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ABSTRACT 

 
 Given the soaring cost of mounting a presidential run, public campaign financing 

for elections is a policy issue overdue for reform.  The financial advantage held by major 

party candidates in the 2008 election effectively eliminates any legitimate third party 

challengers without access to vast sums of money.  At the same time, many eligible 

voters choose not to participate in the electoral process, possibly due to the perception of 

lack of choice among candidates.  Analysis that indicated more voter choices increases 

voter turnout could aid policymakers in overhauling the public campaign funding system.     

 With these issues in mind, this thesis examined the effect of third party candidates 

on voter turnout in United States presidential elections.  Using multinomial probit 

analysis, the effect of third party candidates in five elections after 1948 was examined 

where such candidates attracted at least 2.75 percent of the vote.  The results showed that 

Ross Perot had a positive impact on voter turnout in attracting voters who do not see 

major differences between the two major political parties in the 1992 election.  

Additionally, voters who did not perceive major differences between the two parties were 

more likely to abstain from voting in each of the elections analyzed.   
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 1

 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 Over the past 60 years, about half of the eligible voters in the United States (U.S.) 

have chosen not to participate in the electoral process during each presidential election.  

For some, the lack of alternative candidates in the two-party system is a main cause for 

lack of participation.  A crucial component driving this lack of choice is the prohibitive 

cost of mounting an effective presidential campaign. The two major parties would appear 

to have an incredible advantage because of the tremendous fundraising mechanisms they 

enjoy. 

 Following the Watergate scandal in 1974, public confidence in government 

plunged to all time lows. In an effort to rid politics of the corrupting influence of money, 

a public financing system for presidential campaigns was created. Public financing for 

the general election was designed to create a level playing field for the nominees and 

relieve candidates of the need to raise money during the final months of the campaign. 

(Balz and Mosk, 2007) The funds for public financing are raised through voluntary $3 

contributions from taxpayers who check a box on their income tax returns.  About 33 

million people participate each year. 

 In 1986, a decade after the first publicly financed presidential election, the 

bipartisan Commission on National Elections concluded: “Public financing of 

presidential elections has clearly proved its worth in opening up the process, reducing the 

influence of individuals and groups, and virtually ending corruption in presidential 

election finance.” (Hunter, 1986, p. 74)  By 1988, however, the candidates of both major 
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parties were raising large sums of unlimited soft money. Soft money donors avoid federal 

campaign financing regulations by making their donations to political parties or political 

action committees (PAC) instead of candidates.  Financial contributions from 

corporations, labor unions, and the wealthy are then funneled through the PACs or 

political parties to give the candidate an additional source of campaign funding. 

(Kirkpatrick, 2007) 

 Senator Hillary Rodham Clinton of New York recently became the first candidate 

since public financing law was introduced in the 1970s to forgo public financing for both 

the primaries and the general election because of the spending limits that come with the 

government money.  Her rival, Senator Barack Obama of Illinois followed suit as well as 

the Republican nominee, Arizona Senator John McCain.  The 2008 campaign completed 

what has been the rapid disintegration of a system designed to rein in unlimited spending 

in presidential campaigns. (Balz and Mosk, 2007) 

 Assuming reining in campaign spending is still a worthwhile and necessary policy 

goal, the need for an overhaul is apparent. The levels of campaign spending in this 

election will highlight an excellent opportunity for a policy such as mandatory public 

financing or campaign spending limits.  Analysis that shows increased competition could 

increase voter interest could support such policy options.  As such, this thesis examined 

the effect of third party presidential candidates in recent elections to determine how they 

impact voter turnout, using as the variable of interest perception of differences between 

the major parties. 
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

 This thesis required research into three distinct topic areas: the effect of third 

party candidates on voter turnout, partisanship measures and perceptions, and the impact 

of campaign spending. 

 The most extensive and specific research to tackle the issue of third party 

presidential candidacies was conducted by Burden.  Working with Lacy, (Lacy and 

Burden, 1999) he posited that including abstention in vote choice models enables one to 

calculate the voter turnout effects of third party candidates.  Two multinomial probit 

models were estimated, one with abstention as a choice and one without.  Their results 

showed that the Perot candidacy increased voter turnout by nearly three percentage points 

in 1992. 

 Another important contribution to the third party candidacy research was Alvarez 

and Nagler’s (January 1998) work on comparing which statistical model best estimated 

the effects of a third party candidate.  The researchers looked at the outcomes produced 

using binomial logit, multinomial logit, conditional logit, and multinomial probit using 

simulated survey data on multiparty elections. The researchers concluded estimation of 

multinomial probit is most appropriate with three or more candidates in an election.  

 Looking at third party voting through the lens of strategic voting, Burden (2005) 

also conducted analysis on voting data from the 1992, 1996, and 2000 U.S. presidential 

elections using aggregate polling and election data.  Burden defines a strategic vote as 

one made for a third party candidate to send a message to the major party with the belief 

that the voter’s preferred major party will still prevail.  The vote-poll gap indicates 
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whether a minor party candidate’s support rose or fell between the final poll and Election 

Day. A negative vote-poll gap is considered evidence of classic strategic voting while a 

positive vote-poll gap is considered evidence of expressive strategic voting. Classic 

strategic voting occurs when voters abandon their preferred candidate as they become 

convinced their least preferred option would prevail otherwise.  Expressive strategic 

voting is a protest vote against the two parties. The research shows that the vote-poll gap 

is a product of changes in voter turnout and, to a lesser extent, elite mobilization. 

 At the gubernatorial level Lacy and Monson (2002) estimated a multinomial 

probit model on the voter turnout effects of Jesse Ventura’s third party candidacy in the 

1998 Minnesota gubernatorial election.  Ventura’s candidacy was found to add seven 

percentage points to the voter turnout rate. 

 Lacy and Monson’s analysis of the Ventura candidacy also keyed in on the vital 

role public financing can play in reducing the advantage of the major party candidates.  

They write:   

 “Minnesota is also one of several states with public funding for statewide 

 campaigns.…The public funding provided the necessary resources for a 

 last minute media barrage in the closing days of the campaign. Although 

 his total expenditures were just over $600,000, and his opponents each 

 spent more than $2 million, Ventura secured enough financing to purchase 

 a significant amount of advertising late in the campaign and become 

 visible just as voters were turning their attention to the general election. In 

 sum, a unique set of circumstances, both within and  outside of the control 
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 of the candidates, combined to allow Jesse Ventura to beat the obstacles 

 facing most third-party candidates.” (Lacy & Monson, 2002, p. 413) 

 
 In addition to Burden and Lacy, Alvarez and Nagler (1995) have also conducted 

extensive work on third party candidacies, looking specifically at the Perot campaigns. 

Alvarez and Nagler conducted multinomial probit analysis using 1992 American National 

Election Studies (ANES) data to examine the impact of the Perot candidacy on the 1992 

presidential election.  They looked at economic issues, social ideologies, and voter anger.  

Economics was found to be the dominant factor influencing voting. Among social issues, 

views on abortion affected how voters cast their ballots.  Voter anger was not found to 

play a significant role in effecting Perot’s share of the votes. 

 They also looked at the 1996 election (Alvarez and Nagler, October 1998) with an 

eye on how voters chose their preferred candidate.  A multinomial probit analysis was 

conducted on 1996 ANES data with a focus on economic issues as the explanatory 

variable of interest.  Economic issues were shown to have more impact than social issues 

with the exception of abortion on how voters chose to cast their votes.  The presence of 

the third party candidate limited the ability of the other candidates to improve their vote 

share by pandering on certain issues. 

 Examining elections prior to the Perot candidacy, Shaffer (1981) used ANES data 

from 1960 to 1976 to test numerous explanations for declining voter turnout in 

presidential elections. The age gap of the electorate, decreased political efficacy, 

decreased reliance on newspapers for campaign information, and less intense partisan 
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identifications are the most important causes of decreased voter turnout outside the South 

after 1960. 

 Pomper and Weiner’s research looked at the evolution of partisanship, choosing 

as their variable of interest an ANES question designed to “examine voter perceptions 

through a binary measure of important party differences.” (Pomper & Weiner, 2000, p. 4) 

They conducted logistic regression analysis to predict the presence of partisanship and 

found that perceptions of party differences have increased steadily and persistently.  

Despite these findings, they warn that the differences perceived may be through the lens 

of the party elites on issues such as estate taxes while similarities abound between the 

parties on issues that do concern large numbers of voters, such as free trade. 

 Supporting the contention that campaign spending is crucial for a candidate to be 

successful, Nagler and Leighley (1992) used Federal Communication Commission (FCC) 

data on the 1972 presidential election to determine the effects of campaign spending on 

election results.  The researchers found that presidential campaign spending significantly 

increases a candidate’s vote share.

METHODOLOGY 

 This research used data gathered by the American National Election Studies 

(ANES).  ANES seeks to inform explanations of election outcomes by providing data that 

support rich hypothesis testing across people, contexts, and time. For every presidential 

election since 1948, a presidential year pre- and post-election study was conducted using 

face-to-face interviewing of a nationally representative sample of adults, with an 

unusually high response rate.  The longevity of the ANES time-series greatly enhances 
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the utility of the data, since measures can be pooled over time.  The data set records 

presidential election data from 1948 to 2004 with numerous indicators related specifically 

to voter turnout. 

 The data set was obtained from the Survey Documentation and Analysis (SDA) 

archives of the Computer-assisted Survey Methods Program (CSM) at the University of 

California, Berkeley.  The SDA Web Application enables users to download data subsets 

specifically related to voter turnout from 75 variables with 47,438 cases.  The data is 

available at http://sda.berkeley.edu/cgi-bin32/hsda?harcsda+nes2004c.  

 This analysis examined voter attitudes and characteristics during the elections of 

1968, 1980, 1992, 1996, and 2000 in which there were significant votes cast for third 

party candidates.  For purposes of this study, significant third party candidates are 

defined as those who received more than 2.75 percent of the vote in a given election year. 

Significant third party candidates are shown in table 1. 

Table 1 – Significant Third Party Candidates and Percentage of the Vote by Each 
Party 
Year Democrat Republican Third Party 
1968 Hubert Humphrey 

31,275,166 
42.86% 
 

Richard Nixon 
31,785,480 
43.56% 

George Wallace 
9,906,473 
13.58% 

1980 Jimmy Carter 
36,481,435 
42.37% 
 

Ronald Reagan 
43,899,248 
50.99% 

John Anderson 
5,719,437  
6.64% 

http://sda.berkeley.edu/cgi-bin32/hsda?harcsda+nes2004c


 8

Table 1 Continued – Significant Third Party Candidates and Percentage of the Vote 
by Each Party 
Year Democrat Republican Third Party 
1992 Bill Clinton 

44,909,889 
43.28% 

George H.W. Bush 
39,104,545 
37.69% 

Ross Perot 
19,742,267 
19.03% 
 

1996 Bill Clinton 
47,402,357 
50.06% 

Bob Dole 
39,198,755 
41.40% 

Ross Perot 
8,085,402 
8.54% 
 

 2000 Al Gore 
50,999,897 
48.88% 

George W, Bush 
50,456,002 
48.36% 

Ralph Nader 
2,882,955 
2.76% 
 

 

 A multinomial probit model was constructed to examine the predicted impact on 

voter turnout when voters have a significant third party candidate from which to choose. 

The original data analysis plan included variables to account for regional differences to 

determine if there were certain areas of the country where third parties attract more 

attention, which could have guided policy decisions on the state level about public 

campaign financing.  However, the regional variables were consistently insignificant 

throughout the regressions so they were dropped from the model. This finding was in line 

with prior research which showed that third party support in the 1992, 1996, and 2000 

elections was spread uniformly across the country. (Burden, 2005)  

 The dependent variable in the model used answers to survey questions on whether 

voters cast their ballot for the Democrat, Republican, or major third party candidate or 

did not vote.  Including voters who did not cast a ballot enables the computation of the 

percentage of third party voters that would have abstained had such a choice not been 
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available on the ballot.  (Burden and Lacy, 1999)  For the 2000 election, data was not 

collected specifically on Ralph Nader so a composite third party voter variable is used. 

 The independent variable factors used are consistent with the broad factors used 

by other researchers (Lacy and Monson, 2002) that cover the range of normal predictors 

of voter choice.  Partisanship variables include party ID (which ranges from independent, 

Democrat, or Republican), perceived party differences (whether a respondent sees any 

important difference between the two major parties), and opinion about the current 

president and candidates (incumbent, challenger, third party).  Voters ranked each 

candidate on a scale of 0 to 100 with 0 indicating total disapproval and 100 indicating 

total approval.  Table 2 shows the opinion score for each candidate. (Data was not 

available for John Anderson.) 

Table 2 – Average Voter Approval of Candidates (Scale 0-100) 

Year Candidate Average Voter Approval 
1968 Richard Nixon 68 
1968 Hubert Humphrey  65 
1968 George Wallace 49 
1980 Ronald Reagan 60 
1980 Jimmy Carter 61 
1980 John Anderson N/A 
1992 George H.W. Bush 57 
1992 Bill Clinton 59 
1992 Ross Perot 52 
1996 Bob Dole 54 
1996 Bill Clinton 65 
1996 Ross Perot 46 
Note: Scale 0 to 100 with 0 equaling total disapproval and 100 equaling total approval. 
Question methodology changed for 2000 election so no data was available. 
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 Other independent variables include demographic variables.  Age, employment 

status (employed, unemployed, retired, homemaker, student), and race (white, black, 

Hispanic, other) were used for each election.  Data on religious beliefs was included in 

the 1968 and 1980 models but was not available in the 1992, 1996, and 2000 surveys. 

 Table 3 provides descriptive statistics for the independent variables of interest.  

For example, in the year 2000 election, the sample contained 590 votes for the 

Democratic candidate, 530 votes for the Republican candidate, 45 votes for third party 

candidates, and 376 voters who chose not to cast ballots for president. 

Table 3 – Descriptive Statistics by Year 

 Number of Observations 
Variable 1968 1980 1992 1996 2000 

Ballot Cast  
Voted Democrat 421 383 793 600 590
Voted Republican 490 494 564 434 530
Voted Third Party 118 95 308 100 45
Did Not Vote 340 411 562 374 376

 Voter ID 
Democrat 858 840 1,229 896 889
Independent 163 208 287 145 206
Republican 510 527 929 654 681
Apolitical 22 35 26 14 17

Perceived Party 
Differences 

Differences 700 816 1,353 487 1,035
No Differences 589 473 781 250 488

Race 
White 1,388 1,338 1,882 1,280 1,337
Black 149 187 318 217 210
Hispanic N/A 49 152 112 113
Other Race 20 38 105 98 107
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Table 3 Continued – Descriptive Statistics by Year 

 Number of Observations 
Variable 1968 1980 1992 1996 2000 

Employment  
Employed 890 968 1,538 1,094 1,161
Unemployed 40 135 255 118 148
Retired 159 217 375 337 318
Homemaker 440 248 249 121 130
Student 23 45 66 44 43

Religion 
Religious 1,491 1,455 N/A N/A N/A
 

 Based on the review of the literature, the conceptual model was expected to 

exhibit the following general characteristics for each of the four voter choices: 

Voted Democrat 

Yvoterdemocrat = Bo – BrepublicanX – BindepX + BdifferencesX – BageX + BunemployedX + BretiredX  

– BhomemakerX + BstudentX – BreligiousX + BblackX + BhispanicX + BotherraceX + BincumbentX + 

BBchallengerX – BthirdpartyX 

Voted Republican 

Yvoterrepublican = Bo + BrepublicanX +  BindepX + BdifferencesX + BageX – BunemployedX – BretiredX  

+ BhomemakerX – BstudentX + BreligiousX – BblackX – BhispanicX – BotherX + BincumbentX+ 

BBchallengerX + BthirdpartyX 

Voted Third Party 

Yvoterthird = Bo – BrepublicanX + BindepX – BdifferencesX – BageX + BunemployedX + BretiredX  

– BhomemakerX + BstudentX – BreligiousX – BblackX – BhispanicX – BotherX – BincumbentX – 

BBchallengerX + BthirdpartyX 



 12

Did Not Vote 

Yvoterabstain = Bo – BrepublicanX + BindepX – BdifferencesX – BageX + BunemployedX – BretiredX  

+ BhomemakerX + BstudentX – BreligiousX + BblackX + BhispanicX – BotherraceX + BincumbentX – 

BBchallengerX – BthirdpartyX 

RESULTS 

 Tables 4.1 through 4.5 provide results for the multinomial probit analysis.  The 

baseline voter is a mid-40 year-old (1968: 47 years old, 1980: 45 years old, 1992: 46 

years old, 1996: 48 years old, 2000: 47 years old), employed, non-religious (1968 and 

1980), white Democrat who does not perceive party differences.   

 The change in likelihood of voting for a particular candidate or abstaining is 

shown in each table from 4.1 to 4.5. Attributing voters with different characteristics from 

the baseline voter increases, decreases, or has no significant statistical impact on his or 

her likelihood of voting for a candidate or abstaining. For example, in Table 4.1, Nixon 

voters identifying as a Republican are two percent more likely to vote for Nixon than 

Nixon voters who identified as a Democrat.  Unemployed Humphrey voters are 0.1 

percent less likely to vote for Humphrey than Humphrey voters who are employed. 

Results with asterisks are significant at a 90 percent confidence interval.  Full results 

including z score and p values are included in the appendix. 

From these results the most likely voter for each scenario can also be determined. 

In 1968, as seen in Table 4.1, the most likely Nixon voter is an employed, religious, 47-

year-old white Republican who sees differences between the two major parties.  The most 

likely Humphrey voter is an employed, religious, 47-year-old black Democrat who sees 
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differences between the two major parties.  The only significant demographic variable for 

Wallace was that students were more likely to vote for him.  The voter most likely to 

abstain is a religious, other racial, apolitical student who does not see differences between 

the two major parties.  Age variables were not significant for third party voters and non-

voters. 

 The perceived party differences variable was significant for Humphrey voters and 

non-voters.  People who did not see differences between the parties were 0.4 percent 

more likely to abstain from voting than those who did.  Although it was not significant, 

people who did not see differences were also more likely to vote for George Wallace. 

Table 4.1 – Predicted Behavior in the 1968 Presidential Election 

Independent 
Variable 

Nixon Humphrey Wallace Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

 0.006* -0.001*  0.000  0.029* 

Republican 
 

 0.020* -0.001* -0.000  0.001 

Apolitical 
 

 N/A -0.001*  N/A  0.409* 

Differences 
 

 0.001  0.003* -0.000 -0.004* 

Age 
 

 0.000*  0.000* -0.000  0.000 

Black 
 

-0.002* -0.001*  N/A  0.019* 

Other Race 
 

 0.000 -0.001  0.003  0.039* 

Nixon 
Opinion 

 0.000* -0.000* -0.000*  0.000* 

Humphrey 
Opinion 

-0.000*  0.000* -0.000*  0.000* 
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Table 4.1 Continued – Predicted Behavior in the 1968 Presidential Election 

Independent 
Variable 

Nixon Humphrey Wallace Did Not Vote 

Wallace 
Opinion 

-0.000* -0.000*  0.000*  0.000* 

Unemployed 
 

 0.000 -0.001* -0.000  0.044* 

Retired 
 

-0.001* -0.001* -0.000  0.002 

Homemaker 
 

-0.000 -0.001* -0.000  0.004 

Student 
 

 0.003  0.001  0.001*  0.048* 
 

Religious 
 

 0.030*  0.003*  0.019  0.031* 

 
*Significant at a 90% confidence interval 
N/A predicts failure perfectly 
Note: Hispanics were not a subset of the 1968 data. 
 
 As seen in Table 4.2, in 1980 the most likely Reagan voter is an employed, 

religious, 45-year-old white Republican who sees differences between the two major 

parties.  The most likely Carter voter is an employed, religious, 45-year-old black 

Democrat who sees differences between the two major parties.  The most likely Anderson 

voter was a white independent student who sees differences between the two major 

parties.  Age was also significant for Anderson voters, increasing in probability as age 

increases. The voter most likely to abstain is a religious, other racial, apolitical student 

who does not see differences between the two major parties.  Age variables were not 

significant for non-voters. 

 The perceived party differences variable was significant for Carter and Anderson 

voters and non-voters.  People who did not see differences between the parties were 0.3 
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percent more likely to abstain from voting than those who did.  People who saw 

differences between the major parties were 1.3 percent likely to vote for John Anderson.  

This result is contrary to expected results and may be attributable to the small sample size 

of Anderson voters. There were only 95 voters in the sample who voted for Anderson. 

Table 4.2 – Predicted Behavior in the 1980 Presidential Election 

Independent 
Variable 

Reagan Carter Anderson Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

 0.005* -0.001*  0.010*  0.047* 

Republican 
 

 0.010* -0.001*  0.004*  0.005* 

Apolitical 
 

 N/A -0.001  N/A  0.328* 

Differences 
 

 0.001  0.004*  0.013* -0.003* 

Age 
 

 0.000*  0.000*  0.000* -0.000 

Black 
 

-0.002*  0.001 -0.002*  0.004 

Hispanic 
 

-0.002* -0.000 -0.002  0.023* 

Other Race 
 

-0.002* -0.001*  0.007  0.056* 

Reagan 
Opinion 

 0.000* -0.000* -0.000*  0.000* 

Carter 
Opinion 

-0.000*  0.000*  0.000*  0.000* 

Unemployed 
 

-0.002* -0.001* -0.001  0.031* 

Retired 
 

-0.001 -0.001* -0.002*  0.004 
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Table 4.2 Continued – Predicted Behavior in the 1980 Presidential Election 

Independent 
Variable 

Nixon Humphrey Wallace Did Not Vote 

Homemaker 
 

-0.001 -0.001* -0.001  0.009* 

Student 
 

-0.001 -0.001  0.036*  0.035* 

Religious 
 

 0.008*  0.007*  0.005  0.026* 

 
*Significant at a 90% confidence interval 
N/A predicts failure perfectly.   
Note: Opinion variable was not available for Anderson. 
 
 In 1992 the most likely George H.W. Bush voter is an employed, 46-year-old 

white Republican who sees differences between the two major parties.  The most likely 

Clinton voter is a black, Democrat, student who sees differences between the two major 

parties.  Age was also significant for Clinton voters, increasing the probability of a 

Clinton vote as age increases. The 1992 election is of particular interest for analysis due 

to the larger sample size for third party voters. The most likely Perot voter is white 

employed individual.  He or she does not see differences between the two parties.  A 26 

year-old is two percent more likely to vote for Perot than a 46-year-old.  The voter most 

likely to abstain is a retired, other racial, independent individual who does not see 

differences between the two major parties.  A 26-year-old is eight percent more likely to 

abstain than a 46-year-old.   

 The perceived party differences variable was significant for each of the four voter 

options.  People who did not see differences between the parties were 1.4 percent more 

likely to abstain from voting than those who did.  People who did not see differences 



 17

between the major parties were 2.9 percent more likely to vote for Ross Perot, near the 3 

percent increase in voter turnout other researchers have found (Lacy and Burden, 1999).   

Table 4.3 – Predicted Behavior in the 1992 Presidential Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

George H.W. 
Bush 

Clinton Perot Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

 0.079* -0.140*  0.035  0.120* 

Republican 
 

 0.193* -0.270*  0.027 -0.025 

Differences 
 

 0.037*  0.093* -0.029* -0.140* 

Age 
 

 0.002*  0.004* -0.001* -0.004* 

Black 
 

-0.045  0.087* -0.098*  0.051 

Hispanic 
 

 0.035 -0.032 -0.072*  0.101* 

Other Race 
 

-0.027 -0.077 -0.060*  0.179* 

Bush 
Opinion 

 0.007* -0.005* -0.002*  0.001* 

Clinton 
Opinion 

-0.004*  0.009* -0.002*  0.000 

Perot Opinion 
 

-0.002* -0.002*  0.003*  0.000 

Unemployed 
 

-0.063* -0.103* -0.011  0.145* 

Retired 
 

-0.054* -0.103*  0.013  0.152* 

Homemaker 
 

 0.005 -0.077* -0.036  0.105* 

Student 
 

-0.024  0.159* -0.087* -0.011 

 
*Significant at a 90% confidence interval 
N/A predicts failure perfectly.  All apolitical voters did not vote. 
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 In 1996 the most likely Dole voter is a 48-year-old white Republican.  The 

perceived party differences variables were not significant nor were the employment status 

variables.  The most likely Clinton voter is an employed Democrat who sees differences 

between the two major parties. Race demographics were not significant predictors of 

Clinton voter turnout. A 58-year-old person is one percent more likely to vote for Clinton 

than a 48-year-old.  The most likely Perot voter is a white independent.  Major 

differences, age, and employment status variables were not significant.  The voter most 

likely to abstain is an independent who does not see differences between the two major 

parties.  Age, race, and employment status variables were not significant for non-voters. 

 The perceived party differences variable was significant for Clinton voters and 

non-voters.  People who did not see differences between the parties were 1.2 percent 

more likely to abstain from voting than those who did.  The perceived party differences 

variable for Perot voters was not significant. 

Table 4.4 – Predicted Behavior in the 1996 Presidential Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

Dole Clinton Perot Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

 0.045* -0.009*  0.011*  0.099* 

Republican 
 

 0.077* -0.009*  0.006  0.002 

Differences 
 

 0.004  0.017*  0.000 -0.012* 

Age 
 

 0.000*  0.001*  0.000  0.000 

Black 
 

 N/A  0.005 -0.004*  0.021 
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Table 4.4 Continued – Predicted Behavior in the 1996 Presidential Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

Dole Clinton Perot Did Not Vote 

Hispanic 
 

-0.002 -0.005 -0.001  0.031 

Other Race 
 

-0.006*  0.003  0.000  0.014 

Dole 
Opinion 

 0.001* -0.000* -0.000  0.000* 

Clinton 
Opinion 

-0.000*  0.001*  0.000  0.001* 

Perot Opinion 
 

-0.000* -0.000  0.000  0.001* 

Unemployed 
 

 0.002 -0.008* N/A  0.030 

Retired 
 

-0.004 -0.010* -0.003 -0.006 

Homemaker 
 

 0.005 -0.008 -0.002  0.011 

Student 
 

 0.008  0.005 N/A  0.032 

*Significant at a 90% confidence interval 
N/A predicts failure perfectly.  All apolitical voters did not vote.  
 
 The most likely George W. Bush voter is a retired, white Republican who 

perceived major differences between the two political parties.  The most likely Gore voter 

is a black student Democrat who sees differences between the two major parties. A 58-

year-old person is one percent more likely to vote for Clinton than a 48-year-old.  The 

most likely Nader voter is an independent.  Perceived major differences, race, and 

employment status variables were not significant.  The voter most likely to abstain is a 

retired, Hispanic, independent who sees differences between the two major parties. Age 

variables were significant for each voter type but at very small impact levels.  
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 The perceived party differences variable was significant for Bush and Gore voters 

and non-voters.  People who did not see differences between the parties were 0.6 percent 

more likely to abstain from voting than those who did.  The perceived party differences 

variable for third party voters was not significant.  In the sample, only 45 voters voted for 

a third party candidate; this may contribute to its insignificance.  

Table 4.5 – Predicted Behavior in the 2000 Presidential Election 

Independent 
Variable  

G.W. Bush  Gore  Nader (Third  
Party  
Composite)  

Did Not Vote  

Independent  
 

 0.075*   0.004*   0.013*   0.120*  

Republican  
 

 0.293*  -0.005*   0.002*   0.029*  

Differences  
 

 0.016*   0.011*  -0.000   0.006*  

Age  
 

 0.000*   0.000*   0.000*   0.000*  

Black  
 

-0.003   0.009*  -0.000   0.004  

Hispanic  
 

-0.001  -0.002   0.002   0.035*  

Other Race  
 

-0.002   0.001   0.002   0.020*  

Unemployed  
 

 0.006*  -0.002  -0.000   0.016*  

Retired  
 

 0.006*   0.003*  -0.001   0.008*  

Homemaker  
 

-0.001  -0.002  -0.001   0.006  

Student  
 

 0.006   0.013*   0.001   0.017  

 
*Significant at a 90% confidence interval 
N/A predicts failure perfectly.  All apolitical voters did not vote.  
 



 21

 Common patterns emerged across the five elections, often supporting 

expectations.  Democrats voted for Democrats; Republicans voted for Republicans; 

Independents split their votes and backed the winner, but were more likely to vote for a 

third party candidate than someone with a major party affiliation.  Blacks voted 

overwhelmingly Democratic, so much so that no blacks in the sample voted for Wallace 

in 1968 or Dole in 1996.  Hispanics were more likely to abstain than to vote for any of 

the candidates with the exception of Bill Clinton in 1992 (although they were still more 

likely to abstain than to vote for Perot or Bush). 

 For the perceived party differences variable, people who see no difference 

between the two major parties are consistently more likely to abstain.  Those who saw 

differences between the two major parties were less likely to vote for third party 

candidates.  They were also more likely to vote for a Democrat or Republican. 

 An interesting yet counter-intuitive finding was that voters were more likely to 

abstain as their approval of any of the candidates increased. This would lead one to 

believe that voters who are generally satisfied with any of the outcomes are less likely to 

participate in the process. As would be expected, voters for each candidate were more 

likely to vote for their candidate as their opinion of the candidate increased.  Accordingly, 

they also became less likely to vote for other candidates even as their opinion of that 

candidate increased.  

 With the exception of students in 1992 and the retired in 1996, those voters 

outside the workforce were more likely to abstain than those who are employed.  In the 

two elections where such information was available, those with religious beliefs were 
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more likely to participate in the electoral process. Further, in each case, those voters were 

most likely to side with the Republican candidate. 

CONCLUSIONS 

 This analysis looked at what impact third party candidates had on voter turnout in 

United States presidential elections, using perceptions of major differences between 

political parties as the variable of interest.  Multinomial probit analysis was conducted to 

gauge the effect of third party candidates in the elections of 1968, 1980, 1992, 1996, and 

2000.   

 This thesis produced four key findings.  First, people who do not perceive party 

differences were more likely to abstain from voting than those who perceived differences.  

Second, the 1992 election was the only election in which the perceived party differences 

variable was significant and in line with expectations.  Third, independent voters were 

more likely to vote for third party candidates than Democrats or Republicans.  Finally, 

blacks are consistently less likely to vote for third party candidates than whites.  

 The major finding of this thesis is that there is statistically significant support for 

the contention that people who see no difference between the major two political parties 

are consistently more likely to abstain from voting.   This finding is in line with 

expectations described in Pomper and Weiner’s work on partisanship.  They proposed 

that the perceived party differences are not as clear on the issues with the most popular 

impact.   

“It is at least theoretically possible that the parties could present coherent issue 

alternatives that are also not salient to the issue concerns of the voters.  In fact, 
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some of the sharpest issue differences between the party elites today (estate taxes 

and even abortion) may concern only small fractions of voters, while parties may 

be very similar on issues (free trade is one example) that do concern large 

numbers of voters.” (Pomper & Weiner, 2000, p. 14) 

Alvarez and Nagler (1998) support this theory, contending that voters cast their 

ballots primarily with an eye towards economic issues.  Burden (2005) adds another 

dimension, positing that candidates are more concerned with aggregate strategic behavior 

in key states rather than individual voter opinions around the country.  As a result, 

increasing voter turnout is only a goal in so much as it will produce gains in critical 

states.   

Pomper and Weiner (2000) also found that people increasingly saw differences 

between the two major parties. At the same time, fewer people identified themselves with 

political parties.  These two factors appear to cancel one another, negating any impact the 

increased perception of major party differences had on increasing voter turnout.  

Although people increasingly perceived the differences, they did not respond in kind by 

affiliating themselves with parties and voting accordingly. 

 Further research would be valuable to add more depth to this central finding.  The 

perceived party differences variable is limited by its general nature.  An important next 

step would be to conduct an analysis on specific party difference data over a variety of 

topics important to voters as indentified in other research, such as free trade or other 

economic issues.  Those perceptions could be compared to voter perceptions on elite 

social issues such as estate taxes. (Pomper and Weiner, 2000) 
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 Unfortunately, the only election in which statistically significant support was 

found for the perceived party differences variable of interest and its impact on third party 

candidate voter turnout was the 1992 election.  The three percent increase attributable to 

Perot voters who do not see differences between the two major parties is similar to the 

three percent impact Lacy and Burden found as the increase in turnout attributable to the 

Perot candidacy. 

 Perot’s 1992 candidacy stands apart from the other third party candidacies in this 

study due to his larger vote share.  Perot may have been the only third party candidate 

voters believed actually had a chance of winning and thus turned out to vote accordingly.  

Pomper and Weiner note that “Ability to win elections is linked to the party’s ability to 

both arrive at a program that will appeal to a majority of the electorate and then convince 

the electorate that the program will be carried out.” (Pomper & Weiner, 2000, p. 3)  

Turnout for third party candidates may particularly suffer from the lack of public belief 

that they can actually affect programmatic change.  An area to explore in further study 

would be how much Perot’s vast wealth had on creating such expectations, comparing 

him with candidates such as New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg or New Jersey 

Governor Jon Corzine. 

 The stronger results for the perceived party differences variable for the 1992 

election may also be due to the larger sample in that election.  Limitations in the sample 

size, particularly for Anderson voters in 1980 and Nader voters in 2000, negatively 

impacted the explanatory value of the perception of major differences variable.    
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 Further analysis with a larger sample would likely prove difficult as the ANES is 

frequently cited as the best source for this kind of analysis.  Future third party researchers 

would be well suited by larger samples that included 120 or more third party voters while 

maintaining the integrity of the election results.  However, given the scarcity of research 

on the topic and the prohibitive costs of larger surveys, such data is unlikely to be 

produced. 

 This analysis was more successful in identifying subsets of the population that 

were more likely or less likely to respond to a third party candidacy.  Independent voters 

were consistently more likely to vote for third party candidates.  The results were 

significant for the 1980, 1996, and 2000 elections.   This possibly suggests a policy 

response to help third party candidates if there is a need to increase independent voter 

turnout.  Independents are the largest subset of voters. 

 Conversely, blacks were less likely to vote for a third party candidate in every 

election.  In the 1968 election, being black was a perfect predictor of failure.  Results 

were significant for every other election with the exception of the Nader campaign.  As a 

result, there was strong evidence that funding for third party candidates would not 

increase black voter turnout.  Another avenue to explore would be this consistently 

negative response of blacks towards third party candidacies.  It would be interesting to 

note if this is due to the conservative perspectives of the major third party candidacies 

explored here or whether other factors are at play. 

 Although policy decisions on increasing public financing could not be enhanced 

based on the current analyses, there is strong evidence that further research should be 
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undertaken to determine why voter perceptions on lack of major party differences 

consistently leads voters to abstain from the process.  Increasing voter turnout is a worthy 

policy goal and the impact the two party system has in suppressing voter turnout deserves 

more examination.   
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APPENDIX 

Z-statistics, p-values, Chi-squared, Pseudo R-squared for 1968 Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

Nixon Humphrey Wallace Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

Z      =  3.05 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -3.83 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  0.22 
P>|z| =  0.83  

Z      =  4.64 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Republican 
 

Z      =  8.71 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -6.24 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -1.43  
P>|z| =  0.15  

Z      =  0.23 
P>|z| =  0.82  

Apolitical 
 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A  

Z      = -2.73 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A  

Z      =  4.25 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Differences 
 

Z      =  1.18 
P>|z| =  0.24  

Z      =  4.05 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -1.08 
P>|z| =  0.28  

Z      = -2.79 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Age 
 

Z      =  2.56 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      =  2.23 
P>|z| =  0.03  

Z      =  -0.03 
P>|z| =   0.98 

Z      =  1.54  
P>|z| =  0.12  

Black 
 

Z      = -4.43 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -2.25 
P>|z| =  0.03  

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A  

Z      =  3.51 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Other Race 
 

Z      =  0.13  
P>|z| =  0.90  

Z      = -1.57 
P>|z| =  0.11  

Z      =  1.20 
P>|z| =  0.23  

Z      =  2.31 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Nixon 
Opinion 

Z      = 10.65 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      = -4.37 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -3.47  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.88 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Humphrey 
Opinion 

Z      = -7.24 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = 15.38 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -2.99 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      =  3.45 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Wallace 
Opinion 

Z      = -5.13 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -5.27 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  8.28  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  4.92 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Unemployed 
 

Z      =  0.14 
P>|z| =  0.89  

Z      = -3.45 
P>|z| =  0.00    

Z      = -0.76 
P>|z| =  0.45  

Z      =  3.31 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Retired 
 

Z      = -1.82 
P>|z| =  0.07  

Z      = -2.52  
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      = -0.28 
P>|z| =  0.78  

Z      =  0.64 
P>|z| =  0.52  

Homemaker 
 

Z      = -0.24 
P>|z| =  0.81  

Z      = -2.38 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      = -0.24 
P>|z| =  0.81  

Z      =  1.60 
P>|z| =  0.11  

Student 
 

Z      =  0.78 
P>|z| =  0.43  

Z      =  0.38 
P>|z| =  0.70  

Z      =  0.62 
P>|z| =  0.54  

Z      =  2.84 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Religious 
 

Z      =  3.95 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.74 
P>|z| =  0.08  

Z      =  2.59 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      =  2.90  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Chi-Squared 
  

1005.67 970.98 692.84 1525.82

Pseudo-R 
Squared 

0.71 0.74 0.67 0.42

Log Pseudo-
Likelihood 

-474.38 -384.70 -184.69 -705.35
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Z-statistics, p-values, Chi-squared, Pseudo R-squared for 1980 Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

Reagan Carter Anderson Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

Z      =  2.40 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      = -3.46 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  2.79 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      =  6.53 
P>|z| =  0.00   

Republican 
 

Z      =  5.56 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -5.64 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.97 
P>|z| =  0.05  

Z      =  1.81 
P>|z| =  0.07  

Apolitical 
 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A  

Z      = -1.58 
P>|z| =  0.11  

Z      =  N/A  
P>|z| =  N/A    

Z      =  4.84 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Differences 
 

Z      =  1.52 
P>|z| =  0.13  

Z      =  5.14 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  4.57  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -2.47  
P>|z| =  0.01  

Age 
 

Z      =  4.42 
P>|z| =  0.00   

Z      =  5.65 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  3.66 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -1.00 
P>|z| =  0.32  

Black 
 

Z      = -3.38 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.46 
P>|z| =  0.15  

Z      = -2.60 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      =  1.38 
P>|z| =  0.17  

Hispanic 
 

Z      = -1.87 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Z      = -0.24 
P>|z| =  0.81  

Z      = -0.81  
P>|z| =  0.42  

Z      =  2.56  
P>|z| =  0.01  

Other Race 
 

Z      = -1.83 
P>|z| =  0.07  

Z      = -1.67 
P>|z| =  0.10  

Z      =  1.51 
P>|z| =  0.13   

Z      =  3.81  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Reagan 
Opinion 

Z      = 13.97 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -6.99 
P>|z| =  0.00    

Z      = -2.65 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      =  4.58  
P>|z| =  0.00    

Carter 
Opinion 

Z      = -6.04 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = 13.10 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.74 
P>|z| =  0.08  

Z      =  7.88 
P>|z| =  0.00    

Unemployed 
 

Z      = -2.06 
P>|z| =  0.04  

Z      = -2.49 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      = -0.56 
P>|z| =  0.58  

Z      =  4.84 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Retired 
 

Z      = -1.20 
P>|z| =  0.23  

Z      = -3.27 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -3.20 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  0.98 
P>|z| =  0.33  

Homemaker 
 

Z      = -0.79 
P>|z| =  0.43  

Z      = -2.51 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      = -1.27 
P>|z| =  0.21  

Z      =  2.81  
P>|z| =  0.01  

Student 
 

Z      = -1.06 
P>|z| =  0.29  

Z      = -1.23 
P>|z| =  0.22  

Z      =  3.69 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  3.33 
P>|z| =  0.00   

Religious 
 

Z      =  3.27 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  3.53  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.53 
P>|z| =  0.13  

Z      =  3.87 
P>|z| =  0.00  

 
Chi-Squared 
  

1941.22 1297.55 938.69 2055.92

Pseudo-R 
Squared 

0.70 0.68 0.33 0.49

Log Pseudo-
Likelihood 

-555.76 -465.87 -344.21 -788.10
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Z-statistics, p-values, Chi-squared, Pseudo R-squared for 1992 Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

Bush Clinton Perot Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

Z      =  2.17 
P>|z| =  0.03   

Z      = -4.26 
P>|z| =  0.00   

Z      =  1.39 
P>|z| =  0.17  

Z      = 3.58 
P>|z| = 0.00   

Republican 
 

Z      =  7.90 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -8.71 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.28 
P>|z| =  0.20  

Z      = -0.92 
P>|z| =  0.36  

Apolitical 
 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A  

Differences 
 

Z      =  2.15 
P>|z| =  0.03  

Z      =  3.76 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -1.92 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Z      = -7.17 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Age 
 

Z      =  3.11 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      =  3.61 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -1.72 
P>|z| =  0.09  

Z      = -5.71 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Black 
 

Z      = -1.13 
P>|z| =  0.26  

Z      =  2.16 
P>|z| =  0.03  

Z      = -3.97 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.62 
P>|z| =  0.11  

Hispanic 
 

Z      =  0.75 
P>|z| =  0.45  

Z      = -0.64 
P>|z| =  0.52    

Z      = -2.35 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      =  2.30 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Other Race 
 

Z      = -0.69 
P>|z| =  0.49  

Z      = -1.50  
P>|z| =  0.14  

Z      = -1.88 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Z      =  3.81 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Bush 
Opinion 

Z      = 11.16 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      = -8.33 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -5.37 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  2.20 
P>|z| =  0.03  

Clinton 
Opinion 

Z      = -8.63 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = 12.13 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      = -5.38 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      =  0.97 
P>|z| =  0.33  

Perot 
Opinion 

Z      = -5.96 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -4.54  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  9.96 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  0.78 
P>|z| =  0.44  

Unemployed 
 

Z      = -2.09 
P>|z| =  0.04  

Z      = -2.58 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      = -0.45 
P>|z| =  0.65  

Z      =  4.17 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Retired 
 

Z      = -1.95 
P>|z| =  0.05  

Z      = -2.37 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      =  0.45 
P>|z| =  0.65  

Z      =  3.61 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Homemaker 
 

Z      =  0.16 
P>|z| =  0.88  

Z      = -1.86 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Z      = -1.57 
P>|z| =  0.12  

Z      =  2.99 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Student 
 

Z      = -0.46 
P>|z| =  0.65  

Z      =  2.14 
P>|z| =  0.03  

Z      = -2.36 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      = -0.19 
P>|z| =  0.85  

 
Chi-Squared 
  

519.72 575.89 183.16 163.11

Pseudo-R 
Squared 

0.46 0.40 0.16 0.09

Log Pseudo-
Likelihood 

-626.25 -790.52 -717.75 -970.41
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Z-statistics, p-values, Chi-squared, Pseudo R-squared for 1996 Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

Dole Clinton Perot Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

Z      =  3.28  
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -2.71 
P>|z| =  0.01  

Z      = 1.66 
P>|z| = 0.10  

Z      =  3.85 
P>|z| =  0.00   

Republican 
 

Z      =  6.08 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -2.96 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.13 
P>|z| =  0.26 

Z      =  0.22 
P>|z| =  0.82   

Apolitical 
 

Z      = N/A 
P>|z| = N/A    

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A    

Z      = N/A 
P>|z| = N/A   

Z      = N/A 
P>|z| = N/A 

Differences 
 

Z      =  1.32 
P>|z| =  0.19  

Z      =  3.74 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  0.14 
P>|z| =  0.88   

Z      = -1.91 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Age 
 

Z      =  4.58 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  4.66 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  0.16 
P>|z| =  0.88  

Z      =  0.95 
P>|z| =  0.34  

Black 
 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A  

Z      =  0.77 
P>|z| =  0.44  

Z      = -1.71 
P>|z| =  0.09  

Z      =  1.38 
P>|z| =  0.17  

Hispanic  
 

Z      = -0.49 
P>|z| =  6.25 

Z      = -0.86 
P>|z| =  0.39 

Z      = -0.17 
P>|z| =  0.86 

Z      =  1.55 
P>|z| =  0.12 

Other Race 
 

Z      = -2.43 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      =  0.31 
P>|z| =  0.76  

Z      =  0.01 
P>|z| =  0.99  

Z      =  0.79  
P>|z| =  0.43  

Clinton 
Opinion 

Z      = -6.40 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = 11.31 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  1.51 
P>|z| =  0.13  

Z      =  4.41 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Dole 
Opinion 

Z      =  7.23 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -2.35 
P>|z| =  0.02  

Z      = -0.52 
P>|z| =  0.60   

Z      =  1.88 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Perot  
Opinion 

Z      = -2.02 
P>|z| =  0.04  

Z      = -1.33 
P>|z| =  0.18  

Z      =  4.47 
P>|z| =  0.00   

Z      =  3.77 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Unemployed 
 

Z      =  0.37 
P>|z| =  0.71  

Z      = -1.88 
P>|z| =  0.06  

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A   

Z      =  1.58 
P>|z| =  0.11  

Retired 
 

Z      = -1.06 
P>|z| =  0.29  

Z      = -3.32 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -1.09 
P>|z| =  0.28 

Z      = -0.57  
P>|z| =  0.57  

Homemaker 
 

Z      =  0.88 
P>|z| =  0.38  

Z      = -1.62 
P>|z| =  0.11  

Z      = -0.57 
P>|z| =  0.57   

Z      =  0.68 
P>|z| =  0.50  

Student 
 

Z      =  0.89 
P>|z| =  0.37  

Z      =  0.33 
P>|z| =  0.74  

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A   

Z      = 1.01 
P>|z| = 0.31   

 
Chi-Squared 
  

542.74 599.45 284.55 690.00

Pseudo-R 
Squared 

0.75 0.65 0.30 0.33

Log Pseudo-
Likelihood 

-168.84 -285.10 -140.19 -388.40
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Z-statistics, p-values, Chi-squared, Pseudo R-squared for 2000 Election 
 
Independent 
Variable 

G. H.W. Bush Gore Nader (Third 
Party) 

Did Not Vote 

Independent 
 

Z      =  8.72 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -4.40 
P>|z| =  0.00    

Z      =  4.23 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  9.82 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Republican 
 

Z      = 24.86  
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      = -13.14 
P>|z| =  0.00   

Z      =  1.46 
P>|z| =  0.15  

Z      =  3.35 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Apolitical 
 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A 

Z      =  N/A 
P>|z| =  N/A  

Differences 
 

Z      =  5.31 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = 10.06 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      =  0.16 
P>|z| =  0.88  

Z      = -0.46 
P>|z| =  0.64 

Age 
 

Z      = 13.14 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      = 25.38 
P>|z| =   0.00 

Z      =  6.71 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = 18.22 
P>|z| =   0.00 

Black 
 

Z      = -1.30 
P>|z| =  0.19 

Z      =  5.67 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  0.23 
P>|z| =  0.82  

Z      =   2.91 
P>|z| =   0.00 

Other Race 
 

Z      = -0.51 
P>|z| =  0.61  

Z      =  1.42 
P>|z| =  0.16  

Z      =  1.33 
P>|z| =  0.18  

Z      =   3.53 
P>|z| =   0.00 

Unemployed 
 

Z      = -3.99 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      = -0.75 
P>|z| =  0.46 

Z      = -0.31 
P>|z| =  0.76 

Z      =   3.42 
P>|z| =   0.00 

Retired 
 

Z      = -4.00 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      = -7.17 
P>|z| =  0.00 

Z      = -3.56 
P>|z| =   0.00 

Z      =  -6.70 
P>|z| =   0.00 

Homemaker 
 

Z      = -0.22 
P>|z| =  0.82  

Z      = -1.27 
P>|z| =  0.21  

Z      = -1.37 
P>|z| =   0.17 

Z      =   1.39 
P>|z| =   0.17  

Student 
 

Z      =  0.52 
P>|z| =  0.61   

Z      =  5.98 
P>|z| =  0.00  

Z      =  0.92 
P>|z| =  0.36  

Z      =   3.62 
P>|z| =   0.00 

 
Chi-Squared 
  

3008.24 3248.32 774.23 2756.36

Pseudo-R 
Squared 

0.76 0.71 0.34 0.49

Log Pseudo-
Likelihood 

-648.48 -858.04 -192.73 -1011.62
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