v LR
.

For the third consedtiivEyoar there was a
contest for offices of the American Political
Science Association. The 1971 APSA election
saw two groups fielding complete slates: the
APSA nominating commitiee, and the Caucus
for a New Political Science {overlapping in
one Council nominee, Christian Bay) and two
groups nominating or endorsing candi-ztos,
the Ad Hoc Committee and the Women's
Caucus. The Ad Hoc Committee endorse-
ments coincided with the nominations of the
APBA nominating committee,! while the ten2
Women's Caucus endorsements went (o seven
nominees endorsed by the New Caucus (three
of whom were wormen) and four nominees of
the APSA Nominating Commitiee {two of
whom were women), the overlap being
Christian Bay. {See Table 1).

The 1971 Election had much in common with
its predecessors. The principal differences
shown in Table 2 are a continuing decline in
voter furnout, a siow but continuing increase
in the number of women candidates, and the
entry of the Women's Caucus into the
electoral lisis.s

The votes received by PS and AH nominees
{exclusive of Bay) ranged from 4873 for
Matthews to 4031 for Prewitt, with a mean of

-

Data processing and analysis ware supported by the
Research Foundation of the State University of New York,
Grant J£031-7237A. We wish 1o acknowiedge our thanks to
Gordon Tullock and Joseph Tanenhaus for suggesting the
undenaking of this project and to our predecessors John £,
Mueller, (“The Potitical Scientist Decides: An Examination
of the 1869 APSA Baiflots,” PS, Vol. 4, No, 3 (Summer 1970),
£p. 311-320), and Charles Taylor and Gordon Tuli-uk (“The
1970 APSA Elections,” PS Vol, 4, No. 3 {fummer 1971),

Pp. 348-357} from whose work we freely borrowed. Particular
thanks also go to Paula Newhouse, without whose program-
ming essistance this project could not have been carried out,

1 Albeit with some {f) refuctance, The Ad Hoc Commitiee's
statement read (in part} as foliows.

"'First, the Ad Hoc Committee believes that almost ali of
the naminess proposed by the APSA Nominating Committea
shate the goa's and professional orientations that unite Ad
Hot supporters.

Second, aithough one of the persons (Christian Bay), nomi-
nated for the Council by the APSA Naminating Committee,
is also the chairman of the Cauius for a New Politicat
Science and presumeably shares its desire to use the Asso-
clation as the action arm of i*s cwn politica: preferences,
the Ad Hoc Committee decided, with some regervations o
suppor his nomination to the Council, The desirability of
unity and of the depolarization of the profession took
precedence this year over the Committes's desire o provide
members with a choice or the still vital issue of whether
we should elect as officers persons who do not share the
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4148 for Council nominees and of 4365 for
non-Council nominees. The vote for Caucug
nominees (again exclusive of Bay) ranged
from 1485 for Rocce to 3106 for Dolbeare,
with a mean of 2533 for Council nominees ang
of 2684 for non-Council nominees. 1% of
the electorate voted for more PS +
noninees than New Caucus nominees,
Caucus strengih does not seem greatly
changed from that exhibited in previous
years. (See Table 3).

The aggregate statistics above might suggest

the existence of a large (over 4000) siate or

niear slate vote for PS ang AH neminees, and
a smaller but still sizable (weli over 2000}
near straight state vote for Caucus nominees,
The reality, however, is somewhat more
complex. {See Tables 4 and 51

Some comparisons and contrasts betweean the
three elections are shown in Tables 2 and 3.

If we regard a near straight slate vote as one
for at feast 10 out of 14 candidates (inctuding
Bay), then 47.9% (3510} of the electorate
voted a near straight PS and AH slate and
only 24.5% (1805) of the electorate voted for
fewer than four PS and AH endorsed
candidates; while 24.2% (1775} of the

basic purposes of the Association as stated in its Constity-
ticn and embodied n its practices.”

2 The statement of the Women's Caucus distinguished
belween {hree candidates nominated by the Women's Caucus
(May, D. James, and Tinker) and seven others who were,
"nominated for the purpose of endorsement,” |n accordance
with the APSA Council decision we treat votes for Stiehm,
who was erronecusly listed on the baifot even though she
was not g candidate, as if they were votes for May,

3 The decline in furnoul might be attributed to any number
of factors. A prima facle case can be made for simpie
boredom. With unanimous agreement on nominees from the
Ad Hoe Committee and the APSA MNominating Commitice,
predicting the winners in the 1971 elaction was not difficult,
and the novelty of the Caucus insurgency and Ad Hoo
"'counter revolution had worn off. Morgover, five Caucus-
endorsed nominees on the (1971-72) APSA Council (Prestage,
Keriel, Mitchell, Robinsen, and Austow) — ali of whom had
been nominated by the APSA Nominating Committee ang
two of whom had also been endorsed by the Ad Hoc
Committee — had been absorbed without any noticeable detri-
ment {o the Council's ability to carry out the basic puUrposes
of the Asscciation as stated ir: its Constitulion and embodied
in its practices. We are not, however, claiming an “End to
ldeology,” since such predictions are apt to prove embar-
rassingly premature, and in 1971, as we shall seg, baliot
patterns still showed the presence of major differences In
voter origntations to the two aroupings, Also, there were
clearcut thematic diflgrences in the ballot statements of

P8 4- AH and New Caucus 1971 nominees.
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TABLE 1

candidaies Endorsements, Votes Received, 1971 (N = 7331)

President Elect
(Vote for not more than ONE)

Falk (M) C 3035
*Ward (M) PS AH 4200

Vice President
(Vote for not more than THREE)

Becker (M) C 3063

“Martin (M) PS  AH 4056

Munoz (M) C 1937

*Penniman (F) PS AH W 4710

Roelofs (M} C W 2277

*Tangnhaus {M} PSS AH 4214
Secretary

{Vote for not more than ONE) _

*Dye (M) PS  AH 4138

tMay (F) c W 2931
Treasurer

(Vote far not more than ONE)
Fox {M) C W 2258
“Matthews (M) PS  AH 4873

v elected

T combines vates for May and Stighm
M--Male

F—Famale

electorate voled a near straight Caucus slate
and 49.2% (3608) of the electorate voted for
fewer than four Caucus endorsed candidates,
with 11.1% (816) voting for no Caucus
nominee. If we exclude Bay then 44.7% of
the electorate voted for at least 10 of the
remaining 13 PS, AH nominees, while 21.1%
voted for at feast 10 of the other 13 New
Caucus nominees. In other words, using a
liberal definition of “'party voter” as one who
votes for at least 10 of his party's candidates,
then 72.1% of the electorate (65.8% even if

Member of Council
{Vote for not more than EIGHT)

“Bay (M) C PS AH W 5591
*Cook (M) PS AH 4113
Dolbeare (M) C 31086
*Earle (F) PS AH W 4147
*Fenno (M) PSS AH 4647
James, D (F) C w 2648
James, J, (M) C w 2264
*Keohane (M) PS AH W 4142
*Krislov (M) PSS AH 4234
Lipsitz (M) C 2971
“Loewenberg (M) PS AH 3724
Petras (M) C 2222
*Prewitt {M) PS AH 4031
Rocco (M) C 1495
Tinker {F) C W 2952
Amendment
*Accept 36833
Reject _ 2011

C-~Caucus for a New Political Science
PS—Nominating Commitige of APSA
AH—Ad Hoc Commitiee

W-—Women's Caucus

we exciude Bay from consideration) fall into
this categorv.

Ballot Patterns

The slate and near siate tallies from Tables 4
and 5 might, however, leac one to under-
estimate the range of variation in ballot
patterns. Both previous analyses of APSA
elections have strongly commented on the
remarkably idiosyncratic behavior of the
APSA electorate. That idiosyncracy mani-
fested itself againin 1871 in full force. On
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The 1971 APSA Elections

TABLE 2

Some Compa.isors Between 1969, 1970, and 1971 APSA Elections

3 valid
ballots
total # cast
positions {as % of
being It of eligitle
contested  candidales voters) PS
1969 152 27 80740 i3
{68%) (12}
1970 14 27 8386 14
{61%} (12)
1971 14 27 7331 14

(53%) {14)

a Includes one year Gouncil Term for which there was no
PS5 nominee and which was unconlested,

b The Mueller 1969 analysis had access of to 7664 of the
paliots cast., Subsequent tables use N == 7864 for the
1968 slection.

¢ The Black Caucus had two endorsements and the Ad Hoc

Committee for Election of a Graduate Student to the
APRSA Council had one.

TABLE 3

Total number of candidates F Wormgn

endorsed by Candidatgg

{number elected} (number

AH C W Other elected)
14 14 0 3¢ 1
(14y (3 - (0 (1
14 13 1 34 3
12y (3 (1 (0 {2)
14 14e 10e 0 5
14y (1 (4 - @)

d The Commillee for a Responsibie Political Science had
cong endorsement as did the Chicanc Caucus, and as did
Samuel! Krisiov.

e Judith Stiehm’s name is treated as deleted, and Judith v,
May treated as having been endorsed by both the New
Caucus and the Women's Caucus,

Mean Votes for Candidates Endorsed by Various Groupings

Mean Vote for
Candidates
Endorsed By:

(As percentage P3 AMH PS4 C P34 AH
of total bai-  but not but aot but not but not But not PS +4- AH
iots casl} AH or C PS or C AH or P8 AH Cc 4G
1969 4888 2471 3648 5086 5852
(N = 7864) (62%) (31%) (46%) (65%) (75%)
1970 —— 3947 2971 4195 4953 5271
(N = 8386) (47%) (35%) (50%) (59%) (63%)
1871 e  — 2551 —— 4248 5591
(N = 7331) (35%) (58%) (76%)

the 7331 vaild ballots cast, there were 39854
distinct whole ballot patterns. (See Table 6),
We might also note that, of the 42 possible
legal patterns for the Vice-Presidential Race,
every single one occurred at least four times
{with ihe least popular configurations being
these involving Munoz).

4 Note, however, there are over three million possible
whole ballot patterns even if each voter is assumed {o have
voled for a full fourteen candidates. As it was, only 60.6%
of tha voters cast a ful? fourteen votes, and 8.6% of the
voters cast fewer than 10 votes, The mean number of voles
cast was 12.8 on the bailiot as a whole, 7.1 for the Gouncil
races, and 2.8 for the vice-presidancies.
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An examinatfion of the more coramon whole
ballot voling patterns reveals the expected

slate or near slate patterning but with some
interesting features. (See Table 7).

We note that the reluctance of the Ad Hoc
Committee to support Bay was shared by 523
hard core PS, AH supporters who simply
eliminated him from the ticket even at the cost
of throwing away their eighth Council vote
and by af least 51 other otherwise straight

PS, AH slate voters who replaced him with

a candidate endorsed by the New Caucus,
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TABLE 4

glate and Near Siate Voting for PS and AH Nominees (including Bay)

straight PS + AH slate
Straight siate 1
ial

—3

—th

ey

—8

—7

-

—8

—10

o]

——-]2

—13

No votes for any member

of PS + AH slate

TABLE 5

Number Percentage Cumulative

Volers of Voters Friguency

1356 18.5% (1355) 18.5%
998 13.0%0 (2354} 32.1% .
445 6.1% (2799) 38.2% Straight slale
360 4.9% {3159) 43.1% or near Straight
351 4.8% (3510) 47.9% slate
366 5.0% (3876) 52.9% Voting
319 4.4% (4195) 57.3%
320 4.4% (4515} 81.7%
353 4.8% (4868) 66.5% Non-Slate
322 4.4% {5190y 70.9% Voting ior
336 4.6% (5526} 75.5% PG 4 AM
368 5.0% (5894) 80.5% Nominees
426 5.8% (8320) 86.3%
838 12.8% (7259} 99.1%

72 1.0% {7331) 100.0%

Slate and Near Slate Voting for New Caucus Nominees (including Bay)

Siraight Caucus State
Straight Slate  —1
-3

et}

—5

—B

—7

e}

-—8

—10

—11

e} 2

—13

No Votes for any
Caucus Nominee

TABLE 6

Number Percentage

of Vote of Volers

711 9.7% { 711)
342 4.7% (1053}
259 3.5% (1312)
223 3.0% (1535)
240 3.3% {1775}
259 3.5% (2034)
292 4.0% (2326)
327 - 45% (2653}
308 4.2% {2961)
381 5.2% (3342}
384 5.2% (3726)
401 5.5% (4127}
552 7.5% (4679)

1836 25.0% (6515)
816 11.1% {7331)

Number of Ballots By Poputarity of Voling Pattern

Yoting Pattern

Unique Baliots

Batlots Whose Patterns
have 2-14 Voters Each

Ballots Whose Patterns
have 15 or more
Voters Each

Whole Ballots
(Excluding
Amendments)

1970 1971
4260(51%) 3384(46%)

1407(17%) 980{13%)

2707(32%) 2967(40%)

Cumuiative
Frequency

9.7%
14.4%
17.9% Straight Slate
20.99% or near
24.2% Straight Slate
27.7% Voting
31.7%
38.2%
40.4% Non-Slate
45.6% Voting for
50.8% Caucus
56.3% Nominees
63.8%
88.8%
100.0%
Council Only
1970 1971
2301(27%) 1384(19%)
2548(30%) 2230(30%)
3527(42%) 3717(51%)
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The 1971 APSA Elections

TABLE 7

Yoting Patterns (Whole Ballot, Including Amendment)

Pattern Amendment Mumber of Voterg
Straight PS, AH Yes 734 1355
No 417
Ne Voie 210
Straight Caucus Yes 265 6803
(Stiehm) No 176
No Voie 162
PS, AH—Bay Yes 199 523
No - 213
No Vote 111
Straight Caucus Yes 55 108
{(May) No 25 :
No Vote 28
PS, AH + May-Dye, Yes 41=
PS, AH + Dotbeare-Bay, Yes 27
P8, AH—Bay -+ Tinker, Yes 24*
P8, AH + Falk-Ward + May-Dye, Yes 16
2696

" This pattern except for a no-vote on the Constitutional amendment was found 14 times,

More light may be shed on the question of
Bay's sources of strength and opposition by
inspection of Table 8. We see that of the near
straight PS,AH voters 1134/3510 (32.4%)

did not vote for Bay. When we compare this
to the 352/3510 (10.0%) who did not vote for
Loswenbery, and the 98/3510 (2.8%) who
did not vote for Fenno, respectively the lowest
and highest vote getters among PS + AH
endorsed Council candidates, we see that
there was indeed a considerable “Dump Bay"
movement among strong PS, AH supporters.
{Aleo see Tabie 9),

in the voting for Vice-President in 1969,
Mueller notes that there were 216 Buliet votes
(votes for a single candidate) and that these
went disproportionately to one candidate
(Riker). In 1971, there were 430 (5.9%}

Bullet votes for VP which again were
disproportionately split: 145 for Becker, 31
for Martin, 21 for Munoz, 114 for Penniman,
39 for Roelofs, and 80 for Tanenhaus, There
were only 53 Bullet votes for the 1871 Council
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races which went 14 for Bay, 7 for Keohane,
and scattered voles for the others.

The most popular candidate among voters
voting for fewer than five Councii positions
was Christian Bay, who received 349 votes
from voters in that category. Other Councit
candidates popular among these high
abstention voters were Fenne, 246; Earle 100;
Dolbeare 159; Krislov, 185; iipsitz, 130;
Prewitt, 144; and Tinker, 113.

Another interesting bit of ballot information

- revealed by Table 7 is the existence of several

score otherwise hard-core PS,AH supporters
who dumped Dye for May. Further light on
this question may be found in Table 9.
Inspection of this Table reveals that relatively
little of May's strength comes from near
straight slate PS,AH voters but her support
from PS, AH voters was stilf considerably
greater than that accorded most other New
Caucus nominees.
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TABLE 8

gources of Strength and Opposition for Christian Bay

Voled for By
Bailot Pattern (% of Total Bay Vote)
ps, Straight
AH Voters 1355 (24.2%)
straight PS, AH
State—~1 52t 1 E0%)
Siraight PS, AH
Slate-—2 231 ( 4.1%)
Straight PS, AH
Slate—3 230 ( 4.1%)
Straight P8, AH
Slate—4 233 ( 4.2%)
TOTAL PS, AH 2376 (42.4%)

Straight and Near
Straight Voters

Straight New Caucus

Volers~—4 229 { 4.1%)
Straight New Caucus

Voters——3 206 ( 3.7%)
Straight New Caucus

Voters—2 233 { 4.2%)
Straight New Caucus

Voters—1 291 { 5.2%)
Straight New Caucus

Slate 711 (12.7)

TOTAL New Caucus
Straight and Near
Straight Voters

1555 (27.7%)

The percentages given in Tables 4 and 5 are
very simitar to those previously reporied by
Mueller and by Taylor and Tullock, with
somewhat more siraight siates voters than
previously reporied (28.2% in 1971 as
compared to 20.2% in 1970 and 19.5% in
1969), probably due to the sharper polariza-
tion of the 1971 Election as a basically
two-party contest between two full slates.
Combined with the evidence from Tables 3

and 9, they suggest that PS + AH strong

supporters outnumber strong Calcus
supporters by about 2 t0 1, an advantage
which is partlally compensated for by &
marginally greater willingness of “non-
partisan' volers 1o vole for Caucus
candidates, which reduces the ratio of PS AH
Support to Caucus suppott to about 1.7 fo 1,

Not Voled for By
(% Yotal Nen-Bay Vote)

Relative Percentage
Who Voted for Bay

- 100.0%
572 (38.5%) 32.7%
214 {12.3%) 51.9%
130 ( 7.5%) 63.9%
118 ( 6.8%) 66.4%

1134 (65.2%)

11 ( .6%) 95.4%
17 { 1.0%) 92.4%
26 { 1.5%) 90.0%
51 { 2.9%) 85.1%

— 100.0%

101 { 6.0%)

Strength of the New Caucus

Table 10 supports the propostition that given
present voting patierns, New Caucus
nominees can never be elected unless they
are endorsed by either PS, or the Ad Hoc
Committee, or both.

As long as the Ad Hoc Commities and APSA
combine forces, it would appear that the
Caucus can be frozen out, except for such
nominees as are ''given” it by the APSA
Nominating Committee, This assertion is
reinforced by a ook at the difference between
the lowest winning candidates and the highest
iosing candidates (of another major group-
ing). (See Table 11). The best any candidate
endorsed only by the New Caucus has been
able to do against a jointly endorsed PS & AH
candidate is to come within 600 votes.
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The 1971 APSA Elections

TABLE ¢
Sources of Strength for All Candidates
g 3
-t ; Name of Candidats 53%2'
1IN
iR Richard A. Falk C 3035
3 Robert E. Ward PS, AH 4200
_ } B Theodore L. Becker C 3063
; ' % Robert E. Martin PS, AH 4056
; i Carlos Munoz C 1937
§ Clara Penniman PS, AH, W 4710
13 Mark Roelofs G, W 2077
Joseph Tanenhaus PS, AH 4214
» Thomas R. Dye PS, AH 4138
D Judith V. May* G, W 2931
| Charles J. Fox C, W 2058

Donald R. Matthews PS, AH 4873
Christian Bay PS, AH, C, W 5501
Samuet D. Cook PS, AH 4113
Kenneth Dolbeare G 3108
Valerie A, Earle PS, AH, W 4147
Richard F. Fenno Jr. PS, AH 4647

T e

Dorothy B. James C, W 2648
Judson L. James C, W 2264
Robert O, Keohane PS, AH, W 4142
Samuet Krislov, PS, AH 4234
Lewis Lipsitz C 2971
Gerhard Loewenberg PS, AH 3724
James F, Patras C - 2222
Kenneth Prewiit PS, AH 4031
Raymond Rocco C 1495
Irere Tinker C, W 2952
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Votes from

Straight ang
Near-Straight
PS, AH Voters
{% of candi-
date's total

votes recvd,)

155 { 5.1%)
3343 (79.6%)
318 (10.3%)
3262 (B0.4%)

80 ( 4.1%)
3281 (69.7%)

85 ( 3.7%)
3329 (79.4%)
3185 (77.0%)
290 ( 9.9%)

42 ( 1.8%)
3446 (70.7%)
2376 (42.4%)
3251 (79.0%)
440 (14.1%)
3145 (75.9%)
3412 (73.5%)
222 ( 8.5%)
103 ( 4.6%)
3110 (75.0%)
3314 (78.3%)
338 (11.3%)
3158 (84.8%)
110 ( 4.9%)
3155 (78.3%)

38 ( 2.6%)
417 (14.1%)

Votes from
Straight and
Near-Straight
Mew Caucus
Voters {% of
candidate's
total votes
receivad)

1732 (57.0%)

39 ( .9%)
1653 (56.9%)

84 ( 2.0%)
1464 (75.6%)
363 { 7.7%)
1564 (68.6%)

65 ( 1.5%)

84 ( 2.0%)
1663 (56.8%)
1607 (71.3%)
142 ( 2.9%)
1670 (29.9%)
161 { 3.8%)
1650 (53.2%)
266 ( 6.4%)
151 ( 3.2%)
1646 (62.3%)
1598 (70.5%)
269 ( 5.4%)
105 ( 2.4%)
1652 (55.5%)

62 ( 1.7%)
1573 (70.9%)
114 ( 2.8%)
1282 (85.9%)
1606 (54.4%)

Includas votes for Judith Stiehsm.

Votes fromy

Other Volarg
(% of candi
datu's toral
voles receivy;

1148 (37.5%)
818 (19.5%)
1092 (33.8%)
710 (27.6%)
393 (20.3%)

1066 (22.5%) -

628 (27.7%)
820 (19.1%)
869 (21.0%)
978 (33.3%)
609 (26.9%)
1285 (26.4%)
1545 (27.7%)
701 (17.2%)
1016 (32.7%)
736 (17.7%)
1084 (23.3%)
780 (29.2%)
553 (24.9%)
763 (19.6%)
815 (19.3%)
981 {33.2%)
504 (13.5%)
539 (24.2%)
762 (18.9%)

}

175 (11.5%)

929 (31.5%)

+ The category of “other” includes some voters who might
e considered as party supgortzrs in that they voted only or
almost only for candidates of a given slate, but who voted
for fewer than 14 cendidates. There are oniy a handful of
voters in this category.

TABLE 10
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1969
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Differences |

Highest Losi
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260¢
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116¢

1971 420C
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116F
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Vates from
Other Voterg
(% of candi.

date’s lota]
voles received)

1148 (37.9%)
818 (19.5%)
1092 (33.8%)
710 (27.6%)
393 (20.3%)
1086 {22.6%)
628 (27.7%)
820 (19.1%)
869 (21.0%)
978 (33.3%)
609 (26.9%)
1285 (26.4%)
1545 (27.7%)
701 (17.2%)
1016 (32.7%)
736 (17.7%)
1084 (23.3%)
780 (29.2%)
553 (24.9%)
763 (19.6%)
815 (19.3%)
981 (33.2%)
504 {13.5%)
539 (24.2%)
762 (18.9%)
175 (11.5%)
929 (31.5%)

ers who mighi
s voted oniy or
ut who voted

+ hangful of

TABLE 10

success of Candidates of Various Groups

Number of Candidates Endorsed By:
{Number Elected)

Only Only orly
1969 0 2 {2) 16 (0)
1670 0 4#2) 8 (0)
1971 0 0 13 (0)

Neither
PS 4 ¢ C 4 AH P8 -+ AH PS 4 AH  AM Nor PS
Not AH Not APSA Not C +C

Nor ©
2() 1 10 1@y 1)
42 0 9(9 1) 1
0 0 13(13) 1(1) o

t  One year Council term for which there was nc APSA
Nominating Commitiee endorsement and which was uncon-

tested.

# Vietoria Schuck was also nominated by the Women's
Caucus and was endorsed (though not on the hallot) by the
New Cautus. She is not counted as a New Caucus nominee.

TABLE 11

Differences Belween Lowest Winning Candidate and

Highest Losing Candidate of Another Major Grouping*

PRES. V.P. SEC. TREAS. COUNGIL

1969 5198 (PSAH) 4932 (PSAH) 5415 (PSAH) 5213 (PSAH) 3671 (£S,C)
2609 (C) 2412 (C) 2235 (C) 2489 . (C) 2695 (C)
2589 2520 2180 5724 975

1970 4716 (PSAH) 4589 (PS,AH)

5523 (PS,AH)

5745 (PSAH) 4019 (AH)

3548 (C) 4530 (PS,C) 2607 (C) 2444 (C) 3421 (PS.C)
7168 B9 2916 53071 598

1971 4200 (PSAH) 4056 (PSAM) 4138 (PS.AH) 4873 (PS,AH) 3724 (PS.AH)
3035 (C) 3063 (C) 2931 () 2258 (CW) 3106 (C)
1165 993 1207 2615 618

" Combined Endorsements are treated as separate Group-
ings. Major Groupings are: PS, P8 - AH, PS + C,
P8+ M -4 ©, AH, and C.

However, the Ad Hoc Committee runs a risk

of defeat i it breaks with the APSA Nominating
Committee “compromises.” While it is
impossible to telt from the 1971 data what
Would have happened had the Ad Hoc
Committee attempted to “dump” Christian
Bay and replace him with a candidate of their
N, evidence from 1969 and 1970 {See Table
10) supports the proposition that the Caucus
has, in general, about an even chance to efect
one of iis nominees who is also endorsed by

the APSA Nominating Committee in a fieid
which includes candidates endorsed solely by
the Ad Hoc Committee. Since the highest vote
received by a Caucus-oniy-nominee for
Council was only 618 votes away from the
lowest winning total, we think it unlikely
(although certainty not inconceivabie), that the
Ad Hoc Committee would have succeeded in
dumping Bay had they attempted to do so,
especially since Bay won despite the
desertion of over 1000 PS,AH supporters. (We
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would not be prepared to make a simitar claim
had the candidale to be dumped been iess
well known than Bav).

Professcr Steven Bramss has argued for the
adoption o a form of proportional representa-
aon jor APSA elactions which he proposed as
a Constitutional Amendment which was fabled
at the 1970 Annual Meeting and defeated
73-41 at the 1971 Annual Meeting ¢ If some
scheme of PR were adopied, presumably the
New Caucus could gain between one-third
and two-fifihs of the Council seals, (3, if the
Council remained at 8), and one Vice-
President. The New Caucus currenily is
“given” 1-3 Council posilions by the APSA
Nominating Committee and one vice-
presidency is likely henceforth to be
“reserved” for a New Cauycus, Women's
Caucus, or minority nominee.” Thus, i is
uniikely that the introduction of PR wouid
signiticantly effect the balance of power in
the Association. The APSA Nominating
Committee’s response o electoral insurgency
has been (highly selective) englobement of its
adversaries.s

Strength of the Women’s Caucus

Evaluating the imporiance, in general, of
Women's Caucus endorsements on the vole
totals, is very difficult, because of the
presence of a plethora of confounding factors,
Looking only at straight and near straight slate
P8 4+ AH voters, there is no statistically
significant difference in votes received
between the 3 PS,AH candidates endorsed by
the Women's Caucus and the 10 {excluding
Bay} not 8o endorsed. (See Tabie 9). However,
Penniman, Earle and Kechane do run signifi-
cantly belter among New Caucus supporters
than the other PS, AH candidates, suggesting
that & Women's Caucus endorsement picks up

§ Steven J. Brams, "The APSA and Minority Representa-
tion,”" £S5, Vol. 3 No. 3 {Summer 1970}, pp. 321-335.

6 “Minutes of the APSA Annua! Business Meeting,” PS,
Vol. § No. 1 (Winter 1672}, p. 34.

7 Parsonal communications from a member of 1he 1970-71
APSA Nominating Committee,

8 Cf. alan Woife, "Practicing the Pluralism We Preach:

internal Processes in the American Political Science Asso-
ciation,” Antioch Review, No. 29 (1868-70}, pp. 353-374.

2856 PS Summer 1972

voles for PS, AH nominees among Caucus
supporters. The picture among Women's-
Caucus-endorsed New Caucus nominges ig
more difficult to decipher. It appears,
however, that both among Caucus supporterg
and among PS+AH supporters, nominees
endorsed by both the Women’s Caucus angd
the New Caucus and those endorsed only by
the latter ran about equally well.

in order to get some handle on the problem
of evaluating the effects of multiple endorse-
ments, we performed a factor analysis, using
the method of principal components with
fteration.® Factor 1 could be identified with
endorsement of a candidaie by the New
Caucus {or with non-endorsement by P8 .+
AH}. This factor accounted for 53.0% of the
variance in the baliot patterns.’0 A second
factor, which could be idendified with endorse-
ment by the Women's Caucus, accounted for
only an additicnal 3.1% of the variance. 1112
Note that party endorsements in ioto could be
used to account for roughly 56.1% of the
variance in ballot patterns. 13 {See Table 12).

Race for Secretary

One obvious guestion concerning the 1971
APSA Election is the effect on the outcome
of the race for Sacretary of the May-Stiehm
mixup in which May was not listed as having
the New Caucus endorsement while Stighm
was grrongously listed on the ballot as the

9 For documentation, see Nie, Bent, and Huli, $P§S:
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences, New York:
McGraw Hill, 1970, Chapter 17,

10 Bay's foading on this factor was 275, i.e. Bay scaled
with the New Caucus endorsed candidates rather than with
those endorsed by PS AH — but only marginaily so: all the
New Caucus endorsed candidales loaded positively on this
factor and the next lowest positive candidale foaz.ag on
this factor was .685.

11 A third factor, the next most important, could not be
identilied (at least by this aulhor), However, this third faclor
only accounted for under — of tha variance. Use of varimax
rotation did not significantly alter these results. Although

it gid bifurcate Faclor 1 inte a “‘Caucus' factor and a
CPSAMT factor.

12 Of the nominees endorsed by the Women's Caucus only
Roelofs and Bay do not have significant positive loading €9
Factor 2, and no candidate not endorsed by the Women's
Caucus has a signilicant positive foading on this {actor.

13 For reasons having to do with the nature of the mathe-
matical constraints imposed by multi-candidate ¢lections,
this estimate of explained variance is marginally too high-—
exactly how much oo high we are not at present sure,

TABLE 12
pactor Mat

Namx

Fatk C
ward PS,
pecker C
Martin PS
Munoz C
Penniman
Roelofs C
Tannenhau
Dye PS, /
Mayt G,V
Fox G W
Maithews
Bay PS, ¢
Cook PS,
Colbeare
Farle PS,
Fenno PS
James (D)
James (T)
Kechane
Krisiov P
tipsitz C
Loewenber
Petras C
Prewitt Pt
Rocco C
Tinker C,

EIGEN

t combines b

TABLE 13
Age, Age L

PS, AH*
-
PS, AH

c
PS, AH
c
c




g Caucus TABLE 12
WO”?e”'s' gactor Matrix Using Principal Factor With lterations L
nominees jg
Jears, Name of Candidate Factor 1 Factor 2
~US supporters New Caucus Endorsement Woiren's Caucus
, Nominees (PS8, AH Nonendarser-ant Endorsement
Caucue gnd Fain C 0.62140 —0,07802
sssed only py Ward PS. AH ~0.82095 0.07973
: Becker C 0.73197 —{0.20453
Martin - PS, AH —0.75949 0.10654
the problem Munoz C 0.72401 —0.02836
iple endorse. Pennimanc PS, AH, W wG.?S%QQ 0.28%6
nalysis, usi Roeiofs . W 0.75336 0.07762
?en)tg IV\;HL;ISIHQ Tannenhaus  PS, AH -, 79537 —0.02607
o . Dye PS5, AH —0.75192 —0.28408
ntified with siayt C, W 0.74175 0.32811
the New Fox C, W 0.79881 0.23092
i by PS + Matthews PS, AH --().80029 —{.20012
3.0% of the Bay PS, AH,C, W 0.27455 0.02314
' A second Cook PS, AH (). 71841 - 0.08978
Seeon Dolbeare C . 0.68739 —0.18680 ,
twith endorse- Earle PS, AH, W —0.64901 0.35710 E
weounted for Fenno PS, AH —0.77981 —0.10525 H
ariance. 111z James {%) C, VV\:I {).;4242 O.?Bg(%
James { G 0.75577 0.14689
g0 Souid be Keohane PS. AH, W —0.63094 0.28633
o ot e Krislov  PS, AH —0.77364 —0.05239 i
2e Table 12). Lipsitz C 0.71530 —0.16834 33
Loewenberg PS, AH —.75339 0.07627 |
Petras C 0.74813 --0.05103 :
Prewitt PS, AH —0.72388 —0.01079 E
the 1971 Rocco C 0.68471 —0.01313 :
’gau‘fcome Tinker C, W 0.68470 0.18298 ;
e i
Aay-Stiehm EIGEN VALUES 14,31102 82096 |
xd as having t combines May/Stishm Volers,
‘hile Stiehm :
flot as the TABLE 13 P
. Age, Age Disclosure, and Success in the 1971 APSA Election
. Ne;v Yo:k:'
Mean Vote for Mean Vote for :
i.e. Bay scaled Age Candidates Who Candidates Who Did il
"a‘s?ar é“"‘a’h‘ﬂfé‘ Bracket Disclosed Exact Age Not Disciose Age e
nally so: L
osilively on this P8, AH* 50—59 4455 (N =2) 4101 (N =2 :
te loading on :
c* 50—59 s  — !
s s focor Ps, AH 4049 4301 (N=#6) e i
tis, Atboush c 40—49 3071 (N=2) 2615 (N =2) ,
:C o o
o end 2 PS, AH 30—39 4140 (N =2) 4031 (N=1) : -
an's Caucus only c 3039 2931 (N = 1) 2518 (N = 6) ;
sitive foading on i
the Women's C Unknown R — 1877 (N=2) ;
1 this factor,
. mathe-
deaga{ L‘}zcﬁ_‘;n;? Y Excluding Bay.
fsaelriu); ?{ﬁ'&'g + Combined vole for May and Stiehm.
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New Caucus nominee. Table 9 makes clear,
we believe, that ithis outcome was, for all
practical purposes, unaffecled by the errors,
May and Stiehm between them gathered in
virtuaily all the petential votes from New
Caucus supnorters ard somewhat moic voies
from PS,AH supporters ara "others' than
most other New Caucus {or New Caucus &
Women's Caucus) nominees. The notion that
the dilemma of which of two women candi-
dates {o vole for might have shified pro-New
Calcus or pro-Women's Caucus voters into
voting for Dye is tolally unsupparted by the
data.

Vote on Constitutionat Amendment

It is difficult to place the one Constitutional
amendment (“Substituting "Administrative
Committee’ for 'Exeécutive Committes' ") in
an ideological coniext though the debate
between Lane and Mansfield'4 seemed 1o be
about whether a constitutional changse insti-
tuted via a change in administrative practice
required/deserved legitimation/permanency
through fermal constitutional amendment —
surely a familiar set of issues for most
American Political scientists.

Only 77% (5644) of those who voted bothered
to vote on the Constitutional Amendment,
Among siate and near slate AH, PS voters,
52% voted yes, 37% voted no, and 11% did
not vote on the amendment, Among New
Gaucus slate and near slate voters, 46%
voted yes, 26% voted no, and 26% did not
vote. Among the electorate as a whole,
slightly over 50% voted yes, and 27% voted
no, while 33% abstained.

These differences in percentages do not
appear of any significance we can fathom
except that possibly AH, PS supporiers are
somewhat more atiuned to constitutional
hairsplitting than other APSA members. One
further note: As might have been expected,
the more candidates a voter voted for the
more likely he was not to abstain on the
Constitutional amendment, e.g. 68% of the
voters who voted for fewer than 5 candidates
abstained on the amendment, while only 20%
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of the voters who voted for 10 or more
candidates abstained.

Informal Analysis of Candidate Statements

We balieve that there ara limits to the amount
of information which can be wrung solely
from an analysis of ballot patterns — limitg
essentially reached by the Tayior-Tullock
study which preceded this one. Hence, we
sought to extend the range of analysis by
soliciting data from Council nominees,
members of the various nominating com-
mittees, and a random sample of the APSA
eleciorate. However, the results of this work
are not yet available, and the combination of
iow response rate on the part of recipients
and flaws in the ressarch design make it
unlikely that this work will ever see dayiight.
Thus, we now turn fo the only other readily
available data source — that provided by the
candidates (and nominating groups) in the
statements which accompanied the baliots.
We performed an informal content analysis
on these statements.™# The statement of the
APSA Nominating Committes stressed two
themes: “represeniation (diversity)” and
“effectiveness.” The statement of the New
Caucus stressed g number of themes,
including the need for "palicy (issue) focus,”
“dissatisfaction with the establishmeni," and
the importance of teaching, The dominant
motif of the Ad Hoc Commitiee statement was
the need to defend “‘scholarly concerns' and
“professional values.” By looking at their
“statement of views,” we can usually distin-
quish PS + AM candidates from New Caucus
candidates simply by looking for the words
"scholarly’” and professional” used with
positive connotation. Alf but three of the

'PS + AH candidates used one or both of

these terms. Of the three who did not,
Maithews hit one of the two keynotes sounded
by the APSA Nominating Committee, effec-
tiveness. He used terms like "“sensible," "“full
and comprehensible,” etc. Cook, on the other
hand, argued for "vigion," "meral urgency,”
and a need to “transcend the staius quo,”
themes associated with the New Caucus,
while Prewitt posed a dilemma of choice
unclassifiable in ideological terms and
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comprehensible only in the light of Prewitt's
own work on the undesirability of public office.
only one New Caucus candidate, Dolbeare,
spoke about “scholarly activities™ in his
statement of views; although ancther, Becker,
gpoke about his "academic achievements™;
and a third, Tinker, used tha term “the
profession” in a neutral way; while a fourth,
tipsitz, used the term “scholarly interests’ in
his biographical statement. We might nole
that these four were the only New Caucus
nominees to have received over 300 voles
from Near Straight PS -+ AH voters (See Table
9), Of course, their popularity with PS + AH
voters may have had nothing to do with their
choice of vocabulary in their stalement of
views {e.q., it may have been due to their
generat reputation as scholars) and there is
no way to tell for sure from ihe available data.
However, the possible importance of the
candidates' wrilten slalements is also
suggested by two other facts.

{1) Except for Fenno {who is widely known for
his stint as APSA Book Review Editor}, the
three PS + AH candidates who did hot scund
the usual PS, AH note of scholarship and
professionalism {Matthews, Cook, and
Prewiit) did marginally belier among Near
Straight Caucus voiers than the other PS +
AH candidates also not endorsed by the
Womeri's Caucus. (Again, of course, reasons
having nothing to do with their statements
can be advanced to account for this.)

(2) The three New Caucus candidates who

did not provide statements (Munoz, Roelofs,
Recco) did very badly, receiving the fewest
votes of any New Caucus candidates from
New Caucus supporters, and running poorly
with PS, AH supporters and “others” as well.
Only Roelots, the best known of the three and
having the additional advaniage of a Women's
Caucus endarsement, came close 1o receiving
the mean vote for. Caucus candidztes. {See
Table 9.)

Another ciear differentia between PS, AH
nominees and New Caucus nominees in 1971
was willingness to reveal one's exact age. In
addition to Bay (who gave his exact age) 10
of the remaining 13 PS, AH nominges also

revealed their exact age in biographical
statements accompanying the ballot, while
only 3 of the 13 other New Caucus nominees
did 80,18 A check of the APSA Directory
reveated the ages of all but 2 of the
candidates. 'sing his dala, we lcarn fhat new
Caucus nominees ranged in age from 31 {o
50, with the median age 35, while PS, AH
nominees ranged in age from 30 1o 57 with
the median age 45.7¢ The median age of the
candidates who gave their age was 43, of
those who did not, 35.

Table 13 would appear to argue for the
rationalily of candidales informing voters of
their exact age, since these who disclose
their age seem, on the average, to do better,
However, given the low N, the marginality of
the differences, and the artificiality (combined
May-Stiehm vote) for the Caucus 30-392
category, this conclusion is rather shaky; it
may well be that younger candidates should,
rather, not give their age, and insiead hope
that voters will think them older than they in
fact are; since when we control for endorse-
ment and for age disclosure, we see from
Table 13 that clder candidates, on the
average, do marginally better than younger
cnes. Presumably, this simply reflects a
generally greater professional visibility.
Unfortunately, however, this conclusion is also
suspect, since it is guite likely that the differ-
ence is atificial, reflecting the fact that both
the mean age of candidates and the mean
number of votes received by candidates with
a given endorsement generaily vary positively
with the magnitude of the office sought.

14 le., we read the statements over several times.

18 ‘Three of these 13 New Caucus nominees did not submit
biographical statements.

16 We might also note that af! PS, AH candidates were
tenured and 11 out of 13 (12 of 14 if we include Bay)} were
full professors. Only 9 of the New Caucus nominges were
tenured and only 4 were full professors {5 including Bay).
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The 1971 APSA Elections

A NOTE ON A CAVEAT

Professor Charles Taylor?
bresence or absence of a mid
the 1970 APSA Elections. The
note since § of their 14 nomin
a middie nam

1971 APSA rominating committes 2 However,
carried such extra weight is now one with that
candidates in the 1471 Election with middle n
Admittedly, not aj) sixteen could have won (there were only fourteen positions
open); hevertheless, even of the ten who had letteriess competitors, only five worh. ¢
! Charles L, Taylor, "a Caveat on the Analysis of the 1970 aApsa Elections,
(Summer, 1971}, p. 358,

Zn the 1970 Election, only 3 New Caucus nominees were adormed with an extra initial, comparad
to 10 APSA Nominating Commitles nominees,

3 A fact which

announced last vear the intriguing discovery that the
die initial was the single best indicator o slienaen g
New Caucus clearly paid heed to Professor Tayiors

» and one even had
nitials as were nominated by the
the era in which an extra letter
of the dinosaurs.” Of the sixteen
2mes or initials, only eight won,

" PS8, Vol 4, Ne. 3,

appears not yet to have dawned on the members of the 1971.72 APgA Nominating
Committee since 11 of their 14 nominees have either middle or first initials in their names,
(It may, of course, only be coincidence, but all six of the members of the 1971-72 APSA
Nominating Committee also use middle or first initials.)

! Curiousiy enough, all eight candidates with middie inftials who won were endorsed by both the
Ad Hoe Commiltes and the APSA Nominating Cammittes,
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