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ABSTRACT
ADAM SANDER CHAMBERLAIN: The Effect of Context on Third Parties and Thir
Party Support in the United States
(Under the direction of Thomas Carsey)

The dissertation explores third parties from a contextual perspective, moving
away from the traditional view of third party support as being merely the protiacti-
party or anti-system sentimentstudy how context affects third party support in modern
presidential elections, the development of third party voting in the 1800s through an
empirical case study of Vermont from 1841-1854, and third party behavior in an dlectora

context that allows cross-endorsements (fusion balloting).
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Throughout American history, third parties, or those political parties that are not
classified as the two largest parties on the national level, have been influresli#ling
the course of American politics. For example, the Anti-Masonic Party didB@s was
able to gain power in several Northeastern states in the wake of a dyinglise8airty;
the Liberty and Free Soil Parties were able to advance a messagging the spread of
slavery; the Populists were able to force the major parties, speyititalDemocrats, to
incorporate elements of its platform into the Democratic message; and Ral@fsNa
2000 run for the White House as the Green Party presidential candidate has often been
considered the reason George Bush was able to win Florida by a very narrom marg
thus securing enough Electoral College votes to be elected president.

Third parties have also been influential at the state and local levels, meseti
winning and controlling governments. Prominent examples include the success of the
Social Democrats in Wisconsin and the City of Milwaukee during the first heiedd'
Century and the current power of the Vermont Progressive Party in the CitylioigBon
and, to a lesser degree, in the state capitol of Montpelier. Thus, there are numerous
examples of how third parties have gained power and/or influenced the political
landscape.

There is an existing literature in political science which speakslgliteavhat

factors led to individual votes for third parties and their candidates in aubartic



election, how the vote totals a party receives are sometimes related tquinennents

for obtaining ballot space, and how long term trends have shown a natural decline in third
party voting since the late 1800s-early 1900s. However, this literaturaileastd
adequately address the issue of geographically-defined context anddts eff
individual and party behavior in relation to third parties. My goal in this disseriatto
offer new theoretical insights into third parties and third party supparhbgrstanding
how the contextual dynamic plays a crucial role in determining support for, and the
functionality of, third parties. The common theme that runs through all three rshapte
this dissertation is that third parties, and the behaviors of individuals irorefatthird
parties, are affected by geographically-defined contexts. Additionabygligsertation
will be able to speak to scholars in American politics more generally by atbdong
store of knowledge on context, political development, state politics, and party
organizations.

The first chapter will posit that individuals in areas with a history of voting for
third parties will be affected by this tradition. In areas with higheldesfepast third
party voting, residents will be generally more aware of potential and ctinrehparty
candidates and will assess these candidates differently than residertsofidh a weak
history of third party voting. This geographically-based “subcultural” dynantiic
affect how individuals feel about current third party candidates and their pbtetg
choice, providing evidence that context can have an effect on individual behavior in
relation to non-major party candidates.

The second chapter posits that past research on third parties from a historical

perspective, which focus on the decline in third party voting since the 1800s and early



1900s, cannot explain how third parties were able to develop their bases of support and
sustain such support over time. | argue that third parties relied on the socralayof

the town during the 1800s, and support this viewpoint with town-level voting and
demographic data in the state of Vermont during the 1840s and 1850s. Through this
empirical case study, | am able to uncover some of the ways in which third partytsuppo
developed in this era of American history.

The third chapter investigates the state of New York, where fusion balloting
allows minor parties to cross-endorse major party candidates; thisslassdcminor
parties that are consistently involved in elections from year-to-year.ewwesearch
has not uncovered how these parties, in a relatively unique institutional (and gexgraphi
context, view their political roles. For example, are they able to influenimy old
election outcomes in ways not seen through looking at legislative voting records and
election results? How do individuals within the parties feel about their chosgis part
abilities to be successful without cross-endorsement? To answer such questions, |
interview minor party activists in the state to learn more about their perceptitiresr
party’s successes and gain a better understanding of how these partiestarbable
successful organizations in regards to both policy and elections.

The fourth chapter draws out the implications of the three chapters for the study
of third parties. | argue that third parties were more successful in the 18G0sray
advantage of prevailing conditions and building party support from the “bottom-up,”
whereas third parties and major independent candidates today focus on major elections
and do not generate the same levels of support over the course of multiple elections.

Because of this failure to develop geographic support bases in the population, third



parties and major independent candidates are failing to convert their popualarity
particular elections into sustained support. | then argue that the adoption ofdhe fusi
ballot has the potential to alleviate some of these concerns yet still alfow parties to
build via a “bottom-up” approach. | also point out that current and future third parties
should be more cognizant of geographic support, and the effect of context on particular
voters, when attempting to build the party. Finally, | provide details on futurecsoj

that can grow from the research presented in the earlier chapters.

Taking the four chapters together, the information presented reveals nglwsansi
into third parties, context, state politics, and electoral systems. Thestdigs has the
potential to add to our store of scholarly knowledge on these topics while providing third
party practitioners with information that could be useful in future elections.hém ot
words, the dissertation has academic and normative importance, and | hope you (the

readers) find the topics as engaging as | do.



Chapter 2

THE EFFECT OF CONTEXT ON SUPPORT FOR THIRD-PARTY CANDIDAS

In political science, one line of inquiry has focused on the social, contextual
nature of politics. Scholars such as Lazarsfeld and Berelson focused on how inglividual
are politically influenced by those they deal with on a daily basis (késtdret al. 1944;
Berelson et al. 1954). Recent research has confirmed that there are sociaslymam
political behavior, such as voting, which cannot always be discerned through simple
survey responses (Beck et al. 2002). An individual's characteristics, whichetpay h
predict such actions as voting, are often better understood when placed withinudapartic
social context, such as one's neighborhood or workplace (see Finifter 1974; Huckfeldt
1979).

Research in American politics has not appropriately addressed this gahtext
dynamic regarding third (minor) political parties and independent candid&tetiesS
that have focused on third party supporters have emphasized the individual's voting
calculus (Gold 1995; Gold 2005; Southwell 2003) or used aggregate-level data of third
party vote totals over time (Rosenstone et al. 1984; Chressanthis and Shaffer 1993;

Hirano and Snyder 2007)However, such research is limited since it does not address

! Of course, the research could also be distingdislyethe many studies that focus on individual
candidates, regardless of methods. Largely, thieskes can be split into those that focus on Georg
Wallace (Crespi 1971; Wright 1977; Canfield 1988Ho Ross Perot (Rapoport and Stone 2005; Koch
1998; Feigert 1993).



the contextual aspects of third party support. Since scholars like Ladaatsédl (1944)
and Huckfeldt (1986) have found that a person's immediate social environment has a
strong effect on one's political orientations, it is likely that a person’semaent also
can affect her views toward third parties and their candidates.

| argue in this paper that a subculture supportive of third parties pervades
particular geographic areas, such that past support for third parties in tmrédions
will affect how individuals in those locations assess future third party candidasasy
vote percentages by county for major independent and third party candidates as the
context measuring the subculture, I find that support in 2000 for Ralph Nader
significantly changes based on an interactive effect between a respomnksitgy and
her county context. However, this effect evolves over the course of the eleclien kty
also discover that vote choice is affected by the third party subculture. Thelée re
provide evidence that context matters for individuals’ support of third party cargjidate

finding that has yet to be shown in the political science literature.

Developing the Theory of a Subculture

The theory of a third party subculture is based on constant interactions individuals
have with others in their environment, including, but not limited to, the workplace, home
life, and other arenas of socialization. Past research has emphasized vithtarsli
exposed to certain community values tend to reflect these values. As Laizarsfel
Berelson, and Gaudet noteTihe People's Choi¢céPeople who work or live or play

together are likely to vote for the same candidates” (1948). This same viewpoint is



reflected almost forty years later when Robert Huckfeldt, studyingrpact of
neighborhoods on political behavior, reaffirmed the importance of “geographieakiyl b
social relations” (150, 1986).

However, these studies focused on the influence of one’s community and
geographic location on political attitudes toward major parties. Third pantedg wan
elections, and they often receive a paltry number of votes. Even when there is a
successful third party candidate, his vote share may only be 15 or 20%.

This means that the geographically-based support for third parties should best be
labeled, in the terminology of Heinz Eulau, as a subculture (79, 1963). That is, while
there are larger cultures one is a part of, an individual can also be part dicalpoli
culture that is “set off by other patterns thatr@latively unique to itself.” For instance,
all 50 states constitute an American culture, yet within this frameworkp&drcould be
said to have a different culture than Alabama. Within Vermont, cities that share the
national and state-specific culture might develop in different political drest
Bennington and Brattleboro might have unique differences that lend themselves to t
definition of political subcultures within two broader, shared cultures.

In this paper, | argue that particular geographic locations (contextsahgreater
or lesser tendency to support third parties (a subculture), and this willtaquolitical
behavior of those who live within the context. Eulau notes that using culture to analyze
behavior “seems more viable in a group,” which to him “refers to an institution, a local
community...a geographical region...and so on.” It appears, then, that Eulau's conception

of culture fits nicely with the concept of a contextual analysis of third pappyast, and



for the purposes of this study, the terms context and subculture can be used
interchangeably.

This contextual subcultural analysis is also supported by other researchesthe
example of such research comes from Allen and Brox (2005), who correlatedigtate-w
vote totals for a number of third party presidential candidates throughouf'ﬂ@eﬁmry
(Debs, Roosevelt, LaFollette, George Wallace, Anderson, Perot, and Nader). h&/hile t
authors focus on the highest recent correlation between Nader and Anderson (.73), there
are some fairly surprising correlations over long periods of time, such as@ré&léton
between Perot in 1992 and LaFollette in 1924. With additional individual-level analysis,
Allen and Brox argue that this “suggests that an anti-party or anti-sgsteiiment is at
work.” Collet and Hansen (2002) put forth a very basic OLS regression model that also
shows similar results, where past county-level vote totals for third parigemaal
candidates helped predict county-level vote totals for other third party predidentia
candidates. For instance, Perot's 1992 county-level results helped predictleveinty-
Nader results in 2000, but Perot's 1996 county-level results did not.

In contrast, Reiter and Walsh (1995) and Gold (2005) argue that an “alternative
culture” of third party voting does not exist. However, these studies do not approach the
topic from a contextual, subcultural perspective, but rely on finding consistersg ac
demographic predictors to uncover a “culture.” For example, Gold (2005) takes evidence
of women voting more highly for one third party candidates, but less for another, as proof
that a culture of third party voting does not exist. This is not truly what a cidfae a
subculture can be present but have a different effect on individuals within the subcultura

context.



To be more specific, | argue that in areas where the subculture is strongest
individuals will develop a different perspective about how to approach elections and the
party system than areas with a weak subculture. First, the experiengegirian area
with a tendency to vote outside the two party system means that individuals will like
interact with voters who have cast third party votes, influencing their pexspent
voting. Second, this past tendency to support third party candidates will lead to an
increased awareness of current third party candidacies, allowing individumaske
more informed decisions about these candidates. This idea mirrors findings ftkm Be
(2002) that show people more likely to support Perot if other people they converse with
also support Perot.

| also argue that particular individual-level characteristics wily viae effects of
context from election to election, and over the course of an elécflovo such factors
are ideology and partisan identification, which are strong predictors of opinion and
voting. Taking these into consideration, it would seem unlikely that all individuals,
across ideologies and parties, would be more supportive of a third party candatate i
area that experienced higher third party voting in the past. In fact, there arelyptaloa
core reactions: some groups are positively affected by the subculture angrotips
negatively so, especially if the third party candidate has a somewhattdoiological
orientation. For example, strong partisans in these contexts should exhibibtigestr
positive and negative reactions, as they would be more sensitive to the ideological

orientations of the non-major party candidate.

2 The mechanism behind this could be through cldsadship networks, but research tends to find et
vehicle for such influence occurs through acquaicea or “weak ties” (Granvovetter 1973).

9



Furthermore, the election cycle itself needs to be considered as a crucial
component. Individuals who want to have a legitimate effect on an election wilbnbt w
to “waste” their support or vote on a candidate who will not win, especially in a close
election between major party candidates. Individuals do not want to be perceived as
supporting a third party candidate that could swing an election to a less desiegt
party candidate because the major party candidate closest to them doesvetheire
support. When Election Day gets closer, and when individuals begin to see that the
election is close, many will begin to change their views about third party ctewlttiat
could serve as “upsetters” in the election. This effect should be most noted by those in
strong subcultures, where the history and tradition of supporting third partieatisstjre
and the ramifications of support are best understood.

Needless to say, this could promote problems from a data standpoint. First,
subcultures are naturally beneath a broader culture, and most surveys of individuals
sample across contexts, making it hard to discern when such a subculturens pres
Using data sets that record respondents and their discussion partners, and other context
in which they socialize like workplaces or places of worship, are also probdeses
Huckfeldt and Sprague 1984 data set; for use of data, see Huckfeldt and Sprague 1987).
Though this style of data contains information about conversation partners and
interactions among individuals, it restricts the researcher to only one or itioullpa
geographic contexts. However, ample evidence from earlier studies cotifaihpeople
within geographically-defined contexts and discussion networks tend to behave in

politically similar manners. There is no reason to doubt these findings in retation t
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viable third party and independent candidates even though the specific underlyimg causa
mechanism cannot be shown.

Second, if one wanted to isolate individuals who vote for third party candidates in
a national survey, there would be few cases to study, even in “good” electien $&ér
as Eulau points out, “The technical difficulty of discovering cultural patterds/erse
areas of behavior [third party support, for example] must not be confused with the
absence of patterns.” Thus, studying a subculture with survey data regsindisaway
from voting as the only standard of assessment.

It is my contention that this reliance on vote choice neglects certain aspacts
third party subculture that using favorability scales can help uncover. Fapkxan
individual in an area known for its support of third parties may choose to vote for a major
party in an election because of particular candidate characteristicatthefdhe
economy, or some other factor. This would lead to the conclusion that the context failed
to affect the individual.

However, this individual could still hold a favorable opinion of a third party
candidate, above and beyond what a similar person would feel towards that third party
candidate if he or she came from an area less supportive of such candidates in the pas
In this way, the person is still influenced by the subculture, yet makes @ufzarti

decision in an election that does not lead to voting for a third party candidate.

Hypotheses

11



From the previous sections, several hypotheses can be derived. To do this, two of
the concepts discussed earlier must be detailed. First, “context” or “subgultbich
can be used interchangeably in this article, is measured as the persprtbgast third
voting in a particular geographic area. This provides the best proxy to meastga’'sn a
tendency to support third party candidates. “Stronger” subcultures are theseidea
past history of above average third party voting; “weak” subcultures areatezsewith
a history of low-levels of third party voting. Second, candidates that are éfdediare
those that respondents place more highly on a traditional favorability scabesyawagy
to aggregate individual perceptions of a candidate into one scale.

With these concepts put forth, the first hypothesis is the “baseline” hypotlassis
previous voting for third parties in a context increases, respondents will be more
favorable towards current third party candidates. This is to test whetitektalone is a
driving force in understanding support for third party candidates.

However, as noted in the theory above, | argue that the contextual effect will be
dependent on an individual's ideology and partisanship, implying an interactive, not
direct, effect of context. For ideology, | hypothesize that, as previous votitigribr
parties in a context increases, favorability will increase or decneaiefor the strong
ideologues and less so for those less ideological and moderates. In other wqmelst, | ex
to see liberals and conservatives reacting more across contexts than rmpdecdatieat
stronger subcultures will lead to more extreme increases/decreaaesraility.

Whether there will be an increase or decrease in favorability will depend upon the

ideological orientation of the candidate/third party, with conservatives being more

12



attracted to conservative candidates and liberals being more attractetdb li
candidates.

After controlling for ideology, the effects of partisanship are le=zr cIBy
nature, third party candidates do not have a large, built-in partisan base. Even those
classified under third parties who are truly major independent candidates do not
necessarily receive support from self-identified independents, who may support
Democrats and Republicans dependent on the election. Still, | hypothesize that, as
previous voting for third parties in a context increases, favorability wilkas® or
decrease more for partisans than for Independents. Again, the increasasédcare
dependent on whether a third party candidate is more proximate in his policy positions to
the Republicans or Democrats.

The exceptions to these hypotheses occur when a third party candidate is
perceived to be a potential upsetter in a close election. The ideological anghangjor
identifiers closest to a third party candidate would fear supporting him ifaihinleat the
other major party candidate would win. For example, if Election Day was apprgac
and polls showed a tight race between the Democrats and Republicans fomBEreside
conservative and Republican supporters of a conservative third party candidate would
begin to reconsider their support, as it could cost the ideologically-closer Republi
candidate the election. These movements away from the third party candiblage w
more pronounced in stronger third party subcultures, as these areas have more experience
with, and a better understanding of, the potential ramifications of third party support. O

course, when the election is not perceived to be close, then this movement away will not

13



be present or will not be as exaggerated. This is why the election cglfleatsds to be

considered a crucial element when studying third party subcultural support.

Contextual Analysis of Third Party Favorability

To test these expectations, | use the first and last samples from the National
Annenberg Election Study's (NAES) 2000 rolling cross-sectional sample. From
December 1%, 1999 to April 3, 2000, respondents were asked a battery of questions that
included favorability scales for presidential candidates, including Ralph Nauesew
2000 candidacy was the largest third party run in the election cycle. This wasddpea
the final wave of the survey administered over the month prior to Election Day, from
October &, 2000 to November"s 2000.

The dependent variable for the first set of models will be Nader’s favoyaimlia
scale ranging from 0-100, with a higher score indicating a more positivea&eal
After these models, an additional model of vote choice will be presented usinggdhe fi
wave only, with the dependent variable being categorized as a likely vote for Bush, G
Nader, or Buchanan.

As well, a number of theoretically-relevant predictors and controls will bedadde
to the models. First, to measure subculture through context, the criterion for thigsstud
the county-level vote percentage for H. Ross Perot in 1996, plus two average mafasures
county-level vote percentage of Perot in both 1992 and 1996 and Anderson in 1980 and
Perot in 1992 and 1996. These three measures provide a thorough test for the subculture

argument by evaluating the added effect of including earlier non-majorgaaxdydacies
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into the equation. The NAES provides a FIPs code for each respondent, which is a
Census designation for a county. Using the FIPs code, percentages of the eath foi
these candidates can be attached to each individual, placing that person in a msre or les
favorable third party environment.

The NAES also asks about people's party identification and ideology. Earlier
studies note that support for third party candidates comes largely from seliedent
independents (for example, Chressanthis and Shaffer 1993). Ideology should also have an
effect on one's views toward Nader, as his past political activities, and iisarghip in
the Green Party, place him clearly to the left-of-center on a speciff issues.

Controlling for other factors, Nader's support base should be among the most liberal
respondents and Democrats and Independents, with the weakest support among
conservative identifiers and Republicans.

This effect of ideology and partisanship will be studied through an interactive
effect with context. If areas with stronger third party subcultures teaubte
information and discussion about third parties and their candidates, then respondents of
various ideologies and partisan identifications will use this knowledge in their cendida
assessments and ultimately their vote choice. For example, consenratisgskithird
party subcultures will have less information upon which to assess Nader, whereas
conservatives in strong subculture have more information about which to assess Nader
This should lead to more negative responses toward Nader among conservative
respondents in strong third party subcultures as they will have clearerofibvgs

ideology. Accordingly, the reverse scenario would be the case for liberal resgondent
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Finally, these differences across ideology and partisanship could chamgleeoseurse
of the election.

As for other individual level predictors, the NAES contains basic demographics
which are used in any model of vote prediction, such as age (younger to older), sex
(O=female, 1=male), education (least to most educated), race (0O=non-whilete)=
and suburban and rural dummy variables (urban as a baseline). Based on earlier
research, it is expected that favorability towards Nader will be highengmen, those
who achieve higher levels of education, and white respondents. Additionally, | add two
variables measuring general interest in government (most to leassiath and whether
a respondent cares who wins the election (O=care; 1=does not care). This help®lo cont
for earlier findings that claim third party supporters are potentially-$ystem” and less
likely to care about electoral outcomes. Finally, a variable meastenggetrcentage
difference between the major parties in the 2000 election (lower to higheedd& is
used in the models closest to the election to control for the distinct possibility that
individuals in battleground states would be more concerned with how Nader could affect

election outcomes.

Results for Predicting Nader Favorability and Voting

Table 1 shows baseline models, which include context, ideology, and
partisanship, but do not look for an interactive relationship. Only the most basic and
most complex measures of context are used (Perot 1996 and Perot 1996, 1992, and

Anderson 1980). Context is significantly and positively related to higher rankings of

16



Nader only in the month prior to the election and when both Perot and Anderson’s
election returns are used as an average measure. On the surface, this itnditHtere
is some support for the first hypothesis of a basic contextual effect.

[Insert Table 1 Here]

To see whether the effect of the subculture becomes clearer when studied in
relation to ideology and partisanship, Table 2 displays the results with tiveraitects
included. The first, third, and fifth columns correspond to the sample of respondents
taken from the first wave of the NAES rolling cross-sectional survey, whiohfeaenm
December 1%, 1999 to April &, 2000, and the second, fourth, and sixth columns
correspond to the sample taken from the last wave of the survey taken over the month
prior to Election Day, from Octobef*32000 to November's 2000. The two left
columns use Perot 1996 vote percentages as the context measure, the two middle columns
use Perot 1992 and 1996 averaged as the context measure, and the two right columns use
an average of Anderson 1980 and Perot in 1992 and 1996. As can be seen across the
specifications, the interactions between ideology and context tend to be signifitiee
first, third, and fifth columns, but not in the second, fourth, and sixth columns.
Partisanship interactions do not reach standard levels of significance irodei’ m

[Insert Table 2 Here]

Still, interactions should not be assessed solely on their significaraal§Br et
al. 2005), so it is necessary to graphically display the results if a reabbtmuit context
can be developed. This is done in Figure 1 for Perot in 1996 in the early election sample,

in relation to context and ideology, and in Figure 2, in relation to context and

® The interactions are calculated with the basétirelogy being strong conservatives. As well,
Republicans are the baseline party identification.

17



partisanship. Graphing these relationships using the average measures iof F396
and 1992, and Anderson in 1980, generate similar results, albeit slightly weaker (not
shown).

Strong liberals and liberals in contexts where Perot was more successful in 1996
were much more supportive of Ralph Nader than liberals in contexts where Perot
received smaller vote shares in 1996. The reverse scenario is true for strong
conservatives, though independents and self-identified conservatives do not appear to
react differently toward Nader when they reside in areas that weresoppertive of
Ross Perot in 1996. Both these findings comport with the hypothesized directions of the
ideological, interactive relationship. For partisanship, only Independentseutedf
and they become less likely to support Nader in higher Perot contexts. This does not
comport with the hypothesized effect, but the expectations regarding parfisaeséai
less clear to begin with and the effect is quite small (a -7 point decreasaéakest to
strongest subculture).

[Insert Figure 1 Here]
[Insert Figure 2 Here]

It appears, then, that the areas where Perot did well in 1996 are areasithat are
tune to other third party candidates, and the residents of these areas can react more
positively or negatively to these candidates depending on their ideological and, to some
degree, partisan leanings. The difference in favorability between stwosgrvatives
and strong liberals in counties where Perot received 5% of the vote is approx@atel
points, and the difference in favorability for strong conservatives and conses\attive

this level is almost exactly even. In counties where Perot received 15%\aite, the
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difference is approximately 45 points. With Nader's campaign still opgratider the
media’s radar early on in the election season, areas where responderasoustemed
to recent third party voting in the form of Perot in 1996 had greater positive and negative
reactions than those respondents in less supportive third party subcultures.

[Insert Figure 3 Here]

[Insert Figure 4 Here]

The second, fourth, and sixth models in Table 2 show the same analysis run on a
sample of respondents during the final month of the election. Graphing these results
allows for a comparison between the two samples to see what ideologies aahparti
identifications shifted in their favorability toward Nader, dependent on conSxth
movements clearly occurred when we look at Figure 3, which also uses the Perot 1996
context measure. The biggest shift occurred among strong liberals in strdrupttyr
subcultures, who became less supportive of Nader by approximately 15 points, and strong
liberals in less supportive third party subcultures, who became more supportiveeof Na
by approximately 15 points.

Liberal identifiers in more supportive third party subcultures remained the sam
while liberals in less supportive subcultures became more supportive as thegcampai
progressed. There were also dips in support for Nader among conservatives, and
especially among strong conservatives, in less supportive third party subsultbre
moderates remained unaffected. Of course, liberals continued to rank Nader mgre highl
than conservatives, but the gap narrowed in the more supportive Perot contexts and
widened in the less supportive Perot contexts. At 5% Perot support in 1996, the gap is

about 40 points; at 15% Perot support in 1996, the gap is about 23 points. The partisan
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changes were smaller, with Republicans remaining about the same, Denobrgher
Perot contexts becoming less favorable toward Nader by about 10 points, and
Independents in higher Perot contexts becoming slightly more favorable.

To account for these changes, especially in regards to ideology, part of the
movement is likely caused by the increased exposure Nader received astibe ele
campaign progressed; the difference of living in a subculture that is more tstgopad
interested in third parties dissipated once the national media began to report adehe N
phenomena. As noted earlier, the theory underlying the third party subculture does not
necessarily imply that areas of past third party support whole-heartedly sapptbrer
third party candidate; electoral conditions can play a large role in dategiiow the
subculture react8. Furthermore, this movement among strong liberal identifiers and
Democrats follows the expectation about a close race between the two migjor pa
candidates. The media was reporting more about Nader, but a significant pottisn of
coverage was on the basis that Nader could pull votes away from Al Gore, leading to a
victory for George W. BushThis caused strong liberals and Democrats in strong third

party subcultures to reorient their evaluations of Nader.

* Using National Election Study (NES) data from 12®@ 1992, | run the same analysis using Perot’s
1992 county on Perot favorability in 1996 with gdition of a 1992 vote choice variable, as well as
Anderson’s 1980 context on Perot favorability ir829 The results, provided in the Appendix, shoat th
context in relation to ideology mattered, espegitdl those classified as extremely conservativibaral.
In 1992, both groups viewed Perot much more paditiin areas where Anderson performed well in 1980.
In 1996, both groups again exhibited the largesmttiens after controlling for 1992 vote choice,wit
extremely conservative respondents in 1992 Perdkgts being more supportive than their countespart
weaker contexts and extremely liberal respondegitigdess supportive than their counterparts. Mikeh
the Nader favorability models, the movements of ideologically extreme respondents, and those who
classify themselves as moderates, are not asdisttartisanship and context matter for Repubficarino
were more supportive of Perot in stronger Perotecda in 1996 and in 1992, but they do not matier f
Democrats, Independents, or those with No Prefef€&riber.

® This also speaks directly to the argument thateahs the “viable” third party option in this efien,
and support for him could have serious electomaifieations. The same did not hold true for Pat
Buchanan, who had name recognition but ran anreefseweak campaign. Using Buchanan favorability
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One potential criticism is that these findings could be attributed to campaigning
particular areas by Nader. If Nader went to areas where Perot had dbrterapting
to win over support in those areas, then potentially the theory of a subculture is sbomewha
confounded. However, recent findings about the Nader campaign imply that this is not
the case. Burden (2005) found that Nader appeared in places where he could attract the
largest crowd; he was not thinking strategically about the competitivendss sihite
race. Perot and Anderson followed similar strategies in attractiegeral campaign
audience rather than focusing efforts (Burden 2005; West 1983).
The next step is to determine whether these shifts affected vote choice. To do so,
it is necessary to predict a respondent’s potential vote choice at the timeefdhd s
survey sample used in this study. A multinomial logistic regression modeahs st
and presented in Table 3 with Bush as a baseline, and predicted probabilities of the
outcomes are presented in Table 4, with common ideological-partisan combinations
chosen for clear interpretatién.
[Insert Table 3 Here]
[Insert Table 4 Here]
As can be seen, Republican and Independent conservatives are more likely to vote

for Nader in contexts where the third party subculture is strongest, and both groups

as a dependent variable, the results, presentBabile 3A and Figures 5A-8A in the Appendix, show no
such drastic movements in Perot context on favbhalais the election went on. However, we do see a
drop in Democratic and Republican support for Boamg in higher Perot contexts, in the later sample;
Independents became much more favorable towardé®achin the second sample. As for voting, the
predicted probabilities in Table 4A show that Buwdna did not get the same boost from context as Nade
did, except among conservative Independent voters.

® The logit model was also estimated with Nader fability as a predictor, with a similar patternresults
for the predicted probabilities (though strongegdiwer effects can be found depending on what vaheeN
favorability is set at). Furthermore, using thenbdned Perot 1996, Perot 1992, and Anderson 1980
context measure, the results are actually a lwhgér.
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experience large shifts in their predicted vote choice from the weakesirgesit
subculture. Strong conservative Republicans have approximately the same, low
probability of voting for Nader, regardless of context. On the surface, thisiadithat
the relatively stable favorability rankings given to Nader by conseesaand moderates
across subcultures are separate from the act of voting. The subculture hase posit
effect on the vote choices of these individuals.

The same does not hold true for liberal Independents, liberal Democrats, and
strong liberal Democrats, who become less likely to vote for Nader in strongtsués.
The drop among liberal Independents, liberal Democrats, and strong liberal Bemecr
likely caused by the same reasons for the decrease in favorability in dinel sacnple:
being more aware of third parties and what support for third parties represeatslose
election, liberals were less willing to cast votes for Nader if theietewas close and
Gore’s chances of victory could be affected. In fact, in the strongest passildture,
conservative Republicans and Independents had a higher probability of voting for Nader
than any liberal group. Still, the liberal groupings all had a higher avpraability of
voting for Nader. Moderate Independents, as hypothesized, were essentidiigatet a
by the subculture.

This leads to three specific findings in regards to the third party subculture and
voting for Nader. First, conservatives are positively affected by a stradgotrity
subculture when it comes to voting for a third party candidate who is an ideological
opposite. Second, liberals are negatively affected by a strong third parytgtdahen
it comes to voting and candidate evaluations when the probability of harming an

ideologically-similar candidate is high. Third, moderates Independehitsh vg the
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group that best approximates “true” independent political activity, are matedfby the
subculture.

What is perhaps most intriguing is that conservative Republicans and conservative
Independents have a higher predicted probability of voting for Nader than liberal
Democrats and strong liberal Democrats in a strong third party subdhibugh
conservatives were only weakly affected by context in their favoratohtard Nader.

All else equal, one might still expect that liberals would be more likely to vote for
Green Party candidate than a conservative, even if the direction of the predicted
probabilities remained the same across contexts (increasing probfabitbnservatives,
decreasing for liberals, as the subculture becomes stronger). Furthdiimeoaés
maintain a higher probability of voting for Nader in strong subcultures thaemvatises
do in weak subcultures, indicating an overall average probability of voting for Neder t
is higher than that for conservatives.

The likely reason for this increased probability in voting, and much weaket effec
on Nader favorability, is that these groups correspond very closely to those who
originally supported Ross Perot. As Rapoport and Stone (2005) noted, a good portion of
Perot voters went on to support Nader, and, at the very least, this contextual finding
points toward the group most associated with the Perot movement. This is additionally
intriguing in light of findings by other researchers that link Nader suppoutpjoost for
John Anderson in 1980, and link Anderson support to Perot support (Allen and Brox
2005). While this chapter cannot provide this additional evidence, there is a distinct
possibility that a core group of Independent and Republican self-identifiedzatinge

voters are more supportive, over time, of third parties and major independent candidates
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in general, and that this group is even more supportive of such candidates when those
around them also support them. Though they do not necessarily rank a particular third
party candidate higher, the history and experience of past third party vatirayice

them to support a candidate that is not ideologically-aligned with them.

Results for Predicting Perot Favorability and Buchanan Favorability and Voting

To test these findings on a broader sample, additional data on other third party
candidates is needed. The prime example of another prominent, modern third party
presidential candidate is Ross Perot in both 1992, as an independent, and in 1996, as the
Reform Party candidate. However, the NAES did not begin until 2000, so the logical
data set to use is the National Election Studies (NES) in both 1992 and 1996, which
contain county-level identification for respondents. The model specificatiortgefor t
main predictors will match earlier models. Context is measured as Perot 1992 and/
Anderson 1980 for Perot in 1996 and Anderson vote in 1980 for Perot in 1992.
Partisanship in the NES has a category labeled No Preference/Othveadlaeated by
merging the two separate categories and ideology is split into a sevelsgabnt
(extremely liberal/conservative, liberal/conservative, and slightlydifmnservative).
Interactions between ideology and partisanship with context were also created.

For control variables, sex, age, education, and race are carried over, though an
ordinal measure of urban to rural is used instead of dummy variables. It wasl ¢rga
rescaling the Census Belt Code question into urban, suburban, and rural. As well,

dummy variables for attention to the campaign and whether a respondent careasvho w
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the election are also included (no attention to campaign/does not care who winsl), alon
with the difference between the major party presidential candidatesshates in a
respondent’s state for that year.

One limitation to the NES data are that they are not conducted as a naibsg ¢
sectional survey, so the temporal element of the NAES Nader models cannot be
replicated. However, the NES does provide one advantage, especially in 1996:
respondents are asked who they voted for in the previous election year. This@llaws f
thorough test of the effect of context on third party support after we control fer ttets
voted for the same third party candidate in the previous election year.

Since this provides a substantial hurdle for the theory and hypothesis discussed
earlier, the results from the 1996 NES data about Perot favorability aratpeefiest in
Table 1A. The interactive effects of interest are provided in Figures 1A anth2A
Figure 1A, which displays ideology’s effect on Perot favorability in 1996 based on
Perot’s 1992 county-vote, we can see that extremely conservative respondents became
much more favorable to Perot in stronger subcultures and that extremely liberal
respondents became less favorable in stronger Perot contexts. Had the elecéen betw
Clinton and Dole been competitive, the movements may have been different than those
displayed; extremely conservative respondents in strong subcultures might have
mimicked the earlier results for strong liberals and Nader and becosrsulgsortive.
However, as Perot was generally viewed as conservative-leaning, and Dole was not
threat to win the election, Perot’s ability to win over support among staunch

conservatives was affected by the subculture. A similar pattern is evidéigure 2A,
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where the uncompetitive nature of the election pushed Republicans in strong sebcultur
to be more supportive of Perot than Republicans in weak subcultures by about 10 points.
When we move back to 1992 and his independent campaign, only Anderson’s
county-level vote in 1980 is used. Here, the findings for partisanship match clasely w
the 1996 results. In Figure 4A, Republicans support Perot about 8 points higher on the
favorability scale from the least to most supportive subcultures. For idediegnoist
extreme conservative and liberal respondents, once again, have the geaatEsts
across subcultures. However, unlike in 1996, the 1992 results in Figure 3A show that
both ideological groups were more supportive of Perot in stronger subcultures than in
weaker subcultures. Extremely conservative respondents are 50 points higher on the
favorability scale for Perot from the weakest to the strongest subculturesteamety
liberal respondents are about 30 points higher. This is countered by basic liberal
respondents, who decrease their support across the range of subcultures by 15 points.
In general, these findings do help to confirm a few of the hypotheses. Once again,
ideological moderates and Independents, the groups most prone to support third party
candidates, are unaffected by the subculture. While Independents do tend to be those
most consistent in high rankings of third party candidates, the movement in support
across subcultures is less than the movements of partisans. Additionally, tthotheewi
most extreme ideologies continue to exhibit the greatest movements in suppsst acr
subcultures, indicating that these groups are sensitive to the appeals of tigird par
candidates, even after controlling for partisan identification. The effecttidgreship
across subcultures followed in hypothesized patterns, as Republicans were more

favorable to Perot in stronger than in weaker subcultures.
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While the evidence provided shows once more that context matters in
understanding third party support and voting, one could argue that the results only hold
for the pre-eminent third party candidate in a given election year. Howee&000
election featured former Republican presidential primary challengd&uaanan, well-
known within conservative circles and among anti-free trade activists. Thowgdshe
much less successful than Nader, the NAES kept Buchanan in its rollingecbesa
survey. This means that a favorability question was asked, and he was included as an
explicit option in its potential vote choice question. This allows me to testféoe ef
context on a third party candidate that was not the most prominent of such candidates in
the election.

The expectations about what will happen are slightly different than for the other
two candidates. Unlike Perot and Nader, who never ran for president as the meanber of
political party, Buchanan had tried as a Republican and had been a relatively prominent
member of the party. Because of this past partisan attachment, | would expect
partisanship, not ideology, to be more affected by the strength of the subculture when it
comes to favorability.

Using the same models provided for Nader earlier, Table 3A shows therahrly a
late election sample results, with the substantive interactions displayeirad5A-8A.

In Figures 5A and 7A, which correspond to the earlier and later samples, re$pdttive
is clear that ideological attachment across the strength of subcultikly akeacts
Buchanan favorability in both periods. The relatively consistent findings are not
surprising across time, as ideology was expected to have less of an dffieseimodels.

The only perceptible change to note is that liberal identifiers in the lat@tesdm
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increase their favorability of Buchanan from the weakest to the sttsigesultures by
about 10 points.

The most notable effects are, as expected, for partisanship. In theazaple,
Republicans, Democrats, and Independents were all more favorable toward Buzhana
the strength of the subculture increased. The smallest effect was on Inahepesaie
Republicans and Democrats each increased support by about 10 points from the weakest
to strongest subcultures (though Republicans remained, overall, more supportive of
Buchanan). In the later sample, the results change. In stronger subcultprggic&es
and Democrats alike drop in their favorability of Buchanan, though these drops ase not
extreme as those found by ideology for Nader. Apparently, the close electiatfiedit
partisan rankings of Buchanan, but since he was never viewed in the same “upsetter
light as Nader, the drops in favorability were not as large. Interestinggpendents in
stronger subcultures actually increased their support for Buchanan by aboutt20 poi
from the weakest to the strongest subcultures.

This finding can be explained by looking at Table 4A, which shows predicted
probabilities of voting for Buchanan by ideology and partisanship across contéets. T
probabilities are derived from the same vote choice model used for Nader in Talde 3. A
can be seen, the increasing support in stronger subcultures for Buchanan among
Independents carried over to the act of voting for Independents who were conservative or
liberal, but not for moderate Independents. For Buchanan, Independents were those most
likely to vote for him, but this was only among those Independents with an ideological

orientation in the strongest subcultures.
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Combining the results for Nader and Buchanan voting, the group that was the
most likely to vote for both candidates in stronger subcultures were congervati
Independents. This provides additional evidence that self-identified conservative
Independents may help to facilitate third party voting more so than other groupey as t

are the most susceptible to changes in voting patterns by the strength of auseibcul

Conclusions

The analysis presented points toward the existence of third party subcultures that
can affect how individuals evaluate third party presidential candidates and how
individuals vote for such candidates. Across ideologies, favorability towards Ralph
Nader changed based on the strength of a county’s third party subculture, as did the
probability of voting for him. As well, this effect changed over the courdeecélection
cycle, so that the impact of the subculture was different in the month befor@kRaty
than it was several months earlier. Additional evidence is presented that alschsiow
Perot (1996 and 1992) and Buchanan (2000) favorability were affected by the strength of
a third party subculture.

In the prominent cases of Perot and Nader, the most extreme ideologies showed
the greatest reactions by context. In 1992, the most liberal and consensjimedents
were most favorable to Perot in stronger subcultures. In 1996, the dynamic cheanged a
the most liberal respondents favored Perot more than other groups, but less so in strong
subcultures; the most conservative respondents were least favorable in weak ssbcultur

but gained in favorability as the subculture became stronger. In 2000, the strong liberals
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and conservatives once again showed the greatest reactions, with the mogatoase
respondents being much less supportive of Nader in stronger subcultures and the most
liberal respondents being clearly more supportive in stronger subculturesentil t
election neared. Then, the most liberal respondents became much less favoralite towa
Nader, who became the potential election upsetter that would keep Gore from winning
office.

These findings have important theoretical implications. First, the theorthotia
party subculture moves the literature beyond the belief that support for thiesparti
mainly a protest against the two major parties and the political systempleRBeviews of
third party candidates are shaped by the history of their geographic area, abititthto
be shaped by the geographic subculture is dependent largely on one’s ideolodica posi
and the ideology of the third party candidate. Second, the findings show that even the
effect of context is time-dependent and that the idea of a “wasted vote” detwas
support” affects how people evaluate third candidates. With a tight racecheBush
and Gore going into the election, the group of strong liberal identifiers, who were the
biggest supporters of Nader months before in strong third party subcultures, dropped their
support dramatically. Such drops in support are typically framed as being caused by
individuals without reference to the context individuals live in, yet the redelsly
show that context moderates perceptions of third party candidate approval (and voting)
Third, the use of favorability scales provides an alternative to using vote ch@oeay
of assessing a contextual effect on political behavior. Indeed, the use abiatyor
scales along with voting provides a more thorough picture of how context can affect

behavior in regards to a subculture.
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The findings also have practical implications that could be beneficial to future
third party and independent candidates. While there are many impediments to tiird par
and independent candidacies, a separate but related problem is understanding where t
target resources and which voters to target. This study provides new insiglltgsint
matter by showing what individuals a candidate might want to attract to hpagamand
in what contexts these individuals reside. Though the findings presented focus on
presidential campaigns, these findings could still be informative to third gamtiidates
in statewide elections who could use available data and conduct similar analyse

Future studies need to build upon this framework of a subcultural, contextual
effect on third party support. For instance, did those areas that voted for Perot, in high
numbers, in 1992 and 1996 (and Anderson in 1980) also lend more support to third party
candidates for state-level office, or is this effect uniquely nationalfe Ye success
stories of Jesse Ventura in Minnesota and Angus King in Maine, and the strong showing
by Thomas Golisano in New York, backed by supporters from local contexts that had
also been more supportive of third party presidential candidates like Perot or John
Anderson? In light of the findings in this article, such studies could provide further
evidence that areas have developed a more or less supportive subculture tsat@ifec
individuals evaluate and vote for third party candidates.

Even though the context being studied is not a specific area, but the percentage of
the vote in a county one resides in, the results lend credence to the idea thds pastrea
support for a third party candidate can affect individual evaluations of third party
candidates in the future and affect vote choice. Past studies that have searched for an

“alternative culture” were flawed by a.) focusing solely on individaaél attributes
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without reference to a narrow electoral environment (in this case, the county) and b.)
failing to look outside the act of voting for a contextual effect. Thereforestimty

breaks new theoretical ground and provides evidence that the concept of a third party
subculture is credible, influencing individuals and their views on third party candalates

the national level.
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Table 1: Predicting Nader Favorability, Baseline Models

Predictors NAESRolling NAESRolling NAESRolling NAESRolling
Cross-Section,  Cross Section,  Cross-Section,  Cross-Section,
1999-April 1999-2000 Last Month Last Month
2000 (Perot (Both Perot Before Election Before Election
1996 Context)  Electionsand  (Perot 1996 (Both Perot

Anderson Context) Electionsand
Context) Anderson
Context)
Perot's 1996 .06 (.20) 12 (.15) .14 (.15) .30 (.12)*

County Vote
(Percentage)

Democrats
Independents

Conservative
Ideology

Moderate
Ideology

Liberal
Ideology

Strong Liberal
Ideology

Sex (Men=1)

Age

Race (White=1)

Education

Suburban

Rural

Interest in
Government

7.56 (1.51)*
8.36 (1.39)**

3.94 (2.16)

7.90 (2.20)*

13.70 (2.44)**

21.02 (3.34)*

6.44 (1.09)*
-.01 (.04)
-.98 (1.70)
1.12 (.25)*
98 (1.41)
66 (1.66)

1.52 (.65)*

Care Who Wins 1.53 (1.25)

7.57 (1.51)*
8.36 (1.39)**

3.96 (2.16)

7.90 (2.20)*

13.67 (2.44)**

21.02 (3.34)*

6.43 (1.09)**
-.01 (.04)
-1.12 (1.70)
1.11 (.25)*
86 (1.34)
55 (1.53)

-1.50 (.65)*

-1.51 (1.25)

4.59 (1.10)**
6.11 (1.02)**

5.47 (1.62)**

11.11 (1.66)*

17.45 (1.83)**

27.35 (2.56)**

-1.72 (.78)*
-.03 (.03)
1.58 (1.43)

1.25 (.18)**
-.97 (.93)
-3.32 (1.22)*

52 (.50)

1.36 (1.00)

4.58 (1.10)**
6.06 (1.02)**

5.34 (1.62)**

10.98 (1.66)**

17.27 (1.83)**

27.13 (2.56)*

-1.74 (.78)*
-.03 (.03)
1.15 (1.43)

1.23 (.18)**
-1.11 (.92)
-3.18 (1.12)*

.50 (.49)

1.26 (1.00)
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Elections

Margin .05 (.04) .05 (.04)
Between Major

Parties in 2000

Constant 32.79 (4.27)*  32.06 (4.11)**  26.36 (3.10)**  25.00 (3.10)**

N=2408 N=2408 N=4866 N=4866
Adjusted R- Adjusted R- Adjusted R- Adjusted R-
Sg.=.0966 Sg.=.0968 Sqg.=.0887 Sg.=.0896
F=18.17 F=18.20 F=30.60 F=30.93
Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000

Ordinary least squares regression coefficients with standard erroreimhzsis. Two-
tailed tests. **p<.01; *p<.0
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Table 2: Predicting Nader Favorability with Early and Late ElectiearXSamples, with Various Contextual Measures

Predictors Perot 1996, Perot 1996, Perot Perot Anderson 1980  Anderson 1980
1999-April 2000 Oct.-Nov. 2000  1992/1996, 1992/1996, Oct.- and Perot and Perot
1999-April 2000 Nov. 2000 1992/1996, 1992/1996, Oct.-
1999-April 2000 Nov. 2000

Context -1.28 (.68) -.17 (.51) -1.19 (.49)* -.19 (.38) -1.39 (.63)* -.46 (.47)

(Percentage)

Democrat 13.26 (4.59)** 7.47 (3.30)* 9.18 (5.35)* 4.86 (3.83) 9.21 (5.61) 1.21 (3.91)

Independent 17.19 (4.15)* 5.14 (3.10) 13.22 (4.86)** 4.08 (3.69) 10.15 (5.04)* 1.90 (3.74)

Conservative -12.28 (6.96) -1.7 (5.04) -14.97 (7.97) -1.17 (6.02) -13.74 (8.22) -3.47 (5.88)

Ideology

Moderate -8.01 (6.97) 7.85 (5.09) -11.33 (8.00) 7.06 (6.06) -9.70 (8.27) 4.95 (5.94)

Ideology

Liberal Ideology -12.88 (7.64) 16.57 (5.56)** -17.51 (8.81)* 15.44 (6.57)* -16.18 (9.24) 11.77 (6.56)

Strong Liberal  -7.21 (11.13) 36.35 (7.50)** -4.62 (12.13) 37.33 (8.74)** 1.25 (12.50) 34.79 (9.22)**

Ideology

Democrat x -.65 (.50) -.36 (.36) -.11 (.37) -.03 (.27) -.15 (.47) .30 (.33)

Context

Independent x  -1.03 (.45)* 11 (.34) -.35 (.33) .14 (.25) -.17 (.42) .37 (.32)

Context

Conservative x  1.82 (.74)** .84 (.55) 1.30 (.53)* 48 (.42) 1.52 (.68)* .81 (.52)

Context




9€

Moderate x
Context

Liberal x
Context

Strong Liberal x

Context
Sex (Men=1)
Age

Education

Race (White=1)

Suburban

Rural

Interest in
Government

1.77 (.75)*

3.05 (.82)**

3.30 (1.30)**

6.40 (1.09)*
-.02 (.04)
1.10 (.25)*
-.83 (1.70)
93 (1.41)
74 (1.66)

1.44 (.65)*

Cares Who Wins 1.56 (1.25)

Election

Margin Between ---

Major Parties in

2000

.39 (.56)

.09 (.62)

-1.19 (.87)

-1.69 (.78)*
-.03 (.03)
1.25 (.18)**
1.86 (1.45)
-.78 (.93)
-3.26 (1.22)*

55 (.49)

1.34 (1.00)

.05 (.04)

1.32 (.53)*

2.20 (.59)**

1.80 (.86)*

6.42 (1.09)*
-.02 (.04)
1.09 (.25)*
-.93 (1.72)
1.00 (1.35)
65 (1.56)

1.40 (.65)*

1.57 (1.25)

30 (.42)

15 (.46)

.78 (.63)

-1.72 (.78)*
-.03 (.03)

1.24 (.18)**
1.58 (1.46)
-.83(.93)
-3.12 (1.15)**

52 (.50)

1.28 (1.00)

.04 (.04)

1.52 (.69)*

2.59 (.77)**

1.71 (1.07)

6.46 (1.09)*
-.02 (.04)
1.08 (.25)**
-1.04 (1.72)
1.04 (1.34)
.70 (1.54)

1.43 (.65)*

1.55 (1.25)

56 (.52)

51 (.58)

-.66 (.80)

-1.70 (.78)*
-.03 (.03)
1.24 (.18)*
.94 (1.46)
-1.04 (.92)
-3.12 (1.12)*

50 (.49)

1.18 (1.00)

.04 (.04)




LE

Constant 44.98 (7.20)**  28.46 (5.27)*  50.74 (7.98)*  30.08 (6.00)**  49.73 (8.15)*  33.37 (5.87)**

N=2,408 N=4,866 N=2,408 N=4,866 N=2,408 N=4,866
Adjusted R- Adjusted R- Adjusted R-Sq.= Adjusted R-Sqg.= Adjusted R-Sq.= Adjusted R-Sq.=
Sqg.=.1015 Sq.=.0905 .1005 .0892 .0991 .0900

F=13.94 F=23.00 F=13.80 F=22.67 F=13.60 F=22.86

Prob.>F= .0000 Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000

Ordinary least squares regression coefficients with standard erroremihgemes. Two-tailed tests. **p<.01; *p<.05
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Figure 2: Partisanship's Effect on Nader Favoitglilased on Perot's 1996 County \
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Predicted Values of Nader Favorabilityn
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Figure 4: Partisanship's Effect on Nader Favoitglilased on Perot's 1996 County \
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Table 3: Predicting Vote Choice in 2000, with Bush as the Baseline

Predictors Nader/Bush Buchanan/Bush Gore/Bush
Context (Percentage) .03 (.13) .07 (.14) .07 (.09)
Democrat 3.27 (.66)** 3.00 (1.19)* 4.59 (.44)*
Independent 2.58 (.56)** .78 (1.00) 2.75 (.38)**
Conservative Ideology -2.02 (1.19) .13 (1.38) .38 (.80)
Moderate Ideology 57 (1.11) 77 (1.45) 1.96 (.78)*
Liberal Ideology 2.52 (1.16)* .60 (1.68) 3.03 (.84)**
Strong Liberal Ideology 3.44 (1.42)* 3.04 (2.48) 3.08
(1.15)**
Democrat x Context -.12 (.07) -.15(.13) -.07 (.05)
Independent x Context -.10 (.06) .07 (.10) -.08 (.04)
Conservative x Context 19 (.13) -.03 (.14) -.02 (.09)
Moderate x Context .06 (.13) -.14 (.15) -.02 (.08)
Liberal x Context -.01 (.13) -.02 (.17) -.03 (.09)
Strong Liberal x Context -.06 (.16) -.30 (.29) -.07 (.13)
Sex (Men=1) 14 (.13) .60 (.27)* -.34 (.09)**
Age .004 (.005) .003 (.009) .02 (.003)
Education .03 (.03) -.17 (.06)** -.01 (.02)
Race (White=1) -.65 (.32)* -1.41 (.47)** -1.70
(.22)**
Suburban -.34 (.16)* 28 (.37) -.26 (.11)*
Rural -.56 (.21)** 71 (.41) -.29 (.15)*
Interest in Government .03 (.08) 52 (.14)** -.04 (.06)
Cares Who Wins Election .63 (.15)** .28 (.29) .08 (.11)
Margin Between Major Parties -.01 (.01) .001 (.01) -.004 (.005)
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in 2000
Constant -3.84 (1.21)* -4.55 (1.56)*  -2.83
(.85)*

N=4,569
Pseudo R-
Sq.=.3630

LR Chi-
Sq.=3312.51
Prob.>Chi-Sq.=
.0000

Multinomial logistic regression coefficients with standard errors in paeses. Two-
tailed tests. Other/Bush category was estimated, but results ddptass® estimation
issues (only 19 cases). **p<.01; *p<.05.
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14%

Table 4: Predicted Probabilities of Nader Vote Choice, by Ideology anddPeittip, Across Contexts

Scenarios Strong Conservative  Conservative  Moderate Liberal Liberal Strong
Conservative  Republican Independent  Independent  Independent  Democrat Liberal
Republican Demaocrat

Suburban, Minimum 1.8% .3% 2.3% 12.2% 30.4% 14.4% 25.1%

Context

Suburban, Mean Context| 1.6% 1.1% 4.9% 11.9% 23.4% 9.7% 18.8%

Suburban, Maximum 4.8% 14.1% 17.6% 11.3% 10.4% 5.0% 10.0%

Context

A Min-Max +3.0% +13.8% +15.3% -.9% -20.0% -9.4% -15.1%

Predicted probabilities generated using CLARIFY (King et al. 2000; Tomalz 2001). All other control variables are set to mean or

median values except for the suburban and rural dummies, with suburban=1 and rural=0.



CHAPTER 3
WHY THIRD PARTIES IN THE 1800S? AN EMPIRICAL STUDY ON THE
DEVELOPMENT OF THIRD-PARTY VOTING IN VERMONT

The literature on the role of third parties in American politics has often taken a
historical approach. Third parties were more prominent during the 1800s and early
1900s, receiving higher vote totals and winning offices at rates than modern thigd.parti
In Rosenstone et al.'s classic bobkird Parties in Americathe authors used vote totals
and records dating back to 1840 to help support their theories on third party voting and
minor party candidate mobilization (1996 [1984]). They note that third parties tend to
arise when a significant policy issue is not being addressed by the maigs pad when
there are voters willing to vote against the major parties (Rosenstdn&é%36).

Recently, Hirano and Snyder (2007) used historical evidence to present reasons for the
decline in third party voting since the late 1800s. They argued that anti-fusmn law
changes to the Australian ballot in the South, direct primaries, and co-optatiorcgf pol
goals, especially by the Democrats, were prime reasons for the dedlirel party

voting.

In this paper, | attempt to build on these past findings by looking into the factors
behind higher levels of third party voting in the 1800s. | develop and test a theory of
third party support that is based on the ability of third parties to develop and maintai
support in specific geographically-based contexts. | argue that thi®plenent was

aided by winning over “opinion leaders” in an area, which then allowed the party



message to spread to neighboring areas, and by specific social and institattomal f
that advantaged third parties of this time period. To test this theory, | comduct a
empirical case study of Vermont during the 1840s-1850s. | examine the rise of the
Liberty Party, a third party formed to push for the abolition of slavery, anguitsition
into the Free Soil Party, which took a more moderate approach to stopping slavery’s
expansion.

Using town-level voting records for annual state gubernatorial electiprssent
evidence that the Liberty Party in Vermont was formed through the develbpime
geographically-based support, which started by winning over support in more educated
towns. | then present evidence that these support bases then helped to spread Libert
Party voting to surrounding areas and that they remained areas of stronQiFRzet$
voting into the early 1850s. These findings provide scholars with new insights into how
third parties were able to successfully contest elections during the eably, 118@s

adding to our knowledge of third parties and party development.

Development of a Third Party

The goal of this article is to uncover how third parties were able to receive
relatively high percentages of the vote during the 1800s. My argument is that such
support developed through geographically-based social relationships, which creaded are
that were more supportive of third parties. The idea that geographica#ig-bacial
relationships would affect political behavior is not unique, as the impact of such social

relationships on political behavior has been found by numerous scholars (Lazarsfeld et
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1948; Berelson et al. 1954; Putnam 1966; Huckfeldt 1979, 1986; Huckfeldt and Sprague
1987).

The important question is why geographically-based social influence would play
significant role in the development of third parties in the 1800s. | argue thattkere
several reasons. First, mobility in the 1840s, which is the time period studied in this
article, was limited. While people did move, as America was a growing natis, m
people tended to live and work within a limited region. Railroads were not as popular as
they would become, and the “mass media” as we know it was in its infant. sidges
put an emphasis on town life, and the influence of the town on one's political activities
was quite strong.

Second, the electorate was much smaller, in terms of overall population and
because the right to vote was typically granted only to white malenstizénce a
political party had established itself and decided to run candidates, it had to@ppeal
to this segment of the population. Winning the support of one or two individuals in a
town could help to alter political outcomes, especially since populations wetdogmal
today’s standards.

Winning over town support likely occurred early on in the most educated towns,
where there were more politically interested individuals that could pallgreerve as
“opinion leaders” and influence others in the community (see Lazarsfeld et al.K948;
and Lazarsfeld 1955; Kingdon 1970; Black 1982; Roch 2005). Gaining political
information required some level of education, or at least communities with more
educated residents, since learning during this time period was based d¢er gedy

transmission, reading newspapers/pamphlets, the ability to write ketiiscuss politics
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and learn about political trends, and time to spend on politics. Towns with a more
educated populace, then, would have a greater probability of being more receptive to a
third party and spreading information about the party locally.

Since this was an era where parties sent clear partisan signals tqSibens
1984), educated towns could serve as bases from which to articulate a clagrer par
message and formulate a plan of action. To borrow from Sinclair (2006), the educated
towns would be more likely to contain “intellectual elites.” While Sinclais wa
describing Republicans during the 1970s and 1980s who had to adopt certain policy
views before others in the party would deem these views as legitimate, the@athbe
said for opinion leaders in a community. Until a trusted elite or elites in the cotgmuni
spurs the support and development of the party, few will support it.

Third parties also benefited from advantageous electoral arrangemeri{s to he
spread the party agenda. Electoral laws in many states establisheadrsh®ih office,
with elections being held in some states every year (including Vermonit). awonstant
electoral stimulus, elections gave third parties an opportunity to remind thg pablic
that they were active and what their “brand” was (see Downs 1957 about a pady/ br

This constant electoral stimulus would also reduce the risk involved in a “wasted
vote,” a reason often cited for why modern third parties are unsuccessful (feaguas
Lowi 2001; De Maio et al. 1983). Yearly elections reduce the possible risk in votiag for
party with little experience in office. If a third party candidate won arslayaoor
politician, she could be removed from office within a year. Thus, the risk of hgasti

vote is reduced somewhat during these shorter terms.

" Historical evidence shows that these minor pagteed just like their major party rivals whenainee to
campaigning, platforms, and mobilizing voters. Sitbey (1991) wrote, “In each case, they emulaled t
enemies.”
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To summarize, | argue that the lack of mobility and mass media, the sraaif si
the electorate, the constant electoral stimulus, and the reduction of the “wasted vot
syndrome created an environment where a third party could develop stable bases of
support from election-to-election. Once a third party was able to win over support in
more educated towns, then these towns served as support bases, helping to increase vote
totals and spread the party message. Since other voters were part ostcsdidn
networks that involved individuals from these towns, some people were attracted to
voting for a third party after seeing others support its candidates. Elesomsan
opportunity for communities to express themselves...and to affirm their communal
commitments” (Silbey 1983). This took time to develop, but the result was a context tha
was more supportive of third parties and willing to vote outside the two main party
options. It is my argument that in this era and electoral environment, thirdspagtie
advantaged at the state-level and that support developed within geographstadtyt-di

units.

Reasons for Studying Vermont

To test this theory about the development of third parties, | argue that the town-
level in Vermont during the 1840s and early 1850s can be used. Familiarity with the
political context of Vermont during this time period is low, and this section provides
reasons for using the Vermont case combined with a brief overview of the ptatyg

system.
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The first reason is that the period from 1840-1855 saw the emergence of the anti-
slavery Liberty Party (1841-1845), which was replaced within one yeaedijrthe less
radical Free Soil Party (1846-1854), which moderated its views on slavery andeonta
the pragmatic wing of the old Liberty Party (Sewell 1976). In other worde, Wes
third party voting that can be studied in the state.

Second, towns were the main unit of local governance, containing rural farmland
and, at times, concentrated centers of population. These concentrated arélasl of set
populations could be incorporated as villages within the town boundaries, and this
practice was most prominent in New England in Vermont (Bates, 1912). However, the
race to incorporate villages and cities did not take off in the state until 1870; dmly eig
villages were incorporated prior to 1850, with four more being incorporated between
1850-1859 (Howe 2005). This makes the town the relevant political unit of local
governance, especially since the Vermont town hall meeting is, even today pantitzl
the state’s identity (see Bryan 2064).

More support for this reason is given in the historical account by R.L. Morrow,
who noted that the Liberty Party sustained itself in its early yeeyagh lecturers who
went from town to town with the party message. It was not until 1844 that the lecture
circuit was stopped and the activists worked on establishing county and town committees
as well as establishing tli&reen Mountain Freemarnhe party’s official newspaper

(Morrow 1929)°

8 The town was the level used to record electionltgsfurther indicating the relevance of this geic
and governmental unit.

° Data on where the specific committees formed, yknmowledge, is not available in any form.
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The third reason for focusing on Vermont is that the Liberty and Free $odsPa
in Vermont had to thrive in an environment where the Whig Party of the state was, to a
large degree, anti-slavery. As Holt points out in his work on the history of the Whig
Party, the Vermont Whig Congressmen would staunchly oppose the Compromise of 1850
and the Whig Party’s President Fillmore, further solidifying the stheafgthe party in
the state (Holt 1999). More evidence of Vermont Whigs’ anti-slavery positionseca
observed from Congressional members from the state opposing gag rules in the House in
the late 1830s-early 1840s (McPherson 1963) and in inaugural speeches made by newly-
elected Whig governors who portrayed Vermont’s generally anti-glasdeeology in a
positive light (State Archives of Vermont Online). In the face of a stamigslavery
element in the Whig Party of Vermont, the Liberty Party faced an obstadéyeloping
a consistent support base in the populatfon.

This is not to say that the Democratic Party was weak. Though the Whigs were
the dominant party in the state, winning all gubernatorial elections from 1840-1852, the
state was a competitive partisan environment. During the Liberty Raatg from 1841-

1845, the Democrats received between and 38.2% and 45.2% of the yearly gubernatorial
vote even when the Liberty Party was receiving above 10% of the vote and the Whigs
polled in the mid-40% to just over 50% range. This added up to a significant number of
state representatives for the Democrats, since each town had one rejiveseria
Democrats also retained one of the four House districts throughout the 1840s. While the
political system heavily favored the anti-slavery Whig Party of VerptbetDemocratic

Party was still a viable political party that the Liberty and FreeFsoties had to contest.

9 Finally, Vermont is used because accurate towatesting data is available for the state.
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A fourth reason for using Vermont is that the Liberty Party shifted into thee Fre
Soil Party starting in 1846 and survived the movement of Democrats into the party
organization from 1849-1851, both significant hurdles to maintaining party support. The
Free Soil Party took on a less radical orientation than the Liberty Paragtiag
Democratic voters with the nomination of former President Martin Van Burigs as
presidential candidate in 1848. In Vermont, this election led to a coalition known as the
Free Soil Democrats, who ran candidates until 1854, but was only “successful” as the
second major party through the election of 1851, when the Democrats began to reassert
themselves as a separate political entity. The Free Soil Rartyned the Free Soill
Democrats after the departure of most of the true Democratic iéesitiinough | will
refer to this organization as the Free Solil Party to avoid confusion. In 1852 and 1853, the
Free Soil Party continued to win elected office in the state without the need for
Democratic support. 1854 was the last election for the Free Soil Party inté)evita
the remnants moving back to one of the two major parti&&ith these reasons and
history in mind, the next step is to develop hypotheses about how the theory provided

earlier will be applied to the study of party development in Vermont during the 1840s.

Hypotheses about the Development of Liberty Party Voting

The foremost concern of this study is explaining whether the Liberty iparty

Vermont developed geographic-support bases and what advantaged the party in

" The last election of importance to the Free Ssiterme in 1853, when elected Free Soil represeesati
in the statehouse supported the Democratic cardidagovernor in exchange for the Speaker of the
House position after a clear majority could noobgined over two elections. This maneuver was not
supported by Free Soil voters and non-elected Sodecandidates, who then began to support the
Republican Party in 1854(FairVote.org; Markowitz].i.
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developing in particular towns. The first hypothesis, and the first step in this
developmental process, is that the Liberty Party vote by town will increake &evel of
a town’s education increases. Educated towns are, as noted earlier, more likelgito cont
a potential opinion leader who could either join the party or, at the very least, bring the
topic to the attention of others in the town. Through either mechanism, the Libéyty Par
could begin to establish itself initially in a few towns with a more educatedaiapul

This hypothesis has support in the writings from@neen Mountain Freeman
even if the paper was published three years after the initial development aftyhelpa
resolution passed by the Orange County Party Convetion in 1844, it was stated that “...it
is the duty of every lover of universal freedom to exert his influence in privates;i
public assemblies, and at that ballot box...” (Orange County Convention, Jline 28
1844). These sentiments were surely held prior to a formal party organizationosad t
who took the cause to heart likely helped in dispensing party writings and spreading the
party message.

The second hypothesis is that the Liberty Party vote by town will incredbe a
percentage of the vote for the Liberty Party in the previous election sesredhough
this is empirically an autoregressive relationship, it is crucial torthex@ent of this
article, as it indicates that voting for the third party was not the product ohghifti
support across towns that was unrelated from election to election. Instead, ssesg ba
of Liberty Party voting developed and were maintained across electios.cycle

The third hypothesis is that the Liberty Party vote by town will iner@eashe
percentage of the vote for the Liberty Party in neighboring towns, in the previous

election, increases. In other words, this hypothesis tests for a basitrgpati@nship.
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Towns are influenced by the behavior of neighboring towns, as people within these
communities are more likely to communicate on a regular basis and influence each
other’s political behaviors. However, due to historical circumstances, it lig il this
geographic dependence is not the same across elections. It is likegsivieakhe
period starting in 1842 with the poor showing for the Liberty Party until 1844, when the
party began to mirror the major parties through the establishment of pgatyzations
in towns and starting its own newspaper in the fate.

TheGreen Mountain Freematontains direct evidence that the formation of
party organizations was intended to facilitate this spread. County coesnitéze
encouraged to put papers and tracts “into the hands of such men in each town as will
circulate them to every nook and corner of their town” (Green Mountain Freeman, Jan.
24" 1845). Additionally, county and town committees were urged to “obtain bundles of
papers to circulate in those places where our principles are not fully understoodveand ha
not obtained a footing...as in no other way can the same amount of light be brought
directly before the minds of the people” (Green Mountain Freeman, Ap1i845).

A related expectation is that Liberty Party support bases will carnjiraeethe
Free Soil Party and survive the tumultuous party movements that occurred between 1848
and 1851, when Democrats temporarily shifted into the Free Soil Party to suppant Mart
Van Buren. | hypothesize that towns where the Liberty Party developedadhgestr

support bases in the early- to mid-1840s will also be strong supporters of the Free Soi

2 One could argue that the relationship should tmngest prior to the development of a formal party
organization. When word of mouth was used to shbeegport, neighboring towns would likely be the
most influenced. This is a viable alternative exition, but | argue that the development of a &arty
structure enhanced the localized spread of thertyititarty beyond what word of mouth could provide.
With a structured approach to disseminating théypaessage, it should lead to higher percentages of
Liberty Party voting in a town as neighboring tovimsrease their voting.
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Party in 1852 and 1853, after the Democratic Party reasserted itself aed form
Democratic identifiers returned to the major party. Finding support forypistiesis
would show that the Liberty Party was able to develop strong bases committeidgo vot
for parties that opposed the expansion and entrenchment of slavery, leading to higher
levels of third party voting over the course of this political era.

Together, these hypotheses can help to advance knowledge about third parties and
why they were more successful in the 1800s than they are today. By showingititat vot
for the Liberty Party was the product of developing support bases in certain towns, that
this voting was also the product of neighboring towns exhibiting higher levelberfty.i
voting, and showing that party support remained strong even after the movement of
members into the Free Solil Party, scholars will have a better idea ohe/parties of
this time period were able to win significant shares of the vote and maintain this over
election cycles. Evidence that towns where the Liberty Party performedométhued
to be areas of Free Soil support in 1852 and 1853 provides even stronger support for the
notion that third parties could develop and maintain stable voting blocs. This helps add
to the story of higher levels of third party voting in the 1800s, a recurring point made by
major third party research (Rosenstone et al. 1996; Hirano and Snyder 2007).

Still, it is possible that there are other reasons behind the higher levelslof thir
party voting in Vermont at this time. This means that a number of factors need to be
considered that could affect the expectations and provide different reasons for the
development, maintenance, and diffusion of Liberty and Free Soil voting. Instead of

voting being the product of bases of support, the third parties could have been receiving
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more votes because of factors unrelated to the presence of opinion leaders, pretyious par
voting, or the behavior of neighboring towns.

The first such consideration is that the Liberty Party could have been the product
of winning over voters in occupations which tended to be either Whig or Democratic.
Traditionally, Democrats are viewed as being the party of agricultar¢ha
Whigs/Federalists are viewed as the party of those involved in the manufachaing a
distribution of marketable goods. It is possible that the Liberty Partyg beenanti-
slavery party, would perform better in the areas with more industry and worsevily hea
agricultural areas, as the Whigs in Vermont tended to be anti-slavery. The ®gposit
also be true: the Liberty Party could perform worse in the manufactugag #érthey are
competing head-to-head with the Whigs for votes. Either way, these ptesibiéed to
be considered. Second, the Liberty Party could have received more votes because of
electorally-lopsided towns where only one major party was dominant. Thisaisdeec
third parties often become attractive options for voters when only one major paaty has
viable chance for victory in a town, county, or state. Since the Democrats ansl Whig
were more successful in certain parts of the state than in others, this coutd lead t
incorrect conclusions about the maintenance and spread of Liberty voting if not
controlled. A third factor is the size of a town’s population. It is possible thatkbgy
Party was more successful in either very small or very large towns. lortherf having
a smaller population means less voters, so winning over one or two individuals could
significantly affect the percentage of the Liberty Party vote in a town.ellatter, large
population towns might have an advantage in developing more opinion leaders because

of the increasing size of the voting bloc. Furthermore, town populations are not evenly
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spread across the state. Some areas of Vermont were more rural than othersheven if
state during this time period was essentially all rural by modern populationrsianda
Population size, then, could affect arguments about the effect of neighboring towns noted

earlier.

Data Set

| obtained the data for this project from the State Archives of Vermont. The
dependent variables being used in the Liberty Party analyses are t@vaelts/
percentages for the Liberty Party candidate for governor from 1841-1846tofetestre
yearly), which bookends the first race for governor featuring the bilieity in 1841
and the first race for governor featuring the Free Soil Party in 1846. Whenesdo
determining whether Liberty Party support bases continued to support the Friear§oi
data from 1852 and 1853 will be used. These years represent the two successful elections
for the Free Soil Party after the departure of the Democrats. Additionadl¢vel
variables have also been added to the data set to control for localized feadtonay
have systematically affected third party voting. All of these variablegvaiiable from
the 1840 U.S. Census, which provides results by town.

The first predictor is simply the percentage of the Liberty Party vdté&,awhich
controls for the influence of past voting on current voting. It is expected to be positive
and significant in all models. | also used election results to calculate tiatabslue
of the percentage difference between Whig and Democratic support by town, starting

1840, which serves to control for the level of major party competition. Higher absolute
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values indicate towns where the major parties are not competitive, thusingreee
probability that voters will cast their ballots for a third party that is unlik@kyin votes
in a close contest between Whigs and Demodétats.

| also generated the average percentage of the Liberty Party vaacfotown
and in each year from 1841-1845, that combines all the percentages of the vote from
bordering towns. For example, if Town A is bordered by Towns B, C, D, E, and F,
Towns B-F were averaged together. This variable will help to determine whmihrer
voting for the Liberty Party is affected by higher levels of voting in netmps in the
previous election. It is expected to have a positive effect, as stronger |Ragtyywoting
in neighboring towns at t-1 should lead to higher levels of Liberty Party voting in a
particular town at time t if party support is spreading across town boundaries.

For measuring the level of education in a town, the best available measure in the
1840 Census is the population of a town that is illiterate. This is turned into a percentage
of the total population that is literate, with higher values indicating aegrpatcentage
of literate residents in a town. While there is no way to directly test whetheompi
leaders drive the growth in the vote at the town level, and help to spread the party
message, this measure does allow me to test whether more educated townsrerere
receptive to the Liberty Party message and whether they servedasupfort bases in
the growth and spread of party support to other towns.

The remaining controls mentioned in the previous section are measured using
Census data. For occupational categories by town, the population employeduhiuagric

and the population employed in manufacturing and trade are used, representing

13 For the vote totals, there were years when a ®wesults were either rejected or were not turned i
However, there are few cases of this, and the ngs#ata does not appear to be caused by any systema
pattern/bias.
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traditional areas of Democratic and Whig support, respectively. Theserarerted into
percentages of a town’s population involved in each occupational category. The final
control is the total population of a town. Potentially, this could be positive or negative.
Small population towns could have higher Liberty Party voting because winning over
very small numbers of voters could significantly alter the town’s percehthggy vote.
Likewise, towns with larger populations have more potential voters to be won over, so

higher percentages of the vote could develop in these towns first.

The Liberty Party, 1841-1845

The first step in analyzing the data is to establish whether town-leeel vot
percentages for the Liberty Party are related to one another frortoygear.
Increasingly high correlations from year-to-year would indicateghstcular towns
consistently supported the Liberty Party. Though this would not indicate whatsfact
predicted Liberty Party vote percentages, correlations would help to sistiiat towns
did develop consistent groups of Liberty Party voters. This follows analyses of third
party vote totals in the 30Century that rely on such techniques at the county- and state-
level to infer that there are areas more supportive of third parties acrcigsnetgcles
(see Allen and Brox 2005).

When examining the over time correlations in the Liberty Party vote in Vermont,
| am interested in: a.) whether the Liberty Party developed voting baseens over the
course of its existence and b.) whether the Liberty Party bases of suppbede level

consistent with those of the major parties, meaning high year-to-yealations similar
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to those of the major parties. Evidence that the Liberty Party developed stafde voti
bases would lend credence to the idea that the party was able to build and sustain support
in some towns over several elections. Furthermore, should the year-to-yekaticors
for Liberty Party votes reach levels that parallel year-to-geaelations for the Whigs
and the Democrats, then | have evidence that the Liberty Party in 1840s Verrmont wa
able to generate consistently strong support bases on par with its major party
counterparts.
[Insert Table 5 Here]

The correlations are presented in Table 1. Whig and Democratic Party
correlations are high from year to year, ranging from .90 to .98. Between 1841ntB42 a
1842-1843, the Liberty Party correlations are .73 and .69, respectively. This is fairly
large, but clearly not on par with the Whigs and the Democrats. By 1844-1845, this had
changed, with a correlation of .93, which is much closer to the Whig and Democrat
correlations. Also, between 1845 and 1846 (not shown in Table 1), when the Liberty
Party shifted into the Free Soil Party, the correlation between votes by tasvi®3v

This is evidence of the stability of support bases being developed and maintained
for the Liberty Party that were almost equivalent to those of the two maj@spa
strength** This supports the theoretical argument that third parties in the 1800s were

able to develop bases of voters who would support their party from election-toretcti

4 The size of the bases was not equivalent. Orageem town gave 46.36% of its vote to the Whigs
(S.D.=18.77; min=0, max=100), 39.64% to the Demiscf&.D.=17.47; min=0, max=100), and 14% to the
Liberty Party (S.D.=13.17; min=0, max=61.15) imM5b8

> The correlations also speak to research that aripae it takes three election cycles for a votiagit to
develop (Butler and Stokes 1974; Franklin 2002)ictvlappears to be the case for the Liberty Party in
Vermont. Statewide, there were towns where LibBdyty voting became a habit.
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Readers should keep in mind that these are aggregate-level findings. Ultse res
cannot speak to the average voter in each town and how they behaved in any one election
or across elections; this would be committing the “fallacy of ecologioaante” (see
Kramer 1983). It is plausible to imply thedmevoters remained loyal to the Liberty
Party, much like they did for the Whigs and Democrats; the correlations axédnmgint
and the town populations were quite low by modern standards. However, the main point
about party development to glean from the preliminary analysis in Table 1 is¢hat t

Liberty Party appears to have developed and maintained support bases at tlegebwn-

Predictive Model of Liberty Party Voting

The correlations provide a good preliminary step in analyzing Liberty Party
support, yet the correlations cannot test the hypotheses laid out earlier. To do so, an
empirical model needs to be specified. | will utilize ordinary least squegesssion
models with the percentage of the Liberty Party vote, by town, as the dependssieva
There are 237 towns for most years, though voting returns for individual towns are
sometimes missing from the original records. The standard errors in thdets will be
clustered by the 14 counties in Vermont. The independent variables are the town’s
previous vote for the Liberty Party at t-1, the percent of the population thatasdjtére
town’s neighboring percentage of the vote for the Liberty Party at t-1, thes@asodlute

difference in the major party vote for governor at t-1, overall population, perttre
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population involved in agriculture, and the percent of the population involved in
manufacturing and trad&.
[Insert Table 6 Here]

These models are displayed in Table 6, along with statewide LibertyeoEBile
vote percentages and fit statistics for each model. First, the models for 1841 and 1842
confirm some expectations about the formative years of the party, especraliards to
the proxy for opinion leadership. As can be seen from the significant percete litera
variable, voting for the Liberty Party increased in 1841 and 1842 as the percentage of
literate residents in a town in 1840 increased. This confirms expectations tlaly,init
the Liberty Party was relatively more successful in areas where theapepuhs more
educated. The percent literate is not significant from 1843-1846, but since the models
account for past town voting, which itself was affected by the presence of a more
educated public in establishing a voting base, this does not go against expetfations
Second, all models show that past town voting for the Liberty Party helped predict the
vote percentage for the party in the next election. This supports the storpetbfam
the correlations in Table 1 and confirms my second hypothesis.

Third, the variable measuring neighboring towns’ average percentage of the vote
from the previous election is significant in the 1842, 1845, and 1846 models while not
significant in the 1843 and 1844 models. These findings comport with expectations. The

1842 election was a poor showing for the Liberty Party (3.9%), but the party didibette

18 Tables 1B and 2B in the Appendix provide summéatistics for voting related variables and predisto
derived from the Census. Table 3B in the Appendis the same models without lagged values of tyber
Party voting and the average Liberty Party votadighboring towns.

" In Table 3B in the Appendix, when lagged valuesaifng are not considered, the percent literaadse
significant in 1843, with a larger coefficient them1842. Thus, in the three years without a fdnpaaity
organization, voting for the Liberty Party occurchigher rates in towns with a more literate,caded
populace.

62



towns that had neighbors who voted more highly for the party in 1841. In the 1843 and
1844 election models, past voting by neighboring towns had no significant effect, though
Liberty Party voting increased throughout the state and the past town-level vote
percentage remained significant (indicating within-town growth in supportih the
development of a formal party organization and newspaper in 1844, support was able to
spread to neighboring towns, and towns in 1845 were more likely to vote in higher
percentages for the Liberty Party if neighboring towns voted in higher pagesnn

1844. This continued into 1846, when the Liberty Party changed into the Free Soil Party.

Fourth, the controls do not seem to offer any consistent alternative explanation for
party growth. The absolute difference in the major party vote for governor inthe las
election is only significant and positive in 1841. This indicates that Liberty fAatrhg
was not just a product of electorally lopsided districts. Instead, the LParty had
towns in which it was perceived to be electorally competitive or, at the \asty lead a
committed partisan base. These features are rarely found in regarfisatui22f*

Century third parties.

There also does not appear to be any set pattern of intruding in on traditional
Democratic or Whig bases of support. The percent of the town involved in
manufacturing and trade, which would represent traditional Whig strongholds, was not
significant, and the percent of the town involved in agriculture, which would represent
traditional Democratic strongholds, was negatively related to Libertggyoti1842 but
positively related in 1845. Finally, town population is significant and positive in 1841
and in 1846, but is not significant from 1842-1845 and negatively signed in 1843 and

1844.
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One critique that could be leveled against these findings is that the paatees
tapping into an underlying opposition to slavery in these towns that is not measured. The
findings | present do not go against this interpretation of the results, but they do show tha
the initial support bases, and the spread of support, were built on winning over the most
educated towns first and then moving the party message outward. If thergevesad
sense of opposition to slavery in these areas, the party still had to spreadshgenaes
contest a state Whig Party that was, as mentioned earlier, decidediiagaty in

orientation to begin.

Transition to the Free Soil Party/Free Soil Democrats

The next step is to see how the transition from the Liberty to the Free Syil Part
affected the support bases, and whether or not the towns that were strongRaligrty
supporters remained so with the new party organization. In fact, one cannot assume tha
the Liberty Party support bases remained loyal once the Free Soil gamp&rmer
Democratic President Martin Van Buren is taken into account. Vote percentages
skyrocket for the party in 1848 (29.6% for the gubernatorial vote) and more so in 1849-
1851 (with a high of 44% in 1849) as Democrats move into the party. These increases
correspond to the party’s name change from the Free Soil Party to theolfree S
Democrats, and the number of Democrats moving in obfuscates the underlying support
base generated during the 1841-1846 period.

Still, there are two years of moderate success for the Free Soil Eamiocl852

and 1853 in which its total percentages of the vote (19.6% and 17.5%, respectively) are
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more comparable to the percentages of the vote the Liberty and Free Sed &tdined
in the period from 1844-1846 (10.2%-14.6%). Therefore, correlation analysis such as
that used earlier in this work can help uncover whether town-level support in dnlese e
years was able to maintain itself through the tumultuous movements of the very late
1840s-very early 1850s. Framed as a question: are the bases of support for tye Liber
Party prior to 1848-1851 good indicators of support for the Free Soil Party once the
Democrats move out of the party?

[Insert Table 7 Here]

The correlation results are displayed in Table 7. The two years after the
Democrats had left the Free Soil organization (1852 and 1853) are both years in which
Free Soll vote percentages are correlated at levels above .6 with [Raetyyoting in
1844 and 184%° The correlations show that the movement of Democrats into the Free
Soil Party, and their abandonment of the party after 1851, did not completely destroy t
Free Soll's traditional support bases that formed under the Liberty Party. Adtisird
party voting bases that developed in particular towns during the Liberty Parsy ye

remained relatively strong after the move to the Free Soil Party.

Geographically-Based Support from Liberty to Free Soil

The correlations presented in the previous section go only so far in explaining the

maintenance of Liberty Party support as members moved into the Free 8oil[Ratier

regression results do help to support these correlations, as they showed thaathere w

18 Correlations involving the Free Soil Party from#981851 are quite low with 1846-1848 and 1852-1853.
The correlations are typically around .15-.25, ¢ading that the party was gaining support outside t
traditional areas of Free Soil support.
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neighboring towns effect that influenced Liberty Party, and the firstofearee Soil

Party, voting. However, neither result can ensure that a.) the party’s messagble to

diffuse from particular centers of party support that developed early on and bhetet t

early bases of Liberty Party strength remained strong supporters fenet&oil Party in

the early 1850s. Additional regression models like those in Table 6 for thisreg¢er F

Soil period would also not be able to easily isolate whether the strongest groups of

Liberty Party towns continued in their support, nor could they enable us to see any

patterns of diffusing support. To do this, spatial analysis, combined with mapping the

results, provides an intuitive way of testing for diffusion and the maintenance of support
| first utilize the program SaTScan™ (Kulldorff and Information Management

Services, Inc. 2006) to identify where spatial “clusters” of LibertyyRaoting

developed? Originally designed to be used in the study of diseases, the program allows

users to test whether clusters are randomly distributed over space, oyer tiwer

space and time by utilizing scan statistics. This is accomplished by thamprog

“gradually scanning a window across time and/or space, noting the number of observed

and expected observations inside the window at each location” (SaTScan™ User Guide,

Version 7.0). After running through a pre-determined number of simulations, the

“window” with the maximum likelihood is considered the primary “cluster, hvather

secondary clusters provided. The primary cluster is “the cluster leglgtth be due by

chance,” with the secondary clusters also being less likely to be due by chatite. W

these clusters come p-values, allowing the user to determine whether thgoothiesis

of complete spatial randomness can be rejected (SaTScan™ User Guide, Version 7.0)

19 5aTScan™ is a trademark of Martin Kulldorff. Th&lScan™ software was developed under the joint
auspices of (i) Martin Kulldorff, (ii) the Nation&ancer Institute, and (iii) Farzad Mostasharinaf New
York City Department of Health and Mental Hygiene.

66



If significant clusters of Liberty Party voting exist, the sigmfit clusters can
then be mapped over levels of Liberty and Free Soil Party voting, by town,dotesel
years. This mapping of the clusters will provide an intuitive way to see if tlye ea
clusters of Liberty Party voting, when mapped over Liberty and Free Soil vote
percentages in later election cycles, overlap. | can also check foréatdlffusion this
way, as we should see that voting for these parties spread to towns near tloasignif
clusters and that the clusters generally remain concentrated aregis-teal Liberty
and Free Soil Party support.

To test this in SaTScan™, a spatial analysis was conducted on the Libeyty Part
percentages of the vote in 1843, as 1843 signifies the start of high year-to-year vote
correlations but is not part of the highest year-to-year correlation é&xe I) (see
Kulldorff 1997)2° The program ran 999 Monte Carlo simulations on the case data. All
significant clusters identified by the program at the p<.01 level waimeel’* As run,
the spatial analysis allows for each town to be its own cluster and clusteat oaerlap
one anothef?

[Insert Figure 5 Here]
To best display the results, maps of Vermont were created using ArcGISt9.0 tha

identify the 1843 spatial voting clusters over town-level voting percentagesiin la

20 Using 1843 also provides a tougher test for tffesion and maintenance of Liberty/Free Soil votiag
1843 was a year before the development of the tyilltarty’s formal party organization.

2 Towns within clusters were dropped if the proguld not identify the number of observed/expected
cases in which the town in question was a part“@fiadow” during the simulations that lead to the
clusters. This is part of the output provided laff Scai™. Out of 38 cases, this occurred in 11 cases.
Placing them on the maps as diamonds providesathe general result, and these maps are availalve fr
the author upon request.

2 A total of five clusters were significant at the.p1 level. One of the clusters was a single towast
Fairlee, located in the central-eastern part ofi\dat).
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election year$® In Figure 5, the two maps show the significant 1843 clusters overlaid on
1843 and 1845 Liberty Party vote percentages by town, with towns filled in with darker
shades indicating higher percentages of the vote. The towns in significaatchre
displayed with white diamonds placed within the geographic center of each town’s
boundaries.

We can observe that there was a tendency for Liberty Party voting to spread out
from the significant clusters from 1843 to 1845. Towns near clusters in 1843 increased to
darker shades by 1845, showing an increase in Liberty Party voting. This provides
further evidence that the Liberty Party’s ability to form and maintaimgdilocs was not
merely a process of “winning over” specific, isolated towns. Instead, besgtyiParty’s
success hinged on expanding outward from earlier bases of support, lending additional
support to the earlier empirical models that Liberty Party voting in a te&s related to
the voting of neighboring towns in earlier election years.

[Insert Figure 6 Here]

The next step is to then identify whether these clusters continued to be areas of
strength for the Free Soil Party. A stringent test is to see whethernifecaig clusters
of Liberty Party voting in 1843 continue to be areas of strong Free Soil support in the
years 1852 and 1853, after the Free Soil successes in 1848-49 and the brief merger with
Democrats. As Figure 6 shows, this is clearly the case; the aredsedyParty support

in 1843 remain firmly in the Free Soil camp. Even as votes for the Free Soil Party

2 At the time of this article, no maps that are @Sy exist for Vermont during this time periodta
town-level. A modern map was used, and thankftdiyn boundaries were largely established by this
time; earlier maps were consulted to verify thatdinits remained largely unchanged. While theltesue
not affected, two points should be made for cleaifion. First, there are a few small white spotshe
map, corresponding to cities within towns that sefg much later from the towns than is dealt witthis
article. Second, the county of Grand Isle, whih series of islands with towns in the far nortstem
part of the state (Lake Champlain), are pushediidwa this map, as they “border” the mainland towns
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decline in 1853, the clusters remain strong supporters. This is most observable in the
southern-most cluster, where some of the nearby voting outside the cluster began to
weaken in its support for the Free Soil P&fty.

The results of the spatial analysis help further confirm and expand on the findings
earlier in this article. First, Liberty Party support was not just adewe phenomenon;
towns that voted at higher levels for the party tended to cluster near one anotoed, Se
there is evidence that the Liberty Party did expand from areas of edyl\spacesses,
allowing the party to increase its vote totals. Third, this allowed the {iParty in
Vermont to transform relatively easily into the Free Soil Party and dhétpenaintain the
Free Soll Party, even after the 1848 Van Buren presidential campaign and the brief
working relationship with the Democrats had ended. This is strong evidence for the
argument that the core voting bloc for the Liberty Party, after moviongliet Free Soil
Party, was maintained. Unlike modern third parties, a true constituency formed and
maintained partisan attachments and helped the Liberty and Free Sod featibieve

relative third party success at the ballot box.

Conclusion

The findings presented in this article show that during the 1800s, third parties
could develop localized bases of support, maintain such bases over time, and use these
bases to increase voting in surrounding towns. First, due to the limitations placed on

communication and transportation, localized development was aided by building support

24 Using higher upper thresholds for the Free SaityPate (up to 40%) provide the same substantive
results as the 13% threshold for 1852 and 1853nwine average Free Soil vote was higher than 13%.
These maps are available upon request.
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in towns with a more educated public and a greater probability of containing “opinion
leaders” who would be willing to support, and spread the message about, a third party.
Once this support developed, then the party could build its support within a town. This
appears to be the case, for as voting for the Liberty Party increase@ihdid¢l -1845,

the best predictor of a town’s vote percentage for the Liberty Party isahieys

election cycle’s town vote percentage.

There was also a neighbor effect on Liberty Party voting, where a town’s
percentage of the vote for the Liberty Party, and the first year of deeSail Party, was
affected by the average vote percentage for the Liberty Party in naimgbmwns in the
previous election year. This provides evidence that voting was not an occurrencd focuse
solely on individual towns, but that there was likely a social dynamic aiding the
maintenance of such support among towns. It also alludes to the argument that, in some
years, voting was able to diffuse to neighboring towns.

The bases of support for the Liberty Party carried over to the Free SgibRdrt
helped the expansion of third party voting during this time period. The spatial analysis,
combined with correlation results, shows that town-level Liberty Party vaticghee
significant clusters of towns that were more supportive of the Liberty Pal843
helped to increase the party’s vote totals in nearby towns. These clusere®f
continued to serve as strong supporters of the Free Soil Party until that paatyis d

This article gives scholars an in-depth look into the actual development of third
party voting, at the state-level, during the 1800s. Existing research hagifataisdy
on why third party voting has declined across states and at the national level since the

1800s (Rosenstone et al. 1986; Hirano and Snyder 2007), but this article has shed light on
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an important preceding question. | have shown that towns with higher levels of @ducati
were the starting point for the development of third parties in the 1800s. These groups of
towns served as the centers of party support before successfully spreadingsigene
neighboring towns, another finding that helps us to understand how third parties could
contest over multiple election cycles and win government offices. Firfadlye findings

help to differentiate between the experiences of early and modern third pieiéatter

of which are not successful at establishing core bases of support. Overall, the evidence

adds to our understanding of third parties and party development in the 1800s.
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Table 5: Year-to-Year Correlations for Town Percentage Vote for Goxdor Each
Party, 1841-1845

Year Whigs Democrats Liberty
1840-1841 .90 .98
1841-1842 .93 .98 73
1842-1843 .96 97 .69
1843-1844 97 97 .83
1844-1845 .97 97 .93
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Table 6: Predicting Percentage of Liberty and Free Soil Party Motééear and by

Town

Predictors 1841 1842 1843 1844 1845 1846
Liberty Vote, --- .33 1.2 75 .98 A7
t-1 ('05)*** ( 12)*** ('05)*** (.05)*** (.06)***
Liberty Vote 12 .38 (.23) .15(.17) .18 .18 (.08)**
in Neighboring (.05)** (.07)**
Towns, t-1
Absolute 12 (.04)** -.01(.01) -.03(.02) .03(.03) .02(.01) -.01(.02)
Difference in
Major Party
Vote, t-1
Agriculture .06 (.04) -.06 .07 (.09) .09(.08) .1 -.01 (.04)

(.02)*** (.04)**

Manufacturing .13 (.17) .03 (.09) .07(.23) -.24(.15) -.17(.2) -.2(.15)
and Trade

Literate .78 16 .09 (.19) -.36 (.44) .05(.16) .02 (.1)
(.22)*** (.06)**

Town .002 .0001 -.0003 -.001 .001 .002

Population (.0001)** (.0003) (.0004) (.001) (.001) (.0005)***

Constant -79.25 -13.69 -8.30 38.28 -7.61 -1.94
(21.61)*** (5.94)* (17.29) (43.98) (16.03) (9.75)

Liberty/Free

Soil Vote %  6.3% 3.9% 7.5% 10.2% 13.5% 14.6%

N= 223 225 229 229 230 230

F= 6.7 98.58 74.25 81.96 149.28  750.78

Prob.>F= .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00

R-Sq.= 13 51 44 49 .79 .80

Ordinary least squares coefficients with standard errors in parenthéaedar8 errors
are clustered by county. ***p<.01, **p<.05, *p<.10.

73



Table 7: Year-to-Year Correlations for Town Percentage Vote for GoxdBetween
Liberty and Free Soil Voting

Years Correlation
1841-1852 32
1841-1853 .32
1842-1852 .36
1842-1853 37
1843-1852 .49
1843-1853 49
1844-1852 .66
1844-1853 .63
1845-1852 .66
1845-1853 .68
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Figure 5: 1843 and 1845 Liberty Party Vote in Vermont, by Town, with Spatial @uste
from 1843 Represented by Diamonds

1843 1845

Darker colors indicate higher percentages of the Liberty Party vote by towre avéas
indicate 0% of the vote; light gray 1-3%; gray 4-6%; dark gray 7-12%bkao# 13%

and above. Diamonds indicate towns that were included in spatial clusters, in 1843, as
generated using SaTScan™.
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Figure 6: 1852 and 1853 Free Solil Party Vote in Vermont, by Town, with Spatial
Clusters from 1843 Represented by Diamonds

1852 1853

Darker colors indicate higher percentages of the Liberty Party vote by towre avias
indicate 0% of the vote; light gray 1-3%; gray 4-6%; dark gray 7-12%; ao#t bB%

and above. Diamonds indicate towns that were included in spatial clusters, in 1843, as
generated using SaTScan™.
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Chapter 4
MINOR PARTIES AND FUSION: DO THE THIRD PARTIES BEHAVEIKE REAL
POLITICAL PARTIES

The presence of two major political parties is well-established in thedJnit
States. Scholars note that this is because of Duverger's Law (1954), wiashhstat
there is a tendency for two parties to develop in a first-past-the-post alegtstem.

Still, electoral laws can change this two-party dynamic if they providempiarties with

a method for institutionalizing their support. This is typically done through the adoption
of a proportional representation system, which is noted by scholars as the waghin whi
minor parties can take an active role in the political process (Duverger 1864907

Katz 1997).

However, one way that minor parties can exist in a first-past-the-ptsirsis
through the allowance of fusion candidacies, with the premiere example of tei® sys
being in New York. With fusion, a minor party can cross-endorse a major party
candidate, and in New York, this means that the major party candidate will also appear
on a separate minor party ballot line. Minor parties retain the ballot space fgeé&var
if their candidate receives 50,000 votes in the gubernatorial election. The cross-
endorsement of a major party candidate is the most common method of accomplishing

this task®®

% There are exceptions. The 1990 gubernatorialfesatared a separate Conservative Party candiaiade,
the Independence Party, until the 2006 electiomays nominated millionaire Thomas Golisano for the
office.



Scholars have paid little attention to this distinct electoral arrangemnventfl@ugh the
system as implemented in New York allows these fusion (minor) partiesue timiler a
first-past-the-post system. Studying this system could illuminate hoanfpsairties view
their role in the political process and provide new insights into how these pqidites
operate in relation to the major parties, how they influence policy and major party
candidates, and whether they function like major political parties. Thesedawpuld
speak to a wide array of existing scholarship on political parties, elesystains, and
state politics and have practical implications for reformers interastetanging state
election law.

| study this electoral system by conducting elite interviews witiofusarty
leaders. By utilizing interviews, the goal was to obtain detailed, first-hecwlnts of
how these parties and their activists perceive their role in the politmzd$s and in the
formation of public policy. | found that activists in fusion parties behave and act like
major party activists and that the electoral system grants theses paotie leverage in
candidate selection and policy debates than one might expect. Even though candidates
rarely get directly elected on a fusion party ballot line, the chance thatiadate might
need votes on a fusion party line, and the threat posed by a fusion party deciding to run
its own candidate instead of cross-nominating, gives these parties pywed behat
their vote totals typically suggest.

These findings are in contradiction to scholarship that views minor parti¢teas li
more than “pressure groups” (see Schattschneider 1942). | find that fusios partie
attempt to harness the goals and desires of politicians to win office aadpafiiey

change (Aldrich 1995) much like major parties. Fusion balloting, then, can help to create
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a multi-party system in a first-past-the-post electoral system. Thmagpr parties still

want to reduce the amount of electoral competition they face (Cox 1997), candidiates wil
support a fusion system if there are positive benefits that can be accrueddemwing
multiple ballot lines and fusion party endorsements. This final point helps to ansyer wh
fusion is accepted in New York, why politicians in Oregon actively supportedaggis|

that will bring fusion to statewide elections in 2010, and why this issue demand®attenti

as a state-level electoral reform.

Fusion Parties in New York

There are currently three “fusion” parties in New York, designatedcsdiie to
their reliance on cross-endorsements of major party candidates: The Cavesé&tagiy,
the Working Families Party, and the Independence Party. Each is distihet on t
ideological spectrum, with the Conservative Party occupying the right-wiadVbrking
Families Party the left-wing, and the Independence Party straddlingahtef.” The
Conservative Party tends to nominate Republican candidates, the Working FRarifjes
tends to nominate Democratic candidates, and the Independence Party makes its
selections on a case-by-case basis. Additionally, each party does run tarmidates
in select races.

The oldest of the three is the Conservative Party, which was founded in 1962 in
response to the leftward shift of the Republican Party in the state. It3plé&fa
testament to its true ideologically-conservative roots (Conservatite \Rabsite, 2008),
as the Republican Party in New York is often noted as being less conservative than most

state Republican Parties. The Conservative Party was, for a long time, the
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counterbalance to the Liberal Party, which was founded in 1944 and used cross-
nominations prior to the emergence of the Conservative Party (LiberaMPabisite,
2010)?° During this time, they elected James Buckley to the US Senate in 1970 on the
Conservative Party line and were able to get William Carney, a negistonservative,
elected to the US House of Representatives through the Republican Party in 1978.
Today, the Conservative Party still operates with a heavy reliancessr@ndorsing

major party candidates, mainly Republican candidates.

The Independence and Working Families Parties are both newer. The
Independence Party formed in 1991 and became loosely affiliated with Unitechidée St
America and the Reform Party/Perot campaign in 1996. Its platform issbonsa
mixture of centrist policies, but they are known for advocating modern populist
principles, such as adopting initiative, referenda, and campaign finance reféwn in t
state. The party rose to prominence in the state behind Thomas Golisano, a killionair
businessman who resided in the Rochester area and was a founding member of.the party
Golisano was its gubernatorial candidate in the 1994, 1998, and 2002 races, finishing in
2002 with approximately 14% of the vote. The party also has a tendency to nominate
other minor party candidates for president, giving their ballot line to John Hageli
(Buchanan’s Reform Party opponent) in 2000 and Ralph Nader in 2004. However, the
Independence Party has been weakened by rifts in their organization betftisen |
ideologues in the New York City party and more moderate members throughout the rest

of the state. After a series of court battles, the Independence Party ofdde@ity

% Though they operate a website, the Liberal Paasylieen all but dead in the state since 2002, thiter
party gave its line to Andrew Cuomo for the gubésrial race. Cuomo pulled out of the race and the
Liberal Party did not have time to replace Cuomthwi new candidate. They failed to reach the redui
50,000 votes in the gubernatorial election to n@mballot access, and the party has since bedscexp
by the Working Families Party.
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tends to operate independently within its sphere of influence (see Independdyad P
New York City website).

The Working Families Party is even newer, having gained official lsthtds for
the first time in 1998. They campaign on a series of left-wing, progressive tyuil as
“living wages,” increasing and improving public transportation, controlling housing
costs, and universal health care. Their greatest successes to date haveHseNew
York City area, and a receNew York Timearticle noted that the Working Families
Party played a significant role in the 2009 New York City primary races (&osmd
Fahim 2009). They have also been active in promoting fusion in other states. The
Working Families Party started a Connecticut branch of the party in 2002 and in South
Carolina (Working Families Party Website 2010), and, as will be discussed @tgaj
party members helped to push for legislation legalizing a version of fusion balloting
Oregon in 2009 (Mapes 2009). New York State, however, remains the primary focus for

the party and the establishment and expansion of their message.

What Earlier Scholars Have Said on New York's Minor Party Arrangement

Most recent research done on the role of minor parties in New York politics can
be attributed to two scholars, Howard Scarrow and Robert Spitzer. In Scarrow's book,
Parties, Elections, and Representation in the State of New(Y@8B), one chapter
focuses on the issue of New York's multi-party system and cross-endorsement of
candidates. While offering a thorough description of the history of New Yorkisrifus

ballot, the chapter is absent empirical analysis. In fact, the finabsedtthe chapter is a
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normative argument for why the system is out-dated and should be done away with. This
is due to four negative consequences of the fusion system: the strength of miesr pa
outweighs their electoral strength, the bargaining between major aod parties adds
to cynicism about politics, the system does not provide a multi-party system wile a w
variety of choices, and the system leads to minority election outcomes when a minor
party enters its own candidate into an election (Scarrow 1983).

Spitzer's recent book chapters (1997/2002) are similar to Scarrow's book in
content. In Spitzer's bookhe Right to Life Movement and Third Party Poli{{t887),
the author does use survey data to investigate party leaders and activesisYioimi's
Right to Life Party. However, the last chapter of the book takes on a normative bent,
actively opposing Scarrow's position that the system is outdated (this is afgara bf
Spitzer's articles). Less normative presentations put forth by Stonéé&gh énd
Schneier and Murtaugh (2001) cover the same material presented by Scarrow and
Spitzer.

The only prominent published study that looks specifically at the fusion ballot in
New York is by Michelson and Susin (2004). They assess whether or not votes for the
Working Families Party, in a special election for the Nassau County leigeslare
displaced Democrats or new voters. Their evidence suggests the latter, though the
relationship did not hold for other third parties in the election.

While a beneficial step in starting to assess the issue of minor partiesvin N
York and how electoral arrangements that aid these parties lead to certamesjtthe
study is limited. First, the election chosen was a special election tovéitlamt seat, and

the office being contested (a seat in the Nassau County legislaturecalas loature
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and not prominent. Second, though the authors argue that the election was “highly
publicized and hotly contested,” turnout was below 30% and the Democrat/Working
Families/Independence/Liberal candidate won with 58% of the vote, compared with
22.4% for the Republican candidate and a staggering 19% for the Green Party nominee.

Unpublished dissertation work by Shan (1991) studied the decline in State Senate
competition in New York from 1950-1988. He found that minor party endorsements
were critical to major party candidates in three percent of all races tWwbeandidate
received enough votes to win the election on the minor party ballot line. This indicates
that minor party endorsements can influence outcomes in tight races. A prominent
example of this outside State Senate races was the 1994 race for govenge Rataki
obtained enough votes to defeat Mario Cuomo only after the Conservative Pasty total
were added to his Republican total. This is strong evidence that fusion partersfonat
electoral outcomes in the state, but we do not have a theory about, and knowledge of,
how the parties view themselves, what their goals are, what their mots/at@ifor

staying politically active, and how they influence political outcomes.

Fusion Balloting and Electoral Systems

The effect of the fusion ballot also has implications beyond New York State and
research on political parties, as understanding the institution can speak to swholars
electoral systems. Fusion balloting was quite common in the late 1800s and early 1900s,
but was ended in many states by the Republican Party, as the system eveesli lieli

advantage Democrats and Populists, who often fused their ballots (Arged98@¢¢r In
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one unique example, Populists in North Carolina relied on fusing with the state’s
Republican Party. Together, the coalition swept into power in 1896, bringing with them

a host of black office holders. When the Democrats were able to regain power in 1898 by
running a vehemently racist campaign, provisions were put in place to eliminate this
practice of cross-endorsement from continuing (Faulkner, accessed 2/14/2009). This
shows how both major parties were willing to remove the system of fusion balloting

when it did not work to their electoral advantage.

Recently, there have been attempts to bring the system back in some states,
making it a viable area for study. Timmons v. Twin Cities Area New Pafip97), the
New Party sued the state to allow them to cross-endorse candidates whalblveyéow
accept their ballot line. The U.S. Supreme Court, in a 6-3 decision, found that the State
of Minnesota could control access to the ballot and prevent the New Party from cross-
endorsing major party candidates, thus limiting the expansion of the fusion system.
Disch (2002) argues that this decision was a victory for the major partiegsasn the
majority on the Supreme Court believed that existing laws did not overly burden or
restrict third parties and that fusion could lead to a confusing ballot in an unsttbla sy
where political parties are “created” just for the purposes of the ballot.

This decision still allows individual states to determine whether fusion is
allowed, and one prominent attempt to bring back the system has been successful. In the
summer of 2009, fusion was approved for use in elections in Oregon after being passed
through both houses of the legislature and receiving the governor’s approval (Mapes
2009). Additionally, the system is still used to a limited degree in Vermont, Casutecti

and South Carolina, with the latter two operating under a system that is sintilat in
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New York. This will be mentioned again later, as the Working Families Bantgrking
to establish themselves as a legitimate force in Connecticut and Soutm&aralitake
advantage of the electoral arrangement.

This brings to light the question of how fusion balloting fits within the broader
framework of established work on electoral systems, as the system hakomehe
election processes of some US states. Katz (1997) breaks down electeraksgish
four dimensions, those being how the distribution of votes cast translates into seats, the
format of the choice given to the electorate, the electorate itself, anchttidatas and
their concerns. The presence of fusion balloting has an effect on all four aspects.

For translating votes into seats, the fusion system in New York provides third
parties that cross-endorse the opportunity to “win” elections without necegpitadi
their chosen candidate wins a plurality of votes on the party line. Since voting for a
fusion party is counted on a separate party line, and then added to a candidatedsrtotal
other party lines, the exact nature of the vote can be broken down by party. Other fusion
systems operate with all the endorsements on one ballot line, thus making it harder to
disentangle whether a candidate received a vote as a major or minor party eandidat
Thus, the format of the choice is also different than in most American states.

The electorate itself can also approach the ballot differently. Insteadrefy
casting a vote for Candidate X on a major party line, a voter can determine mthetbe
is symbolic or ideological value in casting a vote for Candidate X on a fusionlipatty
For example, if a candidate has the Republican, Independence, and Conservative Party
endorsements, a voter who believes the candidate should be more ideologically

conservative can cast her vote on the Conservative Party line. A voter with no party
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affiliation or who is ideologically moderate may choose to cast her vote on the
Independence Party line to signal to the candidate that she wants a politicisnnwho
entirely beholden to the Republican platform.

Finally, candidates have to accept the cross-endorsement or actively cafopaig
it in some circumstances, which can affect candidates and their concernaddshan
additional layer of depth to the traditional campaign, as now a candidate could dgtential
campaign for two (or more) party nominations. Not only does a candidate deal with a
major party that pressures them, but they also face scrutiny from a secahadyrtfourth
cross-endorsing fusion party.

Current literature on electoral systems would suggest that the above concern
about additional electoral pressure might lead major parties to oppose a fuseam &yst
the bookMaking Votes CountCox noted that, “Successful electoral coordination
necessarily involves a reduction in the number of competitors” (1997). This appears to
explain why Democrats and Republicans during the Populist and Progressmereras
willing to discard the system of cross-endorsement in most states when it didpnot he
them win office.

It would seem, then, to be counterintuitive for the two major parties in New York
to allow the system to exist and that both parties in Oregon would be willing to adopt the
fusion ballot. However, the system can succeed if candidates are sebtedeard the
minor parties serve this self-interest. As Aldrich (1995) noted, modern polititispa
are no longer focused on the “party principle,” where the party itself is imp@tant
than the individuals in the party. Individuals that compose the greater body e$ paeti

most important, as parties “are constructed to realize both shadeelf-interested

86



goals” (278). The minor parties in New York that rely on cross-endorsementisain e
electorally because the members have shared political goals and the tegrtieia
endorse have self-interested goals that can benefit from the cross-eretdrséor
example, a moderate Republican who is interested in increasing the miningenowa
working on lower housing costs shares goals with the Working Families Partyeand t
endorsed candidates but still benefits from the collective strength of the RapuPdrty
on other issues such as taxes. In this way, this example candidate has anrinterest
promoting herself on both party lines.

This also aids the goals of the major and the minor party, both of which are
concerned with “the regulation of [candidate] ambition to achieve desirablenwesc..”
(Aldrich 1995, 294). With a major party, the ability to control candidates with incentives
is greater than what minor parties can offer. Still, the ability to crosssndaants these
minor parties the opportunity to provide added incentives to candidates and help with
their re-election and career goals. In New York, the greatest incentimeaditional
ballot line, as the New York fusion system separates out the major endorsemethiefrom
cross-endorsement. This also means that the minor party support can be quantified,
unlike states such as Vermont where the candidate only receives one ballotline wit
multiple parties listed beneath her name. Also, minor parties do have resbatcae t
made available to candidates who win a nomination, especially in terms of manpower f
campaign activities.

For candidates to have continued access to cross-endorsement, minor parties must
receive 50,000 votes or more on their party line for governor to continue to have

statewide ballot access. The easiest way to do this is through cross-endarajng a
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party gubernatorial candidate. Major parties and their candidates benefitiéscutting
potential third party opposition, and minor parties can help “benefit-seekersicfldr
1995) and candidates achieve their long-term goals, too. In the 1990 gubernatorial
election, the Republican candidate failed to win the Conservative Party nomimation a
almost received fewer votes than the Conservative Party’s own candidhate, im 1994,
Republican George Pataki narrowly defeated Democratic Governor Mario Cétemo a
the votes he received on the Conservative Party line were tabulated into his total.
Conservative Party elites were appointed to state positions as a rés)lt Tbiese fusion
parties, then, exist because they can help ambitious candidates win offiaediney
overall ballot competition, and they can help push for shared policy goals across major

party lines in an era of candidate-centered elections.

Developing Systematic Expectations

The first step in developing a relevant theory of fusion parties mustdiedilish
whether these are truly “political parties.” They rarely win electedefiutright, and, as
Spitzer has pointed out, they might not want to win office when they can obtain benefits
through cross-endorsement (Spitzer 2006). This viewpoint implies that these minor
parties can be viewed more as “pressure groups,” since they do not want to cané&pl off
or as “educational movements” rather than “genuine parties” (Schatdeht64?2).

| argue that such an assessment is too facile when observing New York. The
fusion parties in New York are organized attempts to gain political control tinroug

winning elections, which is a crucial factor in Schattschneider’s defindf a political
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party. The problem is that winning elections is a different calculus in New than it is

in other states. As William Riker asserts, “when the definition of winning$orc
candidates to maximize votes in order to win...they [candidate] have strong motives t
create a two-party system; but when the definition of winning does not require the
[candidates] to maximize votes...then this motive for two parties is absent” (1982, 755;
parenthetical insertions mine).

In a sense, the fusion system falls somewhere between these extremes.
Candidates still need to maximize votes in order to win, but this can occur acrgss part
labels because each party label is separate. For the fusion parties, then, winrmiag unde
system of cross-endorsement does not require that the candidate maximize ber vot
their party line, so long as the candidate they endorsed is maximizing vaies atr
party lines. We can expect the fusion parties of New York to act like major @blitic
parties, though with a different definition of electoral victory than is heldthé&ynajor
parties; these are not “pressure” groups that are not concerned with winreeg ®ffus,
the election of cross-endorsed candidates can be viewed as a sign of @agiy stnd

influence, especially when an election is close.

Expectation One: The fusion parties in New York will view themselves dsrlate
political parties and will view electoral victory largely through thetsbe of cross-

endorsed candidates as a means to achieving their policy goals.

Another aspect of political parties set forth by Schattschneider is tf@at ma

parties have supremacy over minor parties. However, in the case of New York, siccount
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note how major party politicians often appeal to the minor parties for their support and
fear losing their suppoff. The additional fusion party line can serve as a method for
“branding” a candidate (Downs 1957) as being a true conservative, if they win the
Conservative Party nomination, or a true liberal, if they win the Working Fanfhety
nomination. Still, the fusion parties do need to be somewhat deferential to the candidate
put forth by the major parties to be effective. The Conservative Party wouldriely
survive if they refused to cross-endorse a majority of the Republican candatatele
same holds true for the Working Families Party and its relationship to the Egimoc
party. In return, activists in fusion parties can receive patronage positions when an
endorsed major party candidate is elected, providing an incentive to go albrag wit
major party’s wishes (Schneier and Murtaugh 2001).

There are times, however, when a fusion party will run its own candidate, even if
a candidate is not a legitimate threat to the major parties. In genayai,party
candidates want to limit competition in their district (Aldrich 1995), esdgafahe race
might be close, and running a non-viable candidate does not help the fusion party obtain
benefits from a major party in this scenario. This makes a fusion party’sotetcisiun
its own candidate relatively rare for major offices.

In some situations the fusion parties appear to push their chosen candidate
through a major party’s primary process, eliminating the need to run their owdai@ndi
on their own ballot line. This occurred in the case of Tim Gordon, who was the
Independence Party’s selection to run for the state legislature in 2006 in Agssembl

District 108 after the incumbent Republican assemblyman chose not to run. Gordon, the

2" Edward Koch, when mayor of New York City, was oqeeted as saying in 1982: “I believe that the
people of the state of New York are finding that thinor parties are the tail that wags the dog,aard
seeking to impose their candidates on the majdy’p@aken from Spitzer 2006).
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vice chair of the Albany County Independence Party (Benjamin 2006), entered and won
the Democratic Party line and ran a successful general election campiziging a seat

in the state legislature. Thus, the system appears to be more symbiotic thaolate a
dominance by the major parties, even if the major parties hold actual power #mel are

stronger organizations.

Expectation Two: The fusion parties are aware that their role in the sydteson the
major parties, though at the same time, they are keenly aware that the magergra
reliant on them as well. Thus, the fusion parties will tend to cross-nominategadlly
similar candidates and will try to work within the two-party framework toymiedecting

their own candidates.

There are situations in this fusion system where the Conservative Partyatesni
a Democratic candidate or the Working Families Party nominates a Repulliaegue
that access to the policy-making process will play a role in these cases- Cr
endorsement will provide the proverbial “foot in the door” needed to influence a
politician’s political behavior. Policy cannot be influenced without a channel for
communications, and opening your party line to a candidate, even if less ideogjogicall
similar than most cross-endorsed candidates, can be the necessary component. To
achieve party ends, there are times when some ideological flexibilieeged®

This does not mean that the parties operate without regard for ideology, for each

party does have a specific label that provides information to the voter (Downs 1957).

2 For the Independence Party, which pursues “cé&hprigicies, it is unclear what ideology they aas, it
varies. However, for the Conservative and Worktagnilies Parties, ideological flexibility is clear.
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What it does mean is that electoral considerations can, under certain tamccesslead

a fusion party to support a candidate from an ideologically opposite major pasy if t
minor party believes it can influence the candidate on some issue/subset of [¥sges
should not be too surprising, as current political parties are faced with the problem of
harnessing the ambitions of individual politicians into outcomes that are desitteel by
party (Aldrich 1995). For fusion parties, this will include nominating candidates dr

major party that is often seen as being generally opposed to its parymlatf

Expectation Three: Fusion parties will cross-endorse candidates thatraranf
ideologically opposite major party to achieve their goals of electoral viatatypolicy

influence when they believe a candidate can be influenced on a subset ofissues.

These three expectations focus more on the electoral aspect of the fusesn part
and their goals/motivations, which are connected to the concept of “party-as-
organization”; deciding who to nominate is the essential function of these pl#gies (
1964). What has not been touched upon are the ways in which the fusion parties function
once their endorsed candidates are put in office. The next step, then, is to try éoyul deve
expectations about how fusion parties view their relationships with the maj@sparti

Since cross-endorsement is believed to be a “foot-in-the-door” for the fusion
parties to influence legislators, the fusion parties will have some agerssd,afrissues,
that they wish to pursue once in office. Though each fusion party has a party platform, a

strategic party would emphasize a different agenda based on what is béimgtbdea

% One addendum to this is that a major party caneidaes not have to accept the cross-endorsement an
may choose to decline it. In this case, the magoty candidate will likely win office, and the faa party
would have no “foot in the door” to influence pgligoals.
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the state capitol, county seat, or city council. This is especially true gigethe fusion
parties cannot set the legislative or media agendas (Baumgartner and Jonefdp93); t

must work within the framework set by the major parties.

Expectation Four: Fusion parties will have a limited role in setting theld¢ige and
media agendas, thus forcing them to adapt their policy agenda to the issuws it

parties deem important at that time.

Another purpose that the fusion parties could serve is to be a check on the major
parties and their behavior. In the electoral sense, a politician who was rexhbgdhe
Working Families Party who begins to vote against liberal legislatidrikégly lose the
party’s nomination in the next election cycle. When an election is not on the horizon, the
Working Families Party will warn that politician that her behavior will notdberated
and that opposing more liberal legislation will likely result in the loss of thg'part
nomination.

Framed differently, the fusion parties will act as ideological “shadow”
governments for the major parties. The Conservative Party does function in this role,
providing legislative scores for the State Assembly and Senate based on votes on key
pieces of legislation. While the other parties do not go this far, | expect toased t
fusion parties monitor those politicians they endorse in some way, whether through
formal meetings or informal conversations. Additionally, the fusion partiey Bezlrch

for candidates they did not endorse in the last election but proved themselveslyfficie
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conservative/liberal/centrist in their legislative voting to garneoraination in the next

election cycle.

Expectation Five: Fusion parties will monitor legislative behavior, espgeesiil
regards cross-endorsed candidates, and they will attempt to keep their endorsed

candidates voting in an ideologically-consistent manner on policy.

It is also necessary to uncover what keeps the activists and leadership of the
fusion parties motivated. ldeological desires and policy play roles even aheidates
rarely win outright on a fusion party line. Unlike minor parties outside a fusitensys
the “wasted vote” syndrome that pushes people away from third parties is not a factor
when cross-endorsements are the norm (see Riker 1982; Palfrey 1989; Feddersen 1992).
The activists and leadership of fusion parties do not feel as though they are uimgercutt
their ideological brethren in a major party.

This leaves us with a puzzle as to why supporters remain in a minor party. |
would expect that a large number of activists have developed a partisan attac¢tiheent a
state level, especially in the Conservative Party, which has existed loagehéh
Working Families and Independence Parties. Since these parties alsoteoraimal-
level candidates who are running in their state, not just candidates interesédd in s
offices, individuals would not need to have split partisan identifications at the rstiate a
national levels? The leaders become entrenched in the party and will see it as a

legitimate, long-term attachment (see Michels 1949).

% This would be possible if, for example, the sgeties did not cross-nominate presidential, Hoasd,
Senate candidates. In Canada, many individuale spht partisan identifications between the proiah
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Expectation Six: Leaders and activists in fusion parties will view theesaly partisans

of their chosen party across all levels of government offices.

These expectations, generated by theory about how political parties armstsacti
operate and think, are generalized examples of what is expected by intenaétesg
within the fusion parties. They form a baseline from which to work and tie these

interviews into broader conceptions of political parties, governance, and pduifisans

How to Extract Information in the Interviews

To obtain the necessary information to test the expectations, | conducted
interviews with leaders and activists in the Conservative, Independence, and Working
Families Parties. The goal of the questioning was to elicit responses ghoytgoals
at the state and local level, what the party hopes to achieve, and the individudlsactivis
perceptions of the party and his or her motivations for being active in it. | allbeed t
interviews to move away from my general line of questioning to ensure that the
interviewees could best express their views and perceptions about their rolefsigioine
parties. | was still able to obtain answers to my questions, even if they were not
presented in such a straightforward manner, depending on the tone and direction on the

interview. The following are the main questions that | wanted answered:

- What goes into your party’s decision to cross-endorse?

and national level, depending on how parties opéaratheir province.
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- When does your party choose to run your own candidate, and when do you choose to
avoid an election?

- What do you hope to accomplish by cross-endorsing/running your own candidate?

- Do you feel your party has been able to influence local or state policy? dfow s

- Do you feel your party is electorally-successful, or a failure?

- Are you aware of the activities of party members in X part of the state?

- How are your relations with the party you cross-endorse/the party you do ret cros
endorse?

- Do you see yourself as a member of the X party at both the state and natidnal leve

do you feel you are a member of a different party nationally?

These questions are expected to be answered differently depending on the region
of the state, the level of the election being discussed, and an individual intergiewsae’
personal biases. Through these questions, a host of insights into the organizational
structure and electoral desires of the parties were obtained, as well dsdgeabout
how individual activists perceive themselves within their party.

The interviews were conducted through two methods: by telephone and by
electronic mail. The first was the preferred method of communication. Inttiredase,
the “interview” took place over an email or series of emails to ensure that progyeers
to the general questions were obtained and that the interviewee had a chdddeisma
her own comments/perceptions. | gave the interviewees open-ended questions and
provided space for them to express their points of view without feeling limiteddiges

in a survey. This is advantageous, as some of these individuals are reluctant to take part
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in a phone interview. These are not career-politicians with years of enqgeedaswering
guestions, and the individual party contacts all have varying levels of handling an
interview. By offering the email option to those who expressed interest in itvérey
able to take part in this project without having to go through an interview process that
would make them uncomfortable (and potentially unable to focus on the task of
answering questions properly).

For telephone interviews, the length varies from approximately 10-12 minutes i
the fastest case to over 1 % hours in the longest. This variation is a product of my
attempt to ensure that | am not coercing anyone into talking beyond what theyiikeul
but probing those most interested in participating to give adequate details agml stori
From those most interested in being interviewed, | have been able to receivaimiorm
that would not have been available through my general, basic interview framing. By
being flexible in the interview process, | obtained more information than would have
been collected by survey responses. To help me organize these interviews, and think
about the interview process, | relied on Dexter’s (1970) book on elite and spécialize

interviewing for guidance.

Discussion

Nine interviews were conducted with party activists in the Conservatite (Bar
the Independence Party (2), and the Working Families Party (3). Only one was
conducted by e-mail, and this was for a Conservative Party contact. Inforrabtut

who to contact was obtained through party websites, which list local contacts and
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executive committee members, depending on the party. Though this number ishemall, t
interviewees were forthcoming with information about their parties, othtegpaand

politics in New York®® | present my findings by attending to each expectation in either
its own subsection or in conjunction with a similar expectation when supporting

information overlaps.

Expectation One: The fusion parties in New York will view themselves andtgit

political parties and will view electoral victory largely through the electionro$s-

endorsed candidates as a means to achieving their policy goals.

The first step is to address Expectation One, which was that fusion panves vie
themselves as legitimate political parties that achieve victory thrbagng their cross-
endorsed candidates elected. The Conservative Party leaders see thas paatyvely
successful, with standards for success varying from electing crossatechpoliticians
to obtaining over 10% of the vote on their party line to receiving more votes for the
Conservative candidate than there are registered Conservative Paulberse Receiving
such vote totals also “justifies their existence,” in the words of one interdliparty

activist. The Conservative Party is also strongly committed to the fusitamsyand one

31| started with listing contacts for the three jErtbased on information on party websites. Tisis |
contained 51 Conservative Party activists, 21 ledénce Party activists (6 of which were members of
the breakaway Independence Party of New York Cagyl 21 Working Families Party activists. Thi®%
total contacts. However, as the interview protesggan, it was found that some contacts had infoomat
that was no longer up-to-date. Furthermore, thene some people listed who other people, in ifgers,
told me were no longer active in the party. Theelgproblem was most acute for the Independendy,Pa
which has been facing problems within their orgatin. Additionally, one Independence Party
interviewee noted that the party was not interestedploading and updating contact informationto t
web. | plan on continuing this process after tissettation, but | am confident that the informatio
obtained from these individual activists helpstisvaer the expectations put forth in this chapidrere
was amazing consistency across parties for segbthé expectations, which will be discussed irt.tex
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leader noted that the party’s success did not rely on running its own candidates. Doing
so, and performing badly, would “taint” the party’s image and make it lessieffat
pressuring Republican candidates on policy. At the same time, this particetaieite
made a point to emphasize that the Conservative Party also served to “ececate” t
public, which is largely composed of “zombie voters” who vote only based on partisan
identification, and alert them to the lack of distinction between the Republicans and
Democrats in the state. Success, it would appear, is also based on alerting the public t
the purported dangers of two-party dominance.

The Independence Party and Working Families Party interviewees also noted
these as good measures of success, as well as trying to be therfdéferaker” in an
election by providing enough votes to a major party candidate in a close raceato defe
another major party candidate. One interviewee from the Working FamiligsuBad
the term “leverage party” in describing its role.

Additionally, the Independence and Working Families Parties perceivedwiictor
several other ways. For the Independence Party, maintaining a partisare zlthe
state-level (divided government) was mentioned as a key goal. As the pphtitsathat
represents the “non-partisans,” the Independence Party pursues a mod#ata,@nd
cross-endorsing both Democrats and Republicans who win office allows it to apply
pressure on policy that transcends the partisan divides. For the Working Faanities
victory also occurs when they successfully influence the DemocratictBaeek
progressive-minded candidates for public office, not “corrupt Albany politiciafkis
provides evidence that these parties see themselves as viable parties tlossigh cr

nomination that play a role in the political process and affect electoral outcomes
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Expectation Two: The fusion parties are aware that their role in the system relies on the

major parties, though at the same time, they are keenly aware that the major parties are

reliant on them as well. Thus, the fusion parties will tend to cross-nominate ideologically

similar candidates and will try to work within the two-party framework to pursuémdec

their own candidates.

and

Expectation Three: Fusion parties will cross-endorse candidates that are from an

ideologically opposite major party to achieve their goals of electoral victory and policy

influence when either a.) a fusion party believes the candidate can be influenced on a

subset of issues and/or b.) the district is not competitive.

For Expectations Two and Three, interviewees from all three parties hated t
they try to nominate ideologically-similar candidates for state-leacds. Politicians
who want a party line are given surveys, quizzes, or are asked to come in front bf a sma
group to answer policy-related questions. For local races, where policy cadess
partisan, the ability to obtain a party line is easy and the questioning protkes: it a
formal one, is less rigorous. These nominations also cross party boundaries, with
Working Families interviewees quite willing to admit to nominating good Regarbli
candidates and Conservative Party interviewees stating that they are notildppose
nominating Democrats.

Based on Expectation Three, though, it appears that this is done at the state-level

when candidates agree with a fusion party’s platform and that district ctugredss
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plays less of a role. In Upstate New York, where the unions are more congeavati
Republican than downstate, a Working Families Party interviewee noted that the
endorsement of liberal Republican candidates occurs more regularly. For the
Independence Party, balancing endorsements to ensure a more centrishgaver
Albany plays a role. In one interview, the “best” candidate varied by regitin, w
incumbent Republicans downstate receiving the party line over incumbent ésnoc
they will only endorse “insurgent” Democrats who oppose the current Albanysbegder
These examples make clear that if a candidate for state office does ntiehpuaper
issue positions, she rarely gets the cross-nomination (though two interviewekthabte
state party leaders within their respective parties have enteredetioseprocesses to
override a decision not to nominate).

While it appears that the Conservative Party, the oldest of the three, is content
with this style of politics, both the Independence and Working Families intergge
noted that their parties are waiting for the opportunity to push out from beneath the two
party arrangement with cross-endorsement. One interviewee noted thmtghendence
Party was winning seats, on its party line and/or with its chosen candidates)y
towns and villages. This grassroots success was noted as being esdbpt@ify was
to maintain itself as a successful entity without relying on cross-nowmsatiAnother
Independence Party interviewee stated that the party was trying to maydéram its
past connections to the Perot campaign and the Reform Party, whose supporters had
merely waited for a “white knight” to ride in and bring the “Ottoman Empfgjolitical

parties to prominence. To try and move away from this, the party has starteddocusi
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more on local and county elections, and one leader noted that the Independence Party is
trying to strengthen its base in the African-American and Latino commnsinitie

The Working Families Party has also been able to win office without cross-
nomination in recent years. The party was able to elect its own candidatesaanatfie
New York City area on its own party line, and even upstate elections in Binghamton and
Albany have seen candidates that were pushed by the Working Families arty wi
Democratic primaries and get elected to office. This appears to be moma@nt in this
party than in others, largely because of the party’s ties to unions, which sdrve wit
members of citizen action groups on the party’s endorsement committee. moerBes
need to keep these groups content as they are both strong parts of their suppant base. |
the future, as one interviewee noted, the party wants to maintain itself as @enithelat
political organization that can stand as a viable third party. This same inteevédso
described in detail how s/he and other party members were working on findingegualifi
candidates and training them to run professional-style campaigns without the sfipport
either major party. In some circumstances, one interviewee claimecthectats
actually hire Working Families Party members to conduct campaignsfapfratic
candidates and that the party has been successful at doing this on Long Island and i
Upstate.

The findings provided show clear support for Expectation Two, some support for
Expectation Three, and additional evidence that shows how the Independence and
Working Families Parties are oriented toward a future without the need to cross-
nominate. From a “parties-as-organizations” perspective, the fusion pdriesv York

are working to win office via cross-endorsement, and two of the parties arenglémni
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future endeavors that do not require fusion balloting by focusing efforts on winnable

local and state races.

Expectation Four: Fusion parties will have a limited role in setting the leqgislatide

media agendas, thus forcing them to adapt their policy agendas to the issues that the

major parties deem important at that time.

and

Expectation Five: Fusion parties will monitor legislative behavior, espeaaliy

regards cross-endorsed candidates, and they will attempt to keep their endorsed

candidates voting in an ideologically-consistent manner on policy.

For Expectation Four, which addresses how the fusion parties can affect policy,
the findings follow my earlier beliefs. The fusion parties admit that treelraited in
their capacity to affect what policies get addressed in Albany. One pointabahade
clear by a Conservative Party interviewee is that the partisan makehgstéte limits
how much the party can actually “do”; instead, they have to try and protect whaiss. T
aligns with findings by scholars such as Krehbiel (1998) that show how legislative
minorities are more adept at blocking, rather than passing, legislation.

A prime example here occurred when former Governor Eliot Spitzer came out i
support of the state issuing driver’s licenses to undocumented workers. The Conservative
Party leaders and activists used this as a litmus test for its crosseshdanslidates and
told them that they need to oppose this to keep their ballot lines in the next election.

While other factors played out that caused Spitzer to back down from his position, this
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mobilization of influence by the Conservative Party played some role in affdativ
Republicans in Albany reacted to this proposed policy.

The same can be said of the Independence Party. One interviewee stdtex that
party had a two-fold mission: promote small-d democratic reforms in the stateas
referenda and initiative, and work toward winning elections to ensure thattthe sta
government remains divided with a Democratic Assembly and a Republican Senate.
While the Independence Party believes it has made strides at cichaiiiegl
government, helping to block clearly partisan legislation from passing, tlyehaarbeen
unable to push through any of its small-d democratic policy reforms.

The Working Families Party leaders viewed their mission as one based on
progressive politics. The goal of the party was not to be liberal on moral issues such as
abortion and women'’s rights, which one interviewee said were issues that had been
handled in the past. Instead, the party’s goal is to improve conditions for working class
residents of New York, with issues such as economic development, housing, and raising
the minimum wage. Leaders did make it clear, however, that the issues of mporta
vary within the state; the needs of the working class in New York City and the
surrounding metropolitan area are somewhat different than the concerns of workers i
smaller Upstate cities such as Binghamton. To date, the party’s cogely laased in
the New York City area, and its greatest successes up until now have beenrgathis a
(not at the state-level). Still, the party has successfully pushed Albatigiao on
supporting issues such as minimum wage legislation, providing some limited evidence of

helping to create policy change. Of course, since they are aligned neely elth the
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Democrats, who control the lower house, the Working Families Party is not like the
Conservative or Independence Parties, who are more focused on blocking ¢egislati

Either way, the fusion parties are forced to adapt to the policy agendas of the
major parties, limiting their strength outside the electoral arena. Intmtbdnservative
and Working Families cases where they pushed elected state governnoeds affi a
particular issue, that policy in question was moved onto the legislative and meniitasg
without the fusion parties; they could only adapt to what was prominent.

This also shows that the fusion parties monitor legislative behavior and attempt to
keep their politicians voting in the correct ideological direction, which compaoti
Expectation Five. The Conservative Party goes beyond the other partiesibg sco
Assembleypersons and Senators based on voting records for key bills. Still, the other
parties do have their own methods for monitoring behavior, which include regular
meetings with cross-endorsed officials and checking legislative votelsecm the
words of one Working Families Party interviewee, the party has tried to hold “the
bastard$major party politicians]accountable.” Another Working Families Party
interviewee put it best when s/he described how to cross-nominate while aitilingt
party distinctiveness as a process of “how to get into bed with a huge eleptihaoit wi
getting crushed.” This interviewee noted that interviews were necdesgayge
sincerity in the party’s message and to ensure that the “huge elephadtbeoul
controlled.

Across the three organizations, it appears that all see themselvesimsiegi
political parties that are able to influence elections and get their endorsbdatas

elected with a limited influence on the policy process. All leaders noted ¢atdcbl
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politicians who received their party’s cross-nomination are scrutinized antiogeelsif
they vote too often against the party’s platform, and often these politicians quantsct
members to get clarification on a position to see whether a yea or nay vote would go

against the legislative goals of a minor party.

Expectation Six: Leaders and activists in fusion parties will view thersssdveartisans

of their chosen party across all levels of government offices.

Finally, Expectation Six regarding interviewees and their partisan fidatibns
have largely been borne out. Each interviewee emphatically stated thateheyt only
members of the party for ballot purposes, but that they identify themselvesras a pa
member at the state and national level. This was best exemplified by erzoine
Party leader who noted that his or her statement of party identification ar\atnge-
oriented conferences often confuses attendees, who are largely Repubiigan Pa
identifiers.

Most of the interviewees also noted that they felt alienated from the majespar
in the state, a hallmark of anti-major party identifiers, and many had besterediwith
one (or both) of the major parties at some point in their life. One Conservatiye Par
interviewee noted how s/he started as a Democrat but left for the Republicansebeic
the party’s sad performance at the local level. Then, this interviewelkddRepublican
Party about 15-20 years ago because s/he felt that the Republican Parstatetine
longer stood for any particular ideology. Another Conservative Party ietepei stated

that s/he moved to the party when s/he became angered by a particular Raepublic
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candidate and felt that his/her political activities would prove more eféeictia minor
party. For the Independence Party, both interviewees said they became englaged i
early 1990s around the formation of the party, one in particular stating that ieved's P
United We Stand America organization that began his/her foray into New Yorikgolit
For the Working Families Party, one of the interviewees from downstate thaites/he
was a Democrat but that there was no choice in many elections, which led toi@orrupt
within the Democratic Party and a lack of accountability.

This ability to be a minor party identifier yet have an active role in geahl
process has kept many engaged for long periods of time, as much as 20 yeardsror more
the case of some Conservative Party activists. This point is importantsiolistsng
that these fusion parties are really “political parties,” as third gaati¢he state- and
national-levels often have problems retaining support once a prominent canehdate |
Because of the electoral arrangement, fusion parties can receive aébwtlsupport on
their party line from election-to-election yet maintain loyal garts who help to drive
the party efforts.

Taking the six expectations together, it appears to be quite clear from the
interviews that the fusion parties in New York, operating under a diffeeénf electoral
rules, are true political parties that affect the course of politics indteatd are, by
their standards, electorally successful. This comports with Schattsatsveidengs on
political parties that indicate a true political party has electoralesscand has some
influence over policy outcomes (1942), even though winning office is not the main goal

of these fusion parties.
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What This Tells Us About Electoral Systems

Now that it is established that these fusion parties are more than “pressure
groups,” an interesting question arises for the study of electoral sysi#imy do the
major parties allow the system to continue? As noted earlier, scholars havetedg
that political parties want to reduce competition in the electoral arena, ahe surtace,
it would appear this is the case. The major party candidates who are alread
ideologically-similar to the minor party that cross-nominates them takag awarty line
that could be used for another candidate while offering the minor party policy
representation at the state- or local-level.

But, based on the interviews, the fusion parties are not merely cross-endorsing.
Instead, they are pursuing an active agenda, monitoring legislative behassuring
representatives when necessary, and, at times, pushing their own candidaggs throu
major party primaries so that the Democratic or Republican candidate ystheathoice
of the minor party. This goes against the idea of less competition, as ittfezaasjor
parties to attend to the wants and needs of the minor fusion parties.

Based on this literature, it is unclear why this system is not eliminatesptefor
the fact that New York state government is typically divided. In an interview ctaetluc
in 2008 with an Independence Party leader, s/he noted that then Governor Eliot Spitzer
planned on eliminating cross-endorsements should the Democrats win control oféhe Stat
Senate (they already dominated the State Assembly). Apparently, the Indegende
Party leaders wanted confirmation from Spitzer’s office that the paddssion ballots

would not be done away with should the party cross-nominate Democrats instead of
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Republicans for a few State Senate seats, helping to create a unifiedrBcrstate
government and going against its own principles of maintaining divided government.
Unofficially, it was claimed by the interviewee that Spitzer’s offieised to make this
promise. | brought this issue to the attention of people I interviewed in the Working
Families Party. One interviewee was aware of the rumor but was not asneoheer the
party plans on contesting elections with or without the fusion system.

This does, however, illuminate why major parties in other states would be
resistant to allowing such a system in their state. If it became atiigiéd electoral
institution, fusion could place additional pressures on the major parties and increase
competition within major party primaries and increase tension over the oliretti
policy. It already does so in New York. A recent article by a Republican catioatis
for the elimination of fusion ballots, as he believes the Conservative Partgagweffin
pushing Republicans statewide into taking strong stances on moral issues when
conservative economics should be of utmost importance (Edelman 2008).

Members of both the Working Families and Independence Parties are aware of
this potential in other states and are, to some degree, trying to exploit it bygoushi
themselves nationally. In the Working Families Party, the leaders noted that the
organization has representation in other states that allow fusion, notably Carnresatic
South Carolina. The Independence Party, which was originally tied to the Refdym Par
of Ross Perot (and his pseudo-political party before this, United We Stand Anesica)
made advances into national politics. Frank MacKay, the current chair of Wh¥ itk
Independence Party, worked with other party leaders to launch the Independénoé Pa

America. This new national organization is affiliated with the remainirigreParty
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remnants in states such as Minnesota and Kansas, and it has also been able to win over
several similar “independent” parties. If these attempts begin todekelhere is the
possibility that fusions systems are adopted and/or used more extensiveby istatbs.

These attempts will likely not be welcomed by most major parties, as t@ytovcut

down on potential sources of competition.

The Oregon Case

Still, there at least appears to be an incentive on the part of candidatesitb try a
push for fusion balloting in some states. In July 2009, the governor in Oregon signed a
bill that would allow fusion balloting and make it easier for independent candidates t
have ballot access (see Oregon SB 326). Two parties that could benefit from this new
arrangement that were noted in an article cited earlier TioenOregoniarare the
Working Families Party, which recently organized and helped push for thstatem in
the state, and the Independent Party of Oregon, which is a nomination that both
Republicans and Democrats in the state want to seek out (Mapes 2009).

Specifically, the Oregon legislation allows a candidate to be listed with a
maximum of three party endorsements under her name on the ballot. The final version of
the bill passed in the House with a 43-16 vote and in the Senate with a 25-5 vote. In the
House, Republicans favored the bill 17-6 and Democrats favored the bill 26-10; in the
Senate, all Republicans supported the bill and the Democrats favored it 13-5. Since the

legislation was passed in July 2009, the first major election under these newillules
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take place in November 2010. It is not yet clear, though, how much it will be utilized in
this first election and what affect it will have.

The question remains as to why the legislation passed. A preliminary argument
is that the party brand could be effective in winning over independent voters in a state
with a strong independent streak, as was pointed out by Mapes (2009). Based on the
findings from New York, the fusion system can help to “signal” to voters what caeslidat
are adequately liberal, moderate, and conservative. Republican candidates taute dis
themselves from their party’s image by winning the Independent Party odit©¥seg
nomination, helping them to win over voters who are skeptical of the Republican label.

This appears to be a candidate-centered push, too. To quote directly from Mapes
(2009): “Bob Tiernan, chairman of the Oregon Republican Party, said his party had not
been involved in the fight over the bill and didn’t have an opinion on it.” The
Democratic Party and the Oregon Education Association were opposed to the measure,
fearing that minor parties might be created that are “nothing more thamessninagtbrand
name” (Lane 2009). Even so, the majority of Democratic legislators and semanbrs
against the party wishes and supported SB 326. Future research will certainky need t
address the role that candidates play in opposing their own political partiest\wberes

to adopting or expanding the role fusion plays in state politics.

The Broader Research Agenda

The theory and findings developed above are an initial step into a larger project

that will focus on fusion politics. The interviews conducted provided insights into the
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process that have not been discussed in the political science literatureeyahhedfect
on political outcomes. While the nature of New York politics made most of the
interviewees skeptical and secretive about the “behind the scenes” itiborthat would
have added to this chapter, | was still able to obtain information that allows sdiaolar
critically think about how this relatively unique electoral arrangement shagiics.

Interviews aside, there are a number of potential studies that could build from
these initial findings. Whether these would be independent from this chapter & @atcle
this time, but combining empirical work with these interviews could be the start of a
manuscript. Either way, it is pertinent at this time to address some opithtes¢ial
studies, even if they were mentioned earlier in this chapter or will appear in the
concluding chapter of this dissertation.

In regards to New York, legislative behavior could be affected by cross-
endorsements. Patterns of introducing, sponsoring, and voting on legislation could exist
outside the two-party dynamic, and fusion could potentially affect how polarizéadhe
major parties become at the state-level. Instead of Republican and Derrféarit
“networks” of officials, there could be close working relationships betwess&vative,
Independence, and Working Families Party legislators that are maskaclsing on
major party labels. This could also affect legislative committees and iti@@am
assignments.

In regards to Oregon, the state’s recent move to a fusion system isthpe wi
potential research projects. Much like the New York case, legislative behavidheoul
affected. However, the recent implementation of the system provides the ogpadcuni

see what types of candidates go for cross-endorsements and from what tipggcts,
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whether the cross-endorsed candidates work together on legislation that tnesse
traditional two-party divide, and if incumbent legislators from before the retbange
behaviors (voting, sponsorship) once they accept cross-endorsements.

Similar issues can be studied in states where fusion is used but to a lesser degr
(Connecticut, Vermont, and South Carolina). Additionally, studying why minor parties
in some of these states are less likely to utilize fusion than in other statpcaud
useful in better understanding state elections, institutions, and electoraMévile these
ideas have not been pursued at this point, they at least illuminate the potential findings
that could grow from this first attempt to look into the theoretical impbaoatof fusion

politics on political parties and politics in general.

Conclusions

After conducting interviews with leaders and activists in the fusion paftidew
York, the findings indicate that the fusion parties are much more than interegs ghat
pressure the Republican and Democratic Party candidates. Instead, thesap@arely
participate in the electoral process, nominating candidates and attempiughttheir
own chosen candidates through major party primaries. They exert pressure on major
party candidates to vote in accordance with their policy positions by threatemuot
their nomination. Since major party candidates prefer to decrease eleotapadtition
and have multiple ballot lines, this is a credible threat. In this way, New Ygstamns
can be characterized as a multi-party system, even if the eledtargjes do not lead to

minor party-only candidates winning seats in the State Assembly or Senate.
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From an electoral systems standpoint, this also shows how changing ballot
structure can affect the ability of minor parties to survive in an otherwisearty-
dominant environment. It does reduce the number of candidates on a ballot, but increases
how much outside pressure is exerted on existing candidates. This can be viewed as
detrimental to some elected major party officials, but as the Oregonaassdpout, the
ability to “fuse” could provide benefits through signaling that a candidate iglesse
moderate than her major party identification alone could tell a voter.

Normatively, then, this institutional arrangement can benefit third paviili
the framework of a first-past-the-post system. Lest states beginrngect@proportional
representation systems, or some hybrids of it, fusion balloting may be the b@st opt
available for minor parties to continually contest elections and play a rdie potitical
process. Without this system, it is improbable that minor parties will ewar tiea
heights of success that they were able to achieve at the state-leughtbuit the 1800s

and into the early 1900s (see Hirano and Snyder 2007).
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Chapter 5

OVERALL FINDINGS CONCERNING THIRD PARTIES

The previous three chapters have each touched upon a particular aspect of context
in relation to third party support. Chapter 1 did so by studying how a “subculture” of
non-major party support affects how individuals evaluate third party candidatesy payi
particular attention to Ralph Nader’'s 2000 campaign for the White House. Chapter 2
took a different angle, showing that the Liberty and Free Soil Parties in the 1830s
were able to maintain high levels of support by generating and maintaining votasg bas
at the local level and building off these areas of past electoral succebsgaer@
looked at fusion balloting and how this particular institutional rule allows thircgepad
play an active role in the political process, influencing major partyaebddehavior and,
at times, policy outcomes.

These three chapters are clearly disparate in their approaches and urhgure in t
contributions to the political science literature. However, each offersa e broader
theoretic puzzle about context and its effects on the success of third partraerncaih
politics. First, | argue that the findings of the first two chapters ilhaei differences in
party building strategies for third parties from the 1800s to modern electienend; |
argue that the development of stronger modern third parties is hindered by ignoring the
effects of geographic context on citizen behavior and offer an example od pahy

success story within a first-past-the-post electoral system (tweD¥enocratic Party of



Canada). Third, | then explain how the use of fusion balloting, as studied in Chapter 3,

alters how third parties develop and discuss how cross-nominations could advantage third

parties in the long-term. Fourth, | conclude with several avenues for fusaesach that

build on Chapters 1-3 and the general findings of this dissertation.

Bottom-Up versus Top-Down Approaches to Party Building

One of the key findings of this dissertation is that third party successes in the
1800s involved the development and maintenance of localized bases of support. The
examples of the Liberty and Free Soil Parties in Vermont show how the paneeahie
to earn the support of residents in particular towns and then spread party support to
nearby towns from these “voting bases.” This approach to party organization can be
labeled as “bottom-up,” as the goal was to establish the party within partmulzss and
use these towns for future electoral expansion.

This contrasts directly with modern experiences with third parties and
independent political movements. In these examples, such as Nader, Perot, Anderson,
and Wallace, the goal was not to build from the “bottom-up” but to structure support
from the “top-down.” Context still matters, as there are variations in howiduals
react to such candidates based on past third party voting in their respectivescount
However, these subcultures do not necessarily lead to higher levels of voting or more
favorable assessments of these candidates across all ideological grbegsapulation.

We see from these findings that geographic context plays a crucial role

understanding support for third party candidates in both cases. The question then
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becomes one of how modern third parties (and independent candidates) fail to develop
consistenbases of geographic support across election cycles, as found in Vermont during
the 1840s. To answer this, the bottom-up and top-down approaches to party building
require further elaboration.

In the 1800s, institutional and cultural factors gave third parties particular
advantages that do not exist today that allowed them to build from the bottom-up. From
the perspective of a burgeoning organization like the Liberty Party, it waslltpica
and win the support of particular towns. In Vermont especially, where each town had a
state representative, elections were yearly, and the electorate alasrssngh so that
winning over a handful of voters could lead to the expansion of the party message and
victory in future election cycles, the “bottom-up” strategy made sense. Satdyms
enabled the Free Soil Party and late 1800s parties, such as the Populists, ttswin sea
state legislatures and in Congress. While they were not going to have the sam
nationwide appeal in presidential elections as the Democrats or Republibayss/they
could elect representatives and play a substantive role in the direction of America
politics and policy.

Since the demise of the Progressives in the 1920s, no third party or independent
political movement has been very successful at the national level at estgldispport
over election cycles, even for a brief period, and creating an alternative tatparty
message. Except for a few cases, third parties and independent candidatesrhave be
virtually shut out of positions in state legislatures and in Congress. Thisiel, sglue
to the changing nature of politics. Districts have tended to increase in size aratipapul

the electorate has been expanded to include essentially the entire adult popukatio
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the age of 18, career politicians have become the norm, which also leads to sncrease
the resources necessary to compete, and ballot access has been sevartely festr

third parties. These put a damper on the ability of third parties to develop voting bases
that can be consistent in support from year-to-year.

Instead, recent elections have been typified by candidate-centered thircuparty
and independent movements that, first and foremost, emphasize the offices of president
and governor. Resources have become more crucial to electoral successansodtiei
more career-oriented, and the media is more concerned with the two majoriparties
today’s election milieu. To gain media attention and resources to run their gasjpai
independent and third party movements rely on well-known personalities, those with
money, and/or former major party politicians. Two third party gubernatones eiiring
the 1990s were little more than major party politicians temporarily strikingtaadds
with their past major party identification (Lowell Weicker in Connecti@drinecticut
People’s Party] and Walter Hinckel in Alaska [Alaskan Independence Partye other
third party and independent candidate victories, Jesse Ventura in Minnesota and Angus
King in Maine, were both based largely on their fame and name recognition.

All of these movements and campaigns failed to assemble the groundwork for a
successful third party that could continuously campaign and win seats at thetheal
and Congressional levels. For example, the Reform Party put its emphasis on the
presidential level, leading to its destruction after the 2000 election ye#nowPerot to
serve as the party’s guiding hand, the movement collapsed into two groups, thus
destroying the party as a cohesive organization. George Wallace, the fjoome

segregation Democratic governor of Alabama, and Ralph Nader, a consumeredvocat
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turned-presidential candidate, both latched on to existing third parties (thécame
Independent and Green Party, respectively), and neither party has been eduté that

level of success again. Continuing this trend is the fact that minor, non-viable third
parties continue to put resources into presidential races while continuinlato fai
establishing the party in any geographic area. In other words, third pagtiesta

developing consistent bases of support and working at using these bases to expand their
support to other areas. To do so, third parties need to focus on areas with the greatest
potential for developing support and understanding who to target for support, thus

following the findings presented in Chapter 1.

The Effects on Third Party Success

These different approaches to party building have lasting effects on thtetang
success of third parties and their candidates from a contextual perspéstineted in
the previous section, third parties in the 1800s and early 1900s worked at establishing
support in particular locations, leading to higher vote totals at the ballot box atetiele
officials at the state and national levels. Modern third parties have fail#o so,
focusing efforts on charismatic Presidential and gubernatorial caeslitdiatead of the
party itself.

Still, context plays a role in modern elections, albeit much different théwe in t
1800s. Today, the contextual effect of a strong third party “subculture” affielc¢gdual
survey respondents yet it does not always push individuals to vote for third party

candidates. This is distinctly different from the case of Vermont in the 1840€ wher

119



consistent patterns of voting for a third party were linked directly to past suppestd
third party at the town level. Certain communities were more prone to support and vote
for third parties.

In modern third party “subcultures” of third parties, a candidate that is viewed
quite favorably by a potential voter does not always lead to a vote for that candidate
understand why, the answer lies in the strategies of party-building pursuextibynm
third party movements. It appears from the detail laid out in the previous sectitretha
emphasis on large, candidate-centered campaigns, even if the norm in modern politics
significantly limits third parties from developing over time. First, ayptrat cannot
internally generate experienced, charismatic candidates to competé eg@ns
politicians is likely to continuously lose; even individuals in more supportive subesiltur
may be reluctant to vote for candidates who they like but feel are unable to govern
properly. Second, third parties are not focusing solely on those areas whemeutbey c
build a stronger local and state party base.

Third parties in the United States need to address these concerns if they want to
be stable, electorally successful organizations. Other political parfiest-past-the-
post systems have learned these lessons. In Canada, the New DemocyatiMIHyris
the traditional national third party, having won seats at the national and provixelal le
dating back to the 1960s. They have done so by focusing on Western and urban areas,
especially in the Maritime provinces, that feel alienated by the prevatlieggth of the
Liberal Party in representing the interests of Ontario and Quebec. reatcparty leader
at the national level, Jack Layton, is, on average, rated more favorable tharotiethe

national party leaders in survey after survey, including in the 2003 and 2006 Canadian
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Election Studies. The NDP continues to be the party with the fourth highest seiat total
Parliament, reflecting a reality for third parties: favorabilitysioet always translate
into victory.

NDP, unlike their US counterparts, elect local and provincial candidates, have
resources more comparable to the other major Canadian parties, and understand where
they can generate the most potential support (and do so). Yet, even with this knowledge
and with a well-liked party leader, the NDP is still not involved in forming the diana
government. This is an underlying lesson that grows from the findings in thidatisse
and the experience of one third party in Canada: the current emphasis on top-down,
candidate-centered campaigning has limited modern day successes forrttasdip#he
United States while the regional, bottom-up development did help third party ssdcesse

the 1800s and early 1900s.

How Fusion Parties Fit In

This perspective on third parties and their ability to succeed by building on
contextual support changes when we look at states that allow fusion balloting. In the
dissertation, Chapter 3 focuses solely on the case of New York, where fusiomgpadloti
used most prominently, and investigates how this different electoral comtaxheents
some of the issues faced by third parties who must compete without the abildggo cr
endorse candidates.

First, from a party building perspective, fusion parties do not necessatuymee

generate high levels of support to be “successful.” By either winning enoughwotes
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help their cross-endorsed candidates win, or by pushing their chosen candidatés throug
major party primaries, fusion parties are able to have a direct effectua eletctoral
outcomes without having to win in a traditional sense. Unlike the third parties of the
1800s and early 1900s, there does not need to be as much of an initial push to develop
and spread the party message, so long as a minimum state-level requirement can be
reached to maintain ballot access. Unlike modern third party and independpatgram

at the national level, they do not have the same issues with finding qualified candidates
and can function like legitimate political parties, endorsing candidates frolmctieo

the presidential-level while still playing an active role in state acal lgovernance.

This does not mean that the fusion parties in New York have not developed an
organizational structure and a party message. The possibility of the fusiaon bgstg
eliminated spurred quick commentary from those interviewed, and the interviewees
tended to be quite positive about traditional electoral success in the future. Both the
Independence and Working Families Party interviewees expressethgivais to start
competing as lone entities, especially at the local level where each Hasitextl
success. One Independence Party interviewee even noted that s/he had pushed for
emphasizing local races and building party support in certain locations back when the
party was still associated with the national Reform Party, which was eatker in this
chapter as being one that emphasized a “top-down” approach. In fact, this grarticul
person claimed to have thrown his/her hat in the ring for the 2000 vice presidential
candidacy at the Reform Party convention for the sole purpose of deliveringch spee
which lambasted members of the party for caring too little about state ahdddga

development.
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This strategy that the interviewee supported, and that is currently being
implemented to varying degrees by the fusion parties in New York, is more witne
earlier third party movements than modern third parties. It parallels theek®®ple, as
the fusion parties are identifying the geographic areas where thepatesuccessful and
working to develop stand-alone support in these contexts. The Working Families and
Conservative Parties are also working to define themselves as distiticapol
organizations with a platform that is not represented by either major party, tlousrfgl
in the footsteps of most third parties in addressing major party failure.

It therefore appears that the parties being nurtured in a fusionemangcould
advantage themselves when, or if, they attempt to push more of their own candidates
rather than relying on cross-endorsement. Regardless of this possibilitysithre f
arrangement allows third parties to develop in such a way as to fit between tben“bot
up” or “top-down” approaches, but does not necessarily preclude them from focusing
more on a “bottom-up” approach in the future. At the very least, the arrangement
provides fusion parties and their activists with valuable political experieho@sahem
to make important contacts in the political world, and provides a groundwork upon which

the parties could develop independently of cross-endorsement.

Final Thoughts

The empirical chapters of this dissertation show how support for, the development
of, and the political strength of third parties in the United States has beeaorsuluzy

context. These findings also speak to scholars interested in political pamiextaal
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effects, historical political science, state politics, voting, and electiSestions of this
dissertation should be of interest to a broad swath of American political dsientis

These statements should not be interpreted as evidence that this dissertati
addressed all that had yet to be studied about third parties; plenty of questiams re
Each chapter has illuminated different areas of potential futurercesbat I, or some
other enterprising scholar, could endeavor to study. Highlighting the potentialtgrojec
that can branch off from these dissertation chapters will further emplhiasizeportance
of my work to the broader literature (and the literature on third parties).

Chapter 1 uncovered how individual respondents were affected by their third
party voting context in modern presidential races, finding differentiattsfeecross
ideology and partisanship. Moving beyond the individual-level, this chapter cannot
speak to what makes particular counties more prone to such voting. The measure of
context was the average vote at the county-level for Perot in both presidentahduns
John Anderson in 1980. No other county-level factors were presented in the models.

One potential study from this chapter would look for demographic differences
between counties with above average third party voting in these elections edrnpar
below and about average counties. If third party and independent candidacies attract
certain types of voters and certain counties have a greater propensity tor \gatie f
candidates, then trying to isolate underlying demographic differenceedretow and
high third party voting counties could prove to be a useful endeavor. A survey could also
be distributed to residents in a random sample of the lowest, highest, and average

counties to compare political attitudes across third party subcultures.
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Chapter 2 showed how third parties in the 1800s were able to develop geographic
bases of support and spread such support to neighboring towns over several election
cycles. In generating this support, third parties were able to win states@fideake
part in making government policy, sometimes taking majority control of state
governments. Future work could explore the ability of these parties to control the voting
activities of their members in the state legislature and if third pgrtgsentatives voted
in a way that more closely aligned with their constituency’s partisamigathan their
major party counterparts.

Chapter 3 found that the “fusion” parties of New York behave like legitimate
political parties in an electoral system whereby victory can be quantiftbout winning
a majority of votes on their party line. From this chapter, two potential preeeis
fruitful. First, the effect of cross-endorsement on state legislativegvpétierns could
be tested in New York, Vermont, South Carolina, and Connecticut. These states that
utilize fusion provide different district dynamics, systems of fusion ballpkavgls of
partisan competitiveness, levels of professionalism, and, most importantiyngveayels
of the use of fusion elections.

Second, with the adoption of a fusion system in Oregon, we have a modern switch
to the system that was adopted by the state government itself and signad inycthe
governor. This creates a natural experiment with legislators being vatethbaoffice
with a new additional “party brand” attached to their name after theyyeganht back
and changed the law to allow this. Studies could look at a host of issues related to voting
in the legislature, representing constituency interests, and legislasifgons that

transcend major party boundaries.
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All these potential projects branch off from the empirical chapters of my
dissertation that argue that the study of third parties in the United Stasesoh neglect
the issues of geographic and electoral context. | have found that context affects
individual behavior towards, and the organizational behavior of, third parties. These
contextual effects also affect the ability of third parties to compete asulcoessful in a
two-party dominant environment.

The findings here can have an effect inside the subfields of contextual, historica
and third party studies, but they could also be of importance to those outside the
academy. Current and future third parties should pay heed to context when cagsiderin
where to campaign, what individuals to target in particular areas, how to develap a par
base over several elections, and what institutional arrangements can help thegnato pl
active political role. Therefore, this dissertation and its findings have schatet|
practical value that | hope will shape the course of research and redlpabtical

outcomes.

126



APPENDIX A: CHAPTER 2

Table 1A: Predicting Perot Support in the 1996 NES Pre-Election Sample

Predictors Basdline Baseline Full Mode Full Mode
Model Model (Perot  (Perot 1992) (Perot
(Perot 1992) 1992/Anderson 1992/Anderson
1980) 1980)
Context -.08 (.10) -.26 (.16) .04 (.61) -.26 (.99)
(Percentage)
Democrat -27.57 -27.63 (1.33)** -24.97 -24.28 (4.59)**
(1.34)* (4.43)**
Independent -17.75  -17.74 (1.44)* -14.90 -15.57 (5.15)**
(1.44)** (4.94)**
No Preference/Other  -20.32 -20.41 (2.12)** -16.53 -13.38 (7.44)
(2.12)** (7.30)*
Conservative 5.23 (3.57) 5.39 (3.57) 1.79 (11.85) -1.18 (12.66)
Ideology
Slightly 7.12 (3.57) 7.27 (3.57)* 6.02 (11.76) 5.44 (12.59)
Conservative
Ideology
Moderate Ideology 5.02 (3.49) 5.19 (3.49) 3.89 (11.54) 1.17 (12.35)
Slightly Liberal 4.67 (3.68) 4.87 (3.68) 7.87 (12.23) 5.68 (13.15)
Ideology
Liberal Ideology 3.07 (3.84) 3.24 (3.84) 6.54 (12.43) 4.97 (13.41)
Extreme Liberal 2.91 (5.46) 3.05 (5.46) 16.86 (16.80) 14.16 (18.34)
Ideology
Not Political 5.98 (3.51) 5.94 (3.50) 7.37 (11.44) 4.37 (12.17)
Democrat x Context -.13 (.22) -.26 (.35)
Independent x -.14 (.25) -.16 (.39)

Context
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No Preference/Other -.20 (.39) -.57 (.60)

x Context
Conservative x .18 (.64) .54 (1.04)
Context
Slightly .06 (.64) .17 (1.03)
Conservative x
Context
Moderate x Context .06 (.62) .34 (1.02)
Slightly Liberal x -.17 (.66) -.04 (1.07)
Context
Liberal x Context -.19 (.67) -.11 (1.09)
Extreme Liberal x -.79 (.91) -.90 (1.49)
Context
Not Political x -.08 (.62) .14 (1.01)
Context

Sex (Men=1) 1.74 (1.05)  1.76(1.05) 1.71(1.06)  1.77 (1.06)

Age .02 (.03) .02 (.03) .02 (.03) .02 (.03)
Education -.21 (.34) -.18 (.34) -.21 (.34) -.15 (.34)
Race (White=1)  -.74 (1.54) -.34 (1.55) -.55 (1.56) -.09 (1.58)
Urban to Rural -.34 (.85) -.09 (.86) -.43 (.86) -.16 (.87)
Attention to -1.77 (.80)*  -1.76 (.80)*  -1.80 (.81)*  -1.75 (.80)*
Campaign

Care Who Wins -2.02 (1.41) -2.00 (1.41) -2.05 (1.42) -2.10 (1.42)
Election

Voted for Perotin  2.09 (1.63) 2.18 (1.63) 2.06 (1.64) 2.11 (1.64)

1992
Margin of Major -.05 (.07) -.01 (.08) -.05 (.07) -.02 (.08)
Party Vote
Constant 70.61 71.23 (4.74)** 68.18 70.75

(4.78)** (11.77)* (12.46)**
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N=1608 N=1608
F=25.11 F=25.23
Prob.>F=.000 Prob.>F=.000
Adj. R- Adj. R-

Sq.=.2308  Sq.=.2317

N=1608 N=1608

F=16.79 F=16.88
Prob.>F=.000 Prob.>F=.000
Adj. R- Adj. R-

Sq.=.2276  Sq.=.2287

Ordinary least squares regression coefficients with standard errorstailegbtests.

**p<.01; *p<.05.
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Figure 2A: Partisanship's Effect on Perot FavditglBased on Perot's 1992 County \
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Table 2A: Predicting Perot Favorability in 1992 with Anderson 1980 Context in the 1992
National Election Study (NES) Pre-Election Sample

Predictors Basdline Full Model
Model
Context (Percentage) .08 (.21) 4.11 (1.12)**
Democrat .93 (1.85) 5.83 (3.93)
Independent 7.67 (L.71)*»*  11.55 (3.79)**
No Preference/Other 3.30 (3.42) 7.07 (7.14)

Conservative Ideology 1.30 (3.84) 25.07 (8.18)**

Slightly Conservative 2.04 (3.80) 26.67 (8.18)**
Ideology

Moderate Ideology 3.06 (3.71) 22.78 (8.00)**
Slightly Liberal Ideology  4.56 (3.97) 29.05 (8.57)**
Liberal Ideology -1.86 (4.07) 26.12 (8.91)**

Strong Liberal Ideology  -1.58 (5.28) 2.05(11.11)

Democrat x Context -.78 (.54)
Independent x Context -.61 (.52)
No Preference/Other x -.71(1.04)

Context
Conservative x Context -3.83 (1.17)**
Slightly Conservative x -3.94 (1.16)**

Context
Moderate x Context -3.17 (1.13)**
Slightly Liberal x Context -3.85 (1.20)**
Liberal x Context -4.25 (1.21)**
Extreme Liberal x Context -.91 (1.48)

132



Sex (Men=1) 2.73 (1.29)* 2.81 (1.29)*
Age -.20 (.04)** -.20 (.04)**
Education -.39 (.41) -.31 (.41)
Race (White=1) 2.44 (2.06) 1.93 (2.08)
Urban to Rural 2.13 (.90)* 2.53 (.91)**
Attention to Campaign (-) -1.59 (.53)** -1.49 (.53)**
Care Who Wins Election .10 (.89) -.06 (.89)
(No=1)
Margin of Major Party .09 (.13) .08 (.13)
Vote
Constant 45.66 (5.59)**  19.84 (8.83)*
N=1667 N=1667
F=4.99 F=4.26
Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000
Adj. R- Adj. R-
Sg.=.0413 Sqg.=.0502

Ordinary least squares regression coefficients with standard errorstailegbtests.

**p<.01; *p<.05.
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Figure 3A: Ideology's Effect on Perot FavorabiBgsed on Anderson's 1980 County )
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Table 3A: Predicting Buchanan Favorability

Predictors

NAES Rolling Cross-Section,

1999-April 2000

NAES Rolling Cross-Section,
Last Month Before Election

Perot’s 1996 County Vote

(Percentage)
Democrats
Independents
Conservative Ideology
Moderate Ideology
Liberal Ideology
Strong Liberal Ideology

Democrat x Perot County

45 (.65)

-4.65 (4.38)

11 (3.96)

-6.36 (6.64)
-17.11 (6.66)**
-21.32 (7.30)**
-30.24 (10.62)**

-.02 (.48)

Independent x Perot County -.33 (.43)

Conservative x Perot County -.15 (.71)

Moderate x Perot County

Liberal x Perot County

.06 (.71)

27 (.79)

Strong Liberal x Perot County .15 (1.24)

Sex (Men=1)

Age

Race (White=1)
Education

Suburban

Rural

Interest in Government

Care Who Wins Elections

2.58 (1.04)*
-.16 (.04)*

-1.53 (1.63)
-1.34 (.24)*
-4.65 (4.38)
-1.74 (1.58)
3.42 (.62)*

-.07 (1.19)

-47 (47)

-6.95 (3.06)*
-11.74 (2.88)**
-12.56 (4.69)**
-21.83 (4.73)*
-29.04 (5.17)*
-30.39 (6.98)**
-.11 (.33)

.90 (.32)**

23 (.52)

40 (.52)

.97 (57)

46 (.81)

33 (.73)

-.18 (.02)**
-5.42 (1.35)*
-1.57 (.17)*
1.71 (.87)*
2.53 (1.13)*
3.75 (.46)**

1.94 (.93)*
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Margin Between Major Parties--- -.02 (.04)
in 2000

Constant 73.90 (6.88)** 70.43 (4.90)**
N=2408 N=4866
Adjusted R-Sq.=.1218 Adjusted R-Sq.=.1457
F=16.90 F=38.71
Prob.>F=.0000 Prob.>F=.0000

Ordinary least squares regression coefficients with standard erroremhzsis. Two-
tailed tests. **p<.01; *p<.05.
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=Figure 5A:

Predicted Values of Buchanan Favorability
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Sigure 6A: Partisanship's Effect on Buchanan Fabitity Based on Perot's 1996 County \
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Sigure 8A: Partisanship's Effect on Buchanan Falbitity Based on Perot's 1996 County \
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A4

Table 4A: Predicted Probabilities of Buchanan Vote Choice, by Ideology atmehRsinip, Across Contexts

Scenarios Strong Conservative  Conservative  Moderate Liberal Liberal Strong
Conservative  Republican Independent  Independent  Independent  Democrat Liberal
Republican Democrat

Suburban, Minimum 1.6% 1.2% 2.2% 1.9% 1.1% 1.6% 11.7%

Context

Suburban, Mean Context 1.6% 1.2% 3.8% 1.7% 2.0% 0.7% 1.2%

Suburban, Maximum 5.8% 2.6% 12.4% 2.5% 13.0% 1.1% 0.9%

Context

A Min-Max +4.2% +1.4% +10.2% +.6% +11.9% -.5% -10.8%

Predicted probabilities generated using CLARIFY (King et al. 2000; Toralz 2001). All other control variables are set to their

mean or median values except for the suburban and rural dummies, with suburban=1 and rural=0.



APPENDIX B: CHAPTER 3

Table 1B: Summary Statistics for Liberty/Free Soil Vote Percestagesolute
Differences in Major Party Vote Percentages, and Average LibergySoi Vote
Percentages for Neighboring Towns

Predictors N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Liberty/Free

Soil %

1841 228 6.21 9.13 0 70.7
1842 237 3.77 4.98 0 29.8
1843 234 7.74 9.72 0 43.75
1844 237 10.89 11.17 0 57.14
1845 236 14 13.17 0 61.15
1846 236 14.46 12.41 0 55.34
Absolute

Differences in

Major Party

Vote %

1840 235 29.54 22.7 0 100
1841 228 25.82 21.21 0 95.24
1842 237 26.62 22.39 0 100
1843 234 27.94 22.68 0 100
1844 237 28.44 21.93 0 100
1845 236 26.65 21.77 3 100
1846 236 29.22 22.6 0 100
Average

Liberty/Free

Soil % for

Neighboring

Towns

1841 239 6.41 4.85 0 25.56
1842 239 3.88 2.73 0 13.11
1843 239 7.97 6 0 30
1844 239 11.06 6.59 0 28.9
1845 239 14.43 8.19 0 36.93
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Table 2B: Summary Statistics for Predictors from 1840 Census

Predictors N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Population 240 1214.65 726.68 53 4271
% in Agriculture 240 26.1 8.32 5.43 64.94
% in 240 3.57 2.61 0 14.16
Manufacturing/Trade

% Literate 240 99.29 1.42 91.06 100
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Table 3B: Predicting Percentage of Liberty Party votes, by yeanatoav, without
accounting for past Liberty Party voting at t-1 or past Liberty Rantiyng in neighboring

towns at t-1
Predictors 1841 1842 1843 1844 1845 1846
Absolute 12 (.04)** -.02(.01) -.04(.02)* -.01(.03) -.02(.04) -.06
Difference in (.03)*
Major Party
Vote, t-1
Agriculture .06 (.04) -03(03) .03(12) .11(1) .22 2 (.11)
(.11)*

Manufacturing .13 (.17) .12 (.08) A7 (.27) -.08(19) -.25(.26) -.5
and Trade (.2)**
Literate .78 A48 74 2(61) .27(79 .21

(.22)*** (.12)*** (.32)** (.78)
Town .002 .0005 .00001 -.0007 .00002 .002
Population (.001)** (.0005) (.001) (.002) (.002) (.002)
Constant -79.25 -43.67 -66.54 -10.25 -16.49 -10.12

(21.61)*** (10.54)*** (28.40)** (60.14) (77.91) (77.34)
N= 223 225 231 231 231 231
F= 6.7 8.52 3.8 .76 2.39 6.6
Prob.>F= .00 .00 .02 .59 A .00
R-Sq.= A3 .05 .03 .01 .03 .04

Ordinary least squares coefficients with standard errors in parenthésedar8 errors
are clustered by county. **p<.01, **p<.05, * p<.10.

145



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aldrich, John H. 1995Why Parties?: The Origin and Transformation of Political
Parties in America Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Allen, Neal and Brian J. Brox. 2005. “The Roots of Third Party Voting: The 2000
Nader Campaign in Historical Perspectiv@®arty Politics 11(5), 623-637.

Argersinger, Peter H. 1980. “ ‘A Place on the Ballot’: Fusion Politics andusitri
Laws.” American Historical Review85(2): 287-306.

Bates, Frank G. 1912. “Village Government in New Englariche American Political
Science Revievb(3): 367-385.

Beck, Paul A. 2002. “Encouraging Political Defection: The Role of Personal
Discussion Networks in Partisan Desertions to the Opposition Party and Perot
Votes in 1992.”Political Behavior 24(4), 309-337.

Beck, Paul A., Russell J. Dalton, Steven Greene, and Robert Huckfeldt. 2002. “The
Social Calculus of Voting: Interpersonal, Media, and Organizational hdkse
on Presidential Choices.The American Political Science Revjé&8(1): 57-73.

Benjamin, Elizabeth. 2006. “Will He Stay or Will He GoR&lbany Times-Union:
Capitol Confidential Blog
http://blog.timesunion.com/capitol/archives/category/state-assemipty &
Accessed on January',2010.

Berelson, Bernard, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and William N. McPhee. 1@&tdng: A Study
of Opinion Formation in a Presidential Campaig@hicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Black, Joan. 1982. “Opinion Leaders: Is Anyone Following?2iblic Opinion
Quarterly, 46(2): 169-176.

Bosman, Julie and Kareem Fahim. 2009. “Working Families Party Shows Muscle in the
Primaries.” The New York TimeSept. 18, 2009. Accessed through the
Working Families Party website,
http://www.workingfamiliesparty.org/2009/09/new-york-times-looks-at:lips-
big-election-night-wins/ Accessed on January™2010.

Brambor, Thomas, William Roberts Clark, and Matt Golder. 2005. “Understanding
Interaction Models: Improving Empirical AnalysisPolitical Analysis 13: 1-
20.

Bryan, Frank M. 2004Real Democracy: The New England Town Meeting and How It

146



Works Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Burden, Barry C. 2005. “Ralph Nader’'s Campaign Strategy in the 2000 U.S.
Presidential Election.’/American Politics ResearcB3(5): 672-699.

Butler, David and Donald Stokes. 197olitical Change in Britain London:
Macmillan.

Campbell, Angus, Philip Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald Stokes. TBé0.
American Voter New York: John Wiley.

Canfield, James Lewis. 1983 Case of Third Party Activism: The George Wallace
Campaign Worker and the American Independent Pdtgnham, MD:
University Press of America.

Chressanthis, George A. and Stephen D. Shaffer. 1993. “Major-Party Failurkiahd T
Party Voting in Presidential Elections, 1976-1988dcial Science Quarterly
74(2): 264-273.

Collet, Christian and Martin P. Wattenberg. 1999. “Strategically Unambitiobisd T
party and Independent Candidates in the 1996 Congressional Eledtiorhé
State of the Parties: The Changing Role of Contemporary American Pafties, 3
edition eds. John C. Green and Daniel M. Shea. Rowman and Littlefield: New
York. Pages 229-248.

Collet, Christian and Jerrold R. Hansen. 2002. “Sharing the Spoils: Ralph Nader, the
Green Party, and the Elections of 2000.”Maltiparty Politics in America:
Prospects and Performanceds. Paul S. Hernson and John C. Green. Rowman
and Littlefield: New York. Pages 125-144.

Conservative Party of New York. 201Bttp://www.cpnys.org/history Accessed on
January 11, 2010.

Cox, Gary W. 1997Making Votes Count: Strategic Coordination in the World’s
Electoral SystemsNew York: Cambridge University Press.

Crespi, Irving. 1971. “Structural Sources of the George Wallace Constituebogial
Science Quarterly52(2): 115-132.

De Maio, Gerald, Douglas Muzzio, and George Sharrard. 1983. “Approval Voting:
Some Recent Empirical EvidenceRmerican Politics Quarterlyl1(3): 365-
374.

Dexter, Lewis Anthony. 1970. Elite and Specialized InterviewiBganston, lllinois:
Northwestern University Press.

147



Disch, Lisa Jane. 200Z'he Tyranny of the Two-Party Systefew York: Columbia
University Press.

Downs, Anthony. 1957An Economic Theory of Democraciew York: Harper and
Row.

Duverger, Maurice. 1954Political Parties: Their Organization and Activities in the
Modern State New York: Wiley.

Edelman, Michael R. 2008. “Ban Cross-Endorsements to Reinvent Pahty.Journal
News
http://www.lohud.com/article/20081128/OPINION/811280306/0/OPINIONO4/Ba
n%20cross-endorsements%20t0%20reinvent%20pétgessed on 9/6/2009.

Eulau, Heinz. 1963The Behavioral Persuasion in PoliticRandom House: New
York.

Fair Vote. 1999. “Final Report of the Vermont Commission to Study Instant Runoff
Voting.” Appendix D. http://www.fairvote.org/irv/ivermont/d_history.htm
Accessed on June 12009.

Faulkner, Ronnie W. “Fusion PoliticsNorth Carolina History Project Online
www.northcarolinahistory.orgAccessed 2/14/2009.

Feddersen, Timothy J. 1992. “A Voting Model Implying Duverger’s Law and Positive
Turnout.” American Journal of Political Sciencg6(4): 938-62.

Feigert, Frank B. 1993. “The Ross Perot Candidacy and Its SignificancArhdrica’s
Choice: The Election of 1992d. William Crotty. Guilford, CT: The Dushkin
Publishing Group.

Ferguson, Daniel and Theodore Lowi. 2001. “Reforming American Electorat®olit
Let's Take ‘No’ for an Answer.”PS: Political Science and Politic84(2): 277-
280.

Finifter, Ada. 1974. “The Friendship Group as a Protective Environment for Political
Deviants.” The American Political Science Revjé8 (2): 607-625.

Franklin, Mark. 2002. “The Dynamics of Electoral Participation."Cbmparing
Democracies 2: Elections and Voting in Global Perspectds. L. Leduc, R.
Niemi, and P. Norris. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Gold, Howard J. 1995. “Third Party Voting in Presidential Elections: A Study of Perot,
Anderson, and Wallace.Political Research Quarter|y48(4): 751-773.

Gold, Howard J. 2005. “Explaining Third Party Success in Gubernatorial Elections:

148



The Cases of Alaska, Connecticut, Maine and Minnesdthe Social Science
Journal 42, 523-540.

Granovetter, Mark S. 1973. “The Strength of Weak Tiégrierican Journal of
Sociology 78: 1360-1380.

Hirano, Shigeo and James M. Snyder, Jr. 2007. “The Decline of Third-Party Voting in
the United States.The Journal of Politics69(1): 1-16.

Holt, Michael F. 1999.The Rise and Fall of the American Whig Party: Jacksonian
Politics and the Onset of the Civil WaDxford University Press: New York.

Howe, Edward T. 2005. “Vermont Incorporated Villages: A Vanishing Institution.”
Vermont History73: 16-39.

Huckfeldt, Robert. 1979. “Political Participation and the Neighborhood Social Context.”
American Journal of Political Scienc23(3): 579-592.

Huckfeldt, Robert. 1986Politics in Context: Assimilation and Conflict in Urban
Neighborhoods Agathon Press, Inc.: New York.

Huckfeldt, Robert and John Sprague. 19Bfesidential Election Campaign Study
[SOUTH BEND, INDIANA] [Computer file]. ICPSR version. Indiana Univiéys
Center for Survey Research [producer], 1985. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university
Consortium for Political and Social Research [distributor], 1995.
doi:10.3886/ICPSR06522.

Huckfeldt, Robert and John Sprague. 1987. “Networks in Context: The Social Flow of
Political Information.” The American Political Science Revj&4(4): 1197-
1216.

Independence Party of New York City. 20X@tp://www.ipnyc.org/ Accessed on
January 1%, 2010.

Katz, Elihu and Paul F. Lazarsfeld. 193%ersonal Influence Free Press: Glencoe, IL.
Katz, Richard S. 1997Democracy and ElectiondNew York: Oxford University Press.

Key, V.O., Jr. 1964 Politics, Parties, and Pressure Group§" edition. New York:
Crowell.

Kingdon, John. 1970. “Opinion Leaders in the ElectoraRublic Opinion Quarterly
34(2): 256-61.

King, G., Tomz, M., & Wittenberg, J. (2000). “Making the Most of Statistical Analyses

149



Improving Interpretation and Presentatioterican Journal of Political
Science44(2): 347-61.

Koch, Jeffrey. 1998. “The Perot Candidacy and Attitudes Toward Government and
Politics.” Political Research Quarteryb1(2): 141-153.

Kramer, Gerald H. 1983. “The Ecological Fallacy Revisited: Aggregatsus
Individual-level Findings on Economics and Elections, and Sociotropic Voting.”
The American Political Science Revjeiv(1): 92-111.

Krehbiel, Keith. 1998 Pivotal Politics: A Theory of US Lawmakinghicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Kulldorff, Martin. 1997. “A Spatial Scan StatisticCommunications in Statistics:
Theory and Method®6: 1481-1496.

Kulldorff, Martin and Information Management Services, Inc. 2006. “SaTScan™ v7.0:
Software for the Spatial and Space-Time Scan Statistics.”
http://www.satscan.org

Lane, Dee. 2009. “Minor Party Candidates Gain Clout with New Oregon Lakne”
Oregonian
http://www.oregonlive.com/politics/index.ssf/2009/07/minor_party candidates g
ain_cl.html Accessed on January™,2010.

Lazarsfeld, Paul, Bernard Berelson, and Hazel Gaudet. T9%iPeople's Choice:
How the Voter Makes Up His Mind in a Presidential Electi@olumbia
University Press: New York.

Leip, David. 2004. “Dave Leip's Atlas of U.S. Presidential Elections.” Aviailat:
http://www.uselectionatlas.orgAccessed January 1,52008.

Liberal Party. 2010http://www.liberalparty.org/ Accessed on January™,2010.

“Orange County Convention.” 18445reen Mountain Freemari(26).

Mapes, Jeff. 2009. “Kulongoski Will Sign Fusion Voting BillThe Oregonian
http://blog.oregonlive.com/mapesonpolitics/2009/07/kulongoski will sign fusion
vo.html Accessed on October1,2009.

Markowtiz, Debra. n.d. Untitled document on the 1853 Election and the Selection of
Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and Tresutgtp://vermont-
archhives.orq/qovhistorv/qovernance/Maioritv/pdf/1853..peltcessed on June
11" 2009.

Mazmanian, Daniel A. 1974Third Parties in Presidential ElectionsThe Brookings

150



Institution: Washington, D.C.

McPherson, James M. 1963. “The Fight Against the Gag Rule: Joshua Leavitt and
Antislavery Insurgency in the Whig Party, 1839-1842He Journal of Negro
History, 48(3): 177-195.

Michels, Robert. 1949Political Parties: A Sociological Study of the Oligarchical
Tendencies of Modern Democradglencoe, lll.: Free Press.

Michelson, Melissa R. and Scott J. Susin. 2004. “What's in a Name: The Power of
Fusion Politics in a Local Election.Polity, 36(2): 301-321.

Morrow, R.L. 1929. “The Liberty Party in VermontThe New England Quartetly
2(2): 234-248.

Mutz, Diana C. and Jeffrey J. Mondak. 2006. “The Workplace as a Context for Cross-
Cutting Political Discourse.The Journal of Politics68(1): 140-155.

Oregon Senate Bill 326. 200&tp://gov.oregonlive.com/bill/SB326/Accessed on
January 11, 2010.

Palfrey, Thomas R. 1989. “A Mathematical Proof of Duverger’s Law.Madels of
Strategic Choice in Politiced. Peter C. Ordeshook. Ann Arbor: University of
Michigan Press.

Putnam, Robert D. 1966. “Political Attitudes and the Local Communitiié American
Political Science Revievs0(3): 640-654.

Rapoport, Ronald B. and Walter J. Stone. 20D&ee's A Crowd: The Dynamic of
Third Parties, Ross Perot, and Republican Resurgehitgversity of Michigan
Press: Ann Arbor.

Reiter, Howard L. and Julie M. Walsh. 1995. “Who Votes for Third Party Candidates?
The Cases of Longley, Sanders, and Weickewolity, 27(4), 651-663.

Riker, William H. 1982. “The Two-Party System and Duverger’'s Law: An Essdlje
History of Political Science.”The American Political Science Revjeié(4):
753-766.

Roch, Christine H. 2005. “The Dual Roots of Opinion Leadershijpé Journal of
Politics, 67(1): 110-131.

Romer, Daniel, Kate Kenski, Kenneth Winneg, Christopher Adasiewicz, and Kathlee
Hall Jamieson. 2006Capturing Campaign Dynamics, 2000 and 2004: The
National Annenberg Election Surveyniversity of Pennsylvania Press:
Philadelphia.

151



Rosenstone, Steven J., Roy L. Behr, and Edward H. Lazarus. 1984[T9@@] Parties
in America: Citizen Response to Major Party Failuferinceton University
Press: Princeton, NJ.

Scarrow, Howard A. 1983Parties, Elections, and Representation in the State of New
York New York: New York University Press.

Schattschneider, E.E. 2004 (194Party Government New Brunswick, NJ:
Transaction Publishers.

Schneier, Edward and John Brian Murtaugh. 209&w York Politics: A Tale of Two
States Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe.

Sewell, Richard H. 1976Ballots for Freedom: Antislavery Politics in the United
States, 1837-1860New York: Oxford University Press.

Shan, Chao-Chi. 1991. “The Decline of Electoral Competition in New York State
Senate Elections, 1950-1988.” Ph.D. dissertation, Department of Political
Science, Syracuse University: p. 45.

Silbey, Joel H. 1983 [1985]. “ ‘There are Other Questions Beside That of Slavery
Merely’: The Democratic Party and Antislavery Politics.” Time Partisan
Imperative: The Dynamics of American Politics Before the Civil, \&rJoel H.
Sibley. New York: Oxford University Press.

Silbey, Joel H. 1984 [1985]. “The Salt of the Nation: Political Parties in Antebellum
America.” InThe Partisan Imperative: The Dynamics of American Politics
Before the Civil Wared. Joel H. Silbey. New York: Oxford University Press.

Silbey, Joel H. 1991The American Political Nation, 1838-189%tanford, CA:
Stanford University Press.

Sinclair, Barbara. 2006Party Wars: Polarization and the Politics of National Policy
Making Norman, Oklahoma: University of Oklahoma Press.

Spitzer, Robert J. 1987 he Right to Life Movement and Third Party Politiééew
York: Greenwood Press.

Spitzer, Robert J. 2006. “Third Parties in New York."Glaverning New York Statg"
edition, eds. Robert F. Pecorella and Jeffrey M. Stonecash. Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press.

State Archives of Vermont Online. N.Bsubernatorial Inaugural and Farewell
Addresseshttp://vermont-archives.org/govhistory/gov/govinaug/index.htm

152



Stonecash, Jeffrey M. 1998. “Political Parties and Conflict.Neéw York Politics and
Government: Competition and Compassioy Sarah F. Liebschutz with Robert
W. Bailey, Jeffrey M. Stonecash, Jane Shapiro Zacek, and Joseph F. Zimmerman.
Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press.

Tomz, M., Wittenberg, J., & King, G. (2001CLARIFY: Software for Interpreting and
Presenting Statistical Result¥ersion 2.0. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
June 1.http://gking.harvard.edu

West, Darrell M. 1983. “Constituencies and Travel Allocations in the 1980 Predidentia
Campaign.” American Journal of Political Scienc27(3): 515-529.

Working Families Party. 201Chttp://www.workingfamiliesparty.org/about/Accessed
on January 1, 2010.

Wright, Gerald C., Jr. 1977. “Contextual Models of Electoral Behavior. The Southern
Wallace Vote.” The American Political Science Revjeit(2): 497-508.

153



