Heath
1993). For example, in the 1987 British generatted@ survey, respondents were asked to
provide the main reason for supporting a particpaty at the polls | one of the three response
options often used to indicate strategic behavias W really preferred another Party but it had
no chance of winning in this constituency." Thipayof survey question, in particular those in
the 1987 British survey data, have been used gudtely in the literature on strategic voting. In
fact, Niemi et al. (1992) use this survey questang a subsequent open ended question asking
for the reasons a respondent cast the ballot #q@yrted, to develop three different measures of
strategic voting.

Unfortunately researchers using these survey quresstio not appear to have seriously
considered the quality of the survey responsesraatdor questions asking for justifications of

reported political behavior. In fact, there hasrbaeserious debate in the American electoral
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behavior literature recently about the quality ofpelection questions probing the respondent's
vote (Feddersen, Sened, & Wright, 1990); this waak found that there is a strong bias towards
reporting a vote for winning candidates the furttier interview is from the election. It is quite
clear that there is a postelection bias in favdirafing increased levels of strategic voting the
further the interview is conducted from ElectionyD&his effect is particularly strong in the
openended method of measurement, since there areist@aases in each successive
postelection month in the reported percentagerafesiic voting. Of those respondents who were
interviewed six months following the 1987 electitimee open-ended approach of survey-based
measurement of strategic voting would assert tieat tvere over twice as likely as respondents
interviewed one month after the election to regtmtegic voting.

This strong positive bias in the extent of repogedtegic voting using the open ended
survey measurement approach also clearly biaseothbined measures (which use information
from both the open and closed ended measuresabégic voting) However, there is also a
small positive bias in estimated strategic behatherfurther the interview was conducted from
the election closed ended measure is examinedn&oy these self reports are not really
strategic voting, but misreporting of vote biasegdrds the winner, which is observationally
equivalent to reporting a strategic vote. Thushduld be considered that these errors of the
survey design provide strong evidence against seeofithese survey questions for the
measurement ddtrategic behavior.

The third approach to measuring the extent ofeggratvoting in the literature is the
closest to the theoretical models of strategic bielnan multiparty democracy. This approach
tries to model strategic voting directly as theeahive differences between the stated vote and

the preference rankings of individuals (Black 19Z8&jn 1978) or the subjective differences
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between the vote cast and a rank-ordering of gaoti€andidates (Abramson et al. 1992; Bartels
1988; Blais and Nadeau 1996; Brady and Johnson)198i& approach involves obtaining
measures of the expected vote shares of eachgrasgndidate and the true rank-orderings of
parties or candidates for each voter, resultinggiimg labeled as the direct measurement
methodology.

Proponents of this approach believe it is the onstrikely to produce unbiased
estimates of the extent of strategic voting in ipalty democracies. However, even this direct
method relies on probabilities rather than a tygeemental method and ignores the
psychological issue of cognitive dissonance that mas reporting and the statistical limitations
of interpreting rank-order data.

Current study
While psychology and political science have madargnment for the ability of polls to

influence behavior and the impact of perceptionsud€omes on voting behaviors, there are
elements of this relationship and methodologic@rapaches that have gone untested. For
example, there is no research to date on the inggilling data on independent voting, and,
more specifically, at what point voters perceivdradependent candidate as being at low enough
of a risk of losing to actually vote for him/hehi$ study will endeavor to answer the latter
guestion and establish a statistical and methodmbffamework for understanding the social
psychological influences of polling on independesting. To this end, the following research
guestions will be addressed.

Q1: Does the percentage a preferred independedidzde carries in polls influence

voting behavior?

Q1la: Is there an increase in likely voting for addpendent candidate as his/her poll

numbers increase?
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Q2: How do polling fluctuations over time impactiependent voting behavior?

Q3: What impact do the comparative standings efother candidates have on
independent voting behavior?

In addition to the above questions, the relatignbbBtween independent voting behavior
and past party voting, party affiliation and degoéeart affiliation will also be examined.

Informed by prior research, this study formulatee following hypotheses for the
research questions:

Ho: Polling numbers will not influence the likelihoodl voting for a preferred

Independent candidate.

Hia: Polling numbers will influence the likelihood obting for a preferred Independent

candidate.

Ho: Trends in polling numbers will not influence in@mdent voting behaviors.

H..: Participants will be more likely to vote for ind=plent candidates whose polling

numbers have increased or stayed the same thicigearts who are not given past

polling data.

Hap: Participants will be more likely to vote for imgendent candidates whose polling

numbers have increased over time than those wieseremained constant or

decreased.

Ho: Whether the Democrat or the Republican has atdiégd over the other will not

affect voting for Independent candidates.

Hs: Participants will be less likely to vote for thelependent candidate when their

second-most-preferred candidate is trailing thetlpeeferred candidate by a close margin.

18



In addition to these hypotheses, it is also expktttat party affiliation, degree of party
affiliation and prior voting behaviors will be rédal to the independent voting behaviors tested in

this study.
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Methods

Participants
Students, faculty and staff at a large metropolNddwestern university were recruited

to participate in the study via an email invitati@mail invitations were sent between November
2015 and January 2016 to a random set of 1500 @eapthe Qualtrics survey platform. Other
participants were recruited using Facebook andigealvcontact information to request an email
invitation. The email invited those interested tonplete the survey online using Qualtrics and
were offered a chance to win a $50 Target gift dardheir participation. Participants who
agreed to take the survey were required to compiétemed consent, and were asked if they
were 18 years of age and eligible to vote in thé@ddinStates. Participants who did not consent to
participate or indicated no to either of these gemere automatically sent to the end of the
survey and were not used in any analysis.

In total, 444 people started the survey, howewty 877 surveys were completed. The
age of participants ranged from 18 to 73 (M=30%8513.14). The sample skewed young, with
62.2% of participants in their twenties and 50%h&im age 25 or younger. The sample was
largely white/Caucasian (86.8%) (see Table 1 foe i@data) and college educated (91.8%
indicated they had completed some college or n{ge® Table 2 for education data). The

sample also had a slight female bias, at 59.2%l&e(sae Table 3 for gender data).

Table 1

Age
Age

N Valid 344

Missing 100
Mean 30.5814
Median 25.5000
Mode 21.00
Std. Deviation 13.13550
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Table 2

Choose the ethnicity that best describes you.

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid White/Caucasian 322 72.5 86.8 86.8
African 8 1.8 2.2 88.9
American
Hispanic 15 3.4 4.0 93.0
Asian 10 2.3 2.7 95.7
Native American 4 .9 1.1 96.8
Pacific Islander 1 2 3 97.0
Other 11 2.5 3.0 100.0
Total 371 83.6 100.0

Missing  System 73 16.4

Total 444 100.0

Table 3

What is the highest level of education you have completed?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency Percent Percent Percent

Valid High School Diploma/ 31 7.0 8.2 8.2
Equivalent
Some college 129 29.1 34.3 42.6
Associate's 60 135 16.0 58.5
Bachelor's 66 14.9 17.6 76.1
Some graduate 39 8.8 10.4 86.4
Master's 42 9.5 11.2 97.6
Doctorate 9 2.0 2.4 100.0
Total 376 84.7 100.0

Missing System 68 15.3

Total 444 100.0

The sample reflected a range of political leani@s the question of political affiliation,
participants predominantly indicated affiliationtlvieither the Democratic (29%) or Republican
(29%) parties (see Table 4 for political affiliatidata). In contrast, voting history showed that
48.2% of respondents tended to vote more for Deatsevhile only 37.6% tended to vote more
for Republicans (see Table 5 for voting historyadla©f these groups, the two parties were very

similar in their percentage of respondents whod/&be their party more often than the other,
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and in the percentage of respondents who votedyrfostheir party, however many fewer
respondents identified as always voting for Remalnis than those that identified as always
voting for Democrats (see Table 5). Participants wiere not of legal voting age during the last
national election were not given this voting higtquestion.

Table 4

With which political party do you identify?

Valid Cumulative
Freguency Percent Percent Percent
Valid Republican 117 26.4 29.0 29.0
Democratic 117 26.4 29.0 58.1
Libertarian 18 4.1 45 62.5
Green 2 5 5 63.0
Constitution 3 7 7 63.8
I don't know 18 4.1 45 68.2
I am involved in politics but do
not identify with a party 102 23.0 25.3 93.5
(Independent/ unaffiliated)
I am not involved in politics and
do not identify with a party 24 5.4 6.0 99.5
Other 2 5 5 100.0
Total 403 90.8 100.0
Missing System 41 9.2
Total 444 100.0
Table 5

Which party's candidates do you more often vote for in national elections?

Valid Cumulative
Frequency  Percent Percent Percent

Valid Always Democrats 40 9.0 13.3 13.3
Mostly Democrats 64 14.4 21.3 34.6
More Democrats than Republicans 41 9.2 13.6 48.2
About equal 35 7.9 11.6 59.8
More Republicans than Democrats 36 8.1 12.0 71.8
Mostly Republicans 64 14.4 21.3 93.0
Always Republicans 13 2.9 4.3 97.3
| never vote for either of these 8 1.8 2.7 100.0
parties
Total 301 67.8 100.0

Missing System 143 32.2

Total 444 100.0
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Materials and Procedure

The online survey consisted of 11 voting behagigestions and five demographic
qguestions. Eight voting behavior items were usedetermine existing voting behaviors
including two voting frequency questions, partyfprence in voting, level of election
attentiveness, and attitudes about voting. Votieqdency questions were measured using a
likert scale from always to never. Attitudes aneiiveness were measured on a sliding likert
scale from 1 to 4 in which 1 indicated stronglyagjree and 4 indicated strongly agree.

Independent voting behaviors were measured bg guenario-based questions. The first
guestion (see Appendix) presented participants avgbenario in which they were told they
favor the Independent candidate. Then, using & tdie scenario explained the percentages at
which their candidate and the Republican and Deatimccandidates are polling. The
percentages of the Republicans and Democrats wereagent, but the percentage each of the
three candidates received was assigned at randtm frarticipant from a set of 15 options to
determine the effect of polling percentages on pedeent voting likelihood. The five versions
of the first scenario have the independent candigalling at 5%, 15%, 25%, 35%, and 45%,
with the Republican and Democratic candidates eao#iving approximately half the remaining
percent. Three permutations of each percentageaveated with the order of the candidates
presented differently in each to avoid any ordéatf therefore the participant could have
received one of 15 different versions of the questUsing the same scenario, in the second
guestion the preferred independent candidate wiliagpat 25%, while in one version of the two
randomly assigned versions of the question, theiRlegan candidate was polling at 39% with
the Democrat at 36% and in the other, the Demaeaatpolling at 39% and the Republican at

36%. This question was designed to determine whétleeparty with the small lead influenced
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whether or not the participant would vote for theailing independent candidate, who was still
receiving a reasonable percentage of the vothidfdffect did in fact exist, it may be used to
explain differences in willingness to vote for lip@adent candidates who are polling at lower
numbers. Party affiliation items were used to daiee the relationship between any
discrepancies in the answers to the two versioiseofjuestions. The third scenario presented
participations with one of three polling trends otime. In each version, two poll tables were
shown; one from two months ago and the other fremdays before the election. In one
version, the independent candidate was performatiggbthan before, in the second the
candidate was performing the same, and in the thec¢andidate was performing more poorly.
This item was used to determine the influenceaids over time in willingness to vote for an
independent candidate. Participants answered the #tenario based questions by indicating
which candidate they would likely vote for giveretimformation provided.

It should be noted that while there is a wealtpafing research, those research studies
have been conducted using real-world polls, theeetfvere are no standard numbers for artificial
poll research. Therefore, the scenario based qusstor this research were constructed using
theoretical support, but not standard items fromtang polling research. Current polling trends
support a roughly four percent difference betwesmmdaates in a three party race to be a
statistical tie, given the usual margin or err@ckinan, 2005). For this reason, a one percent
difference between the democratic and republicadidates in the first scenario was deemed a
statistical tie, thereby removing the impact of eaadidate significantly leading the other, and
leaving focus on the independent candidate’s mwsiti relation to the other candidates. For the
second scenario, in which the republican and demticarandidate are separated by three points,

these numbers were chosen to be intentionally tange yet still close enough to believe a win
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for either candidate was plausible. Additionalhg independent candidate is not within the
range of a statistical tie with the more poorlyfpeming candidate, but is just outside this
boundary, still maintaining the possibility of wing. In the third scenario, a 10% difference in
likely voters for the independent candidate betwibertwo polling periods was chosen to
demonstrate a significant statistical change ferdandidate, without overwhelmingly cutting

into the percent of voters for the two other caathkg.

25



Results

As with many social science questions there weoegossible ways to answer the
research question: the direct and the indireciesaufo answer whether polls influence
Independent voting behavior respondents first vasked in a simple yes/no question if they had
ever not voted for a candidate they preferred beethe candidate was not doing well in the
polls. Of the 279 respondents who have voted ih gastions, 12.5% indicated they had in fact
not voted for a preferred candidate because gbdiis. However, because our decisions are so
often influenced by unconscious factors, it wasantgnt to further quantify this effect through
the experimental methods of the scenarios prewalescribed.

The results of each scenario as well as otheysesilare discussed below. For each of
the scenarios, gender and ethnicity were examisddctors related to Independent voting
tendency. Neither gender nor ethnicity were sigaiitly related or predictive of Independent
voting in any of the scenarios.

Scenario 1

A chi-square test of independence was conductesctamario one to determine if
respondents voted for their preferred independamdicate at different frequencies depending
on what percentage that candidate is carryingarptiils. The five different percentage
permutations were compared to determine if theiessof the five polls presented influenced
whether the Independent candidate was voted foobrTo answer this question the data in the
five permutations (levels) was changed from thressfble values (Republican, Democrat,
Independent) to binary values (2=voted Independerdidn’t vote Independent) and a chi

square test for independence was performed.
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The results were significant?(4, n=366) = 22.444, p < .004= .248], with frequencies
of Independent voting continually increasing in doaditions in which the Independent
candidate is carrying larger percentages in the(peé Table 6). This suggests that the
percentage the Independent candidate is carryitfggipolls influences whether or not an
individual will vote for him/her. We must, there&@mreject the null hypothesis that polling

numbers do not play a role in whether people voténdependent candidates.

Table 6
Percent in Polls * Voted for Independent Candidate Crosstabulation
Voted for
Independent
Candidate
No Yes Total
Percent 5% Count 38 46 84
in Polls Expected 27.3 56.7 84.0
Count
15% Count 31 40 71
Expected 23.1 47.9 71.0
Count
25% Count 24 52 76
Expected 24.7 51.3 76.0
Count
35% Count 18 59 77
Expected 25.0 52.0 77.0
Count
45% Count 8 50 58
Expected 18.9 39.1 58.0
Count
Total Count 119 247 366
Expected 119.0 247.0 366.0
Count
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Voted for
Independent
100.0% Candidate

M No
Evyes

80.0%

60.0%

Percent

40.0%]

20.0%

0.0%—

15% 25% 35%

Percent in Polls

Chart 1. Vote outcomes based on percent in polls peutation
Using Excel, a line of best fit was established (€bart 2). The trend was determined to
have the highest R squared value with an exporigmtavth curve (R= .968). The equation for
the exponential curve is y = 46.8838"* These findings suggest a high degree of prediittab

of respondent scores by level of scenario 1 ugirggexponential function.
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Chart 2. Line of best fit for percent voting Independent by percent carried in polls
permutation
Scenario 2
A chi-square goodness of fit test was run on sgeran to determine if respondents

voted differently among the three candidates deipgnah which preferred second choice
candidate (Republican or Democrat) was in the I&ad.chi-square examined the frequencies of
the parties that participants voted for when thenDerat candidate was in the lead using the
frequencies from the same scenario in which theuRlggan was in the lead as the expected
frequencies. The results were significant with alseffect size * (2, n=143) = 6.148, p = .046,
w=.113], indicating that the distribution of voteaswifferent depending upon whether the
participant was told the Republican was in the deadus the Democrat (Table 7). This result

was not impacted by differences in the distributtbiRepublicans or Democrats between the
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samples because the distributions were equal. Tdrereve can reject the null hypothesis that
voters would not vote differently based on whetherRepublican or Democrat candidate was
ahead in the polls. However, it was expected thenthe Democrat or Republican candidate
was higher in the polls, more respondents woulé Yat their secondary choice (after the
preferred Independent candidate) that was in septawé but stood a better chance of winning.
In fact the opposite was observed. When the Derhcaralidate was in the lead, more
respondents voted for the Democrat (21% versu€4)3a®d when the Republican candidate was
in the lead, more respondents voted for the Regaml{15% versus 12.5%).

Table 7

Voting frequencies as affected by Democrat leading

Observed N Expected N Residual

Voted Republican 18 214 -3.4
Voted Democrat 30 19.9 10.1
Voted Independent 95 101.7 -6.7
Total 143

Expected N calculated using frequencies when Republican is leading
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Party Voted for by Party Leading in Poll

Party voted
for
80.0% Ml Republican
[ Democrat
[ independent
60.0%
€
@
e
)
O 40.0%
20.0%
0.0%—
Democrat Leading Republican Leading
Party leading polls
Chart 3. Party voted for by party leading in poll
Scenario 3

A chi-square test for independence was conductestemnario three to determine if
polling trends over time played a role in whethenot respondents would vote for an
Independent candidate. To answer this questioddteefor the three permutations was changed
from three possible values (Republican, Democnatependent) to binary values (2=voted
Independent, 1=didn’t vote Independent). The resuére not significantf (2, n=384) = 1.676,

p = .433,p= .248]. Although there were differences betweerugsan the predicted direction,
because the test was not significant we have fédedject the null hypothesis that these trends

over time in polling data alone affect Independesiing behavior.
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Table 8

Voted Independent by Time Group Chi-Square

Time Group
Down Same Up over
over time  over time time Total
Voted No Count 31 38 29 98
Independent Expected Count 29.3 34.5 34.2 98.0
% within Voted 3 4 3 1.0
Independent
% within Time 3 3 2 3
Group
Yes Count 84 97 105 286
Expected Count 85.7 100.5 990.8 286.0
% within Voted 3 3 A4 1.0
Independent
% within Time 7 7 .8 7
Group
Total Count 115 135 134 384
Expected Count 115.0 135.0 134.0 384.0
% within Voted 3 4 3 1.0
Independent
% within Time 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Group

Demographic analyses

A chi-square test for independence was conductetiewuariables of gender and party
affiliation to determine if any differences in gemand political affiliation existed that might add
meaning to the Independent voting discussion. €kelts suggested that there is in fact a
difference between expected frequencies in theeyegmups by party affiliationf (6, n=347)
=17.238, p = .008= .223]. Primary differences appear to be the progoof males and
females who identify as Republicans versus Demsenad in the number who gender identify as
“prefer not to answer”, which is proportionally higst among non-Republicans/non-Democrats

(see Chart 4).
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Party Affiliation by Gender

What is your
gender?

M Male

[ Female

[ other

[ Prefer not to answ er

80.0%"]

60.0%]

Percent

Republican Democrat Other
Party Affiliation

Chart 4. Party affiliation by gender
Independent T tests were conducted on ethnicitytlaadour likert items measuring voting
beliefs. Because of small sample sizes and an dwdming majority of white respondents,
ethnicity was recoded from specific ethnic groups/hite and non-white. Only the item “People
tend to vote for Democrats or Republicans instddddependents because they know what to
expect if they are elected” showed significantetéhces between the white (M=2.66, SD=.935
and non-white groups (M=3.068, SD=.896)-2.284,p=.023). This implies that non-white

respondents were more likely to agree with thigestant about Independents.
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Other analyses

In addressing the primary research question ofstidy, “Do polls influence
Independent voting behavior”, the roles of othetaldes were also considered. At the higher
percentage point conditions of scenario one al@lbsespondents indicated they would vote for
their preferred Independent candidate, therefotetterstand why respondents did not vote for a
preferred candidate the lowest percentage pointpg(®%) was studied. A logistic regression
was conducted on the binary coded version (0O=did iralependent. 1=did not vote
Independent) of scenario 1 in the 5% permutatismguthe item “Even if | prefer an
Independent candidate, | may not vote for him/lesraloise |1 don't believe he/she will win
(Chance of Winning)” as a predictor variable. Thedel was significant® (1, n=54) = 9.027, p
=.003. The model accounted for 20.5% of the vaeaiNagelkerke R squared) in voting
selection. This suggests that those who agreed stanegly with the Chance of Winning item
were more likely to have not voted for the prefdriedependent candidate.

A Pearson correlation was conducted to deternhieedlationship between participants
on the Chance of Winning item and the item “Whenote in national elections, | am aware of
how candidates have been doing in the polls bef@elections (Awareness).” The results were
significant, r=.135(226), p=.043 though the effsice was small {£.018). This suggests that
there is a small positive relationship betweenngfor a candidate based on perceptions of
whether the candidate will win and awareness dfgmfformance. A Pearson correlation
suggests that the Chance of Winning item is allde@ to the item “I more often vote to prevent
a candidate | don't like from winning than to sugi@ocandidate | do like (Vote Against)”

[r=.327(211), p<.0012¢.11].
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Age was also shown to be a factor in this strategting pattern. A Pearson correlation
was conducted on the variables of Age and Chanbdimfing. The results were significant,
r=.139(236), p=.046 though the effect size was b(rfad.019). This confirms an expected
relationship between age and more strategic bastatgvas opposed to ideological voting.
Similarly, age was also positively related to Awaess r=.211(241), p=.00%=r045 suggesting
older participants are more likely to vote.

To determine if partisanship was a factor in tbheéng decision making process, the item
that asked respondents to indicate on a scale Iramv who they vote for (1=always
Republicans, 4=about equal, 7=always Democrats)caagerted into a 4 point scale of political
partisanship. Those that indicated “always” fohertparty were scored as 4 and those who
indicated “about equal” were scored as a 1 withréimeaining points rescored as 3 and 2 as
matching their voting proclivities. This scale when compared to how patrticipants responded
to the 45% level of scenario 1 to determine if thagho were still unwilling to vote for an
Independent candidate carrying a large majoritjhefvote were simply party hard-liners who
only vote for major party candidates. Using a cjueze test of independence, this scale was not
found to be a significant predictor of voting beiwavwn the 45% condition, despite a visible
trend in which 100% of those who identified in thever half of the partisanship scale voted for
the Independent candidate (see CharTbgre was, however, an approaching-moderate effect
size (p= .291).Given the trend and effect size, the lack of sigaiice is possibly due to the

small sample size (N=38).
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Chart 5. Independent voting by degree of partisansp
Partisanship was shown to be related to otherbasahowever. Using a Pearson
correlation this partisanship scale was found teigeificantly related to Chance of winning
[r=.181(223), p=.007] and Awareness [r=.160(26£)009], though the effect sizes were small
(r’=.033 and .026 respectively). It is probable, thenefthat the degree of partisanship in voting
habits is positively related to the tendency tovuaie for preferred candidates that aren’t

perceived to have a chance of winning and to aveseof polls during elections.
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Discussion
Evidence for strategic voting

The results suggest one thing above all else: s@ter indeed voting strategically in a
three party election when informed of polling dathe significance of the chi-square tests from
scenario one and two confirm the hypotheses thagtlver on a conscious level or not, voters are
not just voting according to their preferred Indegent candidate, but according to other factors
they are evaluating in the polls. While this stadyinot conclusively explain what those other
factors may be, it can very strongly point to thefluence.

Even before examining the experimental scenaiticsevident that outside of this
hypothetical, artificial testing environment, pafpiants have engaged in the strategic voting that
has been argued is a natural consequence of aautyi election, in which they do not vote for
their preferred candidate if the polls do not ssgdgieey stand a chance of winning. This was
demonstrated not only experimentally, but diretitipugh the results of the question asking
whether participants have voted strategically enghast, in which 11% affirmed they had. In
scenario one, the significant chi-square indicétted the results of the 45% permutation as
compared to the 5% permutation showed an incredigeldhood of voting for the Independent
candidate, despite no other changes to the modat@significant differences between the
groups of respondents. This would seem to sughasthe variations in the participants’
responses were influenced solely by poll dataetwermplying the likelihood of strategic
voting. Furthermore, the fact that Chance of Wignivas a significant predictor of whether a
participant would vote for the preferred candidattéhe lower percentage variations
demonstrates that participants were likely choosicgndidate based on the candidate’s standing

in the polls, and likelihood of winning.
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In scenario two, strategic voting was evidencedhayshift between votes depending
upon which candidate was in the lead. When the Reatic candidate was in the lead in the
poll, with the preferred candidate trailing in thimore respondents voted for the Democratic
candidate than when presented with a poll in wkikehRepublican was in the lead (party
affiliation was equal between the two variationgraf item). This discrepancy points to a
deliberate shift to a second-most-preferred caneid&en the preferred (Independent) candidate
is not likely to win.

More support for the existence of strategic votogies from the Chance of Winning
item. On the Chance of Winning likert scale itenhigh ranges from 1=strongly agree to
4=strong agree on a continuous sliding scale) 5a#éspondents indicated a higher than
midpoint agreement with this statement. This ienatrthy given that it was shown to be a
significant predictor of whether voters will voterfa preferred Independent candidate who is
performing poorly in the polls (significantly redat to Independent voting likelihood in the 5%
condition). Despite the fact that only 11% of rasgeents agreed when explicitly asked if they
had not voted for a candidate who was not perfogmiell in the polls, more than half agreed
that they may not vote for a candidate if they dobrelieve he/she can win. The possible
perceived discrepancy between these two resullsl t@uthe result of unconscious motivators to
vote strategically, or due to the young averagedddglee sample, limiting the number of
elections in which respondents have participated Variable was also significantly related to
poll awareness, confirming that those who may beysw by polling data are also more likely to
be following the polls.

Unlike scenario one and two, scenario three, whiak not related to strategic voting,

did not confirm the research hypotheses as expetledtrend of the parties’ standings in the
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polls over time did not significantly impact thkdlihood of Independent voting. There are a
couple possible explanations for this unanticipatettome. First, it is possible that the
percentages chosen were simply too low to showistams support for the Independent
candidate, or that the changes over time wereamgélenough margins to convey an actual
change in likelihood of winning, and were inste&mned essentially as margins of error. To
address this possibility, future research shouli@re this phenomena using a higher
percentage for the Independent candidate in the raosnt poll. It is also possible that
participants simply disregarded the older poll baded their decision on the current polls, which
showed the same percentage across all the threls Ethe experimental design. If this was the
case, then it is understandable that there woulth@a significant difference between the
groups.
Demographic issues

Ultimately, some voters, like in this study, mayoke not to vote at all, however others
will vote for a second-most-preferred candidatasavidenced by the experiment and the body
of existing literature on strategic voting. The cem for community psychologists is the impact
of the effect of the polls. For example, this stesdgmined whether minority populations would
be disproportionately affected by strategic votietpavior. Gender, ethnicity and age were all
examined as they related to the tendency to vaaeegfically. In this case, there was no
noticeable difference between these groups initiked to vote for the preferred Independent
candidate. This may have been due to the lackfofriration provided for the candidate.
Identified as only an Independent candidate, thigldate could represent anything the
respondent chose to cognitively assign to it, megthiere is no predictable gender, age or ethnic

bias attached to the candidate. There were, ast foggéxpected, gender, ethnic and age
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differences in candidates voted for (outside ofdtnategic trend studied), however, it is, as
happens in real elections, expected that theserdiftes exist. However, these differences exist
consistently across the different experimentalleaed are therefore not a methodological threat
to observing the strategic trend.

While they did not affect Independent voting, ie tirea of political identity,
demographics did play a role. Gender was examioexbsa the different political parties
(Republican, Democratic, Other) and it was discegtiethough not significant, that those who
identified as “prefer not to answer” on the gendsiable were more likely to identify as in one
of the “Other” categories of political affiliatiomNot surprisingly, females were also more likely
to identify as Democrats than Republicans whileas@ere more likely to identify as
Republicans. Across ethnicities, however, there measoticeable difference between political
affiliations.

Political party was also examined as a possibléotming variable to the strategic
voting trend. Logistic regressions were conductedafl three scenarios but in each case the
results came back strongly insignificant, suggestitat whether respondents identified as
Republicans, Democrats or anything else made tiereifce in their likelihood of voting for
their preferred Independent candidate. This isentitely surprising given that participants were
instructed with a preferred candidate and thatibibution of Republicans and Democrats was
equivalent, as was the polarization of each pdwya result, any effects that may have occurred
as a result of political “hard-liners” could thetically be balanced by the other side.
Methodology issues

One important question that was addressed indisarch was whether hypothetical

candidates can be used to measure the influerpallef Previous research into the impact of
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polls had been largely focused on historical dataking at the results of national elections.
There was a concern, therefore, that simply teliagicipants which candidate they preferred
and giving them three parties to choose from witlamy other information (stance on issues,
etc.) would not result in any variability in respes; participants would almost all choose the
candidate they were told was their favorite regessllof what percentage the candidate was
carrying in the polls. In principle, given no otheformation, all participants would be expected
to vote for the candidate the experiment instruthedn that they preferred. However, while
there was a definite favoring of the Independenticate (which was to be expected given the
instructions) as discussed before, there werefgignt differences between the different five
levels of scenario 1 regarding whether the Indepehdandidate was selected. This finding by
itself is noteworthy because if participants digmssignificant level of variability in their
responses due only to changes in poll standingse #xists an opportunity for the application of
this hypothetical methodology in research instefaglging on only archival data.

One issue that must be addressed with this resesatich inflated Independent voting
numbers. Even at the lowest level (5% in the pafl§cenario one, nearly 55% of respondents
indicated they would vote for the Independent cdatdi. Obviously, it was not the intent of this
research to suggest that this result in any wagestreal world expectations for an
Independent candidate with five percent suppotthiénpolls. Rather, this research was intended
to demonstrate thgercentage of support that could be expected from a baskegdretical third
party candidate supporters given certain diffestandings in the polls. If voters were actually
voting based on candidate preference alone, #fleopermutations of scenario one should have

shown nearly 100% support for the Independent ciateli Therefore, what should be considered
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is not simply the total percent of the responderits voted Independent is any of the groups, but
instead the differences between the groups ineéheept of respondents who voted Independent.

On the other side, is also noteworthy that thegoretl Independent candidate carrying
45% of the vote in a poll was still only selectgd86% of respondents. With this sizeable lead,
it is curious that there is still 14% of the samilat would not vote for the assigned preferred
candidate. There are a few theoretical explanafienthis occurrence. First, despite the
instructions, there are presumably a number ofrsatdo only vote along party lines and will
not vote for a non-Republican or non-Democraticdadate. This is supported, though not
confirmed, by the results examining the relatiopdietween partisanship and the results of the
45% group, in which is was found that those whanidfied themselves in the partisanship
guestion as having voted for either party “aboutadly” or “slightly more” often chose the
Independent candidate 100% of the time when thatidate was carrying 45% of the vote.
Those who identified as having voted mostly Remainlior Democrat or always Republican or
Democrat were more likely to vote for either thepRlglican or Democrat candidates, however
the results were not statistically significaetfct size(p) = .248]. The fact that these more
partisan voters accounted for all the participdmas$ did not choose the Independent strongly
supports the notion that it was partisanship atbaeexplains the 14% non-Independent voters
in this case.

However, there may be more strategic thinking imgdlthat explains this 14%. The
second theory posits that perhaps, because thisaaatorial election, voters are thinking past
preferred candidates and instead to control osémate. What happens in the senate is often
determined to some degree along party lines; thexef is the party with more senators that has

more control over what passes and what does ndid/tor an Independent candidate may be
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seen as more risky because the candidate doesvmalparty affiliation that will make him/her
as predictable or easily influenced by either pdréyected.

A third, also strategic, possibility is that resgdents still considered an Independent
candidate with 45% of the probable vote to be riskierms of the probability of winning.
Because of the infrequency of successful Indepdrmenpaigns, those viewing a poll
portraying an Independent candidate receiving 45%evote may have been likely to question
the predictive validity of the poll. Unfortunatelhis research did not measure perceptions of the
validity of polls, which is recommended for futuesearch of this nature.

Limitations

Although this study largely found the outcomed theare expected, there were numerous
barriers to answering questions within the study @making generalizations outside of this
research. First, the sample was not reflectivéefgeneral population. Because the sample was
largely university faculty, staff and students, #anple skewed more educated, more female,
more white, and younger than the normal voting petpan. Each of these presumably had their
own impact on the results. For example, when exagipotential differences in responding due
to ethnicity, ethnicity had to be limited to white non-white due to small sample sizes of each
ethnicity. Because not every ethnic minority skidog presumed to think or act in the same
manner, it is not methodologically appropriate émeralize findings across all these ethnicities.
In fact, there may have been differences in sontheoitems that were not discovered because of
opposing differences between the ethnic groupswheg cancelling out any otherwise
observable trends.

Although the sample did skew younger and more fentlis bias did not appear to

significantly impact the research. All trends foundhe research (affecting Independent voting)
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held consistent across gender and age, exceptdsmsessed for the likert scale items, which
were specifically examined for gender differencesdid not impact Independent voting.

The majority of the limitations in this study wareethodological. First, it was discovered
after data collection that demographic data wellected after some of the filtering items,
resulting in an inability to examine demographittedences for those who indicated they are not
registered to vote or do not intend to vote inftitare. Second, there were many items that, in
retrospect, would have been valuable to includdensurvey for interpretation and future
application purposes. For example, the surveydaibeask whether respondents would ever vote
for an Independent candidate. While this informai®not entirely essential given that any
respondents who indicated “no” would hopefully &ributed equally across the groups of the
experimental conditions, it would aid in undersiagdf such findings such as the 14% of
respondents who did not vote for the Independemiidate when he/she received 45% of the
likely vote.

Another item of interest would have measured vetgpression. If the survey had asked
participants whether they had ever not voted orldvoot vote as a result of their expectations
about outcomes, presumably informed by polling dataore rich discussion of policy and
disparities could have taken place.

Further research

This study has opened many possible venues forefetansideration. From
methodology, to political theory, to psychologyeté are numerous topics to be examined
further. The methodology used in this study haswhim be useful in examining polling in a

more controlled, internally valid setting. In thesance of many other confounding variables
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such as candidates’ race, gender, political belrefigious affiliations and everything else,
voting behavior alone can be studied using thisthgtical model in place of archival data.

While the findings of this study are generallyiire with existing political science
research, the experimental outcomes are new tdiekds Not only does this methodology
present opportunities for political science reseabtit the numerical trend data for Independent
voting as a function of poll data could be invalgalf-urther investigation of this function could
add to our understanding of the psychological egjias behind voting, which could benefit all
parties by informing decisions such as when toespalling data and what effects it will have. In
general, however, perhaps the most important restthis research is to provide empirical
support for what researchers have anecdotally adéddefor years — the tendency to not vote for
a third party candidate because he/she “can’t win”.

What should be considered by community psycholsgist additional policy issues that
are raised by this research. For example, if, iasstihdy suggests, voters are acting strategically
in their Independent voting habits by not voting theeir preferred Independent candidate, what
is the potential impact of deterring Independemide@ates from running or inhibiting the
chances of Independent candidates at winning? ibadity, is the perception that a preferred
candidate can’t win negatively impacting voter aut? It should also be examined whether or
not community engagement, civic participation amgpewerment are being negatively impacted
by this phenomenon, as it is clear that votersateacting according to preference, but
according to calculations — which may contributeléalines in any of these areas. The answers
to these questions may justify a discussion reggrlinits on poll data reporting, similar to

those already in practice across the globe.
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In addition, it is the goal of this research tompt a larger discussion about the role of
polls in our systems. Their existence is a nat@siilt of our democracy and free press that are
the hallmarks of the very government they influerme perhaps it is also natural to question
their purpose. Given the findings of this study &melmany before it, their purpose and
influence should be discussed. Affected by manglkewf social cognition, it could be argued
that their end result is not what individuals bedies in their own best interest, or the best
interest of their communities, rather a distortachgle of inevitability and self-preservation.
While no conclusion is supported here for the dessaf all political polls, like all academic

works, this research only hopes to inspire furtteerversation.
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APPENDIX

Scenario 1:

Imagine that today you will be voting for Kansas' senator in the national election. Consider for
the purposes of this survey that the candidate you have preferred so far has been the
INDEPENDENT candidate. The most recent poll of 1000 likely voters in Kansas suggests

that the candidates are polling as follows:

Fercent who
Party of candidate plan to vote

for candidate
Independent 25%
Republican 38%
Democrat IT%

Given all this information, select the candidate you will be voting for:

Republican Diemocrat Independent

Scenario 2:

Imagine that today you will be voting for Kansas' senator in the national election. Consider for
the purpeses of this survey that the candidate you have preferred so far has been the
INDEPENDENT candidate. The most recent poll of 1000 likely voters in Kansas suggests
that the candidates are polling as follows:

Percent who

Party of candidate plan to vote
for candidate

Democrat 39%
Republican 6%
Independent 26%

Given all this information, select the candidate you will be voting for:

Republican Demnocrat Indenendent
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Scenario 3:

Imagine that today you will be voting for Kansas' senator in the national election. Consider for
the purposes of this survey that the candidate you have preferred so far has been the

INDEPENDENT candidate.

A poll conducted two months ago of 1000 likely voters in Kansas suggested that the
candidates were polling as follows:

Percent who
Party of candidate plan to vote

for candidate
Democrat 28%
Republican 32%
Independent 40%

The most recent poll from two days ago suggested that the candidates were polling as
follows:

Percent who
Party of candidate plan to vote

for candidate
Democrat 35%
Republican 35%
Independent 30%

Given all this information, select the candidafe you will be voling for foday:

Republican Democrat Independent
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