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ABSTRACT 

Isaacson, Jason Douglas, M.A, Department of Communication, College of Arts, 
Humanities, and Social Sciences, North Dakota State University, May 2011. 
Emerging Political Identification of Young Adults. Major Professor: Dr. Paul Nelson. 

Research has more than adequately established the importance of the role of parents 

in the political socialization of young people. However, there is surprisingly little 

research that examines if and when young people deviate from their parental 

influence. Once deviation occurs, who replaces parents in the role of influencing the 

development of the political self? This research examined the development of 

political identification in young people ages 19-24 to discover if young people 

deviate from their socialized political attitudes usually instilled by their parents. It 

also sought to discover what outside influence is having the strongest effect on the 

subjects after such deviation occurs. These variables include their university, parents, 

professors, peer groups, media outlets, and religious affiliation. Interestingly, after the 

parents, the subjects' peer groups tested as having the strongest effect on the subjects 

deviating from their parental political norms. In addition, specific political affiliation 

was correlated to specific variables; for example the variable "religion" was an 

accurate predictor of political identification for self-identifying conservatives. The 

research also reinfr1rced the notion that interpersonal relationships arc the most 

influential in the development of the political self. 
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FOREWORD 

ln the fall of 2003 I took a mass media and public opinion class at North 

Dakota State University. During the course of the class, I became acquainted with the 

work of Walter Lippmann and his book Puhlic Opinion (/922). From his work and 

the lecture, I was required to do a pilot study on an area of interest. My area of 

interest is politics, and political communication has been at the center of all my 

academic work. for this particular study, I was interested in understanding if the 

students in my class had a sound understanding of the political ideology they claimed 

to believe. To measure their understanding of their professed political ideology, I 

gave them two surveys to complete. One survey they completed online from a 

website that identified itself as the "Political Compass Test." This site had a survey 

that asked varying social, economic, religious, and personal questions without ever 

using any typical political terms. The second survey asked questions that were laden 

with typical political terms. Each student was given a random number that they 

placed on each survey so the results could be matched. 

My hypothesis was that the Republican students would come out more 

liberal than their chosen partisan identity would indicate. My focus was solely on the 

conservative students because that was who I bantered with in class on political 

issues. The results, while hardly able to generalize, showed that the self-identifying 

conservative/Republican students are indeed significantly more liberal than they 

thought they were through normal political terms. The results also revealed - much to 

my surprise - that the self-identifying liberals/Democrats are more conservative than 

they thought they were through normal political terms. 
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This minor political discovery leads me to ask the questions: Why do people 

identify politically, does age play a role in their identity, and how do they come to 

believe what they do'? These are the questions I am setting out to answer with this 

thesis. 
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CHAPTER I. 

INTRODUCTION 

Issue of Interest 

If you are young and conservative you have no heart; if you are old and I iberal 

you have no brain. This tongue-in-check comment assumes younger people should be 

idealistic and older people should be realistic. Why docs this turn of phrase target the 

young and old as having different points of view in political identification? Angus 

Campbell, Philip E. Converse, Warren E. Miller, and Donald E. Stokes state in their 

book The American Voter ( 1964 ), that only 8% of 21- to 24-year-olds identified 

themselves as Republicans while 24% over age 65 identified as Republicans. Is the 

opening comment a witty statement or conventional wisdom? The Campbell et al. 

( 1964) research is more than 40 years old; however, much of the current research on 

political identification cites the 1964 study as the beginning of this area of research. 

Understanding how people associate themselves politically allows the media 

and the world to get a sense of where elections and policy decisions arc headed in the 

upcoming years. Political identification is widely recognized as a solid predictor for 

political behavior and voting (Achen, 2002; Schreckhise & Shields, 2003; 

Wattenberg, 1998). Campbell wrote The American Voter ( 1964) to try to answer the 

questions of why and how people identify politically. Gaining an understanding of 

why and how people politically identify themselves is significant in helping political 

parties, candidates, and even the populous in general become more educated, active, 

and responsive members of the body politic. 
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This research study answers questions about young adult identification and 

who is responsible for this identification beyond parents. This thesis gives a thorough 

description of the literature and research on party identification and social identity 

theory as well as a discussion of a subset of socialization that scholars have defined as 

political socialization. The review of literature reintroduces the idea of a "political 

self' as a theory that will help guide this inquiry. Next, the review will gauge the 

strength of the respondent's political identification through the application of the 

social identity theory. After the review oflitcraturc, several hypotheses will be tested 

and research questions explored through a convenience sample survey or384 college 

students. This survey is based on the question structure of The National Election 

Survey and questions designed to measure for social identity theory. The social 

identity theory questions reveal the strength of the respondents' political 

identification. The results will be reported and analyzed, and the final chapter will 

discuss the conclusions and future implications of this kind of research. 

Importance of the Study 

The importance of political identification research is far reaching. Primarily, 

political identification research can help develop an understanding of how and why 

people identify politically. Understanding political idcntification makes an important 

contribution to improving the state of our democracy. In the I 960s. Campbell noted 

that the researchers sought to understand why we identify the way we do: ··The 

motivational role of perceptions of the wider political environment deserves greater 

attention than it has received in electoral research'' (Campbell, 1964, p. 31 ). Sapiro 
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(2004) agreed with Campbell's (1964) remarks 40 years later, arguing that how 

people develop their political views is relevant to emerging and stable democracies. 

A significant amount of research is needed to gain a strong understanding of 

the evolution of party identification. More specifically, few researchers examine 

young adults who are just beginning to assert themselves as voting members of the 

electorate. Research in the literature review shows that parents play the most 

significant role in political socialization of children and adolescents; however, there is 

little research to demonstrate the socializing effects beyond parental influences. This 

study examines what other influences help young people navigate the evolution of 

their political self after the period of parental socialization. These findings could have 

strong practical applications as young people's (teens and early 20s) participation in 

politics is at very low levels (Gimpel ct al., 2004 ). The ultimate goal of this study is to 

contribute to the existing body of knowledge in the area of political identification. 
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CHAPTER 2. 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

The literature review has four parts. First, it explores existing research on the 

concept of party/political identity. Second, the review describes the role of political 

socialization and the development of the theory of political self. Third, the review 

examines the role of social identity theory in political identification research. Finally, 

the review discusses specific research regarding low-information elections, age, and 

higher education to provide a context into which this thesis (its. 

Party/political identity is a well-researched phenomenon. Since Campbell ct 

al. wrote The American Voter ( 1964), scholars have produced an abundance of 

research discussing party/political identity. Campbell (1964) stated that electoral 

behavior was based on "the role of enduring partisan commitments in shaping 

attitudes toward political objects" (p. 135 ). Holm and Robinson (1978) believed party 

identification was crucial in determining voter behavior. Bartels (2002) described 

political identification as ·' ... a pervasive dynamic force shaping citizens' perceptions 

of, and reactions to, the political world" (p. 117). 

The literature agrees that party/political identification is a powerful force in 

predicting voting behavior (Schreckhise & Shields, 2003 ). This is especially true in 

low-information elections: "The party label is especially helpful for respondents when 

surveys ask them to express candidate preferences for low-information offices weeks 

before the election" (Schaffner & Streb, 2002, p. 561 ). Most elections fall into the 

category of low-information elections, which is significant because a majority of 
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voting opportunities are for lesser state, locaL and municipal offices (Schaffner & 

Streb, 2002). The research presents various questions regarding the nature of political 

identity. Is party identification a stable monolithic force that is given to us by our 

parents, or is it a fluid. changing phenomenon that moves with the political currents'? 

Perhaps party identification has shades of gray between the political extremes. 

Political Identification 

Campbell ( 1964) states that party/political identification is a stable force based 

on the socialization individuals receive from their parents and their environment. 

Campbell ( 1964) did not say, however, that political identification is an unmovable 

idea and that certain events might bring about a pmtisan realignment. Other 

arguments state that party identification is based on a running balance sheet of the 

two parties and their most recent actions (Fiorina, 1977). Bartels (2002) argues that 

political or party identification is more than the sum of a running tally: "The running 

tally may be a convenient accounting device, but is not a moving force in politics'' (p. 

118-19). Many question the assumed inherent nature of party identification as being 

stable and long lasting as Campbell, Converse, and other Michigan scholars argue. J\ 

new view of party identification argues that people are more susceptible to current 

conditions and changes in the political environment (Haynes & Jacobs, 1994). The 

important point is that political identification is a central component to the political 

self (Lawrence, 2001 ). Regardless of the many viewpoints the academic world holds, 

party identification is an important piece - if not the most important piece - of the 

political puzzle for its predictive value as election time approaches. 



6 

The review of literature for this study outlines a transition from the viewpoint 

that political identity is a stable and socially inherited trait to an active characteristic 

that is dependent on the current conditions and political climate. To understand the 

direction of party identification scholarship, exploring its history becomes necessary. 

Campbell and Converse 

Angus Campbell et al. wrote The American Voter ( 1964 ), engendering a field 

of research in political and party identification. While scholars had conducted earlier 

significant political research, most contemporary research starts with The American 

Voter (1964 ). Campbell et al. ( 1964) said that party identification was a prevalent 

aspect of the political landscape: ''Most Americans have this sense of attachment with 

one party or the other" (p. 68). Not only did Campbell ct al. (1964) find that 75% of 

Americans identify in some way with one party or the other, they also found that 

party identifications predicted political and voting behavior. Campbell et al. ( 1964) 

stated, "For the individual who does, [have party identification], the strength and 

direction of party identification are facts of central importance in accounting for 

attitude and behavior'' (p. 68 ). 

Party identification is stronger than just the attitudes that the electorate brings 

to the polls every few years. Psychological forces that affect our daily lives also 

largely determine an individual's political identification. Campbell et al. (1964) 

argues that individual factors influence many people in each election. They refer to 

the components that influence voters as the psychological forces of the environment, 

such as peer group attitudes and family voting or political behavior: "That the 
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partisan decision of the individual is profoundly affected by the psychological forces 

we have measured seems clear in the data of several election campaigns" (p. 33 ). 

Campbell et al.' s (1964) exploration of young adult politicization relied on 

respondents' ability to recall the past since most respondents were well past the 

minimum voting age. The research, however, in conjunction with a review of 

literature, found that the immediate family heavily influenced most voters at or near 

the minimum voting age (Campbell et al., 1964). Partisan identifications typically 

extended far into an individual's past, if not into the past of an individual's forbearers 

as well (Campbell et al., 1964 ). Parental and family influence is an important area of 

study, as research conducted for this paper develops an understanding of political 

identification after the period of parental socialization occurs. Campbell et al.( 1964) 

and studies to be surveyed later revealed a lack of research on young adults who 

recently reached the legal voting age and were beginning to express themselves 

politically. This thesis tests the influence parents have in determining voting behavior 

and political identification. The thesis also tests who and what are influential factors 

for people after they reach voting age and begin the rite of passage as an adult in the 

political world. 

Interestingly, Campbell ct al. (1964) asserted that the research showed 

political movement to be very stagnant. They found that in political identification, 

"the picture is generally one of firm but not immovable attachment" (p. 87). Political 

movement was not common once someone identified politically: '·It is apparent from 

these various pieces of evidence that identification with political parties, once 

established, is an attachment that is not easily changed" (Campbell et al., 1964, p. 87). 
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Once individuals politically identify, they are not likely to cross party lines in the 

future. Further research in this review challenges the findings of Campbell el al. 

(1964) and other Michigan scholars of political identification. 

Phillip E. Converse followed Campbell et al. with a significant amount of 

research on political identification from the University of Michigan, forming what has 

widely been called the "Michigan Model" for political identity. Not surprisingly, 

Converse' s ( 1979) and Campbell et al.' s ( 1964) research have similar results, as 

Converse was a co-author of The American Voter ( 1964 ). Converse ( 1979), however, 

was largely responsible for the panel studies that brought about the Michigan Model 

for political identification. This review focuses on Convcrse's ( I 979) scholarly work 

in the panel research he did from 1956-60 and 1972-76. 

Converse (1979) found that political identification was, by and large, stable in 

both research panels in the 1950s and 1970s. He labeled the findings that stability 

persisted through the 1970s as ·'counter intuitive" (p. 32). The significance of his 

findings is interesting because even though the electorate experienced the tumultuous 

1960s, people still adhered to their previous party identification. Even more striking is 

that respondents' ideologies did not always match their identification. Furthermore, 

Converse (1979) found that party identification seemed to he primary in voting 

decisions despite policy or ideological points of view. Voters were voting with their 

party identification rather than their thoughts on current policy or attitude toward the 

current political climate. 

This finding set the stage for many scholars during and after Convcrsc's 

research to question his and Campbell's et al.'s findings. The idea that political 
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identification was an inherited and stable characteristic throughout an individual's life 

was not palatable to other scholars. This finding has been challenged time and again 

by other researchers in the field of communication and social psychology. They 

began to question the notion that people blindly followed their parents' ideology - the 

partisan choice was a stable one - and that political behavior is in response to 

attitudes toward different issues. 

Political Socialization and the Political Self 

Political socialization has its own subset of research in theories related to 

politics and socialization in general. It serves as an excellent contextual statement 

about the history and development of political identification. A cause and effect 

relationship exists between political socialization and political identification. If 

political socialization is the process, then political identification is the product. An in

depth analysis of political socialization helps to understand the nature of political 

identification. For the purposes of this study, political socialization is a contributing 

element in developing a framework from which political identification is explored. 

In the 1970s, the idea of political socialization began to take on a stronger 

significance as the genesis of political identity: "For all its lack of sharply defined 

limits, the subject [political socialization] nevertheless has quickly become an 

important area of research for political and other social scientists·· (Dennis, 1973, p. 

24). The concept of political socialization can be used as a tool for understanding the 

nature and genesis of political identification. Political socialization is important 

because people's political identity is related to the whole concept of self and how we 



see ourselves personally and socially. There arc several definitions of political 

socialization. 
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According to Dawson et al. ( 1977), political socialization is '"the processes 

through which an individual acquires his particular political orientations-his 

knowledge, feelings, and evaluations regarding his political world"' (p. 33). Political 

identification is a process of "socialization'" between the person and agents of the 

political system (Dawson et al., 1977). Dennis ( 1973) defines political socialization as 

"the process of induction into a political culture. Its end product is a set of attitudes -

cognitions, value standards and feelings - toward the political system, its various 

roles and role incumbents" (p. 7). Ultimately, identification is an ongoing outcome of 

the socialization process. Dennis is the champion of the macro or systems approach to 

political identification. The macro approach is significant because without a 

mechanism to introduce and reinforce the democratic ways of our political system, as 

new electorates emerged they would become more open to being led astray by 

destructive forces in society, such as Hitler in Germany (Achcn, 2002). 

Not only docs the mechanism for introducing and reinforcing our political 

structure perpetuate our political way of life, but it also plays a role in the personal 

development of the political self. People who develop an early political identity 

through patriotic stories at school or conversations with parents about legends of the 

country and former political leaders tend to form very strong tics to the political 

identity with which they associate. First, children develop an abstract concept related 

to being an American. As children mature toward adulthood, the level of 

sophistication related to their understanding of the political world around them grows. 
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At this point, the parents and family continue to reinforce political points of view that 

become more party-specific (I less & Tomey, 1967). 

These tics to party or political points of view are very strong and not easily 

broken (Dawson et aL 1977). The strength of party identification is stronger than an 

individual's ability to explain a particular point of view. For example, young people 

may say that they are strong Republicans, and as they develop their social/political 

identity, identifying as a Republican will play a significant role in how they perceive 

themselves. However, if they were asked to articulate four basic points about why 

they believe the way they do (unrelated to parental influence), they would be hard

pressed to answer. This scenario is partially realized in Helmut Norpoth's ( 1987) 

research on party realignment in the 1980s. Norpoth ( 1987) found that many 

new/young Republicans in the 1980s were not claiming the conservative ideology, 

but were following a charismatic leader or were subject to other outside influences 

not related to policy decisions. Norpoth's (1987) research sets up a major question of 

this thesis: When does an individual start to express independent thoughts about 

political identity and what motivates that individual to do so? To get to the heart of 

that question, a further understanding of the nature of political socialization is needed. 

Political socialization is divided into two parts: macro and micro. The macro, 

or systems approach, is concerned with the interactions in which values are impressed 

upon the members of that system (Dennis, 1973). In other words, how do members of 

the electorate learn and accept political authority and gain confidence in the 

government? This perspective goes outside the person. The focus is on how people 

approach the idea of government and political bodies. The micro approach focuses on 
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"how, when, and why individuals acquire particular political attitudes, beliefs, and 

behaviors" (Steckenrider & Cutler 1989, p. 56 ). This thesis is concerned primarily 

with the micro perspective of political socialization and the development of the 

political self. According to Steckenrider and Cutler (1989), "It is the micro

perspective that is concerned with the gradual, incremental, lifelong process of 

developing an individual's political self' (p. 57). 

Dawson (1977) elaborates by drawing on George Herbert Mead to discuss the 

evolution of a person's "political self' as something that is developed, "not borne or 

innate" (p. 41). Political socialization and political identification literature references 

parents as the key component to forming or socializing the child into understanding 

the political system (Achen, 2002; Bartels, 2002; Campbell et al., 1 964; Converse, 

1979; Dawson et al., 1977; Franklin, 1984; Franklin & Jackson, 1983; Greene, 2000; 

Hess & Tomey, 1967). An abundance of research exists on the development of 

political identity in childhood and adolescence. The development of the political self 

that occurs after the influences of parental socialization have occurred has often gone 

unnoticed in the research. The Political Self Theory (PST) sets the stage for 

discussion during the time in an individual's life just after political socialization takes 

place and people begin to express their own political actions, such as voting. 

The focus is not primarily on the socialization process from a parental point of 

view. That phenomenon has already been well documented. The interest is in the 

process of identification as it evolves independent of par..::ntal influences. So while 

parental socialization certainly sets up the discussion of political identity in young 

people, the gap in the research is the nature of political identification in the young 
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adult years. Sapiro (2004) alludes to this: "Because the core of political socialization 

is not so much what people have learned as how they learn and under what 

circumstances" (p. 11 ). He argues that political socialization may not come entirely 

from the parents, but also the situation and context in which people learn. Even more 

importantly, the real nature of political socialization may not take place in childhood 

at all. 

Researchers need to explore the socialization of young adults as they enter the 

electorate as voting citizens. Franklin and Jackson ( 1983) echo this concern: 

"Identifications are more than the result of a set of early socializing experiences, 

possibly reinforced by subsequent social and political activity" (p. 986). Furthermore, 

Franklin ( 1984) found that "party identification is not fixed in childhood, and further 

that it changes in response to policy preferences" (p. 4 73 ). Franklin also found that by 

the age of 25 people were adjusting their political preferences (1984). Franklin's 

report of party realignment by age 25 has prompted the focus of this thesis to be on 

new voters ages 18 to 24 .. The goal is to identify when the realignment begins and 

who influences the realignment. Political Self Theory provides the foundation to 

explain this area of young adult socialization. 

Mead (1934) discusses political self in Mind, Se(f& Societyfrom the 

Standpoint cfa Social Behaviorist. Dawson et al., (l 977) takes Mead's concepts and 

expands them to explain the complexity of the political self as a lifelong evolving 

identity. They characterize this idea of a political self as an active element in a 

person's life if he or she chooses. A person can have an undeveloped political self if 

they choose not to be active in the political world. 
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Political Self Theory is derived from an explanation of political self by 

Dawson et al. (1977), in the book Political Socialization. Political Self Theory 

explains an individual's evolution from infancy to late adulthood as a political being 

in society. The political self is a snapshot of the process of political socialization at 

any one point in people's lives, either as adolescents in middle school describing what 

they heard their parents say after watching the news, 20-year-old political activists 

fighting for their favorite cause, 40-year-old parents worried about schools and safety, 

or retirees interested in the Medicare benefit. People are continually in varying stages 

of political socialization. Sapiro (2004) supports this notion, stating, "In recent 

decades, political socialization scholars have increasingly agreed that basic learning 

occurs throughout the life course" (p. 18). Socialization develops our political self. 

This thesis takes a snapshot of the political self of 18- to 24-year-old college students 

to gauge who or what is influencing the development of their political self in the early 

years of their voting life. 

Literature on the subject of young adult political identification and political 

socialization is fairly sparse and incomplete. To summarize, this review oflitcrature 

demonstrates three things: 

• Political identification is the strongest predictor of political behavior. 

• Parents play the strongest role in the development of an individual's 

political identity in childhood and adolescence. 

• Researchers have conducted a significant amount of research on the effects 

of political socialization in children and adolescents, but have produced little research 

about emerging voters. 
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Some of the literature argues that identification is going to be stable 

throughout a person's life. Other literature suggests that many factors can bring about 

temporary or permanent party realignment. Very little literature discusses how young 

adults change as they develop their independent political self. 

The literature that does exist discusses how socialization does follow one 

trend closely. As young people leave their parents' home and socialization influence, 

they have a broad perspective on political socialization and the terms that label their 

points of view. As individuals get older and take more time to understand the 

complexity of the political environment their focus becomes narrower the more they 

choose to engage the political system (Dawson et al., 1977). Dawson's (1977) 

comment supports the notion that young people do not have as strong an awareness of 

the implications of their professed political identity as was suggested in the pilot 

study mentioned in the Foreword. 

To believe that when people reach 18 or 25 years of age their political identity 

becomes complete, stable, and unchanging, would be foolish (Steckenrider & Cutler, 

1989). Political socialization is a lifelong process that changes as the political world 

forms and re-forms around us. 

This review has provided a contextual basis for the origins of political 

identification. This perspective is a strong contributor toward the ultimate focus of 

this research: the political identification of the respondents. Having a solid 

understanding of the nature and genesis of political identification through the lens of 

political socialization provides a clearer picture of where it is going in the future. This 

study examines the responses by the participants and their political views of the 
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moment. Political socialization allows researchers to understand how the respondents 

are influenced up to that point. 

Age, Higher Education, Religious Right, and Low-Information Elections 

Since "political self' research is limited, this review will cover other areas that 

have specifically focused on political identification for the purpose of framing where 

this study might fall in the mosaic of current political identification research. This 

section will review age distribution, the religious right, and low-information elections 

for framing purposes. 

Age distribution research points to the significance of young people's political 

behavior. Even though young people are a significantly smaller portion of the 

population, they will be the most active contributors to the economy (Gimpel et al., 

2004 ). The most significant finding by Gimpel et al. (2004) is that if current trends of 

low political involvement continue, as baby boomcrs die with no one to take their 

place, overall political involvement will suffer. 

A component of our society that counteracts low involvement is higher 

education. Higher education is a significant predictor of political involvement 

(Hillygus, 2005 ). 1-lillygus (2005) elaborates on this idea: "Formal education leads to 

strong democratic behavior and a deeper level of involvement as education causes 

democratic behavior" (p. 29). Based on llillygus's research, a possible limitation to 

this study is that all respondents arc currently enrolled in an institution of higher 

education. If people who are enrolled in some type of higher education institution 

have typically low levels of political engagement, then others who are not involved in 

higher education are even less engaged in the political process. Hillygus (2005) found 
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that college students "'with no social science credits have a predicted 56.8% chance 

of voting. which is still far higher than young people in the populations with no 

higher education at all" (p. 41). Hillygus's (2005) research illustrates the need to 

understand the portion of the electorate involved in higher education, as they will 

more than likely be the people engaged in the political process later in life. 

The religious right has been a growing phenomenon in our society since the 

advent and growth of evangelical churches in the 1 960s, but it has been under-studied 

in America (Hood & Smith, 2002). Conventional wisdom states that religious 

individuals in this country tend to fall on the right side of the political spectrum. Hood 

and Smith (2002) sought to examine this phenomenon in more detail. They found that 

religious right identifiers are socially and theologically conservative. However, they 

are not automatically a part of the Republican Party. The identification is based on 

religious identification rather than political identification (Hood & Smith, 2002). 

However, with a socially conservative perspective they arc correctly identified as the 

·'religious right" and not the religious moderates or liberals. Hood and Smith (2002) 

called for more research that asks respondents to sci f identify with their faith and 

political ideology: "A natural extension of this research, then, would be an 

examination of religious rightists with an overtly partisan context" (p. 10). 

The final piece ofresearch that illuminates the focus of this study is a brief 

look at low-information elections. As stated before, voters in low-information 

elections rely on cues from the partisan identification of the candidate to make their 

voting decisions (Schaffner & Streb, 2002). Since many elections have a low

infonnation element, understanding how party identification plays a role in election 
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beha\·ior is important. Tu d1.:, clop that rok. understanding th1.: n~1tu1-e and 

development or party idrnti tication takes on greater signi licance. 

In summary. this section explained the framework in \\hieh this research is 

heing conducte<l. The contrihution is signiticant in order to pnn ide context for this 

thesis. By studying the impacts of gen<ler. age. education. and partisan choice on 

party identilication. this thesis is able to <le\elop a precise li.H:us on the political sell'. 

The next challenge is to !ind a \\ay to measure the strength of a person·s political 

identity/self. 

Social Identity Theo')' 

llenri Taj kl and John C. Turner ( I 98(1) introduced social identity theory in 

1979 in the tirst chapter of /\l'(-/w/11g_1· o//11tcrgm11p Relations. Social identity theory 

••is a theory of intergroup cuntlict"· (p. 7). lhis theory reveals \\hy and how people 

i<lentify themselves in a social context during times of stress or competition. People 

identify in a variety of dilkrent ways thruugh school. homet(mn. religion. and e\·cn 

sports. The aspect of social identity theory this thesis is most concerned \\ ith is in the 

political realm. Social identity ··rnnsists ... of those aspects of an indi, idual" s self .. 

image that deri\e from the social categories to \\hicl1 he percei\'es himself belonging·· 

(Taj kl & Turner. 1986. p. 16 ). Competition or times of stress cause people to de line 

certain aspects of their li\'\.:s. For example. during a political election people tend to 

define their\ oting choices by their partisan identi ti cation. 

The literature shows that hccause party identification is a key component of 

, oting bcha\'ior. each party tends to compete for the support of, oters. Competition 

tends to teed on itself: ··rJ,c pressure to e\aluate one·s 0\\11 group positi\·ely through 



in-grour/out-group comparisons kad social groups to attc111pt to differentiate 

themsel\·es from each other .. (laj kl & Turner. 19Xh. p. 16 ). A social group is .. a set 

of indi,iduals \\ho hold a common social identification or vie\v themselves as 

memhers of the same social group" ( Stets & Burke. 2000. p. 225 ). 
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In this case the social groups are political parties. \vhich easily foll within the 

definition of a social group. This theory is primarily focused on how people see 

themselves as 111emhers of one group/category (the in-group) in comparison with 

another (the out-group). and the consequences of this categorization. such as election 

results (Tajfcl & Turner. 19X(): Stets & Burke. 2000: hiedkin. :2004). The 

competition li.H memhers a111ong groups is a key component of social identity theory. 

Without the in-grouplout-group struggle there would no need for this theory. Politics 

and the American political system are specilically predicated on this type of 

competitive struggle. Social identity theory is uniquely qualified to measure and 

answer the types of hypotheses and questions raised hy this thesis. 

Arc political parties rcle\ ant as a study of in-group versus out-group conflict? 

Ta_ifcl and Turner ( 1986) out! inc three types of variahles that intl uence difkrentiation 

among groups. First. individuals need to internalize the group as part of their self

conccpt. Second. situations in society 111ust al Im\ for open comparison of the groups. 

Third. the in-group(s) must not try to co111pete \\ith every group in society. only the 

groups rele\ant to them. The point of differentiation is to achieve some sort of 

do111ina11ce O\"Cr the out-groups. ·1 he concept of in-group/out-group struggle is 

relevant and a close mirror to the current political climate of the nation·s two-party 

system. Party mcmhers do identit~ themsehcs. in \arying degrees. with a political 
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party as part of their sc 1 !'-concept. I·\ cry ti me an election or contest occurs mer issues 

in a lcgislati\·e hoJy. comparisons exist between the parties. Typically. the major 

parties or in-groups Jo not compete with the smaller or third-party political 

organizations. The Jifferentiation hct\\een the in-group anJ out-group is a large part 

or the context or this study. The differentiation allows people to select an identity that 

matches their own actions ur helicrs. Because of the Jiffcrentiation in party selection. 

this study sed.s to understand how indi\ iduals come to terms and act on their 

perceived political idrntity. 

The positive image or the in-group invariably li.)1-ces the members of that 

group to dnelop negative kelings tm\an.l the perceived out-group (Nesdale & 

l·'lesser. 2001 ). This thrnry is predicated on two important points: sclf-call'gorization 

and social comparison. These l\\o points make social identity theory an excellent tool 

to develop a rating system for the strength of political identilication. Political 

identitication of the respondents is measured hy self-call'gorization. Inherent in the 

nature of sl'l f-categorizing is comparison as people choose a party to represent their 

political choices. Even though IO people can identify themselves as either 

conservative or liberal. the degree to which they identify can vary quite a hit from 

person to person or even from time to time in a single person (Ashforth & Macl 

J l)89). The\ ary ing shades of gray of political identitication may allow people to 

discmer a more precise understanding of their political identity. 

Steven Greene wrote ··Social Identity ·ri1eory and Party Identification·· in 

2004. I !is research is the first to truly tic social identity theory to political 

identification. Grecne·s contention is that '/he Amffican Voter ( 1 %4) is really just 
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social identity tlH:ory ahead of its time: .. Based on cxtcnsi\'C experimentation and 

development. sncial identity theory ([ajkl. 1978) is able to build on this foundation 

and pro\·idc a rich theorl'tical framc,\ork for understanding the perceptual patterns of 

modern partisanship"' ( (ircene 2004. p. 136 ). ( ireene asserts that the nature of 

partisanship to be in a group and to promoll' an --us versus them .. mentality is a 

natural ··psychological outgrowth or self-perceived membership in a political party"' 

(p. 138). 

Greene (2004) makes an excel lent point about the shortcomings of research 

completed since Campbell d al. ( 19(14 ): ··scholars have focused on partisanship as an 

attitude toward a political party"' (p 13 7). I k and others believe that partisanship is 

more than an attitude: partisanship is a \\ay that individuals sec themselves as a part 

or the community. country. and political environment. Many psychological forces 

influence ho\\ people approach the political world and consequently how they 

devclop their political self. Previously. the literature discussed how people can have a 

partisan identity that will often trump any particular attitude they might have on 

specific policy issues. which clearly supports the notion of the importance of 

psychological influences. (ircene (2004) agrees that perceived social identity would 

have an effect on attitudes and perceptions. 

Cireene (2004) found that social identity affects political perceptions and 

partisan beha\'iors. lie asserts that scholars need to change their reference point of 

research and look beyond --attitudes tmvard. bit group belonging v,i th. a political 

party (p. 148). Through Greene. this thesis will he able to operationalize its research. 

The literature re,eals that the political self is ah'>ays evolving. The method 
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established by ( ,reene \Viii measure the strength of partisan choices in young colkge 

students. 

llypotheses and Research Questions 

111: Parents \\ill play the most intlurntial rok in deciding the rcspondrnts· political 

identity. 

112: Resporidrnts will idrntify parrnts as the most conservative. whik identifying the 

media and professors as the most liberal. 

113: Respondents who identit~, their parents as being the strongest intluence in 

determining their political identity \Viii have a stronger political identity than those 

who do not identify their parents as the most significant influence. 

114: Respondents who identify themselves as Republican will he more likely to 

identify their parents and/or faith as the most influential factors in de1.:iding their 

political ideology. 

115: Respondents \Vho identify themselves as Democrat will be more likely to id1.:ntify 

their parents. education. media. and/or peer groups as the most influential factors in 

dedding their political ideology. 

RQ 1: Are the respondents showing any sign of deviating from their parents in their 

political identity? 

R(J:2: Alter parents. what factors influencing political identity are statistically 

significant'? 



Summary 

The review of literature provides a framework for the hypotheses and research 

questions of this study. Campbell ct al. ( 1964) and Converse ( 1979) established that 

self-identification is a valid way of gathering data on an individual's political 

preferences. 

Hypothesis one confirms the findings of several other scholars regarding the 

role of parents in political identification. Starting with Campbell et al. (1964), parents 

are identified as the most influential factors in the development of their children·s 

political identification. Confirmation of this hypothesis is important because it reveals 

that the respondents are similar to the multitude of other studies that confirm parents 

as the most influential factor. The importance of this hypothesis is to create a 

framework of reliability as this study ventures into new research and seeks to add 

significant data to the body of existing knowledge. 

Hypothesis two is based on the political landscape of the environment or the 

survey. It states the respondents will find parents to be more conservative and the 

media and professors more liberal. North Dakota has a long history of being 

conservative. Despite electing Democrats to Congress, North Dakota has rarely ever 

voted for a Democratic president. Republicans have been in a supermajority in both 

houses of the state legislature since the early 1990s. Republicans hold the Governor's 

office as well as most of the constitutional offices. The state is perceived as being 

politically and socially conservative. In addition, conventional social stereotypes 

portray the media and professors as liberal. This hypothesis is designed to measure 
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whether the respondents arc in line with conventional wisdom of the political 

landscape of North Dakota as well as popular stereotypes of the media and academia. 

Hypothesis three gauges the strength of idcnti fication. If parents are the most 

influential factors in the development of political identilication (Achen. 2002: Bartels. 

2002: Campbell ct al.. 1964: Converse. 1979: Dawson et al.. 1977: Franklin. 1984: 

Franklin & Jackson. 1983: (ireenc. 2000: I less & Torncy. 1967). then respondents 

who identify parents as the most influential should have stronger identification than 

those who are beginning the process of developing an independent political self. 

Hood and Smith (2002) set the groundwork for hypothesis four. In the review 

they called for more research that asks questions regarding religious and overt 

politically identifying characteristics. The survey asks whether self-identifying 

Republicans find their faith to be a motivating factor in developing their political 

identi ti cation. 

Hood and Smith (2002) indirectly contributed to the framework of hypothesis 

five. Research indicates religion as a possible motivating factor shaping Republicans· 

political identifications. The public sees several types of entities/organizations as 

being liberal. Hypothesis five asks if any of these entities/organizations (including 

parents) play a role in the development of the respondents· political identification. 

Research question one explores any deviation occurring from the parents in 

how the respondents identify. This question is framed by two parts of the literature 

review. Franklin (1984) stated that by age 25. indi\ iduals arc starting to make 

political decisions independent of parental influence. This research creates an 

opportunity to question people between ages 18 to 24 as to how much they are 



deviating from their parents in their personal political identification. Along with 

Franklin's ( 1984) assertion is the throry of thr political sdf. which staks that a 

person is always evolving as a political bring. This rvolution is a lifelong process. 

Docs this process begin in childhood \Vith parental socialization or docs it start after 

political emancipation? Does breaking from parrntal intluence begin at agr 18'? 

Franklin ( I 984) found that it begins at least by age 15. This rrsearch question 

explores whether it begins earlier. 

Research question two is designed to identify what other factors play a role 

in the development of the political ilkntity hryond the parental inllucnce. The survry 

asks about a variety of diffcn.:nt variables that could influence the respondents· point 

of view. Previous research has shown that variables such as gender. education. faith. 

and economics can play a role in developing political identification. However. this 

survey seeks to understand the perception of the individual in relation to other entities 

as being influential rather than an abstract concept. The questions in the survey ask 

whether specific people or entities arc influential. For example. what influences 

political identification more: mother or father rather than the respondent"s sex. 

professors rather than education. significant others and social groups rather than 

specific policy or social issues. 
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CHAPTER 3. 

METHOD 

Participants 

This study employed a convenience sample of 18-year-old or older college 

students. The sample included a total of 3 73 respondents consisting of undergraduate 

students enrolled in several sections of a freshman-level puhlic speaking course at 

North Dakota State University. The survey was distributed in the spring semester of 

2005. 

The respondents' sex was divided fairly equally as 190 (50. l %) of the 373 

respondents were male and 183 (49.1 %) were female. The respondents were divided 

by age: 276 (74%) of the respondents were 18 or 19 years old, 52 ( 13.9<¼1) of the 

respondents were 20 years old, and the remaining 44 ( 11.8%) respondents were 21 

years or older. The respondents were classified by grade level with 271 (72.7%) of 

the respondents in their first year of college. 70 ( 18.8 %) in their second year. and 32 

(8.6%) in their third year or later. 

Architecture. business. pharmacy. and undecided were the majors of 126 

(33.7%) respondents. The remaining 274 (66.3%) of the respondents \Vere distributed 

over 99 other majors. The majority, 348 (93.3%) respondents. reported that they were 

Caucasian. 7 ( 1.9%) reported themselves as American Indian or Alaska Native. 7 

( 1.9%) as Asian. 6 ( 1.6%) as Black or African American. I (.3%) as llispanic. and 4 

( 1. 1 % ) as other. The respondents identi tied their political affi I iations: 112 (30.1 °/r1) 

identified themselves as Democrats. 88 (23.6%) identified themselves as having no 

preference and 173 (46.4%) identified themselves as Republicans. 



Procedure 

The survey for this thesis \Vas distrihutcd to professors, instructors, and 

teaching assistants to hand out for completion in class. Typically, the instructor had 

the students complete the survey at the beginning of class. Most instructors offered 

extra credit for completing the survey. The completed survey was placed in a manila 

envelope and returned to the author·s desk. The author reviewed each of the surveys 

to determine that they were filled out correctly. The surveys were collected over a 

two-week period. The data was entered into an SPSS software package for the 

purpose of analysis. Some of the surveys had a typo on them that was corrected in 

class and acknowledged with a written change on the survey hy the respondents. Only 

surveys with the correction of the typo by the respondents on the survey itself were 

considered valid and used as part of the data analysis. 

Measures 

This survey used three types of measures. First. some questions relied on 

self-reporting to gather information needed to prove the different hypotheses and 

answer the research questions. Campbell ct al. ( 1964) in The American Voter support 

the use of self-reporting as a reliable way lo measure political identification. 

Questions 1-47 were developed mimicking l'\ational Election Survey questions. They 

employed Likcrt-type scales, a rank order system. and simple either/or questions (sec 

Appendix A). 

Second. for the purpose of research. this thesis horrowed the data-collecting 

methods of Greene (2004). whose original origins are from Ylael and Tctrick·s (1992) 

Identification with a Psychological Group ( IDPG ). ()uestions 48-56 were based on 
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Greene's work. His scale measures the strength or partisanship in the respondents. 

IDPG begins by measuring the strength of the shared identity and perceptions of the 

respondents with the group (Greene. 2004 ). The appendix includes the IO points or 

interest regarding the scale. These points ask specific questions about how the 

respondents react to criticism or compliments from the psychological group with 

which they identify. For example, if someone were to criticize or compliment my 

chosen group, would I feel insulted or honored by their comments'? The scale also 

asks if the respondents act like members of their group. relate to the successes and 

failures of the group. and refers to the group using language like ··we rather than 

they" (Greene. 2004, p. 41 ). 

The reliability of the research tool was sustained using Cronbach's alpha 

(Keyton, 2001 ). Cronbach' s alpha is able to determine if the survey has "internal 

reliability or internal consistency'' (Keyton, 2001, p. 114). For the survey to have 

reliability the coefficient alpha must he above .7. The coefficient alpha for the 

measuring instrument in this survey was .88. 

Third, demographic questions reported the respondents' age. race. sex, major. 

and year in school. The questions were based on l J .S. census questions. 

The variables in this survey were the respondents, their parents. the media in 

various forms, social groups and signilieant others. and church/faith. They were 

measured based on the political identification of the entity/person. Lach question used 

t\vo or more of these variables to determine an ans,ver to the hypotheses or research 

questions. The variables were also measured for the influence they had on th<: 

respondents \Vhen developing their political identi ti cation. For the purpose of the 
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survey. American political parties were used to define political identilication. such as 

Democrats and Republicans. 

The purpose of the survey was to measure the basic political knowledge or the 

respondents and to measure the respondents· perception of various entities· political 

leanings. The survey also measured the influence different entities/people had on the 

development of their political identification. Finally. the survey measured the strength 

of the identification the respondents had with their political identity. A breakdown or 

how each hypothesis and research question was analyzed is provided in the next 

section. 

Analysis 

The results for hypothesis one employed the use of two questions in the 

survey. First, a 5-point I ,ikert scale measured bow much the respondents agreed with 

a statement about political preference of specific variables: parents. the media. church 

and faith. peers, and education. A comparison of means revealed the significance or 

the answers and who was the most influential on respondents. Second. the survey 

employed a rank order question system, which required the respondents to report in 

order of importance. from 1 to 13, which entity was most influential. The variables 

\Vere network news. books. professors. church/faith. Comedy Central. parents. talk 

radio. CNN. ne\vs magazines. friends/social groups. nevvspapers. websites. and Fox 

News. Another comparison of means indicated which entities/people were the most 

influential. 

I lypothesis two measured the results using a 7-point Likcrt scale. The 

respondents identified several variables as being either Republican or Democrat. The 
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variables for hypothesis two \Vere: mother. father. best friend. social group/friends. 

media, NDSU. North Dakota. signilicant others. prolcssors. and yourself. J\ 

comparison of means identified the perceived labels the respondents gave each 

entity/person. 

Hypothesis three employed a Pearson Coeflicient Correlation to determine the 

support for the hypothesis. The Pearson Coefficient Correlation "examines the linear 

relationship between two continuous level variables ... provides a measure to how 

much they are related" (Keyton. 2001. p. 232). With the Pearson coefficient, a two

tailed test dctcnnines significance. The variables in this situation included the scale of 

political affiliation created out of the responses to the IDPG scale questions and the 

parents· political identity. 

Hypothesis four and five used the same method for analysis. J\ one-way 

ANOVA ''examine[d] the differences between two or more groups on a dependent 

interval/ratio variable" (Frey ct al.. 2000. p. 348). The one-way ANOVA determined 

any statistical significance between the results of different groups. The variables 

tested were parents. peers. education. media. and church/faith. Once significance was 

determined. a Post Hoc test determined the nature of the comparison and the level of 

significance of the variables via Tu key HSD. Scheffe. and LSD tests. The variables 

for hypothesis four were self-identifying Republican respondents. parents. and 

church/faith. For hypothesis live. thc variables were self-identifying Democrat 

respondents. parents. education. media. and peer groups. 

Research question one used a two-tailed t-test to provide an answer. The two

tailed t-test is used --when a researcher asks a research question or states a hypothesis 
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for which a difference in either direction is acceptahle'" ( Keyton. '.WO I. p. 21 7 ). If the 

researcher presumes a differenci: exists hut is not suri: which direction the difference 

will go, a two-tailed t-test determines the answer ( Keyton. 200 I ). This form of 

analysis provided results on the respondents and each of their parents separately. The 

result of this comparison provided the answer to research question oni:. The variahlcs 

for research question one were the respondents and the respondents' mother and 

father. considered separately. 

Research question two employed the Pearson Coefficient Correlation to 

determine if the other influential entities/people had a level of statistical significance. 

The result of the Pearson Coefficient Correlation provided the answer to research 

question two. The variables measured to determine possible significant influence on 

the respondents were: mother. father. best friend. social group. media, NDSlJ. North 

Dakota. significant other, and professor. 

Through the use of demographic questions hased on U.S. census questions. 

political identification questions based on NES questions. and social identity 

questions based on Greene (2004) and the lDGP scale. this survey provided data to 

prove or disprove five different hypotheses and answer two research questions. With 

the work of Campbell et al. (1964) and Converse (1979) as well as many other 

scholars. the use of self-reporting as a viahle means for data collection is supported. 

Results from a one-way ANOVA. t-test. two-tailed t-tests. and simple means derived 

from various Likert-scales provided statistical baci-;ing to the conclusions. as they 

determined the proofs for the hypotheses and ans\vercd the research questions. 



CHAPTER 4. 

RESULTS 

DcscriptiYc 

The respondents were asked to demonstrate a hasic understanding ol' 

,,, _,_ 

American political parties. A high number of respondents, 278 (74.5'1/rl). \Vere able to 

identify Republicans as conservative, and 281 (75.3%) i<lenti1icd Democrats as 

liberal. Among the respondents, 37 (9.9%) identified Republicans as moderates while 

35 (9.4%) identified Democrats as moderates. lo identify Republicans as 

conservative or moderate as well as Democrats as liheral or moderate is realistic. 

With those labels in mind. 315 (84.41¾1) of the respondents were ahle to descrihe 

Republicans, while 316 ( 84. 7%) of the respondents were able to describe Democrats. 

In the 2004 presidential election, 99 (26.5%) of the respondents reported 

voting for John Kerry while 199 (53.4%) of the respondents reported voting for 

George W. Bush, with 75 (20.1 %) either not voting or voting for a third party 

candidate. When voting for more than president. 70 ( 18.8%) of the respondents voted 

straight ticket Democrat and 1)8 (26.3%) of the respondents voted straight ticket 

Republican. Another 116 (31.1 %) of the respondents reported voting a mixed ticket in 

the presidential. senate. and congressional races and 88 (23.6%) of the respondents 

reported not voting in the senate and congressional races. Of the 3 73 respondents. 304 

(81.5%) reported that they voted for president in the last election. 

Questions identified mothers and fathers separately. The mothers were 

identified as a Democrat by 126 (33.7°/r,) respondents. and 97 (26%) identified their 

fathers as a Democrat. Of the parents \vith no preferences. 54 ( 14.5%) indicated their 
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mother had no preference and 66 ( 17.7%>) identified their father as having no 

preference. Respondents identified 191 (51.2%) mothers as a Rcpuhlican and 210 

(56.6%) identified their father as Republican. 

The survey asked the respondents to report which entities played the strongest 

role in influencing their political preferences. The strongest entity was parents with 

286 (76.6%) respondents reporting them as an influence in determining their political 

preferences, while just 57 ( 15.3%) of"thc respondents marked indifferent. and 29 

(7.8%) either strongly disagreed or disagreed with the statement that their parents arc 

influential in determining their political preferences. Similarly, the following 

numbers/percentage of respondents agreed to varying degrees that the following 

entities arc influential in developing their political preferences: church/faith 188 

(47.7%), peers 176 (46.4%), media I 05 (28.2%), and education/professors 63 

(16.8%). The following number of respondents were indifferent to these categories as 

being influential: peers 148 (39.7%), education/professors 162 (43.4%>), media 148 

(39.7%), and church/faith I 16 (31.1%). The number of respondents who disagn.:ed 

that the categories were influential were as follows: peers 51 (IJ.7'1/c>), 

education/professors 146 (39.2%), media 119 ( 31. 9%), and church/faith 78 (20. 9% ). 

Specifically regarding the media. the survry asked the respondents which 

aspects of the media were the most influential. The results revealed that the 

respondents did not find the media to he a significant influence in the development of 

their political identity. Less than 50% of the respundents reported that network news 

is moderately to mostly influential and all other categories are reported as being less 

influential than network news. 
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The next questions asked which entities (not including the media) played the 

most influential role in the respondents' political preferences. Among the 

respondents, 70 ( 18. 7%) reported that professors were moderately to mostly 

influential, 240 (82.8%) identified parents as being moderately to mostly inllucntial. 

255 (68.3%) reported friends/social group as being moderately to mostly intlucntial. 

and 199 (53.4%) reported church/faith as being moderately to mostly influential. 

Next, a rank order question asked the respondents to gauge the most 

important to least important of 13 different entities fix their influence in developing 

political identity. The scale measured 1 as the most inlluential and 13 as the least 

influential. The respondents reported parents as being the most influential with a 

mean of 2.34. Parents were followed by: friends/social group 4.26. church/faith 5.94. 

newspapers 6.07. CNN 6.37. and network news 6.6. These six people/entities were 

the most influential in determining the respondents' political identity. 

Hypotheses 

The results support hypothesis one. v,hich states that parents will play the 

most influential role in deciding the respondents· political identity. I lypothesis one 

was tested in two different ways. First. five variables \Vere measured to determine the 

strength of the relationship betv-,een the respondents and the 1<)110\ving: parents with a 

mean of 3.957. church/faith with a mean orJ.344. peers with a mean orJ.336. media 

with a mean of 2.833. and education/professors with a mean of 2.644. The mean 

results from questions 13-17 indicated parents were the most influential. 

The second approach measured the strength or the relationship between the 

respondents and a set of variables. Once again the mean for each variable indicated 



35 
the strength of influence on the respondents. In this case the lmver the mean. the 

stronger the influence. Parents had a mean of 2.343. peers had a mean or 4.261. faith 

had a mean of 5.948. CNN had a mean of6.379, and netvvork news had a mean of 

6.606. These scores represented the top li\C most intluential entities/people in 

determining the respondents· political identilication. Figure 1 provides a graphic 

explanation or the results frlr hypothesis one. 

Hypothesis two was supported. The results came from comparing the means 

of questions 3. 4, 7, and 11. A 7-point I ,ikert-scalc was used to measure the 

respondents' perceptions of the political identification of parents (which is divided 

between mother and father), media, and professors. The number 1 signified a strong 

Democrat. the number 4 signified no preference. and the number 7 signified a strong 

Republican. The means of the variables indicated that the hypothesis is supported: 

father had a mean of 4.651. mother had a mean of 4.35. professors had a mean or 

3.795, and media had a mean of 3.546. The results show that both parents had a mean 

that indicated a Republican tendency. while professors and the media had a mean that 

indicated a Democratic tendency in the eyes of the respondents. 

Hypothesis three: Respondents who identify their parents as being the 

strongest influence in determining their political identity will have a stronger political 

identity than those who do not identify their parents as the most significant intluence. 

Hypothesis three is supported. To test this hypothesis. a Pearson Coefficient 

Correlation measured the results of the survey. Two sets of questions answered this 

hypothesis. First a scale of political affiliation \Vas used to gauge the strength of the 

respondents' identification with their political grouping. 
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This scale was developed from the ans\vcrs to qucstions 48-56. Second. the 

results of question 28 and the scak of political affiliation wcrc contrastcd using the 

Pearson Coefficient Correlation to determim.: support for the hypothesis. Thc 

statistical results showed a positin'.. moderate relationship hetween parents and the 

strength of the respondcnts· political affiliation at .323 via a Pearson Correlation. Thc 

results reached a significance level of .05 at (t\\o-tailcd) .000. 

Hypotheses four and five: respondents who idcntitied themselves as 

Republicans were more likely to identify their parents and/or faith as their most 
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influential factors in deciding their political ideology. Respondents who identified 

themselves as Democrats were more likely to ickntify their parents. education. meuia. 

and/or peer groups as most influential in deciding their political ideology. 

1 lypothesis frrnr \Vas partially supporteu and hypothesis live was not 

supported. A one-way ANOV J\ was employed. dl'termining faith as the only 

statistically significant result from this question (sec Table 1 ). By using comparisons 

of Tukey HSD. Scheffc. and LSD tests. the results revealed a significant diffen.:nce 

between Democrats and Republicans on the variable of faith. Republicans were 

significantly more likely to name faith as an inlluential factor in determining their 

political preferences. v,ith a mean difference of'. 9 I 94 and a signilicance or .000. 

Democrats \Vere the exact opposite at -.9194 and a significance of .000. 

Table 1. 

One-H·ov AN(H~4 f(,r slalislirnl signifirnnce 

Source df f Sig. 

Bct\vccn groups 

Parents ') 2.697 .069 

Peers ') 1.0JO .J58 -

Education ') J.167 .04] 

Media ") .888 .413 

Church/faith ') 22.(,75 .000* -

The results for education. media. parents. and peers were not found to he 

significant. Lducation had a mean difference of .2271 for Democrats and -.2271 for 

Republicans with a significance of .124. Media had a mean difference or .1682 for 
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Democrats and -.1682 for Republicans \\ith a significance of .184. Parents had a 

mean difference of-.1652 f<Jr lkmocrats and .1652 for Republicans with a 

significance of .357. Peers had a mean difference of .0438 le.Jr Democrats and 

-.0438 for Republicans with a significance of .906. 

Research Questions 
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Research question one: ArL' the respondents shmving any sign of deviating 

from their parents in their political identity'? The results indicated that respondents <lid 

deviate from their fathers· political identification. 1 lowever. deviation from their 

mothers· political identification was not significant.;\ tv,o-taile<l I-test ans\vered this 

question. First. comparing the means showed the mother and respondent means were 

very close. The mothers· mean was 4.3504 and the respondents' mean was 4.3261. 

The father and respondent mean indicated a \'ariance. The fathers' mean was 4.6515 

and the respondents' mean was 4.3217. The two-tailed t-test indicated significance in 

the father/respondent findings at .000. lahle 2 demonstrates the difference in means 

with the respondents and each parent separately. Notice how the mean difference 

between respondent and mother is limited. hut the difference between respondent and 

father is larger. Tables 3 and 4 demonstrate the deviation that occurred in the 

respondents from their fathers but not their mothers. In Table 3. notice the results of a 

two-tailed analysis show the difference to he statistically significant at .000. 



Table 2. 

Deviation relationshif} hcl\rec11 (al her and mothff o{the n·s1w1llk111 

Pair number Variable Mean Number 

Pair #1 Mother 4.3504 371 

Respondent -l.32<i I 371 

Pair #2 Father 4.6515 3 7:, 

Respondent 4.3217 37:, 

Table 3. 

Paired sample anall'sis shm1·i11':J s/atisticul si1;11i(ica11ce 

Pair Variable Mean SignifkarH.:c (2-tailcd) 

Pair 1 

Pair 2 

Mother/Respondent .0243 

Father/Respondent .3298 

.762 

.000* 

Research question two: After parents. what entities arc statistically significant'! Social 

groups, significant others, and NDSlJ were reported as being the next most influential 

entities/people in determining the respondents· political identity. The media. North 

Dakota. best friend, and professors were not reported as being statistically significant. 

Employing a Pearson Correlation Coenicicnt. groups and significant others \Vere 

reported as having a positive relationship in influencing the respondents· political 

identity. The respondents· self-political perceptions \Vere co111p<.1rcd with the 

respondents· political perceptions of other entities as possible predictors uf the 

respondents· political identity. Social groups had a coefficient of .294 and a 

significance of .000. Significant others had a coefficient of .127 and a significance of 

.007. NDSU was an anomaly. \Vith an irnerse relationship to respondents· political 



identification. The NDSU coefficient was -.121 with a signitieanee of .00 I. The 

results showed that the next most intluential entities/people were statistically 

significant. 

Table 4. 

Model o/in/!111:11/ial mriahles and their Bela. I, significance scores 

Variables Beta Signi licance 

Mother .28() ().3(i(i .000* 

Father .311 6.797 .000* 

Best Friend .043 1.123 .262 

Social Group .294 7.145 .000* 

Media -.019 -.522 .602 

NDSU -.121 -3.21 .00] * 

North Dakota .008 .224 .82 

Significant Other .IOI .2724 .007* 

Professors -.028 -.804 .422 

Model Summarv 

Model R R square Adj. R Square 

.788 .621 .6 I 1 
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Of those not statistically significant: the media had a heta score of-.019 with a 

significance of .602. North Dakota had a beta score of .008 with a significance of 

.823. best friend had a beta score of .043 and a significance of .262. and professors 

had a heta score of-.028 with a significance of .422. Table 4 illustrates the beta score 

for each entity/person and the significance. Please note the scores for mother. father. 
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social group, and significant other. They all demonstrated that the entities/people 

wen~ statistically significant in influencing the respondents" political identilication. 

An anomaly was the inverse relationship hetwecn NDSU and the respondents. Notice 

the negative hcta score for NDSl I and its significance. 
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CHAPTER 5. 

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

Descriptive Analysis 

The purpose of this study was to develop an understanding or the political 

identity of the respondents and pen.:ei\cd identity of influencing factors in their lives. 

This study sought to discover if there \Vas any deviation from parental influence and 

who or what that influence might he. To fulfill this purpose. the study tried to answer 

a few questions. 1-"irst. the study tried to discover if the respondents were consistent 

with previous research regarding parental influence in developing political identity. 

Second. the study tried to discover if the conventional wisdom and perceived 

stereotypes of North Dakota and various entities \Vere supported. 1-inally. the study 

tried to discover if there were other entities hes ides parents that have an influence in 

the development of political identifil:ation in the respondents. l:ssentially. can the 

results determine if the respondents \\ere de\ iating from their parents and. if so. 

who/what influenced them? 

This chapter covers live areas. 1-"irst. it explores the descriptive statistical 

results and \vhat they mean for this study. Second. it features a short discussion of the 

limitations of this study. Third. a review of the results for each hypothesis and 

research question is presented. Fourth. the chapter develops a synthesis of \vhat the 

data mean when vie\\Cd as a whole and the implications that can he drawn from it. 

Finally. a short discussion of possihlc future research concludes the chapter. 



J\ plurality of n:spondents (46.4(¼,) identified themselves as Repuhlicans. 

while (30.1 %) identified themselves as Democrats. for president. 53.4% voted for 

George W. Bush and 26.5% voted for John Kerry. The pen.:civcd political 

identification of many entities/people that intlucnccd the respondents yielded 

interesting. yet predictable. infrmnation. The fathers were identified as Republicans 

56.4% of the time. The mothers were identified as Republican 51. l 'ii, of the time. The 

respondents identified North Dakota as heing Republican 46R¼1 of the time. The data 

revealed the conservative political environment in North Dakota. so conservative that 

even though 30.1 % identified themselves as DemlH.:rats. only 2(i.5% of the 

respondents voted ft)r John Kerry. If none of the independents voted frlr Kerry. which 

seems unlikely. approximately I 61% of the Democrats voted for Bush. This 

conservative background is not surprising considering the voting behavior 

demonstrated hy North Dakota citizens in past elections tcJr president and almost all 

state constitutional offices. 

Limitations 

This study has some limitations. The study is limited to one medium-sized 

midv,estcrn university and its students. The results cannot he generalized to the public 

as a whole. The respondents were 93.3~~1 Caucasian. The survey did not ask the 

respondents to indicate the political identification of their faith. The survey referred to 

faith and church as a general concept rather than recognizing its incredibly complex 

nature. 



H~·pothcscs 1-5 

The tirst two hypothl'.scs ofter support for l'.Xisting rcscarch. which is 

significant as it in<licatc<l that thc rcspondcnts wcrc consistent with rcscan.:h 

conducted over thc last 40 ycars. l lypothcsis one statcs that parents arc the most 

influential entity in the <lcveloprncnt or their chil<lrcn·s political identity. The results 

for hypothesis one concur with prc\'ious research that parents arc thc most important 

factor in the devclopmcnt of a political identity ( /\chen. 2002: Bartels. 2002: 

Campbell et aL 1964: Converse. 1979: Dawson ct al.. 1977: Franklin. 1984: Franklin 

& Jackson. 1983: Urcene. 2000: I less & lorncy. I 967). The ncxt closcst inllucncc 

was faith/church. followcd hy pccr group. 1 lypothesis two states that respondents \viii 

identify parents as being conservative while identifying the media and their 

professors as being liberal. Thc results indicated that hypothesis two is supported. Thc 

support of hypothcscs one and two is a rctlcction of both the background or North 

Dakota as well as conventional stereotypes of the media and professors. which 

indicate that the respondents \Vcrc rcprcsentativc of their environment. Regardless of 

whether the media and professors arc actually liberal. respondents perceived thcm as 

such on NDSlJ" s campus. The results prmi<le<l an external validity bccausc the 

respondents were similar to the political environment they cxist in and allow for at 

least some generalizations for this region. 

Hypothesis three fr>cuses on respondents who identify parents as being the 

most influential and those who <lo not. I lypothes1s three is supported: parcntal-hasc<l 

identification is stronger than in<lcpen<lcnt identification. Hess & Tomey ( 1 %7) 

imply that e\·en those \\ho do not currently identify parents as the most intlucntial 
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source for political socialization \\ere at one point probably under the influence of 

parental socialization. If the respondents \\Crc under the intlucncc or parental 

socialization and arc now emerging with an independent political selL then the 

strength ofidentilication of the independent sell' is prohahly weaker than the strength 

of identification of those still suhject to parental inlluence. A belief. even if it is not 

thought out or questioned. that has been formed and has endured over time ,,ill he 

stronger than a belief that has recently evolved. The support or hypothesis three 

indicates that the strength or identification is stronger in those \vho an: currently 

subject to parental influence than those who are not. This indicates that as 

respondents scck indcpcndcnce from their parents politically. their sense of political 

self is much more subject to intlucnce and change than those \vho arc not deviating 

from parental influence. 

In hypotheses four and fin:. several variables \Vere analyzed for their 

predictive value. I lypothcscs four and live tested the influential factors for self

identifying Republicans and self-identifying Democrats. Both hypotheses state that 

parents arc the most intluential. I lypothesis four includes faith as a variable. and 

hypothesis live includes the media. education. and peer groups as variables. The 

results indicate again that parents arc influential. As for the other variables. only faith 

was statistically significant as a predicti\ c variable. Scll'-idcntil'ying Rcpuhlicans 

identified faith as an influential factor. while self-identifying Democrats indicated 

that none of the factors were statistically signi ticmt. 

The results of hypotheses !c)ur and live \\ere consistent \Vith the research 

conducted by flood and Smith (2002). The results supported the notion that the 
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religious right is a conservative mo,ernent that aligns itsctr (for the rnost part) with 

the Republican Party. This research is a natural extension orllood and Srnith·s (2002) 

research. They called for a study or the religious right in an overtly political setting. 

While the questions did not say religious right. they did ask the respondents to 

identify their faith as being int1uential. Those who did identify their faith as being 

influential also identified themselves as being Republican. The results indicate that 

faith can be used as a predictor of political identification. 

Research Questions I an<l 2 

Research question one asked ... /\re respondents showing any sign or deviating 

from their parents in their political identity'!·· The results demonstrated that de,·iation 

from parents is occurring. but it is counter-intuitive. lhe results showed that the 

respondents were deviating from their father more than their mother. The research in 

this study regarding deviation indicated that mothers play a stronger role in the later 

stages of political socialization. This is a ne\v piece of infixmation. as the revie\\ of 

literature did not reveal a preference for mothers over fothers. Franklin ( 11)84) sirnply 

stated that by age 25. adults were beginning to adjust their political preferences. This 

is not a direct contradiction of Campbel I ct al. ( l WA) and Converse ( I <)7<) ). as they 

did not attempt to measure the possible e\olution of political identity. The results arc 

more of an extension of Campbel I et al. ( 1964 ). Converse ( 1979 ). and I· ranklin ( 1984) 

by providing more precise information about the identification of a specific age 

group. 

The results for research question two indicate that social groups and 

significant others play the next most influential role in the development of the 
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political self. This is not surprising as the respondents begin to develop their m,n life 

outside of parental influence. Consequently. the next closest entities/people will play 

the role that parents once did. The difference is that these t,vo variables may have 

much larger numbers and more diversity. Imagine a mother and father versus a 

significant other and a peer group. A larger impact exists when considering that as thl'. 

respondents get older. there vvill be more people providing intentional and 

unintentional input into the development of the respondents· political self. 

The results do not suggest that peer groups and significant others play a 

stronger role. The results merely indicate that the rH:xt most influential entities/people 

are statistically significant. vvhich implies an unwilling competition is occurring for 

the alien ti on of the respondents. As the respondents age. the competing forces of 

influence in the respondents· lives will become more diverse. It is reasonable to ask. 

as the respondents get older. will the impact of parents diminish and the imracts of 

other people/groups become stronger'! More importantly. the results indicate what 

might be the origin of political emancipation for the respondents as they enter the 

political world as voters. If this docs indicate some sort of emancipation process. it 

also indicates that this process is not a quick and decisive moment. but rather an 

evolution over a period of time. Dmvson d al. ( 1977) and hank I in ( 198--l) assert the 

same idea that political sociali,1ation occurs over lime and is not something someone 

is born with or an unchangeable comronent of a person·s identity. 

The results support the rationale for usin,; social identity theory that (ircenc 

(200--l) suggests as a model for exploring political idcntitication. (ircenc asserts that 

pre\ ious scholars have approached political idcnti ti cation from an attitudes 



perspective. I k believes that political idcnti lication is a social identity issue. not an 

issue of attitudes toward political issues. The research in this study validates his claim 

because it illustrates that the process of socialization is the key to developing an 

individuars political identification. The fact that respondents were simply replacing 

their closest personal connections from parents to signi Ii cant others and peer groups 

indicated that the method of socialization did not change. just the variables in it. 

Social identity theory is also rnluahlc because it directly measures the 

relationship of the respondents to particular political dispositions. More importantly. 

it gauges the level of strength of their political dispositions. Exploring the varying 

levels of strength of the respondents· political dispositions allowed for the distinction 

of in-group/out-group associations as well as the strength of parental. peer. and 

significant other influences on the respondents. By gauging the strength of parental. 

peer. and significant other influences. this study can report on the possible movement 

of the respondents from one intluential factor to another. It is in comparing the 

strength of political identification with the self-reported influences (parents. peers. 

media, significant others. education. etc.) that allows the conclusions to be drawn 

from the data: specifically. drawing conclusions about who is influential. \vho is not 

influential. and the strength of the influence from outside sources. 

Implications 

The results support the current research about the importance of parental 

influence in political sociali/ation (Achen. 2002: Bartels. 2002: Campbell et al. 1964: 

Con\crsc. 1979: Dawson et al.. 1977: hanklin. 1984: Franklin & Jackson. 198]: 

Greene. 2000: I less & Tomey. 1967). Supporting current research is significant 
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be<.:ause it demonstrates n:sults consistl'nt with the lindings or several other resear<.:h 

studies <.:ondu<.:ted using some of the same quest inns and <.:on<.:epts. 

lhe study supports the hypothesis that the roliti<.:al identili<.:ation or 

respondents who have not yet deviate<l from parental inlluence is stronger than those 

who have <leviate<l. Political identilication for those rnnsistl'nt with parental inlluen<.:e 

is a belief cultivated over time from authority ligures su<.:h as parents. Parentally-

influenced political i<lentilication will he stronger than the he lier or a young person in 

search of their political identity with relatively little lik experien<.:e. The signili<.:an<.:c 

of parental versus non-parental idcntitic.ition is that it indi<.:ates the lluid nature that 

might exist in the so<.:iali/ation pro<.:css of young adults. This implies that the 

individuals young people choose to associate \vith can have a huge impact on how 

they develop their political identity. 

For Republican respondents. faith can he used as a predicting factor in 

determining the respondents· political identity. The results of this stu<ly arc consistent 

with Hood and Smith (2002). I lood an<l Smith indicated that the religious right is 

conservative and not liberal or moderate. Republicans were correctly identilied as 

conservative by 74% of the respondents. Democratic respondents exhibited no 

additional predictive variables that would indicate their political idcntilication. The 

results indicate that the respondents were consistent with conventional wisdom 

regarding the political stereotypes or adults in this region or the <.:ountry. the media. 

and professors. The respondents indicated in the suney that their parents arc more 

likely to be Republicans. \\hile the media and professors arc more likely to he 

Democrats. 
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The results support the notion that parents. peer g_roups and significant others 

play the statistically significant rok in inlluencing the respondents. The research in 

this study fills the gap described by h·anklin ( 198-l ). As stated in the review of 

literature. Franklin found that by agl' 25. adults \\ere adjusting their political 

preferences. This study focused on 18- to 2-l- year-old adults. The indication that 

there arc l'ntitil's that contribute to the respondents· political preferences outside of 

their parents is a significant contribution to the ITSl'arch of political iLkntification. 

This result coupled ,vith thl' linding that rl'spomknts werl' beginning to 

deviate from their parents. indicates the cmcrgl'ncl' of a political self outside of the 

influence of parents before age 25. I layncs and Jacobs ( 199-l) and Fiorna (] lJ77) 

argued that there arc influences outside of the family that can cause an individual"s 

political identification to evolve. The ditfrrcnce between their assl'rtions and the 

results offered in this study is that it is a specific person or group that is contributing 

to the change in the rl'spondcnts· politil'al identification rather than political currents 

or tallies of recent political events. The argument could be made that this contradicts 

established research. which indicates parents as being the most inllucntial over time 

in an adu1t·s political self. In fact. this rl'scarch stands on the shoulder of Campbell ct 

al. ( 1964) and Converse ( I 979) by rccognizi ng that thl' grncsi s or political 

identification is indeed in the family unit. l!o,,n..::r. this research goes beyond 

Campbell et al. ( 196-l) and Com erse ( l 979) by asserting that as adults grow older 

they begin to look outsidl' of the family unit to (;Lhcr possible sources of information. 

?--;o one can doubt that parents arc the most important factor in the political 

socialization of children and adolescents. The prn ious research even indicates that 
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parents may end up being the most important inlluence for sollll'. people throughout 

their lives. l lmvever. this study has shO\vn that young pL:ople arc capable or de, iating 

from their parents as well as indicating what L:ntities arc the most influential and 

possibly replacing parents as sources of inllucrn.:e. 

The significant findings of this study indicate that young people hdwcen thL: 

ages of I 8 and 24 are beginning the process of deviating from thci r parents. Two 

specific results point to this conclusion. The first result is the deviation of the 

respondents from their fathers· political identilkatiun. This result indicates that 

young people are already breaking away from their parents. specifically their fathers. 

by age 18. 

The second factor is that peer groups and significant others play a statistically 

significant role in the development of the respondents· political identification 

compared to other influencing factors such as media or education. Despite the 

evidence of deviation, there is an aspect of the parental political socialization process 

which the results indicate have a permanent or long lasting efkct. The interpersonal 

nature of socialization that occurs in the family unit creates the process hy which 

young people may identify later in life. separate from their parents. The results 

suggest that parents arc merely being n:placcd hy the next closest interpersonal 

relationship in the respondents· li,es. 

The results indicate that the next significant inlluencc is peer groups and 

significant others. The de, iation is not in how th-: respondents arc deviating. but to 

whom they choose to Je\'iatc. Commercials. professors. or e,-cn ministers arc not 

making the largest impact in terms of inllucnce. as young pcorle begin to assert their 
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independence from parental socialization. The implication or this finding is that the 

money spent in the media and the influence or education may he taking a back scat to 

the inlluence of a conversation at a coffee shop with a close friend or the political 

views of a lover. 

The discovery of interpersonal relationships as being the most inlluential to 

the development of the political self at any stage is signilicanl ltir many reasons. 

There is a signifi<.:ant amount of money spent e\·ery election cyck to persuad<.: the 

electorate to vote a certain way. This money may not he nearly as effective as the 

candidates and political parties hope it will he. Anothcr implication. which can bc 

inferred from these results. is that political chuiccs arc being decided in family. 

friends. or peer group environments. If this is truc. thc power of politics still lies in 

the people and not the mcdia. lhc questions the rcsults beg arc: Is the power of 

perception from millions of ads that bombard thc voter not as powerful as thc millions 

of conversations occurring every day about political preferences? Is thcrc a morc 

cfkctivc way to campaign than massi\c mcdia buys'! Arc politicians and political 

parties chasing a red herring in search of political pmver'! The f'uturc research section 

of this thesis will explore: the possibility of how to anw,:cr thosc questions. 

Future Research 

[\fore research needs to be conducted to determine the exact nature: of how 

individuals de\iatc. at what age they Jc\iate. and for \\hat reasons. l·uture research 

needs to determine the exact nature of hmv the respondents arc inflm:nccd. The 

results of this study suggest that the influence and dc\iation is hascd on the 
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interpersonal relationships between the respondents and their next closest personal 

relationship. 

More research could illuminate the factors that lead to respondents identifying 

themselves as Democrats or Republicans. In the same vein, research should be 

conducted to explain the nature of faith and how different views of faith play different 

roles in predicting political identification. This study also presents the question: Is 

there a need in future research for the scholars to separate mothers and fathers in the 

research tool when considering the influence of parents? 

One of the questions the results of the survey asks is: Do parents set a 

standard of how the socialization process develops, which renders other methods of 

influence largely moot? Further research that answers this question will enlighten the 

process of political socialization for future scholars. Research question one alone is 

cause for another study. More research is needed to explore the role mothers and 

fathers play at all stages of the political socialization process. The results indicated 

that fathers are not making as lasting an impression as mothers are. Should future 

studies weigh the answers regarding the mothers' political identification as being a 

stronger influence than the fathers'? Does this imply that the respondents are simply 

closer to their mothers? Or are there other factors that are causing this phenomenon? 

This study begins to shed light on an important aspect of political 

socialization. The results indicate that future research should consist of evaluating the 

nature and strength of interpersonal relationships as a determining factor for political 

identification. This researcher should also keep in mind the complexity of sex roles in 

: 
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the socialization process. Another focus to be aware of is the process of socialization 

as an independent variable. 

More research needs to be completed regarding this set of variables to 

determine if the rate of deviation from parental influence is a predicting factor in the 

respondents' political identification. Rate of deviation is the rate at which a group of 

young people chooses to deviate from their parents. The research tool for this survey 

is not complex enough to calculate a rate of deviation in terms of the age in which 

respondents choose to deviate from their parents as well as how much they choose to 

deviate. For the sake of this survey deviation occurs when respondents ' political 

identity is different from their parents. 

This study answered some questions about the possibility of independent 

political socialization. This study also created more questions that will flesh out the 

possible influences and time frames of emerging independent political socialization of 

young adults. Future research in this area could help shed light on the mystery of 

political socialization in young people and perhaps show a model for how political 

socialization occurs throughout the lifetime of an individual. 
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NATIONAL ELECTION SURVEY QUESTIONS 
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SECTION G 
Gl-GlO- LIBERAL-CONSERVATIVE 
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RESPONDENTS SHOULD BE RANDOMLY SELECTED TO RECEIVE EITHER THE G1/G1.T 
SERIES OR THE 
G6. E SERIES. 
Gl. 
Please look at page 3 of the booklet. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and 
conservatives. Here 
is a seven-point scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from 
extremely liberal 
to extremely conservative. 
TGJ.T 
We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. 
21 
Gia. Spec: 282_ V000439 
Where would you place yourself on this scale, or haven't you thought much about this? 
T Gla. TSpcc: 283_ V000439a 
When it comes to politics, do you usually think of yourself as extremely liberal, liberal, slightly 
liberal; 
moderate or middle of the road, slightly conservative, conservative, extremely conservative, or 
haven't you 
thought much about this? 
I EXTREMELY LIBERAL Ski p to G2 
2 LIBERAL Skip to G2 
3 SLIGHTLY LIBERAL Skip to G2 
4 MODERATE; MIDDLE OF TH E ROAD • Gi b 
5 SLIGHTLY CONSERVATIVE Skip to G2 
6 CONSERVATIVE Skip to G2 
7 EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE Skip to G2 
8 DK • G ib 
0 HA VENT THOUGHT MUCH [DO NOT PROBE] • GI b 

V000440 COMBINED FTF/PH 
Gl b. Spec: 284_ V000441 
(IF MODERATE, DK OR HAVEN'T THOUGHT) 
If you had to choose, would you consider yourself a liberal or a conservative? 
I LIBERAL 
3 CONSERVATIVE 
5 MODERATE 
7 R REFUS ES TO CHOOSE 
8 DK 

V000449 COMBINED FTF/PH 
FTF: G3, G4, AND GS ARE RANDOMIZED 
TELEPHONE: G3.T, G4.T, AND GS.TARE RANDOMIZED 
G3. Spec: 287 _ 2 V000455 



Where would you place Al Gore on this scale? [DO NOT PROBE 'DK'] 
23 
T G3. T Spec: 291_2 V000455a 
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What about Al Gore? (Do you think he is extremely liberal, liberal, slightly liberal, moderate or 
middle of the 
road, slightly conservative, conservative, or extremely conservative?) [DO NOT PROBE 'DK'] 
I EXTREMELY LIBERAL 
2 LIBERAL 
3 SLIGHTLY LIBERAL 
4 MODERATE; MIDDLE OF THE ROAD 
5 SLIGHTLY CONSERVATIVE 
6CONSERVATIVE 
7 EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE 
8 DK • SKIP TO NEXT PRES. CANO OR Gll 

G4. Spec: 287 _3 V000465 
Where would you place George W. Bush on this scale? [DO NOT PROBE 'DK'] 
G4.T Spec: 291_3 V000465a 
What about George W. Bush? (Do you think he is extremely liberal, liberal, slightly liberal, 
moderate or middle 
oftlte road, slightly conservative, conservative, or extremely conservative?) {DO NOT PROBE 
'DK'] 
I EXTREMELY LIBERAL 
2 LIBERAL 
3 SLIGHTLY LIBERAL 
4 MOD ERA TE; MIDDLE OF THE ROAD 
5 SLIGHTLY CONSERVATIVE 
6 CONSERVATIVE 
7 EXTREMELY CONSERVATIVE 
8 DK • SKIP TO NEXT PRES CANO OR Gll 

G6.E Spec: 295 _ V000442 
We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. When it comes to politics, do 
you usually 
think of yourself as a liberal , a conservative, a moderate, or haven't you thought much about this? 
I A LIBERAL • SKIP TO G6b.E 
3 A CONSERVATIVE • SKIP TO • SK.JP to G6c.E 
5 A MODERATE • G6a.E 
7 NEITHER [VOL] • G6a.E 
8 DK • G6a.E 
0 HAVEN'T THOUGHT MUCH [DO NOT PROBE] • G6a.E 

G6a.E Spec: 296_ V000443 
(IF DK, HTM, NEITHER, OR MODERATE) 
If you had to choose, would you consider yourself a liberal or a conservative? 
I LIBERAL • SKIP TO G7 .E 
3 CONSERVATIVE • SKIP TO G7.E 
5 MODERATE[VOL] • SKIP TO G7.E 
7 R REFUSES TO CHOOSE [VOL] -->SK IP TO G7 .E 
8 DON 'T KNOW -->SKIP TO G7.E 

G6b.E Spec: 297 _ V000444 
(IF LIBERAL) 
Would you call yourself a strong liberal or a not very strong liberal ? 
I STRONG LIBERAL -->SKIP TO G7.E 
5 NOT VERY STRONG LIBERAL -->SKIP TO G7.E 
8 DK -->SKIP TO G7.E 

G6c.E Spec: 298_ V000445 
(IF CONSERVATIVE) 
Would you call yourself a strong conservative or a not very strong conservative? 
I STRONG CONSERVATIVE 
5 NOT VERY STRONG CONSERVATIVE 
8 DK 



Kl. Spec 375_ V000519 

Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or 
what? 
I DEMOCRAT 
2 REPUBLICAN • SKIP TOK I b 
3 INDEPENDENT • SKIP TOK I e 
4 OTHER PARTY [SPECIFY] • SKIP TO Kie 
5 NO PREFERENCE • SKIP TO Kie 
8 DK • SKIP TO Ki e 

Kia. Spec: 376_ V000520 
(IF DEMOCRAT) 
Would you call yourself a strong Democrat or a not very strong Democrat? 
I STRONG • SKIP TO K2, K3, OR K4 
5 NOT VERY STRONG • SKIP TO K2, K3, OR K4 
8 DK • SKIP TO K2, K3, OR K4 

Klb. Spec: 377 _ V000521 
(IF REPUBLICAN) 
Would you call yourself a strong Republican or a not very strong Republican? 
I STRONG • SKIP TO K2, K3, OR K4 
5 NOT VERY STRONG • SK IP TO K2, K3, OR K4 
8 DK • SKIP TO K2, K3, OR K4 

Kie. Spec: 378_ V000522 
(IF INDEPENDENT, NO PREFERENCE, OTHER OR DK) 
Do you think of yourself as closer to the Republican Party or to the Democratic party? 
I CLOSER TO REPUBLICAN 
3 NEITHER [VOL) 
5 CLOSER TO DEMOCRATIC 

Cl. 
Please look at page 2 of the booklet. I'd like to get your feelings toward some ofour political 
leaders and 
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other people who are in the news these days. I' ll read the name of a person and I' d like you to rate 
that 

person using something we call the feeling thermometer. Ratings between 50 degrees and I 00 
degrees mean 
that you feel favorable and warm toward the person. Ratings between O degrees and 50 degrees 
mean that 
you don ' t feel favorable toward the person and that you don't care too much for that person. You 
would 
rate the person at the 50 degree mark if you don ' t feel particularly warm or cold toward the 
person. Jfwe 
come to a person whose name you don ' t recognize, you don't need to rate that person. Just tell me 
and 
we'll move on to the next one. 
PROBE FOR DON 'T KNOW RESPONSE: When you say "don ' t know" do you mean that you 
don't know 
who the person is or do you have something else in mind? 
TCJ.T 
I'd like to get your feelings toward some of our political leaders and other people who are in the 
news these days. I'll read the name of a person and I'd like you to rate that person using 
something we call the feeling thermometer. The feeling thermometer can rate people from 0 to 
100 degrees. . 
Ratings between 50 degrees and 100 degrees mean that you feel favorable and warm toward the 
person. Ratings between 0 degrees and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel favorable toward 
the person. Rating the person at the midpoint, the 50 degree mark, means you don 't feel 



particularly warm or cold toward the person. If we come to a person whose name you don't 
recognize, you don't need to rate that person. Just tell me and we'll move on to the next one. 
PROBE FOR DON'T KNOW RESPONSE: When you say "don't know" do you mean that you 
don't know who the person is or do you have something else in mind? 
Cla. Spec: 196_1 V000359 
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(Looking at page 2 of the booklet) (How would you rate:) 
Bill Clinton 
TCla.T 
The first person is Bill Clinton 
Where on that feeling thermometer would you rate Bill Clinton? 



I 
I 

l 

I 

I 

I 

I 

' I 

I 

f 

I 
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APPENDIXB. 

SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 

Please tell me your opinion on the following questions. Please mark only one answer 
per question. Use an X to mark your answer. 

1. A Republican is typically 

[1] 

[2] 

Liberal 

Moderate 

[3] Conservative 

2. A Democrat is typically 

[1] Liberal 

[2] Moderate 

[3] Conservative 

In your opinion, which political party fits each person or entity? Please circle the 
number that correlates with the political party each person or entity is most closely 
associated with. Only circle one number for each example. Rep=Republican; 
Dem= Democrat 

Strong Weak No Weak Strong 
Dem. Dem. Dem. Preference ReQ. ReQ. ReQ 

3. Mother 2 3 4 5 6 7 

4. Father 2 3 4 5 6 7 

5. Best friend 2 3 4 5 6 7 

6. Social group/friends 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

7. Media I 2 3 4 5 6 7 

8. NDSU I 2 ' 3 4 5 6 7 

9. North Dakota 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 

I 
! 
I 

II 
I 

-



' 

. 

. 
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10. Significant other 2 3 4 5 6 7 

11. Professors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

12. Yourself 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

" " is/are the most influential in determining my political preference. 
Please mark your answers by circling one number for each person/entity. 

Strongly Moderately Moderately Strongly 
Agree Agree Indifferent Disagree Disagree 

13. Parents 5 4 3 2 

14. Peers 5 4 3 2 1 

15. Education/ 
professors 5 4 3 2 1 

16. Media 5 4 3 2 1 

17. Church/ 
Faith 5 4 3 2 1 

On a scale of 1 to 10 please indicate the strength to which each of the following 
media has influenced you in developing your political identity, with 1 being least 
influential; 10 being most influential. Please circle your number/ranking for the 
corresponding media example. 

Most influential to you f- Moderately influential • Least Influential to you 

18. Network\ 
News 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

19. Newspapers 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

20. Fox News 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

21. Comedy\ 
Central 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

22. Talk Radio 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

23. CNN 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

24. News 
Magazines 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

11 

I 

-



25. Books 10 

26. Websites 10 

9 

9 

8 

8 

7 

7 

6 

6 

5 

5 

4 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

On a scale of 1 to 10 please indicate the strength to which each of the following 
people/entity has influenced you in developing your political identity, with I being 
least influential and 10 being most influential. Please circle your number/ranking 
for each corresponding example. 

Most influential to you ~ Moderately influential • Least Influential to you 

27. Professors 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

28. Parents 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

29. Friends/ 
Social Group 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

30. Church/ 
Faith 10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 
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Please rank order from 1 to 13 the people/entity that influenced you the most in 
developing your political identity with 1 being most influential and 13 being the least 
influential. 
31. 
32. 
33. 
34. 
35. 
36. 
37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 
43. 

Network News 
Books 
Professors 
Church/faith 
Comedy Central 
Parents 
Talk Radio 
CNN 
News Magazines 
Friends/Social Group 
Newspapers 
Websites 
Fox News 

44. Please indicate who you voted for in the last Presidential election by placing an 
X in the appropriate place. 
(1] John F. Kerry 
(2] George W. Bush 
(3] Third Party/Independent Candidate 
[4] Did Not Vote 



I 

.. 

45. Please indicate if you voted straight ticket in the last election (straight ticket 
means only the candidates from one party for every position you voted for) by 
placing an X in the appropriate place. 

(1] 
(2] 
(3] 

Straight ticket 
Mixed ticket 
Did Not Vote 
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46. Please indicate if you voted democratic, republican, third party, or mixed ticket in 
the states last congressional and U.S. senate elections by placing an X in the 
appropriate place. 

(1] 
[2] 
[3] 
[4] 
[5] 

Democratic 
Republican 
Third Party/Independent Candidate 
Mixed Ticket 
Did Not Vote 

4 7. If you did not vote, please indicate who you would have been most likely to vote 
for in the last presidential election by placing an X in the appropriate place. 
(1] John F. Kerry 
(2] George W. Bush 
(3] Third Party/Independent Candidate 
~] Ivo~d 

Of the three possible political affiliations you identify with (Democrat, Republican, 
and Independent voter/Third Party,) answer the following questions as they relate to 
you and your chosen group. Circle the answer that most reflects how much you 
agree with the statement. 

48. When someone criticizes my political party/group, the criticism feels like an 
insult? 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 
Strongly Disagree 

1 

49. When I talk about my political party/group, I usually say "we" rather than "they". 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3, . 
Moderately Disagree 

2 
Strongly Disagree 

1 

-



.. 
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50. The limitations associated with my political party/group also apply to me. 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 

51. My political party/group 's successes are also my successes. 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 

Strongly Disagree 

1 

Strongly Disagree 

1 

52. If the media criticizes my political party/group I feel angry or embarrassed? 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 
Strongly Disagree 

1 

53. I typically act like a person that is from my political party/group. 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 
Strongly Disagree 

1 

54. I am interested in what others think about my political party/group. 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 

55. I have a number of qualities typical of my political party/group. 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree 

4 
Indifferent 

3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 

Strongly Disagree 

1 

Strongly Disagree 

1 

56. When someone praises my political party/group I feel it is a compliment. 

Strongly Agree 

5 
Moderately Agree Indifferent 

4 3 
Moderately Disagree 

2 
Strongly Disagree 

1 

Please circle or check the item that applies to you. Please write out an answer when 
the question calls for it. 

57. Age: 19 20 21 22 23 24+ 

58. Gender: [l] _ Male [2] _ Female 

59. Major: ________________ _ 

-



60. Race: (Please select all that apply) 
[1] _ American Indian or Alaska Native 
[2] _ Black or African American 
[3] _Asian 
[4] _ Hispanic 
[5] _ Caucasian 
[6] _ Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
[7] _Other ____ _ 

61. Year in School: Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate 

Thank you for your participation. Please turn this questionnaire into your 
instructor! 
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