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Abstract

Most voting behavior research in the first half of the twentieth century employed
the sociological approach. The pioneers of electoral sociology were led by Pud
Lazarsfeld at the Columbia University’s Bureau of Applies Social Research. Although
the sociological approach provides a useful framework for understanding a set of
socia cues that structured electoral decisions, the model received little attention since
the 1940s. There were two competing paradigm to displace the sociological approach,
that is, the psychological approach and the economic approach. The Michigan school
focus more directly on the psychological process behind the calculus of individual
behavior. The focal point of this theory was the mediating role of long-term
psychological predisposition—party identity in guiding citizen voting. The economic
approach argued that citizens could develop simplified ways to use attitudinal factors,
such asissue opinions and candidate evaluations, as a basis of their voting decisions.
However, voting choice are a product of both personal attitudes and socia contexts, of
a personal and a socia calculus. This project will study of the social influences on
individual choice by examining the relation of message biases in personal network,
social contexts and organizational to the voting choices of Taiwan's presidentia
election, 2004.
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multinomial logit model

1 p<.05
441 49.0
20 16 35
14 64.4
Likelihood ratio  Significance
44.1% 20.0% 35.9% 390 92.654 .000
49.0% 15.8% 35.2% 247
14.1% 21.5% 64.4% 205
30.6% 13.9% 55.6% 216
TVVS 2
37.2 36.3
50.7 29.3
215 8.9
69.5 TVBS 48.6 37.8



Likelihood ratio  Significance

37.2% 29.3% 33.5% 242 112.832 .000
36.3% 23.9% 39.8% 201
50.7% 20.0% 29.3% 75
21.5% 8.9% 69.5% 246
TVBS 48.6% 13.7% 37.8% 249
22.6% 19.4% 58.1% 31
3

Likelihood ratio test

p<.001
2
TVBS
3 2000
Y Y S
B se exp(B ) B se exp(B )
.308 (.350) -- -2.345 (.268)***
-1.321 (.292)*** 266 -1.617 (.253)*** 198 LRX?=65.89
-1.639 (.320)***  .194 -1.676 (.269)*** 187 df=6
-1.711 (.359)*** 180 -1.247 (.284)*** 287 p<.001
822 (.318)** 2.275 -1.029 (.233)*** 357 LRX?=87.95
563 (.331) -- 914 (.238)*** 400 df=10
-.187 (.435) -- -1.565 (.335)*** 209 p<.001
TVBS -.371 (.339) -- -1.224 (.224)*** 293
1.263 (.658) -- -015 (512)*** 984

*p<.05 **p<0l ***p<.001
LRX?*=170.17 df=16 p<.001 : n=985 Pseudo R*=.08
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304 70 1-.304
324 68

selective exposure
selective
perception  Zaler, 1992
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4 2000

/

/

B se exp(B ) B se exp(B )
-.013 (.838) - 5.034 (.608) -
-.568 (.489) - -1.125 (.464)* 324 LRX?=11.62
-1.014 (543) - -.817 (.495) - df=6
-1.187 (.590)* 304 -.708 (.535) - p=.07
732 (521) - -.323 (.454) - LRX?=9.46
263 (.547) - -.228 (.456) - df=10
-.225 (.707) - -.748 (.670) - p=.48
TVBS .056 (.552) - -.163 (.463) -
768 (.892) - -.093 (.820) -
2.148 (.819)** 8576 -2.837 (1.293)* 058 LRX?=489.33
-3.870 (479)*** 020 -5.390 (.460)*** 004 df=12
2.033 (1.111) - -.705 (1.118) - p<.001
-2.817 (582*** 059 -2.757 (401)*** 063
-.735 (.594) - -37.530 (1.79e+07)  --
312 (.534) - -2.051 (519)*** 128
-.673 (.334)* 509 -.395 (.317) - LRX?=4.49
-.340 (.541) - -.009 (.510) - df=4 p=.34
2.407 (.691)** 11.107 -2.728 (522)*** 065 LRX?=122.27
219 (1.397) - -37.291 (1.47e+07) - df=6
1.265 (.652) - -1.423 (.387)*** 092 p<.001
*p<.05 **p<.0l ***p<.001

LRX?*=1174.36 df=38 p<.001

n=896 Pseudo R*=.63
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Likelihood ratio Significance

508.169 .000
22.0% 78.0% 359
68.1% 31.9% 783
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Likelihood ratio Significance
11.077 .001
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2001
7 8
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Likelihood ratio Significance

1.507 .220
70.3% 29.7% 354
66.0% 34.0% 429
2001
8
Likelihood ratio Significance
501 A79
44.8% 52.4% 353
47.6% 53.7% 429
2001
9
80.6 91.7 75.8 100
10
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Likelihood ratio  Significance

275.141 .000
80.6% 5.6% 13.9% 36
10.3% 86.5% 3.2% 126
15.2% 9.1% 75.8% 33
59.4% 11.1% 19.4% 36
12.5% 81.3% 6.3% 80
32.1% 14.3% 53.6% 56

% 129.140 .000
91.7% 0% 8.3% 12
10.4% 83.3% 6.3% 48
0% 0%  100.0% 6
69.0% 13.8% 17.2% 29
15.4% 82.1% 2.6% 39
40.0% 8.0% 52.0% 25

2001
Likelihood ratio  Significance

215.190 .000
85.7% 4.8% 9.5% 82
8.5% 89.0% 2.4% 19
10.5% 5.3% 84.2% 33
66.7% 15.2% 18.2% 55
9.1% 81.8% 9.1% 52
32.7% 11.5% 55.8% 262

197.270 .000
79.3% 3.4% 17.2% 29
12.1% 83.5% 4.4% 91
15.0% 10.0% 75.0% 20
73.3% 10.0% 16.7% 30
17.7% 82.3% 0% 62
37.9% 13.8% 48.3% 29

2001
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11 13

83.7 79.5
71.2
70.3
68.2
53.1
12
934
86.1 82.2
11
Likelihood ratio Significance
4.922 .295
71.2% 6.8% 22.0% 59
83.7% 4.1% 12.2% 49
70.3% 12.5% 17.2% 64
2001
12
Likelihood ratio Significance
7.837 .098
3.8% 93.4% 2.8% 106
10.4% 86.1% 3.5% 173
13.6% 82.2% 4.2% 118
2001
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13

Likelihood ratio Significance

9.453 .051
25.0% 6.8% 68.2% 44
12.8% 7.7% 79.5% 39
34.6% 12.3% 53.1% 81
2001
14
15
16
14
/ /
B se exp(B ) B se exp(B )
-3.238 (.720) - -2.140 (.431) -
.997 (.860) - .854 (.533) -
- 1.504 (.806)* 4.500 .693 (.537) -
*p<l
LRX?=6.81 df=4 p=.14 n=196 Pseudo R?=.02
2001
15
/ /
B se exp(B ) B se exp(B )
1.987 (.238) - -1.203 (.465) -
.891 (.517)* 2.438 .693 (.866) -
- -.416 (.642) - -.182 (.683) -
* p<.1
LRX?=7.77 df=4 p=.10 n=390 Pseudo R?=.01
2001
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I S I S

B se exp(B ) B se exp(B )
-.693 (.707) - 1.763 (.441)
-.693 (.957) - -.814 (.557)
-.287 (.783) - -1.337 (.496)* 262

* p<.d
LRX?=10.72 df=4 p=.03 ; n=183 Pseudo R?*=.03
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