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ABSTRACT

American vice presidents have become influentidl gowerful political figures. Yet, they are
not popularly elected; since 1940, they have beesisgmally selected by the presidential
nominees themselves. This thesis examines thesetisek in further detail, seeking to
identify which characteristics the presidential moses look for in a running mate. The
reseach question is the followinglhich factors explain the vice presidential setatsi from
1940 to 2008?

The theoretical framework for the thesis is a ledibne, since the selection of vice presidents
has yet to attract much scholarly interest. Theee lrowever, three discernable theories in the
literature. First, there is thicket-balancing theoryrepresenting the traditional explanation
on the subject. It expects presidential nomineelect running mates that complement them
in some way, come from large states and/or hawadleny them for the presidential nomination.
Thetheory of increased complexityn the other hand, claims that these traditionigcten
criteria is only part of the explanation and shoblkl supplemented by a set of modern
selection criteria. Finally, ththeory of changed dynamicentends that traditional selection
criteria no longer govern the selections. Now, phesidential nominees’ primary concern is

to select a running mate with political experience.

The three theories are assessed comparativelyughrthe use of a conditional logistic
regression. The data is provided by Douglas Kramet Jody Baumgartner.

The evaluation of the theories indicates that itleet-balancing theory has less explanatory
power than the two other theories. Thus, the thaiposes a synthesis model that combines
the theory of increased complexity and the thedrghmnged dynamics. This model shows
that presidential nominees generally have chosednit@ms running mates that enjoy much
media coverage, whilst they do not pick runningesdhat rivalled them for the presidential
nomination. Also, a difference over time is obsetgaPrior to 1976, presidential nominees
tended to pick running mates from populous stdiesthe same tendency is not existent after
1972. Lastly, the presidential nominees have prigbladen conscious of the running mates’
genders and ethnic backgrounds: Some have wantedidkets to be demographically

balanced, whilst most would not even consider tesibility of such balance.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The American vice presidency has become an offitemajor political importance.
Consequently, the question of how the vice presgdare chosen should be of great current
interest. Yet, scholarly attention devoted to gubject has been scarce. There is posited but
three distinct theories on the mechanisms goverthiagelections of vice presidents. Seeking
to expand on that theoretical framework, this nratesis tests the three theories statistically.
Through the comparison of their compliance with giogl data, the thesis aims to answer the

following question:

Which factors explain the vice presidential setmtsifrom 1940 to 20087

The first of the three theories, ttieket-balancing theoryis the conventional wisdom on the
subject. Its core postulation is that the vice jplestial candidates are chosen because they
have characteristics that the presidential nomitegs Thetheory of increased complexity
on the other hand, focuses on the increasingly taxgalculus that the presidential nominees
face in their selection of running mate. It conteritlat a multitude of modern selection
criteria have emerged to supplement the traditidicikt-balancing variables. Finally, the
theory of changed dynamictaims that reforms of the selection process endhrly 1970’s
have transformed the mechanisms governing thetseisc The traditional selection criteria

are now redundant, rendering political experierctha most crucial asset for a vice president.

These theories are evaluated and compared on #ie dfathree separate conditional logistic
regression models. In turn, the results of thesdyaas lead to the construction of a final

model combining the most pertinent variables exytaj vice presidential selections.

1.1 THE THESIS’ SCIENTIFIC CONTRIBUTION

The subject of the American vice presidency isdirginderstudied. Indicative of this is the
shortage of academic works that are published. eTiemerely a handful of book-length
publications that focus on the vice presidency @gample Goldstein 1982; Baumgartner
2006; Walch 1997; Kengor 2000b), and the many t#b on the American presidency
typically devote just a couple of pages to the sdaaffice. Accordingly, the specific topic of
vice presidential selectiolnas virtually been ignored. Only a few studiesehbgen conducted

on the subject, and they have analyzed differetdsa#s, emphasized different variables and
1



presented diverging results (Hiller and Kriner 2008igelman and Wahlbeck 1997;
Baumgartner 2008). Thus, the thesis will represemaluable contribution to the literature,
both by filling an apparent void in the literatumad by contributing to the limited existent

theoretical framework.

1.2 TOPICAL RELEVANCE

Not only does the topic of vice presidential setattrepresent an unexplored territory for
political scientists, it is also a matter of cehtpolitical importance. Four arguments
substantiate that claim.

First, the selection of the vice president is tht fsignificant decision that a presidential
nominee makes. It thus provides a unique oppostuioit the candidate to command the
nation’s attention on his own terms, shape the @gmpdynamic to his advantage and give a
first impression of his style of government (Berk@04). lllustratively, George W. Bush
described the choice of running mate as a “telljaigment about the presidential nominee
(Berggren 2001).

Second, the selection of the vice president isadesumed to have an impact on the result of
the general election. This assumption applies qa4aily to the so-called bad choices;
selecting the wrong person for the job may be buftir the presidential nominee (Goldstein
1982; Adkison 1982). Most recently, such allegatiovere directed towards John McCain’s
running mate in 2008, Sarah Palin. Both politicaihenentators (CNN 2008; Bergthold 2008;
Carney and Scherer 2008) and empirical studiesd@009; Brox and Cassels 2009; Heflick
and Goldenberg 2009) have placed more or less efbtame for McCain’s loss in the
presidential campaign on her.

Third, a selection of a vice president is effedine selection of a potential president. In case
of presidential resignation, death or disabilitye tvice presidency will provide the successor
for the nation’s highest post. Also, the office laasertain political springboard effect. Since
1945, most vice presidents have subsequently pdithigepresidency themselves and five of
them have proceeded to become presidents in thwirights (Natoli 1988b), Thus, one can

argue that the office has become “the surest tousepresidential nomination” (Hurwitz 1980:

509).



Finally, the vice presidency has emerged as aiqalipower base of its own. One need only
look to the tenure of vice president Dick Cheney iftustration: The concept of “vice
presidential power” is no longer an oxymoron (AZ006; Light 1984). The investigation of
the selection of the office-holders must therefoeeconsidered an important venture, as the

political ramifications of the vice presidentialatbe can possibly be crucial.

1.3 STRUCTURE OF THE THESIS

The vice presidency is not an institution familiarall. Thereforechapter twoof the thesis
discusses the historical development of both tifieeofind the selection process. Thereatfter,
chapter threeestablishes the thesis’ theoretical frameworkintypducing and comparing the
three relevant theorie€hapter fourfollows by presenting the conditional logistic regsion
model, whilstchapter fivefocuses on the data material for the thesis. Tadyais is thus
conducted irchapter six Finally, the findings are summarized and conalludeon inchapter

seven



2 FROM IRRELEVANCE TO SIGNIFICANCE

This chapter provides a brief summary of the hisébrdevelopment of the vice presidency,
from an office of virtually no importance to a pastgreat political powers. Also, it discusses

the most important transformations of the vice jol@sial selection process.

2.1 THE VICE PRESIDENCY IN THE CONSTITUTION

The vice presidency’s constitutional mandate is eakvone. In fact, the Framers of the
Constitution created the office as an afterthouljhtras seen not as a necessity of its own, but
as a means to perfecting the governmental systeynaheady had imagined (Albert 2005).
Thus, they assigned it with only two specific fuans. Most important was the successor role:
In case of presidential vacancy, the vice presideotld take over. Yet, the nature and
durance of such a succession was left unspeciii¢igel Constitution. That was a latent source
of confusion until 1841, when John Tyler became fitet successor president. He set the
precedence by both assuming full powers and stayingffice for the remainder of the
presidential term (Felzenberg 2001). Since thame mice presidents have served as successor
presidents

The other task rendered the vice president in thres@tution was to preside over the Senate,
casting tie-breaking votes. However, this did nieeghe office significant powers. On the
contrary, as vice presidents were placed in a bOyposition between legislative and executive,
it could rather be regarded as an obstacle. Botigféss and the presidential administration
would tend to regard the vice presidents with ssospicion, as they were not fully a part of
either branch of government (Milkis and Nelson 2008ustratively, it was even argued that
the Constitution prevented the vice president finareasing its powers. The reasoning was
that presidential delegation of tasks or functibmshe vice president would be inconsistent
with the principles of separation of powers, asuite president was presiding officer of the
Senate (Goldstein 1982).

To complicate matters more, the Framers also peavidr a peculiar selection process of the

vice presidents. Aiming at the most qualified man the job, they decided that the person

! The nine other successor presidents were Milldhhte (1850), Andrew Johnson (1865), Chester AhAr
(1881), Theodore Roosevelt (1901), Calvin Coolififg23), Harry Truman (1945), Lyndon B. Johnson ()96
and Gerald Ford (1974) (Milkis and Nelson 2008:-500).

4



with the second most votes in the Electoral Collglgeuld be afforded the title. Because this
effectively meant that the president’'s principalpopent in the election became his vice
president, it opened for animosity and rivalry betw the two office-holders. That was the
case between John Adams and Thomas Jefferson éhatitblater between Thomas Jefferson
and Aaron Burr in 1800. The relationship betweem Ititer pair was especially difficult, as
Jefferson had only marginally won after an initialbetween them. Thus, in order to exclude
his opponent from government, Jefferson called tfer Twelfth Amendment. This was
enacted in 1804 and provided that presidentiaivécel presidential candidates ran together as

a ticket, and that electors would cast votes foheafice separately (House 2008).

2.2 DEVELOPMENT OF VICE PRESIDENTIAL POWER

As a consequence of the vice presidency’s feeblestational basis, it enjoyed low status
from the beginning. Derogatory remarks about thHece@t irrelevance were rampant, and
frequently posited by the office-holders themselWsstratively, the first vice president John
Adams referred to his position as “the most indigant office that ever the intention of man

contrived or his imagination conceived” (Kincade€@03).

The Twelfth Amendment did not ameliorate the situatlt entailed that the vice presidential
candidate was chosen by party leaders, and theslerke seldom took the opinion of the
presidential nominee into account. Rather, theyedito please the factions of the party that
were least content with the nomination. Thus, teelgcted running mates that were starkly
different than the presidential nominee, for exampl terms of ideological perspective,
regional belonging and/or religious denominatiohisTstrategy of ticket-balancing did not
foster a friendly relationship between the ticketders. Consequently, once the presidents
were in office, they were generally reluctant tolinle their vice presidents in governmental
affairs (Milkis and Nelson 2008: 455).

However, at the start of the twentieth century, thee presidency’s political status was
boosted. This was partly due to the rise of masdianand a new style of presidential
campaigning. Starting with Theodore Roosevelt i@ étection of 1900, the vice president
campaigned actively for the presidential ticket.rotlgh travels and media-transmitted
speeches, the public profile of the vice presidem@s raised. In turn, this attracted
increasingly able politicians to the office. Proemt figures such as Nobel Prize laureate

Charles Dawes and Senate majority leader CharlessGaok the office in the 1920’s. Yet,
5



these office-holders generally did not gain sulghmnfluence. It was not until the late

1930's’s that the real growth in political powekglan (Williams 1956).

2.2.1 Mid-century acceleration - the bomb

The New Deal politics of Franklin D. Roosevelt awtbrld War Il lead the governmental
duties to grow enormously, both in number and cexipl. Inevitably, that required an
enlargement of the presidential administration. Theation of the Executive Office of the
President in 1939 was a milestone in that resmtietamlining the presidential bureaucracy
and increasing the organizational apparatus. Tpaesion of government affected the vice

presidents; it pulled them closer into the predidéinrbit (Baumgartner 2006; Kengor 2000a).

Roosevelt’s vice president, John Nance Garner,imtally very influential, acting both as

Roosevelt's advisor and his liaison to Congresslligkhis 1956). However, the relationship
between the two soured in Roosevelt's second télmsirated by Garner’s referral to his
position as “not worth a pitcher of warm pig@aumgartner 2006: 3) Thus, Roosevelt

replaced Garner with Henry Wallace in 1940. Wallaoatinued the tradition of counseling
the president, but his involvement in Congress mase ceremonial than substantial. This
reflects another trend in vice presidential develept: Whilst influence in government has

expanded, participation in the legislative branahk tlecreased.

The tenures of Garner and Wallace both represeatednces of vice presidential power and
influence. The ensuing vice presidency of Harry nfam would be a setback in that
development. Roosevelt’s third vice president waptKargely in the dark on important
government issues. He is reported to have beealfaignorant of the existence of the atomic
bomb when Roosevelt died in 1945 (Milkis and Nel2008; Natoli 1988a). As a result of
this scandalous situation, later presidents haventincreasing extent sought to ensure that
their vice presidents would never come into powerilaprepared as Truman was. They
involved the vice presidents more in foreign andhdstic policy issues, gave them a seat in
the National Security Council and drafted the Twdfitth Amendment. The latter incident
was especially important. The amendment clarifiee@ tonditions of vice presidential
succession to the presidency and provided thawaviee president should be appointed if the

office became vacant (Felzenberg 2001; Natoli 1982)

2 Notably, this comment was made 20 years after &arad been vice president.



One of the authors of the amendment, Richard Nix@s, also one of the vice presidents that
used the office as a springboard to the presideiHoyever, not only was his presidential
tenure cut short by the Watergate-affair, his \poesident Spiro Agnew was too struck by a
scandal. Agnew was charged with corruption, extartand tax fraud and had to resign in
1973. His replacement for the vice presidency wasald Ford, who in turn became president
when Nixon stepped down in 1974. As president, FReiécted Nelson Rockefeller as his
second officer, but replaced Rockefeller with Bobldin his bid for re-election in 1976.
Thus, Ford became the last president to ever swaphis running mate: All subsequent
presidents have run for re-election with the sammening mate as in the first term
(Sirgiovanni 1994).

2.2.2 Institutionalisation of the modern vice presidency

It is the presidency of Jimmy Carter that is gelgtributed the institutionalisation of the

modern vice presidency (Goldstein 2008: 377). Thoglenate southern governor chose the
northern liberal Walter Mondale, with two termsex{perience in the Senate, for the office.
Mondale became the first vice president to haverajoing, central role in the government, as
Carter relied on him for advice on all aspects. ws given an office in the West Wing,

increased staff, regular meetings with the predideamd unfettered access to important
information and meetings (Natoli 1977). Thus, hedexed his successors with an entirely

new set of resources to draw upon.

Subsequent vice presidents have all taken advaofapese resources, but neither George H.
W. Bush nor Dan Quayle was as influential as Moadel that respect, the “Double Bubba”

ticket of the young moderate Southerners Bill @mand Al Gore became the first to carry
on the Mondale legacy. Gore took a pivotal rol¢h@ government, both as Clinton’s advisor

and as the principal decision-maker on certaincgareas (Berke 1998; Goldstein 2008).

Still, in terms of political influence, Gore is gassed by his successor Dick Cheney. Cheney
served a multitude of governmental functions, batrhost important role was being George
Bush jr's closest confidant and advisor. Througks thosition, he is thought to have
influenced the president to an unprecedented ex@oimmentators and political insiders
frequently attribute him an immense part of thgoesibility of the government’s actions,

especially on economy and security issues (Gellnaarth Becker 2007; Subhawong 2008).
7



Indeed, Cheney’s extraordinary political authorihave earned his two-term tenure

classifications such as “the imperial vice pres@griBlumenthal 2007).

Though only having served months in office, curréce president Joseph Biden already is
an influential figure in the administration. Appatly, this was assured in advance: Before
accepting the vice presidential nod, Biden was autaed that his post would not be
ceremonial, but that he would have substantialaesipilities. Still, his role is considerably
different from those of his immediate predecessfisilst Gore had responsibility of discrete
political areas and Cheney was his own power ceBiden is more of an interdisciplinary

advisor and trouble-shooter, and is involved inng@spect of government (Leibovich 2009).

2.3 THE CHANGES IN THE VICE PRESIDENTIAL SELECTION PROC ESS

Three significant transformations of the vice pdesitial selection process can be identified.
The first of these concerns the decisional powencesthe introduction of the Twelfth
Amendment, local party bosses had selected thepvessdential candidate. However, in 1940,
Franklin D. Roosevelt bucked the party leaders bking his own candidacy contingent upon
the nomination of Henry A. Wallace. That marked Htart of what is referred to as the
“modern era” of vice presidential selection, chégdzed by the presidential candidate’s
personal selection of his running mate (Jones 199%:0nly in 1956, when Adlai Stevenson
deferred the choice of running mate to the conwenthave party leaders since had any
formal role in the decision-makifig

The second change of the vice presidential selecpoocess occurred in 1972. The
Democratic Commission on Party Structure and Déée§alection, informally known as the
McGovern-Fraser Commission, issued several ingiitat reforms on the presidential
nomination process. As a response, most statesfreentselecting the convention delegates
in closed party councils to electing them in dirgmimaries. This provided that the
presidential candidates normally knew that they ldlaeceive the nomination at an earlier
point in time than before. Therefore, they wereegivmore time to select the vice president.
The reforms also effectively applied to the Repedsli Party, as many of the states codified
them in their laws (Milkis and Nelson 2008).

% Notably, because of Stevenson’s actions in 198@n&jartner (2006}lentifies the following election year,
1960, as the start of the modern era of vice peesidl selection. The norm is, however, to treatQL8s the
demarcation line between traditional and moderacsigins.



A third and related transformation occurred in 19@6til then, vice presidential selections
had typically been the results of hasty decisidimss is exemplified by George McGovern’s
selection of Thomas Eagleton in 1972, made in aathan session that left no time to
investigate Eagleton’s past. Days later, it wasaésd that he had undergone electroshock
treatment for depression and fatigue. Though Eaglefas pressured into resigning, the affair
became a liability for McGovern, who eventuallytltise presidential election (Strout 1995).
In 1976, however, Carter introduced a particulangticulous selection process. His aides
initially constructed a list of 400 names. That hgas in turn narrowed down to include
fourteen potential candidates, whose strengthsaaknesses were tested by a polfstene
seven that made the eventual shortlist were irdemd and asked to submit personal
information to the vetting team, before Carter inaettled on Mondale (Goldstein 1982;
Light 1984). This form of vetting process has sil@Eome the norm for vice presidential

selection.

2.4 CHAPTER SUMMARY

The history of the vice presidency is a tale ofisfarmation. From being an office of virtually
no political relevance, it has developed into a pdsentral political importance. As a natural
consequence, the selection of the vice presiderstdo gained currency as a salient issue for
politicians. Since 1940, presidential nominees hasserted their right to select their running
mates themselves instead of leaving the choiceatty deaders. Also, they have to an
escalating extent put their energy in the searchhi® right candidate, as demonstrated by the

vetting processes becoming both longer and moea$et

* Polls has admittedly been used earlier, for exarbglJohnson in 1964 and Nixon in 1968, yet it neger
before used as part of such a thorough vettinggahae as in 1976 (Adkison 1982).

> Albeit with the exceptions of Gerald Ford’s choafeRobert Dole in 1976 and Ronald Reagan’s choice
George H. W. Bush, which were both last-minute chsi(Baumgartner 2006: 63).



3 THREE COMPETING THEORIES OF VICE
PRESIDENTIAL SELECTION

As seen in the preceding chapter, the vice presydlas risen in importance. However, the
scholarly interest in the office has not seen alprgrowth. Academic literature on the
subject is still very limited in scope; the few dghier publications that do exist are often
descriptive and written primarily to convince theaders that the office is not irrelevant

Inevitably, that renders the thesis with a reldyivearrow theoretical framework. There are,

however, three theories that are posited to expierselection of the vice presidents.

For reasons of brevity, the theories have all b#esignated with names pertaining to their
theoretical core. The first theory is theket-balancing theoryit represents the conventional
wisdom on the vice presidential selection and veaset! by Siegelman and Wahlbeck in the
first rigorous empirical study of the subject in9¥9 Thetheory of increased complexity
derived from Jody Baumgartner’'s development ofedjtion model for Obama’s choice of
running mate. It was therefore published over adedater, the same year as Mark Hiller and
Douglas Kriner'stheory of changed dynamiggas posited, in 2008. As such, the latter two

theories can both be viewed as modified versiortk@briginal ticket-balancing theory.

This chapter is devoted to the introduction and gamson of these three theories. The
comparison is based on the theories’ contentsr giaictural properties and the scientific
context in which they were posited. The table beloacates the fundamental elements in the
comparison between the three theories.

® The most recent example is Jody Baumgartner’s BbekAmerican Vice Presidency Reconsidehedhe
preface, the author writes that the “purpose obibek is to rescue the vice presidency from thewkielmingly
negative impression people have of the office #ddcupants” (2006: 3)
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Table 3.1 Theory comparison

The ticket-balancing Theory of increased Theory of changed
theory complexity dynamics
THEORETICAL
POSTULATIONS
Dependent variable First choice Actual nominee First choice

Unit of analysis

Shortlist finalists

Shortlist finalists

Shortlishélists

Explanatory variables Traditional Moderrandtraditional Moderror traditional
Temporal change None Incremental Threshold (1972/1976)
Selection incentives  Electoral, party appeasement Electoral Electomleghance
THEORETICAL
PROPERTIES
Complexity/parsimony Parsimonious Complex Parsimonious

Actor/ institution Actor-centred Actor-centred Institutional
BACKGROUND OF
THE THEORIES
Research goal Explain Predict Explain
Empirical track record Poor Good Good

3.1 THEORETICAL POSTULATIONS

The theories offer fundamentally different explaos of the vice presidential selections. Yet,
since both the theory of increased complexity &edtheory of changed dynamics are built on
the basic assumptions of the ticket-balancing thethrey also share certain commonalities.
The key differences and similarities are summarizeldw in the five following categories:

Dependent variable, unit of analysis, selectioritives, explanatory variables and temporal

change.

3.1.1 Dependent variable

The theories all aim to explain the same thing: presidential nominees’ personal selections
of the vice presidential candidates. Yet, they agerwith slightly different dependent
variables. The ticket-balancing theory and the mheaf changed dynamics both aim to
identify the politicians that werérstly askedo serve as vice presidential candidates. Whether
the respective politicians actually accepted thef$ers is considered irrelevant. The third
theory, the theory of increased complexity, takegfarent approach: Its dependent variable

is the actual vice presidential nominee.
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However, this does not necessarily place the theoan entirely different category than the
other two theories. Hiller and Kriner (2008: 41@te this clearly: “There is considerable
evidence that the dynamics underlying the selectibthe first-choice running mate also
characterize the selection process of the evenainee’ This thesis builds on this claim,
arguing that despite the theories’ different un@erdings of the dependent variables, they are

fundamentally comparable.

3.1.2 Units of analysis

When the presidential nominee starts searchingiforunning mate, he draws from an almost
unlimited amount of politicians that might be caleied for the job. For instance, as
commented upon in chapter 2, Jimmy Carter starieddarch with a list of 400 names. Yet,
at some point in the vetting process, the origlistlis condensed to include the candidates
that are viewed as most promising. The candidatehie ultimate shortlist constitute the pool
from which the presidential nominee selects theniiad running mate. These are referred to

as thevice presidential finalistand are the units of analysis of all the threeties.

3.1.3 Explanatory variables

So what makes the presidential nominee prefer boglsted candidate over the others? The
theories all postulate that the choice is basethercharacteristics of the alternatives. These

characteristics constitute the explanatory varmblethe vice presidential selection.

Traditional ticket-balancing variables

The ticket-balancing theory represents the “conweeat wisdom” on the subject. Thus, the
variables pertaining to the theory are labateditional. An overview of the variables, as well
as an illustration of the causal relationship isspnted in the figure below.
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Figure 3.1 The traditional variables of the tickalancing theory

BALANCING VARIABLES SELECTED FINALIST

. A
Regional balance

Religious balance
Ideological balance \
Demographical balance
Balance of age
Balance of political experien

OTHER TRADITIONAL VARIABLES

Presidential rivalry SHORTLIST OF
Size of state FINALISTS

As the name of the theory indicates, the bulk @ Wariables revolves around a balanced
ticket. These variables expect a running mate toptement the presidential nominee, by
bringing qualities to the ticket that the nominekis. The characteristics of the vice
presidential candidates are thus practically iv&he in themselves, but valuable if they are

opposite to those of the presidential nominee.

The theory envisages six ways that the vice presi@mlecandidate can balance the ticket.

First, the ticket can havwegional balance.This means that the presidential candidate picks a
running mate from a different geographical regitn.example of a believer in this strategy is
President Carter, as he reportedly refused to ewesider running mates that hailed from the

same part of the country as himself (Rosenston8)198

Second, there ieligious balanceThis has generally translated into a Protesteegigential
candidate choosing a Roman Catholic running maie, #® a lesser extent, the opposite. In
the period between 1964 and 1996, almost one-tblirthe major party tickets was of a
Protestant-Catholic composition (Berggren 2001%tétically, other Christian denominations

have also been represented, but there has only meemon-Christian vice presidential

" The notion of geographical balance is also preiseifie Constitution, as the Twelfth Amendment atiju
prohibits electors from voting for both a presidairnd vice presidential candidate from the sarate as
themselves. However, this particular provision doaspose a real limitation to the selection of@e\president.
For example, Dick Cheney lived in George W. Buditse state Texas, but relocated to Wyoming before
accepting the vice presidential nomination.
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nominee: In 2000, Democrat Joe Lieberman becamérghelewish candidate to appear on a

major party ticket (Boxleitner 2008: 33).

Third, the ideological balancevariable builds on the assumption that presidemnteninee
selects a vice presidential candidate from an dpgasleological faction of the party. The
Democratic ticket of 1988 is an example of thistggy. Going to the polls in an intensely
Reaganite atmosphere, the Republican presiderdralidate George H. W. Bush enjoyed
great support from conservative voters. In an gttemcapture some of Bush’s electoral base,
the Democrat’s liberal presidential nominee, Geobg&akis, opted for the conservative

Lloyd Bentsen as running mate (Toner 1988).

Fourth, there is thdemographicabalancevariable. This tactic is not as firmly establisteesd
other balancing strategies. Both gender stereotgpésracial prejudice has been found to
influence American elections strongly and selecarfgmale candidate or a candidate from a
racial/ethnic minority has occasionally been coesed an electoral hazard (Sigelman and
Wahlbeck 1997; Lawless 2004; Kinder and Sander§Y19%at is not to say that the strategy
has not been followed, tickets have been demogralphibalanced on three occasions. In
1984, Walter Mondale picked Geraldine Ferraro, regulty because he wanted to exploit a
gender gap in the electorate and because he stugival his presidential contender Gary
Hart's guarantee of picking a minority running mg@aumgartner 2006: 74; Bonk 1988). In
addition, both tickets in the 2008 presidential paign were demographically balanced. The
Democratic ticket was the first to include a blglksidential nominee and, according to the
campaign manager of John McCain, Sarah Palin wasethlargely to appeal to the large
number of women that originally had supported thesilential candidacy of Hillary Clinton
(Brox and Cassels 2009).

Fifth, the age balancevariable entails that presidential nominees picknimg mates of
different age cohorts than themselves. This mag tdle form of a young presidential
candidate selecting an older running mate or vieesa. For example, on the Republican
ticket of 1988, George H. W. Bush was 23 yearsrdidan Dan Quayle. This age difference
was explicitly used in the campaign: Bush himselhaented on his choice of Quayle as a
“statement of confidence in a younger generati@dyd 1988).
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Finally, the ticket can be balanced in termpalitical experienceAgain, the Carter-Mondale
ticket may serve as an example. Carter’s backgrasra governor was deliberately balanced
by Mondale’s weighty experience from the Senate:

| considered it vital to choose a member from Cesgras my running mate in order to provide some

balance of experience to the ticket. Without eariig served in Washington myself, | needed

someone who was familiar with the federal governnagl particularly with the legislative branch.
(Carter 1982: 35)

Such balance may also be achieved in the oppositenen. It is generally argued that
presidential candidates with extensive legislaix@erience have more leeway to select a
Washington outsider than presidential candidataes were outsiders themselves. Thus, the
choice of Palin in 2008 matches the ticket-balagdineory on this variable. Despite her
limited political experience, which according tcepidential scholar Joel K. Goldstein was
“not consistent with the normal criteria for detammg who’'s of presidential calibre”
(Barbash and Mark 2008), her position as goveratarited McCain’s long-term experience
in the Senate.

Lastly, the theory also incorporates two selectianables that do not intuitively fit under the
ticket-balancing umbrella, but that neverthelegsgarts of the conventional wisdom on vice
presidential selections. First, thereiigalry for the presidential positiariThe argument is that
presidential nominees tend to look among his deteatompetitors for the presidential
nomination, thereby offering them a consolatiorz@rin the form of the vice presidency
(Jones 1994). The Democratic ticket of 2004 candmsidered an example of this strategy, as
John Kerry paired up with his former rival for theesidential nomination, John Edwards.

The second of the non-balancing variables deals thie size of the vice president’'s home
state The presidential nominee is expected to pickraning mate from a state with many
electoral votes, hoping that the running mate waaldy the state for the ticket. Though the
real effect of this “home state advantage” repdstisdfound to be little or even non-existent
(Romero 2001; Dudley and Rapoport 1989; Tubbes@®f3), the presidential candidate’s
belief in its impact may still influence the seleat By this logic, John F. Kennedy’'s may
have selected Lyndon B. Johnson because he hailedTexas. In 1960, Texas was the state
with the third most electoral votes in the US, gmaditical commentators have frequently

15



speculated that it was in fact Johnson that maden&ay win the state (for example Purdum
2004).

The theory of increased complexity: Mix of moderd &raditional variables

The theory of increased complexity builds uponttbket-balancing theory. It includes many
of the traditional variables, yet introduces a egriof modern selection criteria as well. An

overview of the variables of the theory is preseritelow.

Figure 3.2 Variables of the theory of increased plexity

TRADITIONAL VARIABLES

Regional balance
Religious balance
Ideological balance SELECTED FINALIST
Demographical balance
Balance of political experience
Presidential rivalry
Size of stat

'

MODERN VARIABLES

State competitiveness
Political experience SHORTLIST OF

Ambition FINALISTS

Media exposure
Military service
Education

Youth

As seen in this figure, the theory includes sewanob the eight traditional variables that were
part of the ticket-balancing theory. It opens tog possibility that presidential candidates will
choose running mates that balance the tickets, weaés for the presidential nomination

and/or come from populous states. The only traditiovariable that is not incorporated in the

theory isbalance of age

8 Baumgartner (2008) includes variables that medsalance of region, demography, ideology and maliti
experience in the analysis, but not any variatilas measure balance of age. Thus, though the éxclasthe
variable is never explicitly elaborated on, thesth@ssumes that age balance is not considerédovita
explaining the selections in the theory of increlasemplexity. However, the age aspect is includetthé final
of the variablesyouth.
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Yet, in addition to the traditional variables, teory introduces seven additional variables.
The argument is that along with the growth of ypecesidential responsibilities, the selection
process has become an increasingly complex aftailoes no longer revolve solely around
balanced tickets and state size, but also arowsd @ modern selection criteria. First, there is
state competitivenessesting on the claim that presidential candidatds select running
mates from a state where both parties have anladtaace of winning. If the presidential
race is close in the state, the hope is thus beavice president would be the decisive factor

tipping the electoral in favor of the ticket.

Second, the theory postulates that the presidentalinees choose politicians that have
weighty political experienceThird, they must have politica@mbition Politicians that have
sought high-ranking political offices in the pasgdardless of whether they was afforded the
position), signal that they are ambitious. Consatjyethe presidential nominee can expect
them to have an interest in the vice presidencychvivill increase their chances of being

selectd.

Fourth,media exposurenay provide the vice presidential candidate withelement of name
recognition that can enhance the electoral appetiieoticket. Also, as the media plays an
important role in scrutinizing politicians, it caulbe regarded as a supplement to the
presidential nominee’s own vetting process. If &tip@n has enjoyed much media attention
without revelations of closet skeletons, the presiihl candidate would be inclined to select
him. Accordingly, in the vice presidential seleaoof 2008, the Democratic choice was more
in line with the theory than the Republican choiae,Joe Biden had spent more time in the
national limelight than his Republican counterpértpoll conducted immediately after the
Republican convention illustrates this, as SardmRajoyed a substantially lower degree of
name recognition than Biden did (Newport 2008).

Fifth, the theory postulates that politicians wéhrecord ofmilitary serviceare likely to be
selected as vice presidents. Arguably, militaryesignce could be viewed as an important
preparation for the role as commander-in-chiefoA&ich experience has historically been an
electoral advantage for an aspirant to practicallgry political office, leading many post-

World War Il politicians to polish their resumestlwmilitary service (Baumgartner 2006: 41).
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Finally, the theory’s remaining two variables sugjgthat presidential candidates will be

inclined to choose running mates that adygh educatiorand/oryouthto the ticket.

The theory of changed dynamics: Modern or tradaiorariables

The variables of the theory of changed dynamicsadse dividable in the dichotomy of
traditional and modern. However, unlike the theofyincreased complexity, the separation
between the traditional and modern is absolute: aditional variables determined the
earlier vice presidential selections, whilst conpenary selections are determined by a single
modern variable.

Figure 3.3 Variables of the theory of changed dyicam

TRADITIONAL VARIABLES SELECTED FINALIST
Regional balance
Size of state —
MODERN VARIABLE
SHORTLIST OF
Political experience FINALISTS

The figure shows that there are two traditionaialdes and one modern selection criterion
that are attributed particular importance by treotly The logic is that in previous selections,
the vice presidential candidates’ geographical baas the important matter. The tickets
should be balanced regionally and the home statbeofinalist should have many electoral
votes. In contrast, recent selections are not lagalerned by these traditional selection
criteria. Rather, the presidential nominees seakpstent co-workers that have lengthy
experience in politics. As such, the pairing ofl Bilinton and Al Gore in 1996 can serve as
an example of the modern selection dynamics. Gesembled Clinton on most variables and
added little balance to the ticket, but he had pattical experience, having served a total of

24 years in Congress prior to his tenure as viesigent.
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3.1.4 Temporal change

The discussion of the relevant explanatory varmlsleows that the theories have different
perspectives othange over timeThe ticket-balancing theory expects the dynaroicthe

vice presidential selections to be largely unchdnigem 1940 to 2008, whilst the two other
theories both contend that the mechanisms behimg yresidential selections have

transformed during this period.

First, the theory of increased complexity envisathes selection process to have developed
incrementally throughout the twentieth century. Thedern selection criteria have gradually
emerged to supplement the traditional variablesd, the presidential nominees have had to
consider an increasing number of factors when 8egthe running mates. That has logically

led the traditional criteria to decrease in impoc& during the period of 1940-2008

(Baumgartner 2008: 765).

In contrast, the theory of changed dynamics presaispecific threshold for the change in the
mechanisms of selection. According to the thedmg, shift from traditional to modern was
caused by two confluent events: McGovern’'s selactad Thomas Eagleton and the
McGovern-Frazer reform, both occurring in 187Eirst, the Eagleton affair demonstrated the
potential damage the selection of a wrong runnimgentould do to a presidential campaign
and thus signaled the need for a thorough vettneggss. The possibility to conduct such a
vetting process was in turn provided by the seceweht: The institutional reforms on the
presidential nomination process that caused theenfravn party caucuses to primaries. That
made the presidential candidate certain of hisistas a nominee at an earlier point in his
election campaign. Thereby he was given more tionenterview potential running mates.
Also, by transferring the locus of power from treaty leaders to the electorate, the reforms
gave rise to more candidate-centered politics. ifbentive for pleasing the different party
leaders/factions thus diminished and the presidectindidate was freer to make the decision

on his own terms (Hiller and Kriner 2008)

° These events are both discussed in further detellapter 2, section 2.3.

19 By the same token, the theory of changed dynaaffess an explanation for the increasing powerhefyice
presidency: As running mates are selected on ¢hvairmerits, and not as a means to achieve party,uhée
presidents will generally have more confidencehemt and be more willing to entrust them with reglaitity
(Hiller and Kriner 2008).
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3.1.5 Selection incentives

As already thoroughly stated, presidential nomimaake the selection of running mate based
on his or her characteristics. But why are thesegattieristics important; what is the ultimate
goal of the selection? Scholars agree that presalemominees must balance two
fundamental objectives when choosing the runningeméirst, there is the governance
criterion. A vice president should have the capactgovern the country, in case he succeeds
to the presidency. Second, there is the electoitarion. The choice of running mate should
broaden the presidential nominee’s appeal in tmege election and maximize the ticket’s
chance of victory (Grofman 1995).

Obviously, these two criteria have the potentialb® conflicting. In the event of such a

conflict, however, there is consensus in the litema that the latter criteria would be the

prevailing one (Hiller and Kriner 2008; Polsby €t2008; Goldstein 1982; Tubbesing 1973).

Following this, all three theories present the ppl@stial candidates’ primary rationale for

selecting vice presidents as electoral. Certainamaees are nevertheless detectable: In
particular, the ticket-balancing theory and theotlgeof changed dynamics both include

supplementary perspectives.

The ticket-balancing theory incorporates an elenoémpiarty appeasementhis has obvious
historical roots. In the period between the enaontnoé the Twelfth Amendment in 1804 and
Franklin D. Roosevelt's personal selection in 192ty leaders balanced the ticket primarily
to maintain party unity (Adkison 1982). The ticketlancing theory extends some of that
logic to modern vice presidential selection as walthough presidential candidates will
balance the ticket mainly to broaden its electapeal, they also aim to increase the chance
of the various party factions’ approval of the gtk

The theory of changed dynamics is in partial agexgmwith the ticket-balancing theory, by
stating that the incentive of party appeasementimg®rtant in the selections before 1976.
However, after 1972, it contends that the selestame more oriented towards th@vernance
criterion: The primary motive is that the vice pdest is capable to serve as president. Still,
that does not mean that the theory places the gamee criterion above the electoral criterion.
Rather, it supports Michael Nelson’s argument gmaternance and electoral criteria has been

brought into more conformity in recent elections.
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... most presidential nominees realize that voterg c&re more about the presidential competence and
loyalty — the ability to succeed the presidencyatnd to carry on the departed president’s policy
faithfully — than they do about having all religifaiths or party factions on the ticket.

(Nelson 1988: 862)

3.2 THEORETICAL PROPERTIES

The theories differ not only in terms of their stavgive content, but also with regards to more
structural characteristics. The most striking défeces between the theories in this regard

revolve around parsimony and institutional focus.

3.2.1 Complexity/parsimony

Two of the theories offer relatively clear-cut amgents of the dynamics behind vice
presidential selections. The ticket-balancing tiiencludes a set of eight traditional variables
of which most are characterized by the same lofiticget-balancing, and the theory of
changed dynamics incorporates only three diffeeplanatory variables. This results in
theoretical parsimony on the part of those two tieso In contrast, the theory of increased
complexity is a far-from-parsimonious theoreticalpkanation. Though the variables are
dichotomously organized in the categories of tradél and modern, the large number of

them (fourteen in total) still prohibits any uncdinpted summaries of the theoretical core.

3.2.2 Actor/institution

The theory of changed dynamics portrays the caosethie transformation of the vice
presidential selection process as a combinatiotwof events, one actor-driven and one
institutional. However, in a comparison, the aaldwen event (the selection of Eagleton)
should arguably be considered subordinate. ThohghBagleton affair demonstrated the
importance of a background check of the candidated) a check would not have been made
possible without an alteration of the institutioiedmework. It was the McGovern-Frazer
reform that gave the presidential nominees more tisnsearch for a running mate and more
confidence to select a candidate without necegsaleasing disgruntled party factions. Thus,
the theory of changed dynamics can be seen asdhawmiimnstitutional focus. In contrast, the
ticket-balancing theory is clearly actor-centerddthe presidential candidates’ choices are
constrained, it is by other actors within the padther than institutional forces. Likewise, the
theory of increased complexity does not includecsje references to the institutional
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framework. Its portrayal of the vice presidenti@lestion process can thus be seen as

primarily actor-driven.

3.3 BACKGROUND OF THE THEORIES

The three theories are drawn from different backgds. The most notable difference is
perhaps that the ticket-balancing theory represeéiés conventional take on the vice
presidential selections, whilst the two other theobuild on its theoretical assumptions. Thus,
the theory of increased complexity and the thedrghmnged dynamics can be considered
modified versions of the ticket-balancing theortthis is not the only divergence between
the theories’ backgrounds: They were posited witksithilar research goals and their

performances in previous empirical tests have loiférent.

3.3.1 Research goal

Both the ticket-balancing theory and the theorglmdnged dynamics were put forward in an
effort to explainthe modern vice presidential selections. The ghebincreased complexity,
on the other hand, was posited with a differenéaesh goal in mind: The empirical analysis
by Baumgartner (2008) of which the theory of insezh complexity is derived, was done in
order to launch a prediction model of the 2008 vesidential selection. Though the
concepts of ‘prediction’ and ‘explanation’ are dijto much controversy in methodological
literature, this thesis builds on an assumption the difference between them is of a merely
pragmatic character. At least in statistically otesl social science research, the logic of
analysis is basically the same (Hempel and Oppenéi48; Hanna 1969: 309). That allows
for the theory of increased complexity to be takenaccount for the vice presidential
selections of the entire period from 1940 to 2008, the variables that are used to forecast

the outcome of future selections should also ergtai the selections in the past.

One could argue that the differing theoretical aesle goals could have an implication for the
coherence of the theories. As noted above, theyh&ancreased complexity postulates the
gradual emergence of the modern selection criteridhe historical selections of vice
presidents. Yet, a forecasting model would imgiclienefit the most from capturing the
currently prevailing mechanisms governing the vice presideselections. That could lead to
the assumption that the theory of increased contglexless coherently constructed than the
other two theories and that the explanatory powehe theory would be better for recent
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selections than for earlier ones. However, thigaipn does not hold when considering that
the forecasting model of the theory of increasetimexity was constructed using the exact
same methodological procedure as the two otherridgeolo check which variables that
would influence the 2008 selection, BaumgartnetO80relied on a statistical analysis of
which variables that affected the selections of018®% 2004. As such, there should be no

reason why these theories cannot be directly cosapar

3.3.2 Empirical track records

The three theories have all been tested empirigallyprevious studies using the same
statistical method (Sigelman and Wahlbeck 1997gHdnd Kriner 2008; Baumgartner 2008).
However, the tests were conducted on differentsgdsaand with dissimilar variables. Thus,
direct comparisons of the theories’ performancthese studies, are impossible. Still, one can
remark on a clear tendency: The ticket-balancingomp performed the weakest. The
explanatory variables did not perform in accordamdth the theoretical expectations. In
comparison, both the theory of changed dynamicsthadtheory of increased complexity

faired better in the respective statistical te$them.

3.4 THEORETICAL EXPECTATIONS: THE DEVELOPMENT OF HYPOTH ESES

As demonstrated in this chapter's comparison of ttiree theories, they will yield very
different hypotheses on the results of the thestististical analysis. Thus, to conclude the

chapter, these hypotheses will be presented.

3.4.1 The ticket-balancing theory

The ticket-balancing theory assumes that all theitional variables influence the selection of
vice presidents positively. Presidential nominegsltto select running mates that balance the
ticket in some way, have competed for the presidemomination and/or come from a
populous state. Furthermore, the theory does nmaxthis to have changed over time: The
effects of the variables are depicted as stableuandrying in the period from 1960 to 2008.
On that basis, one can derive eight hypotheses tinertheory, as presented in the table below.
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Table 3.2 Ticket-balancing theory hypotheses

Hypotheses Variable Effect on vice presidential settions
H1 Regional balance Positive
H2 Ideological balance Positive
H3 Religious balance Positive
H4 Demographical balance Positive
H5 Balance of political experience Positive
H6 Age balance Positive
H7 Presidential rivalry Positive
H8 Size of state Positive

3.4.2 The theory of increased complexity

Notably, seven of the eight hypotheses linked t® ticket-balancing theory are also in
accordance with the theory of increased compleiitg exception being H6). However, the
theory of increased complexity supplements theiticachl criteria with sevenmodern

selection criteria. Thus, seven corresponding Hgses H9-H15 are presented.

Table 3.3 Theory of increased complexity hypotheses

Hypotheses Variable Effect on vice presidential settions

H9 State competitiveness Positive

H10 Ambition Positive

H11 Media exposure Positive

H12 Political experience Positive

H13 Education Positive

H14 Youth Positive

H15 Military service Positive

3.4.3 The theory of changed dynamics

The theory of changed dynamics postulates thatr#iuitional selection criteria only mattered
in the period before the vice presidential seleciio 1976. In the ensuing vice presidential
selections, they had insignificant and/or unsuligtheffects. Instead, the selections after
1972 are assumed by the theory to be dominatednbyselection criteria alone: Political

experience. This leaves three hypotheses to becdddu

Table 3.4 Theory of changed dynamics’ hypothesetsamlitional selections

Hypotheses Variable Effect on vice presidential settions
H16 Geographical balance Positigaly before 1976
H17 Size of state Positivenly before 1976
H18 Political experience Positivenly after 1972
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3.5 CHAPTER SUMMARY

As demonstrated by this chapter, the three thedliésr on many aspects. Still, the core
difference between them is perhaps best conveydddiyng to two particular aspects: The
main explanatory variables and the inclusion okts a modifying variable. This is reflected
in the eighteen hypotheses that are derived fraanthleories. They present traditional and
modern explanatory variables to either have a eomgir a time-limited effect on the vice
presidential selections. These hypotheses willdstetl in this thesis through the use of a

conditional logistic model, a method that is presdnn the following chapter.

25



4 THE CONDITIONAL LOGISTIC MODEL

This chapter accounts for the thesis’ usage ofcth@litional logistic regressioh Firstly, it

discusses the advantages of a statistical resedesign. Secondly, it argues that the
conditional logistic regression is particularly table for the research question. Thirdly, it
gives a formal presentation of the statistical nhode well as an explanation of how the
results of the analysis are estimated and intexgreffourthly, it clarifies the fundamental
properties and statistical requirements of the rhodastly, the chapter explains how the

conditional logistic regression is used to comphecthree theories.

4.1 STATISTICAL RESEARCH DESIGN

Research methodology is often differentiated bydiceotomy of qualitative and quantitative.
Adopting that vocabulary, the thesis takes a qtetive approach. There are two main
reasons for this. First, the thesis focuses on daesal mechanisms that govern vice
presidential selections. Statistical methods ardl weited for investigating such causal
relationships, largely because it provides the aedeer with means to isolate the causal
effects by holding other variables constant (LijphB971). Second, the thesis covers the
period from 1940 to 2008. This corresponds to al toit 27 vice presidential selections, all of
which are between at least three candidateEhus, one can argue that the nature of the

research question calls for a large-N study.

Of course, there are important trade-offs betwegeantitative and qualitative methods
(Poteete and Ostrom 2005; King et al. 1994; Geargk Bennett 2005). Among the biggest
potential downfalls for quantitative research desgjthe drawing of faulty causal inferences.
An inevitable implication of large-N studies, agpoped to for example case studies, is a loss
of detail. In the worst consequence, potentiallpantant nuances can be overlooked, leading
for example to overestimations of causal relatiggstiRagin 2004). Necessarily, one must
take steps to preclude such occurrences: Gainorgulh theoretical insight and being aware
of issues related to validity and reliability maglih remedy these problems (Adcock and
Collier ; King et al. 1994).

" The conditional logistic regression is often aleterred to as the conditional logit regression, fiked-effects
logistic regression, the discrete-choice modelre¢onomics) McFadden’s choice model. Howeves, tihesis
will consistently use the designatioanditional logistic regressian

12 Excluding the two instances where the incumbers piresidents were left on the ticket or was setkebiy the
party convention, in the 1940 Republican selecsiod the 1956 Democratic selection.
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4.2 THE ADVANTAGES OF THE CONDITIONAL LOGISTIC REGRESSI ON

The dependent variable in this thesis’ analystsingry: Either the potential vice presidential
candidate was selected or not. This entails thiatrra of logistic regression is appropriate
(Hair 2008: 355). Yet, conditional logistic regress is preferable over simple logistic
regression. The reason lies mainly in the thebisdtetical foundation. Presidential nominees
are in all three theories assumed to make choiete/elen different vice presidential
candidates and, importantly, these choices areda@séhe various attributes of the candidates.
The conditional logistic regression is designeccsally for this type of choice-situation. It
operates with alternative-specific variables, agoged to standard logistic regression’s case-
specific variables. That means that the explanatarjables have different values for each
choice alternative (instead of each decision-makirys, it can model how the presidential
nominees’ choice is affected by the characterigifahe vice presidential finalists (Long and
Freese 2006: 297; Powers and Xie 2000: 239; Mad88: 42).

Another factor speaking for the suitability of tihesearch method is the unconventional
configuration of the thesis’ data material. Thessef alternatives that the presidential

nominees have to choose from are not fixed. Bo#hrtmber and characteristics of the

alternative vice presidential candidates vary dydagtween both party and election year. For
example, whilst the 1944 Republican presidentiadazate Thomas E. Dewey had only two

candidates on his shortlist, Democrat Walter Moadansidered eleven potential candidates
in 1984. Though the common usage of conditionaistagregression is on data of choices

between a fixed set of alternatives, it also alldarsstratified data with varying choice sets.

In such applications, each choice is modeled asetibn of the alternatives that are available
to the relevant decision-maker in that given yé&igélman and Wahlbeck 1997; Powers and
Xie 2000: 241; Pardoe and Simonton 2008: 6).

4.3 THE MODEL

The conditional logistic model was firstly develdpby Daniel McFadden for the study of
travel demand (Long 1997: 179; McFadden 1976).rl #t® usage has been extended, and it
has been applied in a variety of scientific studiegestigating choices between discrete
alternatives (e. g. Hausman et al. 1995; Hensheat. é2005; lain Pardoe 2008; Pardoe and
Simonton 2008; Boskin 1974; Alvarez and Nagler 998
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In the formalization of the model, the probabilityat an alternativg will be chosen is
conditioned upon the likelihood that another akine will be chosen instead. This is
expressed by the following formula (Maddala 1983 4

Prob[yi :j]:—pr(B')gj) , J#K

;exp(ﬂ' x)

whereProb [y, = j] is the probability that a presidential nomineel wélect a candidate

from the pool of candidates(demarcated by party and election year). Thasisnated as a

function of the characteristicg of candidatg divided by the sum of the characteristicsof

the other potential candidatesin the poolk is each potential candidate that is considered by
the presidential nominee. In accordance with thevention in the literaturek = 1, 2, ...,m
for the total ofmalternative candidates.

4.3.1 Estimation

Most statistical software packages estimate thalitonal logistic regression model. This

thesis uses the .clogit command in STATA.

As in standard logistic regression, the estimatmocedure for the conditional logistic
regression is Maximum Likelihood Estimation (MLEhe model estimates the probability of
an event occurring (in this case, the selectiom oice presidential finalist). Also, like in
simple logistic regression, the binary charactethef dependent variable in the conditional
logistic model constrains this predicted valueh®e tange between 0 and 1. To move beyond
this limitation and transform the dichotomous degeart variable into a metric variable of
both negative and positive values, a two-step &aiom process of the probability is
conducted. Firstly, the probabilities are restateéd odds. In this application, the odds is the
probability of the selection of a vice presidentahdidate divided by the probability of the
same candidate not being selected. Secondly, tievalues are calculated. That is done by
taking the logarithm of the odds. Effectively, tmgeans that odds less than 1 will have a
negative logit value, whereas odds greater thailllhave a positive logit value (Hair 2008:
361; Powers and Xie 2000).
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4.3.2 Interpretation

The logit coefficients, odds and probabilities ahbe used to retract information of the

independent variables’ effect on the vice presidéselections.

The logit coefficientsare not as intuitively interpretable as coeffiteem linear regression.
They are expressed in terms of logarithms, a dmbeasure that is not easily understandable
when depicting change of probabilities. Thus, thexe little substantial information about
effect sizes. Rather, they indicate the directibthe relationship, whether it is positive or
negative. Also, they are tested for statisticahigance through the use of théald statisti¢
which is the logistic regression’s functional eqlent to thet value in linear regression. In
this respect, the thesis will take a liberal apphgaaccepting p-values that are above the
standard .05 threshold as statistically significaitat is both justified both by sample size
(the N is 168, which is quite small in a quantitaticontext) and the arbitrariness of even
setting such a threshold (Gelman and Stern 2006e&€@990).

In contrast to the logit coefficients, the odds banused to measure effect sizes, specifically
through theodds ratio When dealing with an alternative-specific indegemt variable, this
ratio is calculated by comparing the odds of twagyhleoring units on a specific variable.
Thus, it is the multiplicative effect of a unit ¢lge in the variable on the odds of vice
presidential selection. Odds over 1 would indicafsitive effect, whilst odds ratios below 1
indicate a negative effect. For example, if invgasing the effect ofage on the vice
presidential selection: A hypothetical odds ratid2avould mean that if a candidate of any
age was one year older, his odds of being selewetedd multiply by a factor of 2 (Long and
Freese 2006: 29%) This can also be transformed into percentageficfor change of 2 is
equal to a percentage change of a 16t %

Notably, when comparing the effect size of variablewo factors must be taken into
consideration. Firstly, because the odds ratiogvarkiplicative, positive effects have factor
changes greater than one and negative effects aredbd between 0 and 1. This has
implications for comparisons of effect magnitudessitive effects are compared to negative
effects by taking the inverse of the negative éff@ontinuing with the above-mentioned

example: A positive odds ratio of 2 would have shene magnitude as a negative odds ratio

13 Notably, that the odds are doubled does not netrthie probabilities are doubled too.
4 To recalculate factor changes into percentagegesari 00factor changel) = percentage changéong and
Freese 2006: 180).
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of .5 =% (Long and Freese 2006: 179). Secondippawisons of the magnitudes of different
variables’ odds ratios are only meaningful if tregiables are coded the same way and have
the same units. That entails that the effect ssfekimmy variables can be directly compared

to each other, but not to metric variabifes

The predictedorobabilities are also useful in conditional logistic regressamalyses. This
measure gives an accurate estimate of the likelihofoa vice presidential finalist being
selected in each selection pool. The candidatedighilities sum to 1 for each pool and the
finalist with the highest probability within the glois most likely to become selected. Thus,
the probabilities gives valuable information of \ex the vice presidential selections that
were made correspond to the statistical predictamBor theoretical expectations.

4.3.3 Assessing the overall model

To evaluate conditional logistic regression modétsthe thesis primarily uses the following
measures: Thdikelihood ratio test the adjusted McFadden’s R and the Bayesian
Information Criterion (BIC) However, before presenting these indicators rthér detail, a
note of caution must be included: They should dmdytreated as rough indicators of a
model’s adequacy. The information provided by theasures is only partial and must be
assessed within the context of the theoreticaldation of the analysis, past research and the
estimated parameters of the models being consideced) and Freese 2006). This is also the
reason why several different measures of modedisilitty are considered by the thesis.

The first measure, thikelihood ratio testand its associated test of statistical signifieanc
evaluates whether the model's fit to the data itebghan mere chance. As such, it is
functionally analogous to the F-test in linear esgion, being an absolute measure of overall
model significance. The test is based on the ltdwarbf the likelihood value, which works as
an indicator of a model’s lack of fit: A “perfedt’fis represented by a log likelihood of°0
Thus, the chi-square test compares the log liketihealue of the estimated model of interest
to the base model of null parameters. The compaisaone by taking the difference in the
log likelihood values between the two models (theebmodel and the estimated model) and

'3 1n simple logistic regression, coefficients thet atandardized to a unit variance for the dependaiable are
often used for comparisons between metric variatfietfferent units (Menard 2004 ). However, Stdtees not
estimate standardized coefficients for the condéidogistic regression model (Long and Freese 2085

18 The “perfect fit” is more a theoretical conceprha practical one. If the’fih fact reached the value 1, it
would rather be indicative of a flawed model (seedbe 2003: 683).
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multiplies this with -2". The resultant value is subsequently compared thisquared
statistic with degrees of freedom equal to the nremdf estimated parameters for the two
models (assuming that the sample size is con$tamt)e formula for the test is the following
(Hensher et al. 2005: 330):

2
-2 (LLbase modet™ I—|—fu|| mode) ~ X (number of new parameters estimated in the estohratzlel)

If the likelihood ratio test is statistically sigicant, that means that the estimated model
significantly improves the log likelihood functioof the base model (by reducing the log
likelihood to a value closer to 0). Thus, one cajeat the null hypothesis that the estimated
model is no better than the base model, and assiehéhe estimated model is statistically
significant overall (Hensher et al. 2005: 330; Mmsyet al. 2006: 238).

Notably, the likelihood-ratio test can also be usedompare the fit of two models (Long and

Freese 2006: 236). The same logic applies, buténaparison is not between an estimated
model and the null model, but rather between twalel® The single requirement is that the
two models are nested. That means that the orfigreifce between the models is that one of
them has added one or more variables. In that case,can observe whether the added
variables represent a significant contributiontfer model’s fit.

The second indicator of goodness-of-fit is #uusted McFadden’s®Ra measure that Train
(2003: 72) recommends especially for models of ad®between discrete alternatiVesike
the chi-square test, the McFaddens d®mpares the log likelihood value of the estimated
model with a base model. However, instead of mé&aguabsolute model significance, it
provides a relative estimate of how well the mddehe data. If the full model fit is no better
than the null model, the McFadden’é Rould equal 0 and in case of a perfect fit, thatistic
would be 1. Following this, the measure is parbitethe Rin linear regression, in that it is
bounded between the values of 0 and 1. Yet, it dudshave the same interpretation of
“explained variance” as the’Rit measures the percentage of increased perfaentiom the
base model to another, but the meaning of sucheptge increase is not intuitively clear.
Thus, the only possible interpretation of the meassi that the model with the highest value
has the better fit (Christensen 1997: 128).

Y The -2Log Likelihood is also frequently referredasdeviance.
'8 Thus, in the analysis, the test is denoted (@eigrees of freedom
19 Train refers to the measure as likelihood ratio index
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The adjusted version of the measure is preferadtaudse it penalizes the model for including
more predictors. For models containing effectivedgstors, this penalty will be small relative

to the added information of the predictors. In castt, for models comprising predictors that
do not add enough information, the adjustédrRy decrease with the addition of a predictor.

This is formalized in the following manner (Henskéal. 2005: 337):

Reop- e =K
LL,

whereK is the number of parameters included in the madel,is the log likelihood of the
estimated model antL; is the log likelihood of the base model. Notabhen using the
adjusted McFadden’s’Rnegative values becomes a possibility. Valuesvbdl indicates a
high penalty for including inefficient predictorand consequently a very low model fit).

The third likelihood-based indicator of model f& the Bayesian Information Criterion
(BIC)?. Following Long and Freese (2006: 112), BIC fa thodelM, is defined as

BIC=-2InL (M)—diInN

Thus, like the chi-square test, the BIC uses th@®g2.ikelihood as point of departure, but
subtracts the degrees of freed¢ff) in the model and multiplies it with the logarithrhtbe
total number of observations in the mod@Hl). The formula shows that, like the adjusted
Mcfadden’s R, BIC introduces a penalty term for the number oBpaeters in the model and

can also take a negative value.

Notably, the BIC is also a relative measure: Theait to compare models. The model with
the lowest BIC value represent the best fit andukhthus be preferred (Powers and Xie 2000:
106). How strong that preference is, depends ommi@gnitude of the difference between the
models. The suggested guidelines for the strenigtlridence are presented in the table below.

D There are at least three different ways of defjrifre BIC statistic, but the definitions will allejd the same
relative results (Long and Freese 2006: 113)
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Table 4.1 Strength of evidence based on the difterén BIC

Absolute difference in BIC Evidence
0-2 Weak
2-6 Positive
6-10 Strong
>10 Very strong

Source: (Long 1997: 112)

Finally, an estimate of the actual versus predictied presidential selection can be used to
assess a model’s predictive capacity. peecentage of correct predictiormut of the total
number of predictions is calculated, based on teenjse that only one of the alternatives can
be chosen in each selection fdoHowever, this measure is subject of criticismthbfor
being based on incorrect premises and for beingcurate. Firstly, Train (2003: 73) warns
that the practice of measuring correctly prediatades is based on a wrongful assumption
that the researcher has complete information. @h@ecobabilities should ideally be
interpreted to mean that if the choice was condlinteanerous times, each alternative would
be chosen aertain proportionof the time. However, in using the number of cotlge
predicted cases as a measure of goodness-ofditrather implies that the alternative with the
highest probability will be choseeverytime. Secondly, the measure is criticized for gein
influenced by “luck”, as any model, regardless a&planatory power, would be able to
generate correct predictions. For example, a choicdel with a fixed choice set consisting
of two alternatives should by chance be able tdiptat least 50% of the cases (Long 1997:
107; Wooldridge 2009: 518)

In spite of these objections, the thesis stilluidlels the percentage of correctly predicted cases,
but more as a descriptive summary of a model’siptigd capacity than as a direct measure
of model fit (Greene 2003: 685; Costanzo et al.2)98he claim is that the measure provides
valuable information about a model's specific pctidns that the other three measures of
model fit cannot. Though the main object of thesibiés to evaluate thexplanatorycapacity

of the different theoretical variables, the thearfy increased complexity was explicitly
constructed with prediction as the research Godlhus, it seems relevant to estimate the
accuracy of the model’s predictions as a part efgéneral assessment of the models.

2L For models with dichotomous outcome variables péveentage of correct predictions is conventignall
estimated by applying a basic prediction rule d¥ ¢hreshold, meaning that values over .5 prednetsthe event
occurred (the vice presidential candidate was s=d@cHowever, for this application, the specifioatof a cut-
off point is irrelevant: The prediction would bethhe finalist with the highest probability valuethe selection
pool will be the chosen one.

2 See chapter 3, section 3.6 for a discussion daestion vs prediction.
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Also, to counter Train’s (2003) argument of the mgful underlying assumptions of the
measure: In this thesis’ application, the ideaageating vice presidential selections under
identical circumstances is both impossible andauant. It is rather the predictability of the
single winner in each selection pool that constgua point of interest. The thesis thus
contends that one must accept the inherent flawlseomeasure, and rather treat the results of
the estimate with some caution. It should not lderpreted as a direct indicator of neither
model fit nor explanatory capacity, but more aginfation of the model’'s predictive capacity

that issubordinateto the other measures of model fit.

4.4 MODEL PROPERTIES

4.4.1 Discrete choice and utility maximization

The conditional logistic model can be placed in ¢htegory of discrete choice models. Such
models are characterized specifically by the ersteof an exhaustive, yet finite choice set of
mutually exclusive alternatives. Also, they are vkt from an assumption of utility-
maximizing behavior on the part of the decision-erakaced with a range of alternatives, the
decision-maker will select the alternative thahssociated with the greatest utility. Thus, the
probability of an individual selecting alternatiyes equal to the probability that alternative |

has greater or equal utility to the decision-mdkan any other alternative.

However, as no researcher can fully measure akdispof neither the decision-makers’
thought processes nor the alternatives’ varioughates, one must also include a measure of
randomness. The behavioral rule is modified inte oh random utility maximization. That
means that the probability of an individual chogsaiternative j is the same as the probability
that the unknown difference in utility between daany other alternative is not bigger than
the difference that is known (Hensher et al. 20R®88).

4.4.2 Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives

The conditional logistic model is an extreme gelieaton of a complex social process. That
is especially visible when it comes to the propemyerred to as the Independence of
Irrelevant Alternatives (II1A). This assumption hiasen criticized for being both naive and

unrealistic (Olsen 1982), but scholars also empleass scientific value: “... it is on balance a
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very useful simplification that may not necessabiétoo unreasonable” (Hensher et al. 2005:
479).

Simply put, IIA assumes that the odds of an alté&reaabeing chosen over another is
independent of all other available alternativesw@®s and Xie 2000). In the case of this
thesis, that means that changes in the shortlistad@affect the odds among the alternative
candidates that remain on the list. For exampl8&aifack Obama considered Democrat Joe
Biden to be preferable to the other candidatebeénselection pool in 2008, that would not be
changed by the fact that Evan Bayh suddenly wasirdited from the shortlist. Nor would the
addition of a supplementary candidate on the shbthange the fact that Biden would be
chosen before Bayh.

An implication of the IIA is that all alternativese perceived as equally similar (or dissimilar)
to each other (Amemiya 1981). This can be problematsome cases, as is illustrated by the
classic red bus-blue bus example. In the choicevdmat different transportation modes, the
[IA would assume that the likelihood of a persolesing a car or a blue bus is unaffected by
the addition of a third alternative in the formafed bus. That the red bus and the blue bus
are more similar to each other than to the car ook be accounted for, and the probability
of selecting a car would be made arbitrarily snfathing and Freese 2006; Hensher et al.
2005). Consequently, the conditional logistic mMageuld be inappropriate in the analysis of

such a choice set, as the lIA assumption wouldlgiée invalid.

[IA can be tested statistically, most frequentlyotigh so-callecthoice set partitioning tests,
the two most common being the Hausman-McFaddenatestthe Small-Hsiao tesThey
work by re-estimating the model with a restricted set aichs and compare the estimated
coefficients from the full model to those from tiraited model (if the 1IIA holds, the results
should be similar) (Long 1997). Yet, these tests smverely criticized for being inadequate
means for assessing violations of the A propeRystly, when conducted on the same
applications, the Hausman-McFadden test and thdl-$fsi@o test often provide conflicting
results (i.e. some tests indicate violation of W#ilst others do not) (Long and Freese 2006:
243). Secondly, in Cheng and Long’s experiment®120vhere they examined the different

choice set partitioning tests, the tests were foundave poor size properties, even in large
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sample siz&s. Their overall conclusion was that the “tests lé 1IA assumption that are
based on the estimation of a restricted choicargetinsatisfactory for applied work” (Cheng
and Long 2007: 598j.

Following this, the best advice regarding IIA sedm®e the statement made by McFadden
(1973) that conditional logistic models should ob&/used in the cases where one can assume
that the alternatives are distinct and given indepat weight by the decision-makers (Long
and Freese 2006: 243). Amemiya (1981: 1517) hassalggested that the models work well
when the alternatives can be perceived as dissinfilahis vein, the thesis contends that the
vice presidential finalists meet these requiremermteugh they may share commonalities, the
finalists are still individuals with different pensal qualities. There are no obvious reasons
why presidential nominees should perceive themetaibything but dissimilar. Continuing
with the above-mentioned example: It seems conlglétational to suspect that if Obama
prefers Biden over Bayh, he will change his prafeesto Bayh when he finds out that a third
candidate (say for example Chet Edwards) was etitath from the shortlist. Hence, an

assumption of IIA seems highly plausible.

4.4.3 Within-group variance

Seeing as the conditional logistic regression @iag to a stratified sample, it has a specific
requirement for the distribution of the variablEsr a variable’s effects to be estimated, it is
not enough that the variable varies within the sktalt also needs to have within-group

variance, i. e. to vary between the alternativadates in the different selection pools.

Of course, not all variables will meet the criteriof within-group variance in all selection
pools. An illustration of this is the Republicarceipresidential selection in 1944. On that
occasion, the choice was between two candidatet ViErren and John W. Bricker. These
candidates both hailed from states that had 2%agkdosotes in 194%. Hence, their score on
the variable measuring the number of states’ elacimtes is identical and the variable has
no effect on the choice between them (Pardoe amdr@on 2008: 7). Yet, this example is not

Z3The assessment of size properties implies compénsmgominal significance level of a test (e.g5, .A0)
with the empirical significance level in the datausture that does not violate the assumption beirsjuated
(the proportion of times that the correct null hifpesis is rejected over a large number of repbecasi.

4 Cheng and Long (2007: 599) assessed the tests on the basis oftimemial logit model, but the authors
explicitly state that the results also appliesdaditional logit models

% Earl Warren was the governor of California, whilshn W. Bricker was a senator from Ohio.
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at all problematic, because the lack of varianca random, one-time occurrence and not a

part of a larger, recurring pattern.

A more problematic example is Jimmy Carter’s vicespglential selection in 1970. It has been
reported that the primary selection criterion fon hwasregional balanceHe would not even
consider candidates that came from the same Soutegion as himself (Rosenstone 1983).
Thus, in that specific selection pool, tleggional balancevariable’s true effect would be very
positive. Politicians hailing from other regionathCarter would have much greater chances
of being selected than politicians from a Southstate. Yet, this positive effect is not
captured by the conditional logistic regressiongsiall finalists are assigned the same value.
Logically, if this is a recurring pattern, it wouldad to a bias in the variable: If Carter’s focus
on regional balance was the norm for vice presidesktlections and most pools did not
include candidates that balance the ticket regipntile regional balancevariable’s positive

effect would be underestimated.

This potential of bias must necessarily be consiiean inherent limitation of the thesis’
application of conditional logistic regression ais#és. Since the shortlist is assembled by the
same presidential nominee that makes the finalcehot is plausible that such underlying
systematic patterns will occur. However, this tation will be sought remedied in this thesis,
through a thorough descriptive exploration of theriables and their values within the
different selection pools. Such an exploration waNeal if any of the independent variables
have a remarkably low level of within-group varian€&urthermore, it will observe whether
that lack of variance is caused by the predominah@me particular value (for example that
all finalists represent regional balance) and tbas cause a biased variable. This thesis’

chapter 6 will include the descriptive exploratmfithe within-group variance.

4.4.4 Multicollinearity

As in linear regression, logistic regression wolkdaffected by high degrees of correlations
between the independent variables. High correldigtveen several independent variables is
referred to as multicollinearity. This phenomenoould potentially cause a substantial

distortion of the variable estimates; the standardr would increase and both coefficients

and the significance test would become unrelialdasures. Though not biasing the results in
a statistical sense, the multicollinearity makeddifficult to identify which explanatory

variable one should attribute the effect on theedeent variable. Thus, the model's capacity
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to generalize about the variables’ effects is ¢iffety diminished. Any researcher is advised
to include variables that have low multicollinegribften indicated by thtolerancevalue of
the variables (Hair 2008: 226; Allison 1999; Mena2f02)*°. The proper remedy of
multicollinearity (for example removing a variabte creating an index) must take both
theoretical and statistical aspects into accouni&imes the collinearity is an inherent
attribute of the phenomenon that is measured, dhdr dimes the researcher can create
(unnecessary) situations of collinearity, througin €éxample the use of several dummy-

variables representing different values of non-roefariables etc (Hair 2008: 266).

45 MODEL COMPARISON AND CONSTRUCTION

In order to compare the statistical performancthefthree theories, three separate conditional
logistic models are constructed. Each model reptssae test of one of the theories and
includes only the variables that the respectiverheortrays as relevant.

An inevitable implication of this is that no contreariables (from the other theoretical

perspectives) will be included in these individmabdels. That could lead to concerns of
omitted variable bias, as independent variablet ¢bald conceivably explain some of the

variation in the dependent variable are intentilgrecluded (King et al. 1994: 168-169). Yet,
this procedure is followed in a tribute to the gliapremise of the theories, which is that they
all proclaim (more or less) a capacity to expldme tvice presidential selections alone.
Assuming that this is the case, control variablesved from the competing theories would

reduce the respective theory's fit to the empiricita as measured by the adjusted
McFadden’s Rand the BIC.

The concern of excluding relevant variables withea be met in the second step of the thesis’
analysis chapter: The variables that demonstrate efficacy/explanatory merit in the
individual assessment of the theories will be ideldiin a finakynthesignodel. In that model,
variables pertaining to different theories will bentrolled against each other, consequently
providing a basis for conclusions of which variabkat offer the most insight into the
dynamics of vice presidential selection.

% The tolerance is 1 minus the proportion of thealsie’s variance explained by the other independariaibles.
A high value indicates low collinearity, while todance values close to 0 indicate that the varimsbd#most
completely explained by the other variables (Mer20@2: 76).
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The final synthesis model could also resolve anoffessible problem of the individual
theoretical models, namely lack of parsimony. Nitathis is never atatistical problem for
this thesis. The ratio of number of observationsdoh variable is at all times well above the
critical threshold of 5:1 (Hair 2008: 196), evenemhmodeling the admittedly far-from-
parsimoniougheory of increased complexityNevertheless, parsimony also has theoretical
advantages. Though one should not necessarilydmmisian absolute scientific goal, simple
explanations are often better than complex onesg(kt al. 1994).

%" The thesis will at most include 14 variables tia model testing the theory of increased complgxitya
sample of 168 observations, the ratio thus beirgy @2:1.
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5 DATA

The thesis draws upon two separate datasets, cainipyl Mark Hiller and Douglas Kriner
(2008) and by Jody Baumgartner (2008) for theipeetive analyses of vice presidential
selection. Though these datasets are similar, difésr on fundamental aspects. Therefore,
the thesis will use a combination of the two. Télspter presents the combined dataset and
discusses its validity. Also, operationalizatiofishe different variables are introduced.

For reasons of concision, the two datasets willdesignated with abbreviated names.
Hereinafter, Hiller and Kriner (2008)'s dataset Iwbe referred to asH&K, whilst

Baumgartner (2008)’s dataset will be referred tdkas

5.1 TIME SPAN

Both datasets focus on the vice presidential selectthat were made personally by the
presidential nominees. However, they cover diffeme periods. Whilst H&K includes
selections from 1940 to 2004, JB spans from 19620Q8. This thesis will take an inclusive
approach: In order to maximize the number of olet@us, the dataset covers all selections
made by the presidential candidates from 1940 @B82@fter excluding the two instances
where the presidential nominee did not make thectieh themselves (the 1940 Republican
selection and the Democratic selection of 1956)thrdseven occasions where the incumbent
vice president have sought re-elections, the dat®eers a total of 27 vice presidential

selections.

5.2 UNITS OF OBSERVATION

Identifying the persons that were seriously congiddor the vice presidency is a complicated
affair. There is no official source for this kind mformation. One must rely mainly on
secondary sources, in particular the media’'s coeeraf the “veepstakes”. Yet, the
trustworthiness of such media reports must be proatized. Though some presidential
nominees have conducted rather public searchesuforing mates (specifically Carter in
1976, Mondale in 1984 and Dukakis in 1988), thermdras rather been for presidential
nominees to keep their vetting processes secratiggs (Purdum 2004). Obviously, that has
rendered political commentators to present moréess unfounded speculations, causing a
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multitude of names to be floated as potential jicesidential candidates (Sigelman and
Wahlbeck 1997).

The difficulty of determining the identity of thece presidential finalists is reflected in the
two datasets. There is an obvious divergence bettyesn: They have not included the same
units of observation in each selection pool. Fauynly on the time period that the two
datasets are overlapping (1960 to 2004), therdvaanty-three units of observations that are
included only in one of the datasets. This compdigdhe task of combining the datasets, as

these twenty-three “critical cases” require pattcscrutiny.

5.2.1 “Critical cases” 1940-1992

For the selections up to 1992, both datasets H&K HB have relied on the same primary
source of information: The list of potential viceepidential candidates that was firstly
compiled by Goldstein (1982) and later updated igelhan and Wahlbeck (1997), ranging
from 1940 to 1992. However, there are notablerdsancies between the datasets. H&K has
adapted Sigelman and Wahlbeck’s list without exoest whereas JB has made
modifications. Four finalists that were on the ord list are excluded, whereas another six

finalists are added in the JB dataset.

The table below gives an overview of the “criticalses” of the dataset from 1960 to 1992,
sorted in chronological order. It shows in whichtlod H&K datasets the finalist was included
(and excluded) and finally whether or not the fistalvas incorporated as part of the dataset in

the thesis.

Table 5.1 The “critical cases” 1960-1992.

Units of observation Dataset Dataset The thesis’
Year(Party) Finalist H&K JB Dataset
1964 (R) Rockefeller, Nelson X
1968(D) Rockefeller, Nelson X X
1968(D) Alioto, Joseph D. X X
1968(D) Kennedy, Edward X
1968(R) Bush, George H. W. X X
1976(D) Muskie, Edmund X X
1980(R) Ford, Gerald X X
1988(R) Dole, Robert X X
1992(D) Cuomo, Mario X X
1992(D) Gephardt, Richard X
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The table shows that the four finalists that arettech from dataset JB, but included in H&K,
are the following: Nelson Rockefeller in 1968, EdrduMuskie in 1976, Robert Dole in 1988
and Gerald Ford in 1980. This thesis follows thategyy of H&K, and includes all these units

of observation in the final dataset, for the follogireasons.

Firstly, Nelson Rockefeller was excluded from thenidcratic selection pool in 1968 in the
JB dataset because of his affiliation with the Ragan Party: “...there has been no cases of
a presidential candidate selecting a running matim fthe opposing party since the Civil
War” (Baumgartner 2008: 778" Though this is undoubtedly true, there is, howewee
different way of assessing this issue. One caneatat the historical absence of bipartisan
tickets does not necessarily entail that politisiftom the opposing parties have never been
considered as running mates by the presidentialidates. As a matter of fact, there are
indications of the opposite. The most recent exangpthe Republican selection pool of 2008.
According to Baumgartner s own research (2008:),7D@&mocrat Joe Lieberman was on
John McCain’s final shortlist. Thus, the thesis Iwihclude Rockefeller in the 1968

Democratic vice presidential selection, despiteasociation with the Republican Party.

Secondly, in the case of Muskie, Dole and Ford,atgument for their exclusion from JB is
based on their political backgrounds. Muskie andeDw@d previously run for vice president
and Ford had even served as president. The claiihaighey would have smaller chances of
being selected. However, these are subjective jed¢gnthat contradict contemporary
accounts of the selections (Natoli 1980a; lons 12ight 1984). Also, it runs counter to parts
of this thesis’ theoretical framework. The theory changed dynamics postulates that such
political experience would in fact be considerelighly beneficial asset by the presidential
nominees. Their political background will therefaoret be reckoned as adequate reasons for

excluding them from the analysis in this th&sis

The JB dataset also comprises six finalists thatremither included in H&K, nor the lists
compiled by Goldstein (1982) and Sigelman and Wetkb(1997). Specifically, these are
Nelson Rockefeller in the Republican pool of 19&dseph D. Alioto and Edward Kennedy in

% Baumgartner has in his previous work (2006: 68t Rockefeller as one of the candidates that were
considered for the Democratic vice presidency ott968 and also in 1964 (though this is not repeat the
article from 2008).

# Ford had only served one term as president, ansdhection could therefore not be seen as a idalaf the
22" Amendment of the Constitution. Had Ford, on tHeeohand, served two terms, it would probably gise
to legal objections, though experts in constituididaw disagree on the subject (Baker 2006).
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the Democrat pool of 1968, George H. W. Bush inRapublican pool of 1968 and finally
Mario Cuomo and Richard A. Gephardt in the Demacrpool of 1992. After consulting
various scholarly and academic sources, as wahastensive search in various news reports
that were published around the time of the annauecds of the vice presidential nominees,
the thesis includes three of these units of obsiens Alioto, Bush and Cuomo, in the final

dataset.

Rockefeller is not included as a Republican vicesptential finalist in 1964 due to his
publicly declared feud with the Republican prestddrcandidate Barry Goldwater. Rivalling
Goldwater for the presidential nomination, RocKefetepeatedly denounced Goldwater as an
extremist in the media. After the nomination, Rdeker refused to endorse Goldwater’s
candidacy and did not participate in his campaigonierse et al. 1965: 326). Thus, it is

considered unlikely that Goldwater seriously coased him as a running mate.

When it comes to the vice presidential selectidns9®8, sources lists both Alioto and Bush
as being on the final shortlists for their respecparties (White 1969; Roberts 1968). Thus,
they will be added to the thesis’ dataset. Democ€eat Kennedy, on the other hand, is not
included. Early in the campaign, he had taken hliimset of the running for the vice
presidential nomination by publicly declaring thet would not accept the position if it was
offered to him (Wickers 1968).

The Democratic vice presidential selection in 188 a particularly secretive process. Thus,
there were extensive unconfirmed speculations enniedia on the subject of Bill Clinton’s
running mate. Both Cuomo and Gephardt were therdfoought up in news reports as vice
presidential potentials (Ifill 1992b). However, thas an observable difference in the media
coverage of these two politicians. Despite rumdrki® disinterest in the position, Cuomo is
more frequently referred to as a serious conterater often with reference to “sources within
the Clinton campaign” (Ifill 1992a; Toner 1992; 8a2008). Also, in Ceaser and Busch’s
account of the Clinton campaign (1993: 70), Cuosmmentioned as a likely vice presidential
finalist (albeit with the reservation that he wasdbably less seriously considered”), whereas
Gephardt was not. Therefore, only Cuomo is includetie thesis’ data on the 1992 selection
pool.
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To sum up, out of the ten “critical cases” in theevpresidential selections from 1960 and
1992, seven are finally included in the thesisadat. The thesis’ dataset comprises all four
finalists that were omitted from JB, but presentH&K. Also, it included three units of

observations that were present in JB, but not irkKH&

5.2.2 “Critical cases” 1996-2008

For the selections of 1996 through 2004, the twastds have been compiled independently,
not relying on any existing literary work. In tiperiod, there are twelve units of observations
that are diverging between the datasets. Howekerdivergence reveals a clear pattern: JB
has consistently added more finalists to each efftlur selection pools between 1996 and
2004. Only in the 2004 Democratic selection poad &K included a finalist that was
excluded from the JB dataset.

The table below gives an overview of the criticases from 1992 to 2004.

Table 5.2 The “critical cases” 1992-2004.

Units of observation H&K JB The thesis’
Year(Party) Finalist Dataset
1996 (R) John McCain X X
1996 (R) Don Nickles X X
1996 (R) Tommy Thompson X X
1996 (R) Connie Mack X X
2000 (D) Jeanne Shaheen X X
2000 (D) Richard Gephardt X X
2000 (R) Bill Frist X X
2000 (R) George Pataki X X
2000 (R) Tom Ridge X X
2000 (R) Fred Thompson X X
2004 (D) Jeanne Shaheen X X
2004 (D) John McCain X X

When deciding on whether to exclude or include éh@gelve cases in the thesis’ dataset, it
was considered imperative to look at the speciboadf the criteria that has been used in the
identification of the vice presidential finalist®nly Baumgartner specifies these selection
criteria explicitly. When updating his dataset tzlude the selections of 1996 to 2008, he
firstly consulted various scholarly and journatistiources. Secondly, he cross-checked the

resultant list with news articles that were pulddhwithin the last week prior to the
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announcement of the running mate and includederbéas both to the shortlist and campaign

sources (Baumgartner 2008:766).

The thesis follows Baumgartner's selection critefi&us, after verifying that the twelve
finalists “critical cases” that are included in Jg&tually have met these criteria, they are all
added to the thesis dataset. The argument is hleathbroughness of Baumgartner's case
selection process reduces the likelihood of inclgdiandidates in the datasets that were never
really considered (type 1 errors). Also, that thkeance on newspaper reports is limited to the
final week before the announcement helps to enthak politicians that were vetted, but

rejected earlier in the process, would be elimitate

The only modification that is made to Baumgartnéiss of vice presidential finalists from
1996-2008 is in the 2004 Democratic pool. The J&skt does not include Republican John
McCain as a finalist, for the same reason that Biegan Nelson Rockefeller was excluded
from JB’s Democratic pool of 1968. Thus, adheriodite arguments that affiliation with the
opposing party does not necessarily prohibit aigpeesial nominee from considering a vice
presidential candidate, the thesis follows the epanof H&K and includes McCain in the
2004 Democratic selection pool. As such, all thetital cases” in the selection pools of
1992-2004 are added to the thesis’ dataset.

5.2.3 Influential cases?

In total, the thesis’ dataset includes nineteetheftwenty-two “critical cases” in the selection
pools from 1960 to 2004. However, when selectinthsa strategy, attention should be paid
to the potential impact it may have in the analyBishis article, Baumgartner (2008: 770)
reports that at least two of the units of obseoratithat were excluded from JB, namely Ford
in 1980 and McCain in 2004, “unfairly skewed thelgsis inasmuch as they were predicted
as the first choice for the nomination”. Notablyistthesis’ analysis will not be presented with
the exact same problem. Since both Ford and Mc&ancoded as the first choice for the
nominations in 1980 and 2004 (see section 5.3 bétwvan explanation of the dependent
variable), any prediction of them as the winnerthefselection pools would be welcome. The

same goes for another one of the “critical cagdsfson Rockefeller in 1968.

Nevertheless, Baumgartner’s observation of skewdiessts the attention to the possibility of

the remaining sixteen “critical cases” being oudlighat might influence the analysis.
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However, an examination of the Delta-Beta valuethese units of observations warrants no
such concerns. The Delta-Beta statistic is the magended indicator of the influence of

residuals (Long and Freese 2006: 151), measurimglifference in the coefficient vector that
is caused by the deletion of a unit of observairegibon 1981). As such, it is the logistic
analog to Cook’s distance in linear regression: Tigher Delta-Beta value an observation
has, the more does it influence the results of ahalysis. None of the sixteen units of
observation in question showed elevated Delta-Betles (for a complete table, see
Appendix}°. Hence, there should be no statistical objecttoriscluding them in the thesis’

dataset.

5.2.4 The complete list

To sum up, the thesis takes the following strat®ggn combining the two datasets:

Table 5.3 Combination of datasets H&K and JB.

Selection pools Primary source Additions Number ofinalists
1940-1960 H&K None 33
1960-1992 H&K + 3 from JB 96
1996-2004 JB + 1 from H&K 29

2008 JB None 10
Total 168

H&K is adopted for the period of 1940 to 1960. Foe selections of 1960 through 1992,
H&K is used, with the exception of three units bservation that are added from JB. For the
selections of 1996 through 2004, the thesis addBisbut one case is added from dataset
H&K. Lastly, for the two selection pools of 2008 J the only dataset that includes this

selection.

The resultant list includes 168 units of observatigrouped in selection pools ranging from
1940 to 2008. In this period, there were eighteemegal elections and thus 36 vice
presidential selections, but nine of these selestivere decided without competition. Thus,

the final number of selection pools is 27. The clateplist is presented in table 5.4 below.

30 Neither did the four “critical cases” that were imeluded in the thesis’ dataset. Their omissiamf the
dataset is based purely on empirical reasons.
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Table 5.4 The Finalist Pool, 1940-2008

Democratic party Republican party Democratic party Republican party
1940 | Hull® Byrnes McNary 1976 | Mondalé® Rodino Dole®
Wallac& Douglas Muskie Stevenson | Armstrong
Barkley Church Jackson Baker
Glenn Ruckleshaus
1944 | Trumari® Warrert 1980 | Mondale Ford Lugar
Barkley Bricker’ Busf  Rumsfeld
Byrnes Baker  Simon
Douglas Kemp  Van der Jagt
Wallace Laxalt
1948 | Dougla$ Warreri® 1984 | Ferrar8®  Cuomo Bush
Barkley’ Bricker Bentsen  Dukakis
Halleck Bradley Feinstein
Stassen Bumpers Glenn
Cisneros Goode
Collins
1952 | Sparkmaf® Russell | Nixon®  Thornton| 1988 | BentseA® Gore Quaylé® Dole
Chapman Barkley | Halleck Gephardt Graham Alexander  Simpson
Kefauver Kerr Judd Glenn Hamilton Deukmejian Thompso
Monroney Fulbright | Knowland Domenici n
Magnuson Langlie
1956 | Kefauver Nixon 1992 | Gore® Kerrey Quayle
Cuomo Rockefeller
Graham  Wofford
1960 | Johnsof®  Symington | Rockefelle? Thuston| 1996 | Gore Kemg® Mack
Freeman Lodgé Seaton Campbell  McCain
Humphrey Anderson  Ford Edgar Nickles
Jackson Judd Engler Thompson
Mitchell
1964 | Humphrey®  Shiver Miller® 2000 | Liebermad®  Kerry Chenej® Keating
Kennedy, R. Ford Bayh Shaheen| Danforth  Pataki
Mansfield Scranton Edwards Frist Ridge
McCarthy Gephardt Hagel Thompson
McNamara Kasich
1968 | Rockefelle? Sanford | Finch Rogers | 2004 | McCairf Graham | Cheney
Muskie’ Shiver Agnew’  Volpe Edward$ Shaheen
Harris Alioto Baker Gephardt Vilsack
Hughes Bush
1972 | Kennedy Nelson | Agnew 2008 | Biderf® Sebelius | Palirf® Lieberman
Eagletofi O'Brien Bayh Edwards | Pawlenty
Askew Ribicoff Kaine Ridge
Church Shiver Romney
Mondale White

The two vice presidents that were either choseparty delegates and the seven incumbents thatlefe
their tickets are listed in italics, but excludedni the analysis.
®The presidential nominee’s first choice for runningte.

Actual nominee.

5.3 THE DEPENDENT VARIABLE: FIRST-CHOICE

As discussed in chapter three, the three theoridgker dwhen it comes to the

operationalizations of the dependent variable. Taatlers the thesis with two possible ways
of coding the dependent variable: Whether the iBtealwere actually nominated or not, or
whether the finalists were firstly offered the noation or not. Of course, the latter option is

the most demanding in terms of documentation. Terdene which candidates that were the
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presidential nominees’ first choices, one must ragaly on secondary, unofficial sources
(that might convey both rumors and unfounded spicud). Nevertheless, the first-choice
approach is the most theoretically salient. Theith@bjective is to learn of the presidential
nominees’ preferences for his running mate. Whethrenot the chosen candidate in fact
accepted the nomination should therefore be ireglevihus, the candidates that were firstly

asked by the presidential nominees are coded Alanther finalists are coded’0

According to Hiller and Kriner (2008), the first@ilce candidate differs from the actual
nominee on nine occasions. These were in the Datogelections of 1940, 1948, 1968,
1972 and 2004, and the Republican selections of1,19460, 1968 and 1980. The thesis’
search for information upheld the validity of tHedt. However, some of these cases are
established with more certainty than others. Annmgda is the 1940 selection of the
Democratic vice president: There is an overall cor@ce in the literature that Cordell Hull
was repeatedly asked by Franklin D. Rooseveltitotjee ticket in 1940 (Williams 1956:177-
178; Goldstein 1982). In comparison, when it conteshe designation of John McCain as
Kerry's first choice in 2004, there exists no sagneement. Instead, that judgment was based
on a review of various news reports (including aterview with McCain himself) claiming
that there had been an offer from Kerry (Fourni@®£ Bumiller 2008; Halbfinger 2004;
Hiller and Kriner 2008).

5.4 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

The coding of the variables in the thesis’ datas&ns for the most part from the two datasets
H&K and JB. Still, as the thesis’ dataset is a coration of the two, there were a few
observations of missing values. These missing galere filled in by turning to the same
sources that are cited by Baumgartner (2008) atiértind Kriner (2008). These sources
include both the empirical studies conducted byel&ign and Wahlbeck (1997), descriptive
works on the vice presidency (Goldstein 1982; \afils 1956), various encyclopedias and

lexical sources (e. g. Congress 2008: The BiogcabphDirectory of the United States

31 There is an unavoidable possibility that the prestial nominee’s true favourite is not the samhadirstly
asked candidate. For example, one could hypoth#sizdé3ob Dole would have asked Colin Powell in@99
Powell had not made it absolutely clear that heldioot accept such a bid. However, for the saka sthtistical
analysis, it would be almost impossible to detesntre true favourite of the presidential nominééso, it
would be beside the point, as the goal is not tdehbypothetical vice presidential selections, riatiter the
selections that were actually made.
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Congress), and accounts of the various presidec#sialpaigns (e. g. Polsby et al. 2008;
Pomper 2001, 1997; Ceaser and Busch 2001, 1993%; 20&yne 2001).

In total, there are twenty-one independent vargbiat will be included in the analysis. The

presentations of these are grouped according tottiemretical affiliation.

5.4.1 Ticket-balancing theory - traditional variables

Table 5.5 gives an overview of the variables peigj to the ticket-balancing theory.

Table 5.5 Variables of ticket-balancing theory

Variable Operationalization
Regional balance Dummy 1=Coming from different region than presid@mominee
Religious balance Dummy  1=Different religious affiliation than presidtial nominee
Ideological balance Dummy  1=Different ideological position than presitlal nominee

Demographic balance  Dummy  1=Different gender or race than presidemiahinee
Age balance Dummy 1= <10 years between finalist and presidgéntminee
Insider-outside balance Dummy  1=Finalist/pres. nom with no political exmerte from Washington
Size of state Scale Percent of state’s electoral votes of natitmtal

Current rival Dummy  1=Rivalry for presidency in election cyclequestion

As seen in the table, all the six variables thaasnee a form of balanced ticket are coded as

dummy variables. The value 1 denotes balance, iwhidviously denotes non-balance.

For the three variables measuring balance of gpbgraeligion and ideology, the coding is
based on a classification of categorigegional balancés divided in five categories: Border,
Northern, Southern, Midwestern and WestérrReligious balances constituted of four
categories: Protestant, Roman Catholic, JewishreelkcOrthodox. Ideological balancds
based on a three-fold classification: Liberal, Miadle and Conservative. For these variables,

%2 Though the US Census of 2007 groups the staflesiircategories, the thesis follows Siegelman and
Wabhlbeck (1997) and Hiller and Kriner (2008: 412esignatindorder statesas a separate category. The
precise categorization of the regions are as fal®@erder: DE, KY, MD, MO, WV; North: CT, MA, ME, NH,
NJ, NY, PA;South:AL, AR, FL, GA, LA, MS, NC, OK, SC, TN, TX, VAMidwest: IA, IL, IN, KS, MI, MN,
NE, ND, OH, SD, WIWest:AK, AZ, CA, CO, MT, NM, OR, UT, WY, WA.In turn, this coding deviates from
that of Baumgartner (2008), who includedcific as a sixth region.
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The coding ofdemographic balanceakes both gender and race/ethnicity into accdtithe
vice presidential finalists and the presidentiamiteee are white (non-Hispanic) males, this
variable is coded 0. In the cases where either ribtiboth) of these candidates lacks one of
these characteristics, they are coded 1. Thislsritat in the cases where the presidential
nominee and the vice presidential finalists ardnlwbtdifferent genders and racial background
(such as for example Barack Obama and KathleenliSgle 2008), the finalist is assigned
the value 0.

Age balances coded 1 if the vice presidential finalist ismaohan ten years younger (or older)
than the presidential nominee. Balance of politeoglerience is referred to msider-outsider

balance An outsider is defined as a person that has reamed in Congress nor ever held an
important government position in Washington primthe year in question. Tickets comprised

of only one such outsider are coded 1.

Size of stateaptures the number of electoral votes that eiaelfidt’'s home state possesses as
a percentage of the national total in each elegtear. The higher value a finalist scores on

this variable, the more electoral votes does hidibene state have.

Presidential rivalry is measured through a dummmate, labelecturrent rival. It is coded 1

if the vice presidential finalist was a candidate the presidential nomination of the year in
guestion and therefore rivaled the presidential inemn Notably, in measuring presidential
rivalry, Siegelman and Wahlbeck (1997: 857) alsduded a variable measuring rivalry in
previous election cycles. However, this thesis wit follow their example, as the inclusion
of such a variable would pose a two-fold problemnstFaprevious rivalvariable correlates
strongly withcurrent rival,and a model that included both would thus have flegred with
multicollinearity®®. Second, the variable is not a part of the themeframework. The core of
the ticket-balancing theory is that the presidémt@minee looks to his competitors in the
election cyclein question and not in previous elections. Considering tihat point of the
statistical modeling in this thesis is to investegthe explanatory effect of the ticket-balancing
theory, the inclusion of a variable that is nottpdithe theory (and can be questioned in terms

of producing reliable results) seems pointless.

% The variables would correlate at .8 and both halatively low tolerance values when included ia game
model (.22 and .23),
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5.4.2 The theory of increased complexity- modern variebl

An overview of the modern variables adhering to theory of increased complexity is

presented below.

Table 5.6 Modern variables of the theory of incegasomplexity

Variable Operationalization

State competitiveness Scale Average party difference in state’s 3 previelections

Ambition Dummy 1= Competed for presidency/considered foirMstevious elections

Standardized measure, number of newspaper artidlest finalist

Media exposure Scale from January 1st previous year to June 30th elecyiear
Political experience Scale Log of finalist’s prior years of public ser®i
Education Dummy  1=Post-graduate education
Age Scale Finalist's age
Military service Dummy  1=Military service

VP=vice presidency

The first of the variablestate competitivenesis measured by looking to the three previous
general elections that were held in the state. difierence between the percentage of votes
for the Democratic Party and the Republican Pargyewecorded for all three years, and

averaged. Thus, a smaller value would be indicatfvee competitive state.

The ambitionvariable measures whether or not the finalist vas sought the presidency or
been considered for the vice presidency in anyipusvelection (not counting the election in
guestion). If so, the dummy variable is coded 1tally, thisambitionvariable can be seen as
an expanded version of the above-mentioned variabkleded in Siegelman and Wahlbeck
(1997), measuring rivalry in previous election @gclYet, the objections against the previous
rival variable were that it caused high collineaiit a model that also included tlarrent
rival and fell beyond the scope of the theory, and geiti these objections applies to the

ambition variable.

The media exposurgariable is measured by searching the online aeshof the New York
Times (vww.nytimes.com and Time Magazineaww.time.con) for the finalists’ full names.

The number of articles that were published by eaetvspaper from January 1st of the

previous year through June 30th of the electiorr yeal that included a reference to the
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finalists’ name was then recorded. However, the memof published articles varied greatly
between the different finalists. Therefore, the twoores (for each newspaper) were

standardized, before adding them to create an intlmedia exposure.

For the variable measurinmplitical experiencethe focus is on the finalists’ political résumeé.
All previous public and government posts are reedrdncluding elected and appointed
offices at the national, state and local levelse Ybars that the finalist spent in each of these
positions are thereafter added. Yet, the numbegeafs of political experience is expected to
have a nonlinear effect. The difference betweemali$t that has spent 10 years in political
service and another that has a mere 5 years ofrierpe is assumed to be greater than
between finalists with 25 and 20 years experiefiee.account for that nonlinearity, the
political experiencevariable takes the natural log of each finaligitsor years of public

service.

The coding of the final three of the modern varashk relatively clear-cut. Firggducationis

a dummy variable constructed to capture the diffeeebetween highly educated finalists and
finalists with a “normal” level of education. O d®rs that the finalist had no more than a
four-year college degree, whilst 1 means that theditate completed a post-graduate
education of some sort. Secomdilitary serviceis a dummy variable where the finalist is
coded 1 if he/she had served in the milifryLastly, youth is measured indirectly, by

recording the finalist’s age at the time of thecgten. Thus, the variable is labelade

5.4.3 Variables of the “theory of changed dynamics”

The core of the theory of changed dynamics isttieakey independent variables would have
different effects before and after 1976/1972. Ttoees the model will use the three variables
political experience, size of stadémdregional balancethat are defined above. These will be
recoded into six variables: Each variable is gplib a pre-1976 variable and a post-1972

variable.

Thus, political experiencels coded into gore-1976 experiencegariable and gost-1972

experiencevariable. For th@re-1976 experienceariable, all finalists in selection pools after

3In 1973, the United States converted from a mifignaft to an all-volunteer military (Segal 1988)can
therefore be expected that vice presidential cate&lbefore 1973 would have a higher probabilitigaofing
served in the military. However, this will not bentrolled for in the analysis.
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1972 are given the value 0. Conversely, forphst-1972 experienceariable all finalists in
selection pools before 1976 are coded 0. Thusyah@bles will only measure the effect of

political experience in one of these two time pasio
The size of stateand regional balancevariables are recoded the same way: Each of the
variables is split into two time-demarcated varsbl An overview of the operationalizations

of the variables is presented in the table below.

Table 5.7 Variables of the theory of changed dyrami

Variables Operationalizations
Political experience pre- Scale Log of finalist’s prior years of public service
1976 Units of observation after 1972=0
Political experience post- Scale Log of finalist’s prior years of public service
1972 Units of observation before 1976=0
. Percent of state’s electoral votes of nationall tota
Size of state pre-1976 Scale Units of observation after 1972=0
Size of state post-1972 Scale Percent of state’s electoral votes of nationall tota

Units of observation before 1976=0

. 1=Different regional belonging than presidentiahmoee
Regional balance pre-1976  Dummy Units of obser?/ation after 4139792:0 b
1=Different regional belonging than presidentiainioee

Regional balance post-1972  Dummy Units of observation before 1976=0

Notably, the two variables measuripglitical experiencepre-1976andpost-1972 correlate
negatively (at -.8), and their tolerance levels whecluded in the same regression model are
also relatively low (both at .2). This is understable when taking into account that they
measure the same phenomenon, only in different piet®ds. Yet, it might pose a problem
for the statistical analysis, as high collineanityght make it difficult to determine the
individual effect of the variables. However, thiglivibe controlled for in the analysis. The
model where these variables are both included &l replicated twice, the first time
excluding thepre-1976variable and the last time excluding fhest-1972variable. If there is

no significant change in the variables’ effectswasn the models, the assumption is that the

results are reliable.
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The other time-demarcated variables measuring magibalance and size of state do not
correlate to the same extent, and will thus nosidgect to the same level of scrutiny in the

analysis.
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6 ANALYSES

This chapter presents the thesis’ analyses. Firstijne descriptive statistics of the variables
are presented. This includes an overview of thgeamd distribution of all variables, as well
as an exploration of the independent variableselewf within-group variance. Thereatfter,
the three theories of vice presidential selectioa tested separately in three different
conditional logistic regression models, labeled eled, 2 and 3. These models are evaluated
individually and comparatively, both in terms ofevall model fit and the performance of the
individual variables. Special emphasis is put oretivar or not the variables’ effects comply
with the expectations in hypotheses H1-Ff18astly, a new synthesis model, combining the
vital explanatory elements of the former modelsgasstructed. That is done in two steps:
First, a model 4 includes variables that were foumtthe former three models to significantly
influence the selection of vice presidents. Secomaiel 5 excludes the variables that were
inefficient in model 4. This final model thus prdes a parsimonious and coherent

explanation of the vice presidential selections.

6.1 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS — RANGE AND DISTRIBUTION

The table below presents the mean, standard davjathiinimnum and maximum value for
both the dependent variable and the twenty-onepinident variables, the latter organized

according to their theoretical affiliation.

% See chapter 3, section 3.4.3, for tabulation eftypotheses.
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Table 6.1 Descriptive statistics of the independamiables

Standard Minimum Maximum

Variable Mean L
deviation value value
Dependent variable Vice presidential selection .16 .36 0 1
Regional balance .86 .34 0 1
Religious balance .36 .48 0 1
Ideological balance .48 5 0 1
Ticket-balancing ~ Demographic balance .08 .28 0 1
theory Age balance .39 .49 0 1
Insider-outside balance .48 5 0 1
Size of state 2.99 1.95 .55 8.74
Current rival .14 .34 0 1
State competitiveness 12.12 12.95 0 95
Ambition 41 5 0 1
Theory of Media exposure 1.71 1.33 -.98 5.18
increased Political experience 2.66 .66 0 3.85
complexity Education 79 41 0 1
Age 53.40 7.76 32 76
Military service 51 .50 0 1
Political experience pre-1976 1.19 1.37 0 3.85
Political experience post-1972 1.47 1.45 0 3.64
Theory of changed Size of state pre-1976 1.34 1.90 0 8.37
dynamics Size of state post-1972 1.65 2.15 0 8.74
Regional balance pre-1976 42 .49 0 1
Regional balance post-1972 44 .5 0 1

N=168, no missing values

6.1.1 Dependent variable

For binary variables, the mean and the standarchtiev do not have the same meaning as
for continuum-based variables. However, the meaa dimmy variable gives information
about the proportion of units that are assigned vhilee 1 (Midtbg 2007: 44). For the
dependent variable of this applicatiace presidential selectigrthat means that 16% of the
finalists were the first choices for the positidrvize president.

6.1.2 The ticket-balancing theory

Like the dependent variable, all but one of theepwhdent variables linked to the ticket-
balancing theory are dummy variables. The meandeafiogical balance, religious balance,
age balanceand insider-outsider balanceall indicate a fairly even distribution betweere th
non-balanced and balanced tickets. In contrastutiies of regional balance, demographic
balanceand current rival are not so evenly distributed. These variablesamseshow that
whilst an entire 86% of the vice presidential fisre from a different geographical region
than the presidential nominee, just 8% of the faalre of a different race or gender than the

nominee and only 14% of the finalists challengezlgresidential candidate for nomination.
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The only metric variable in the ticket-balancingedhy is thesize of statevariable. Its
minimum value is .55. This percentage score coomdp to states that have 3 electoral votes
out of the national total of 538 (like for exampBarah Palin’'s Alaska in 2008). The

maximum value is 8.74, corresponding to Califorsi&7 votes in 1988.

6.1.3 The theory of increased complexity

There are three dummy variables pertaining to theory. First, the mean ambition
indicate that 41% of the finalists have competeditiie vice presidency or the presidency in
previous election cycles. Second, the mearmmditary servicesignifies that 51% of the
finalists have served in the military. Last, theameof educationshows that 79% of the

finalists have higher education of more than foearg.

In terms of variable rangetate competitivenesaust be commented upon. The maximum
value is remarkably high and represents extreme circumasta The Democratic finalist

James F. Byrnes from South Carolina scored 95 ewadhiable in 1944. That is explained by
the extreme Democratic support in South Carolinah three preceding state elections:
Theodore Roosevelt won by 96 %, 97 % and 91 %. @isly, such election results can
hardly be considered the norm. The variable’s nadai®.12 and standard deviation of 12.95
signifies that Byrnes in 1944 is an exception, #rad most finalists score considerably closer

to the minimum value of 0 than to the maximum valté5.

Political experiencealso has a skewed distribution. It ranges fromirdmum value of 0 to a

maximum value of 3.85. Thus, the mean of 2.66 &edstandard deviation of .66 show that
the majority of the finalist are assigned valuegshat higher end of the scale. Still, this is
perhaps not surprising considering the non-linealing of the variable, taking the log of the

finalists’ years in public office.

Media exposurés a standardized measure and its values are notively translatable into

precise quantities (i.e. number of newspaper as)ciConsequently, the variable’s range from
-.98 to 5.18 are vital in providing a referencerigfor the interpretation of the variable. First,
it provides a clue of the substantive meaning ef variable’'s values. Take Sarah Palin’s
score of -.94 as an example: Though not being atidie of the accurate number of articles
written about her, it shows that she is one offthalists in the dataset that had the lowest

level of media coverage (prior to her nomination).
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Second, since the odds ratio (which will be disedds the upcoming analysis) is based upon
the notion of aunit increasein a variable, it helps to have an understandinthe distance
between the units. Seeing as media exposure rdrayesalmost -1 to just above 5, one can
fruitfully think of the variable as a six-point dea Following that simplification, the
difference between Joe Biden and Sarah Palin caifius¢rative of a unit increase, since
Biden had a score of about 0 and Palin had a sfanearly -1. However, in real terms, the
difference between the two is not necessarily gilea mainly caused by the fact that Time
Magazine wrote one article on Biden, whilst noneRaiin, in the period from January' 1
2007 to June 302008. Thus, the distance between the units omatiable can be considered

relatively small.

Last among the variables linked to this theorgge This variable’s minimum value reveals
that the youngest finalist (Robert Kennedy in theniacratic pool of 1964) was 32 years old
when he was considered for vice presid&nfThe maximum value, on the other hand,
indicates that the oldest finalist was 76 years (@thben Barkley in the 1956 Democratic
pool). The average age of the finalists is 53.4 tedstandard deviation of 7.76 furthermore

shows that most of the finalists were in the agawben 46 and 62.

6.1.4 Theory of changed dynamics

All the variables that are comprised in the theofychanged dynamics are marked by the
division between the period before 1976 and aféf21 That the variables are coded 0 on
either side of this demarcation line is reflectedhe mean and standard deviation of all the
variables. Take the two dummy variablegjional balance pre-197@ndregional balance
post-1972as an illustration: The original dummy varialbégional balanceconsisted almost
exclusively of 1's, whilst the means of the two niiedl variables are both close to .5. The
same can be seen for the remaining four metricabbes: The ranges of the modified
variables size of state pre-1976/size of state post-1@n2 political experience pre-
1976/political experience post-19@2e pretty close to the ranges of the originalaldessize

of stateand political experience but the means of the modified variables are alsho

considerably lower than the means of the origimaiables.

%1t should be mentioned that Robert Kennedy's &g2avould probably have been an issue if he whests:
According to Article 1l in the Constitution, thegsident must be at least 35 years. If he was viesigent,
Kennedy would thus have been effectively prevefraah succeeding take the presidency.
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6.2 DESCRIPTIVE EXPLORATION OF WITHIN-GROUP VARIANCE

As noted in the methods chapter, conditional logisigression has a specific requirement for
the distribution of the independent variables: Tehaguld have variance within the selection
pools, as little within-group variance would potahly yield biased results. Consequently, a
descriptive exploration of the independent varigbtistribution within the selection pools is

imperative.

To begin with, nine of the variables are métti®©ne should thus reasonably expect these
variables to vary within the selection pools, msrethan the dummy variables. A quick
glance at the dataset confirms that expectatioerd s considerable variance in nearly all
selection poof&.In contrast, the dummy variables warrant greatertsy. Table 6.2 gives an
overview of the variance within the selection potds each variable. Also, it provides
information of the values of these non-variant cib& pools.

Table 6.2 Within-group variance for the dummy vilés

Pools without  Total number  Percentage of Values of the non-

variance of pools pools without  variant selection pools
variance Only 0 Only 1

Regional balance 13 27 48.1 13 -
Religious balance 9 27 33.3 2 7
Ideological balance 0 27 0 - -

Demographic balance 21 27 77.8 21 -
Age balance 6 27 22.2 3 3
Insider-outsider balance 12 27 44.4 4 8
Current rival 12 27 44.4 - 12
Ambition 2 27 7.4 1 1
Education 9 27 33.3 - 9
Military service 6 27 22.2 3 3
Regional balance pre-1976 11 14 78.6 - 11
Regional balance post-1972 3 13 23.1 - 3

The table shows that two variables in particulat thave alarmingly high percentages of
selection pools without variand@emographic balancandregional balance pre-1976.

Firstly, thedemographic balanceariable has constant values in 21 of 27 selegimols and
all the units of observation in these selectionlp@aoe coded 0. In practice, that means that in
almost 80 % of the vice presidential selectionsida#ates of a different gender or ethnicity

3" The metric variables are the followingedia exposurestate competitivenesage the three variables
measuring size of statsife of statesize of state pre-197#hdsize of state post-12Y and the three variables
measuring political experiencpd]itical experience, political experience pre-1%t&political experience post-
1972.

% Excluding the selection pools that are delibeyagel to 0 in the variablesize of state pre-1976ize of state
post-192, political experience pre-197éndpolitical experience post-1972
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than the presidential nominees were not even puhershortlist. Such a systematic pattern
inevitably tempts a conclusion that the lack of dgraphic balance in fact was desirable for
the presidential nominees, that the presidentiailinees have generalhot wanted a running
mate of a different gender or ethnic backgroundhdit is the case, the real effect of the
demographic balanceariable is negative in 21 of the 27 selectionlpo8ince that will not
be captured by a conditional logistic regressioalysis, the variable may have an inherent
positive bias.

Therefore, in order to includdemographic balancen the analysis, the interpretation of the
variable’s estimated effect will be subject to rga@ons. Instead of claiming overall
generalizability, there is rather the potentiahwdking conditional inferences. To exemplify:
If the demographic balancevariable has a positive effect in the analysise @annot
automatically conclude that male presidential naasgenerally pick female running mates
or running mates of a different race. Rather, tlactusion would be thaif a male
presidential nominee considers a woman seriousbygim to include her on his shortlist, she
has good chances of being chosen in that spe@fecton. As such, the ticket-balancing
theory’s expectation in hypothesis H4 (that demplgi@balance would havepmositive effect

on vice presidential selections) can only be coowl#lly supported in the upcoming analyses.

Secondly, regional balance pre-1976as a problematically low level of within-group
variance. Only three of the fourteen selection pdmtween 1940 and 1972 have varying
values. The distribution pattern is, however, thpasite of thelemographic balanceariable:
The eleven non-variant selection pools solely dantmits of observations that are coded 1
and thereby represent regionally balanced tickeaiowing the logic discussed above, that
implies that one cannot disregard the possibihit these vice presidential finalists were all
selectedbecauseof their capacity to balance the ticket geograplhic Potentially, the
variable may have a negative bias: The condititogstic analysis might not capture the true
positive effect of the variable. Thus, by the sdoggc that was discussed for themographic
balancevariable, the generalizability of the variabledsawn into question. However, the

direction of the potential bias is the oppositeéhafdemographic balanceariable.

For the rest of the variables, the level of witgnoup variance is deemed acceptable. The

conclusion is therefore that only the two variabfesasuringdemographic balancend
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regional balance pre-197@equire particular attention when interpreting tlesults of the

models below.

6.3 MODEL 1: THE TICKET-BALANCING THEORY

The ticket-balancing theory is the first to be ¢elsin a conditional logistic regression model.
There are eight hypotheses related to the thealyt18 These hypotheses postulate that the
six balancing variables, as well as the variableasuring size of state and presidential rivalry

will have positive and significant effects on theevpresidential selections.

Table 6.3 Model 1: The ticket-balancing model

Characteristics of potential Logit Standard P-value Odds ratio
candidate or ticket coefficient error
Regional balance -.08 72 .909 .92
Ideological balance .02 A4 .960 1.02
Religious balance -51 .58 374 .60
Demographic balance 72 1.11 .515 2.06
Age balance 49 .50 325 1.64
Insider-outsider balance -1.04 .68 121 .35
Current rival .64 72 .343 .50
Size of state 22 A2 .069* 1.24
Model fit

Chi*(8) 8.23
Prob > chf 411
Adjusted McFaddens’' R -0.082
BIC 23.73
Perccentage of corrent predictions (12/27) 44.4%
*p< .10 **p< .05 *** p< .01 Allignificance tests are two-tailed
N= 168

Table 6.1 demonstrates weak results for the tibléncing theory in model 1. First, a look at
the variables’ effects: Neither of the balancingiatsles nor thecurrent rival variable have
statistically significant effects. That statemerdlds even after excluding several of the
variables randomly. No combination of variables ssmkny of the balancing variables have
significant effects, not even tlesider-outsider balancévhich in model 1 has a p-value that
is just above .10). Hence, there is little supgortany of the hypotheses H1-H6, which
postulated balanced tickets to have positive eftecthe vice presidential selection. Also,
hypothesis H7 is left unsupported by the analyBisalry for the presidential nomination
does not appear to increase the finalist's chaotbecoming selected as vice president.

Only size of statgerforms in accordance with the theoretical exgiemis. The effect of this

variable is significant, positive and substantiVee odds ratio shows that a unit increase in
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the variable would increase the odds of selectipri B4, all other variables held constant.
Since the variable is the state’s proportion ofth&onal total electoral votes, the odds ratio
means that if Sarah Palin had moved from Alask#h(tiree votes) to South Carolina (with

eight votes), her odds of being selected in 2008levbave increased by 24 %. The analysis

therefore finds support for hypothesis H8, expectrpositive effect of size of state.

Also, in terms of model fit, model 1 performs pgoiThe likelihood ratio test (denoted Ghi

is statistically insignificant, meaning that thefpemance of the ticket-balancing model is no
better than mere chance. Also, thejusted McFadden’s Ris negative. Though this is a
relative measure, a negative value should safelintegpreted as a poor fit. The model is
clearly penalized for including too many inefficiepredictors, i.e. variables without

significant effects.
Lastly, model 1 only predicted 12 of the 27 setamttpool winners, corresponding to a

percentage of correctly predicted cases of 44.1A%abulation of the hits and misses is

presented below.

62



Table 6.4 Correctly predicted cases in model 1

Year Selection pool winner Correctly predicted
1940 (D) Hull, Cordell X
1944 (D) Truman, Harry
1944 (R) Warren, Earl X
1948 (D) Douglas, William O. X
1948 (R) Warren, Earl X
1952 (D) Sparkman, John X
1952 (R) Nixon, Richard
1960 (D) Johnson, Lyndon B.

1960 (R) Rockefeller, Nelson X
1964 (D) Humphrey, Hubert
1964 (R) Miller, William X
1968 (D) Rockefeller, Nelson X
1968 (R) Finch, Robert X
1972 (D) Kennedy, Edward
1976 (D) Mondale, Walter
1976 (R) Dole, Robert
1980 (R) Ford, Gerald
1984 (D) Ferraro, Geraldine
1988 (D) Bentsen, Lloyd X
1988 ER% anyle,gan X
1992 (D ore,
1996 (R) Kemp, Jack X
2000 (D) Lieberman, Joe
2000 (R) Cheney, Dick
2004 (D) McCain, John
2008 (D) Biden, Joe
2008 (R) Palin, Sarah

Total 12

The table shows that a certain decrease in copreclictions over time is observable. The
model predicts the right winner in nine of the tidwn first selection pools from 1940 to 1964,
while not having a single correct prediction in gedection pools of the Zkentury. This can
give rise speculations that the model's predictapacity has declined over the decades,
though the number of selection pools is not endoglsuch a conclusion to be posited with

sufficient certainty.

On the other hand, what can safely be concludebdaitsthe conditional regression analysis
conducted in model 1 gives little merit to the &tlbalancing theory, as the model has an
overall poor fit to the empirical data. Furthermateshows that presidential nominees have
selected their running mates neither because thiey¢ed the ticket nor rivaled them for their
presidential nomination in the current general ted@c Out of the traditional variables linked

to the ticket-balancing theory, only tls&ze of statevariable had a positive and statistically

significant effect.
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6.4 MODEL 2: THE THEORY OF INCREASED COMPLEXITY

Model 2, which tests the theory of increased comiplginclude seven of the eight traditional
variables that were also incorporated in model He exception beingage balancé®.
Accordingly, the model of increased complexity pdms another test of the seven
corresponding hypotheses H1-H5, H7 and H8.

Also, model 2 provides a test of the hypothesedHl19- These six hypotheses postulate that a
set of modern explanatory variables will influertbe selections: Five of the variables are
expected to influence the selections positivelyjlsttage are expected to have a negative

effect in the analyses.

Table 6.5 Model 2: Model of increased complexity

Characteristics of potential ticket Logit Standard P-value Odds ratio
coefficient error
Modern selection variables
State competitiveness .02 .02 .296 1.02
Ambition 1.37 .61 .024** 3.94
Media exposure .83 .28 .003*** 2.30
Political experience 1.29 .65 .047** 3.63
Education .58 a7 453 1.78
Age -12 .05 .014** 0.89
Military service 1.04 .70 234 2.81
Traditional variables
Regional balance 14 .86 .871 1.15
Ideological balance -.69 .58 232 .50
Religious balance -.28 71 .695 .76
Demographical balance 2.47 1.38 .074* 11.87
Insider-outsider balance -.67 .81 .408 .52
Current rival -2.93 1.15 011 .05
Size of state .26 .15 .082* 1.30
Model fit

Chi*(14) 30.64
Prob > cHi .006*+*
Adjusted McFaddens' R .028
BIC 21.09
Percentage of correct predictions (16/27) 59.2 %
*p< .10 **p< .05 *** p< .01 Allignificance tests are two-tailed
N= 168

The table shows that four of the modern selectianiables have statistically significant
effects, and that these all perform in the expectedction. Firstly, there is thambition
variable. This has a positive effect in the modielis supporting hypothesis H10. The odds
ratio further suggests that the effectaofbitionis large: The odds of a finalist being selected

would be almost four times bigger if the finaligtchbeen considered for the vice presidency

%9 See chapter 3, section 3.3.
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or competed for the presidency, and thus scoredsfead of 0 on that variable. That
corresponds to an increase of almost 300 % in daks dor selection, all other variables held

constant.

Furthermore, the results show thaedia exposureaises the chances of a finalist being
selected as vice president, thus supporting hypahé¢ll. The odds ratio of the variable tells
that the odds for selection will increase by adadf 2.3 in the odds for selection per unit
increase. Following the discussion of section @lunit increase inmedia exposure

corresponds to the score of Palin versus the sifdsgden on the variable. Thus, if Palin was
equally profiled in the media as Biden was priothe selection in 2008, her odds of being
nominated would have increased by 130 %. Sincéifference between Palin and Biden was
not very large in terms of number of articles verittabout them, an odds ratio of that

magnitude is clearly indicative of a large effect.

Thirdly, the model shows that, in accordance witlpdthesis H12 political experience
influences the selection positively. In this case the odds ratio indicates a substantial effect:
A unit increase in the variable means an increaske odds for selection by a factor of 3.63,
holding all other variables constant. That corr@s|soto a percentage increase of over 250 %.
However, when making that statement, the subsanmtieaning of a unit increase in the
variable should again be described: Since the higrids based on a logarithmic
transformation of the finalists’ years of experien@a unit increase from 0 to 1 would

correspond to fewer years in public office than ldaan increase from 2 to 3.

Fourthly, age has a negative effect. Thus, it complies with tikxpeetation in H14 that
presidential nominees tend to select running miki@sadd youth to the ticket. The odds ratio
of .89 (a decrease of about 11%) may give a mislgainpression of a small effect,
especially when compared to the magnitudes of tihds aatios of the three explanatory
variables aboV8. However, in interpreting that odds ratio, one tsar in mind that the
variable range stretches over 44 years (units)s lhence a plausible argument that the
distance between these units is qualitatively ssnalian the distance between the units of a

dummy. In a comparison, thege variable’s units can be viewed more as matterdegiree

“0 Generally, the size of negative odds ratios shaatcbe directly compared to positive odds ratiee tb the
inverse relationship between them. In this caseglver, the comparison is justified: The negativetdachange
of .89 (=1/1.12) has about the same magnitudepasiéive factor change of 1.12 (an 11% decreassugea
12% increase).
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than absolutes, whilst it would be the other wayuad for the units of a dummy, such as for
exampleambition Consequently, one cannot measure the changeds ofla one-year
increase inage against the same standards as a one-unit incheabe ambition dummy.
Instead, one must lower the expectations aboubdius ratio ofage and following this, an

odds ratio of .89 should not be dismissed as untaotial.

None of the other modern variablegate competitiveness, educatiand military servicé
have statistically significant effects. Thus, thgdtheses H9, H13 and H15, all expecting the
variables to have positively influence the chandevioe presidential selection, are not

supported by the model.

In terms of the traditional variables, model 2 does fully comply with the tendencies that
were demonstrated in model 1. Two of the varialhes were statistically insignificant in
model 1, demographic balancend current rival, have statistically significant effects in
model 2. This inter-model inconsistency unavoidaplpvides mixed evidence for the
respective hypotheses H4 and H7.

Furthermore, thelemographic balancevas one of the variables that were problematized
above due to its low level of within-group variaraze potential positive bias. Keeping this in
mind, the extreme magnitude of the variable’s pasigffect should appear suspect: The odds
ratio shows that a finalist of a different genderé than the presidential nominee has 12 times
greater odds of being selected than a finalishefsame gender and race, all variables held
equal. Yet, as discussed in section 6.2, a com@itimference can be madéthe presidential
nominee actually considers a finalist that balarnbesticket demographically (to the point
where the finalist is added to the shortlist), theances of that finalists being selected would
be very high. In turn, this indicates that demobreglly balanced tickets do not just
randomly occur. One can speculate that the sefextad the demographically balancing
finalists are the results of conscious choices elgrdpecauseof their gender or ethnic

background.

The current rival variable, on the other hand, is not subject talamneservations of lack of
variance. Model 2 shows that rivalry for the presitial nomination in the current election
cycle lowers a finalist's chances of receiving e presidential nod. The magnitude of this

variable’s negative effect can be considered exrerhe odds ratio is .05. That corresponds
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to a decrease of 95 % in the odds of selectiomssfihalist was a rival for the presidential
nomination. And because negative odds ratios aemimverse relationship to positive ones,
the factor change of .05 is size-wise equivalerat pmsitive factor change of 20urrent rival

is consequently the dummy variable in both modedsd 2 with the largest effect. Hypothesis
H7, which found no support in model 1, is furthezakened by model 2: Presidential rivalry
in the current election cycle does not appear ¢toease the finalists’ likelihood of selection.
Rather, it would contribute heavily to the finalgtt being selected.

Lastly, the final significant variable in model 2milk of traditional variablessize of state
complies with the findings in model 1. The effestapproximately the same size, with an
odds ratio of 1.3 compared to 1.24 in model 1. Thypothesis H8 is further strengthened by
model 2: Size of state appears to have a posififexteon the finalist's chance of being

selected.

In sum, an inspection of the variables’ effectsniadel 2 demonstrates that four out of seven
modern selection variables comply with the expemtat of the theory of increased
complexity: According to the model, presidentiahmoees tend to select running mates that 1)
add youth to the ticket, 2) have political ambigpB8) are highly profiled in the media and 4)
are experienced in politics. Also, three of thealitianal variables have significant effects.
Size of stateand demographic balancéave positive effects and perform in line with the
theoretical expectations, albeit the latter onlpditonally. Current rival, on the other hand,
deviates from the theory by having a negative éfbecthe vice presidential selection. Thus,
the presidential nominees also select running méi&ts5) come from a populous state, 6)
have made it to the shortlist despite being offeedint gender or race than the presidential

nominee and 7) have not rivaled them for the peggidl nomination.

In terms of overall fit, model 2 performs betteathmodel 1. Unlike model 1, the likelihood
ratio test shows that model 2 is statistically gigantly better than a null model. Furthermore,
model 2’s adjusted McFadden's Bnd the BIC also offer improvements from modethk
former moving from a negative to a positive valuel éhe latter measure decreasing by two
units. Yet, following the guidelines presented lmapter 4, a two-unit decrease in BIC is only
indicative of a minor improvement. Therefore, thvdence that favors model 2 to model 1
can be characterized as weak. In this respedboilld be recalled that both the BIC and the

adjusted McFadden’s “Rpenalizes models that includes inefficient vagablModel 2,
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comprising 7 variables that have statisticallygngicant effects, can undoubtedly fall within
that category. This may help explain why model @nby slightly preferable to model 1 when
it comes to model fit.

Finally, the model correctly predicts 59.2 % of thadection pool winners, representing an
increase of 4 correct predictions from model 1. éwrerview of the correct and failed

predictions is presented below.

Table 6.6 Correctly predicted cases in model 2

Year Selection pool winner Correctly predicted
1940 (D) Hull, Cordell X
1944 (D) Truman, Harry
1944 (R) Warren, Earl X
1948 (D) Douglas, William O.

1948 (R) Warren, Earl X

1952 (D) Sparkman, John

1952 (R) Nixon, Richard

1960 (D) Johnson, Lyndon B. X

1960 (R) Rockefeller, Nelson X

1964 (D) Humphrey, Hubert X

1964 (R) Miller, William

1968 (D) Rockefeller, Nelson X

1968 (R) Finch, Robert

1972 (D) Kennedy, Edward X

1976 (D) Mondale, Walter X

1976 (R) Dole, Robert

1980 (R) Ford, Gerald X

1984 (D) Ferraro, Geraldine

1988 (D) Bentsen, Lloyd X

1988 (R) Quayle, Dan X

1992 (D) Gore, Al X

1996 (R) Kemp, Jack X

2000 (D) Lieberman, Joe

2000 (R) Cheney, Dick

2004 (D) McCain, John X

2008 (D) Biden, Joe

2008 (R) Palin, Sarah X
Total 16

The table shows that the model’'s predictive cagamiplies to both parties and all decades
(except in the two selection pools in 1952, in viahilce model missed). Compared to model 1,
model 2 is thus observably better at predictinga@n pool winners correctly in the most
recent decades. Whilst model 1 only has one coprettiction after 1988, model 2 has four:
It correctly predicts the winners in the 2004 Denatic pool and the 2008 Republican pool,

as well as both pools in the 1990’s.

68



The measures of model fit (and predictive capacityls confirm the impression given by the

examination of the effect of the variables: Modehd& an overall better performance than

model 1. Yet, considering that model 1's score lmesé measures could be characterized as

very poor (for example by the likelihood ratio test being statistically significant), it should

be noted that the improvement represented by mddelby no means dramatic. The fit of

model 2 would surely benefit from removing sometted inefficient predictors (this will be

done later in the synthesis model).

6.5 MODEL 3: THE THEORY OF CHANGED DYNAMICS

There are three explicit hypotheses that are dediroen the theory of changed dynamics.

H16 and H17 postulates that the traditional vagakégional balanceandsize of statawill

have a positive effect only before 1976, whilst Hb&ects political experience to have a

positive effect only after 1972Thus, the hypotheses also contain an inherent &{pmt

regarding the “opposite” variablese@ional balance post-1972, size of state post-127@

political experience pre-1976These variables are presumed to have statigticelignificant,

unsubstantial or even negative effects on the presidential selections. Consequently, for

the hypotheses to be supported by the analysik,thettwo time-demarcated variables must

be taken into account: The hypotheses would onlgdndirmed if the variables have different

effects.

Table 6.7 Model 3: Model of changed dynamics

Characteristics of potential ticket Logit coefficient ~Standard error P-value Odds ratio

Political experience pre-1976 -.32 .51 .529 73

Political experience post-1972 .54 .59 .361 1.71

Size of state pre-1976 1.09 43 .011** 2.97

Size of state post-1972 -.09 17 .607 .92

Regional balance pre-1976 2.08 1.78 243 8.01

Regional balance post-1972 .19 .86 .821 1.22
Model Fit

Chi*(6) 18.98

Prob > cHi .004%*

Adjusted McFadden's R 0.074

BIC 6.39

Percentage of correct predictions

(14/27) 51.8

*p< .10 *p< .05 *** p< .01
N= 168

Allignificance tests are two-tailed

Table 6.7 shows that the only variable in modeb ®ave a statistically significant effect is

size of state pre-197@he effect is positive and also substantive. dtler variables held

constant, a unit increase in the variable (moviogexample from a state with 3 electoral
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votes to a state of 8 electoral votes) would cpoed to a factor change of almost 3 in the
odds for selection. This factor change is more ttvéine the size of the unmodified time-
constant variablsize of staten model 1 and 2. That the effect is larger whemtkd to the
period of 1940-1972 than for the entire period ashale could arguably be interpreted in

favor of the theory of changed dynamics.

Also, the “opposite” variablsize of state post-1972as a statistically insignificant effect in
the negative direction. Combined, tpee-1976and post-1972variables therefore represent
strong support for hypothesis H17, which expeceéspbsitive effect of size of state to only
take place in the period before 1976. Logicallygtthlso contests the premise of hypothesis
H8, which postulated that the effectsate of stateés constant across the whole period 1940-

2008 (and found support in models 1 and 2).

With regards to the other variables, there is noivadent compliance with the theoretical
expectations. First, theolitical experiencevariables: Though both variables have effects in
directions that fit the theory (positive after 192 negative before 1976), the effects are not
statistically significant. To verify that this rdsus not affected by the variables’ internal
correlation, the model is replicated twice, eaahetiexcluding one of the variables (see
Appendix)*’. That the variables have statistically insignificaffects in all the models thus
increases the reliability of the result: Hypothesl48 is not substantiated, as political
experience does not have a positive effect on ibe presidential selections - in any of the

two periods.

Second, theegional balancere-1976andpost-1972variables also have insignificant effects,
and H16 is thus not supported. However, a noteaotion must be included. Due to an
extremely low level of within-group variance in thee-1976variable (see section 6.2), it is
possible that this variable has a negative biasdaes not fully capture the “true” positive
effect of regional balance before 1976. Nevertlgléisough this means that the variable
estimate’s reliability is somewhat drawn into gimst the interpretation of the model is still
unambiguous. It shows no observable significantetBhce in the selection of regionally

balancing finalists between the different sidethef1972/1976 demarcation line.

1 See chapter 5, section 5.4.3, for discussionesfdlvariables’ intercorrelation.
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In terms of model fit, model 3 performs well comgéuto the other two models. Firstly, the
likelihood ratio test of the model is statisticadlignificant. Secondly, the relative measures of
model fit represent an improvement from model 2 @bjusted McFadden’s’RRas increased
and (more dramatically) the BIC value has decredsedn entire 14 units. A difference of
that magnitude is characterized\asy strongevidence in favor of the latter model. Still, it
must again be noted that since BIC and McFaddehsr&both variable-sensitive measures,
and model 3 therefore benefits from being moreipansious than model 2 (including only

six variables compared to model 2’s fourteen).

When it comes to generating correct predictionsdeh8’s performance is slightly inferior to
that of model 2. It has 14 correct predictions,regponding to a percentage of correct
predictions of 51.8. This places model 3 in betwientwo former models, having two more

correct predictions than model 1 and two fewereaxrpredictions than model 2.

Table 6.8 Correctly predicted cases in model 3

Year Selection pool winner Correctly predicted
1940 (D) Hull, Cordell
1944 (D) Truman, Harry X
1944 (R) Warren, Earl X
1948 (D) Douglas, William O.
1948 (R) Warren, Earl X
1952 (D) Sparkman, John
1952 (R) Nixon, Richard X
1960 (D) Johnson, Lyndon B. X
1960 (R) Rockefeller, Nelson X
1964 (D) Humphrey, Hubert
1964 (R) Miller, William X
1968 (D) Rockefeller, Nelson X
1968 (R) Finch, Robert X
1972 (D) Kennedy, Edward
1976 (D) Mondale, Walter
1976 (R) Dole, Robert X
1980 (R) Ford, Gerald X
1984 (D) Ferraro, Geraldine
1988 (D) Bentsen, Lloyd
1988 ER; Qéayle, Dlan
1992 (D ore, A
1996 (R) Kemp, Jack
2000 (D) Lieberman, Joe X
2000 (R) Cheney, Dick X
2004 (D) McCain, John
2008 (D) Biden, Joe X
2008 (R) Palin, Sarah

Total 14

Examining the table closely, there is a detectalfference between predictions in the two

party camps. The model has correctly predictedt®bli2 Republican selections, whilst only
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5 out of 15 Democratic selections. The predictigpacity of model 3 thus seems to apply
more to Republican vice presidential picks than Dematic ones. The predictive capacity
over time on the other hand, seems to be rather constaet:omly notable tendency in this
respect is a “gap” in successes after 1980 up @D2Where the model missed all five
selection pools. This time period also represdrgsstrongest deviation from model 2, which

comparatively had correct predictions in four outhese five selection pools.

All in all, however, the performance of model 3viery decent. There is a difference in the
dynamics of the vice presidential selections bebhnbe periods before and after 1976/1972
with regards to the effect of the finalists’ hontatss’ sizes. Though no such difference is
observable when it comes to political experienag @@gional balance, the model still has an

overall better fit than the other two models.

6.6 MODEL COMPARISON

In a summarizing comparison of the three modelgjeha is by far the one with the lowest
overall model fit, not even being statistically migcant overall. Model 2 faired better, whilst
model 3 represented the most substantial improvenmemodel fit from both the other

models.

Though producing correct predictions is a less irtgmt goal for the models (see chapter 4,
page 35), it can still be noted that model 1 haswkakest performance also on this measure,
but that the internal ranking between model 2 aratleh 3 is reversed: Model 2 has the
highest percentage of correctly predicted seleghool winners. Also, it is perhaps a notable
peculiarity that though the model’s prediction sgx patterns are diverse, one selection pool
stands out as being especially unpredictable: Heitf the models was able to predict

Geraldine Ferraro as the winner of the 1984 Dentiecsalection.

When it comes to the different independent varsbdd three models include variables that
comply with the theoretical expectations. Model tésting the ticket-balancing theory,
demonstrates thatize of statédhas a statistically significant and positive effea the vice
presidential selections. Model 2 shows that fouthef modern selection variablémbition,
media exposure, political experienaadage) have effects in accordance with the theory of
increased complexity. It also demonstrated that ¢dvthe traditional variablesize of state

and demographic balanfewvere in line with both the first two theoriesbeit the latter
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variable only conditionally. Lastly, model 3 demtrates that the performance of the
interrelated variablesize of state pre-197&ndsize of state post-1972in line with theory of
changed dynamics

All the theories thus demonstrate some compliante tive empirical data in the models. Yet,
none of them fully hit the mark. Few of the ticlketlancing variables complied with the
theoretical expectations, some of the modern seteariteria introduced by the theory of
increased complexity had no explanatory power &ndlly, the threshold of temporal change
postulated by the theory of changed dynamics iy émlnd to apply to thesize of state
variable.

Thus, the overall conclusion is that though thethef increased complexity and the theory
of changed dynamics explain vice presidential sielebetter than the ticket-balancing theory,
there is certainly room for improvement in termsnebdel construction. In that vein, the
thesis proposes a synthesis model, combining thst refficient explanatory theoretical
features. This model aims to represent a betteat faore parsimonious) explanation for vice

presidential selections of the whole period 194080

6.7 STEP-WISE CONSTRUCTION OF THE SYNTHESIS MODEL

Searching to present the best explanatory modtieohistorical vice presidential selections,
the synthesis model will include the variables thawe demonstrated explanatory efficiency
in the three former models, regardless of theiotéical affiliation. The table below gives a

complete overview of variables that meet this cote

Table 6.9 Overview of variables with significanteefts in models 1, 2 and 3

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable Significant  Direction  Significant  Direction  Significant  Direction

H4 Demographic balance No Positive Yes Positive - -
H7 Current rival No Negative Yes Negative - -
H8 Size of state Yes Positive Yes Positive - -
H10  Ambition - - Yes Positive - -
H11 Media exposure - - Yes Positive - -
H12  Political experience - - Yes Positive - -
H14 Age - - Yes Negative - -
H17 Size of state pre-1976 - - - - Yes Positive

Size of state post-1972 - - - - No Negative
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The table includes nine different explanatory Valga. Six of themdemographic balance,
current rival, ambition, media exposure, politicatperienceandage can be included in the
synthesis model without hesitation. However, theegéhremaining variables are more
problematic. They represent theories/hypothesesdbas irreconcilable premises and cannot
be included in the same model. The synthesis mouet inevitably choose between the
traditional variable measurirgize of statand the modified variables measursige of state
post-1972andsize of state pre-1976.

Faced with this choice, it should be remarked that findings presented thus far in the
chapter can be interpreted in favor of the lattar pf time-demarcated variables. The reason
is two-fold. First, the model testing the theoryoblanged dynamics clearly outperforms the
model testing the ticket-balancing theory in teowhsodel fit and predictive success. Second,
though the effects of the variables cannot be tiyemmpared across the different models,
one should still note the difference in odds raigtween theize of staterariable in model 1
and 2 andize of state pre-1976 model 3. That the latter variable by far hasl#rgest odds
ratio indicates that this is more efficient in eaiping the vice presidential selections,

especially considering the statistical insignificarof thesize of state post-1972.

Nevertheless, the two alternative choices of vée(gh can be evaluated statistically.
Specifically, two likelihood-ratios test can be daoted. First, a synthesis model is
constructed both with and without the un-modifs&éze of staterariable. The likelihood ratio
test thus determines whether the added variabhgfisigntly improve the model's explanatory
power. Second, the synthesis model is constructdd amd without the modified variables
size of state pre-197&ndsize of state post-197%hd the synthesis model tests whether these
variables jointly represent an improvement to thedet fit. The results of the tests are

tabulated below.

Table 6.10 Likelihood ratio tests of alternativeiables’ contribution to model 4

Size of state pre-1976

Variable(s) Size of state Size of state post -1972
Chi? 2.18 11.33
Degrees of freedom 1 2
Prob > chi® .140 .004**

*p< .10 *.p< .05 ***p< .01

The two likelihood ratio tests demonstrate tbaly the two variablesize of state pre-1976
andpost-1972offer a significant improvement of the synthesigdal’s fit. This has obvious
74



implication for the construction of the synthesisdal. It includes the two time-demarcated
variables instead of the time-constarge of state As such, hypothesis H8, postulating size
of state to have a positive effect on the entimsopleof vice presidential selections, is rejected.
Instead, hypothesis H17, expecting the positivectfbf size of state to be limited to the
period before 1976, is preferred.

In turn, that implies that model 4 incorporatesnedats both from the theory of increased
complexity and the theory of changed dynamics. fidiet-balancing theory must be seen as

playing a subordinate role, included only indirg@s parts of the other two theories.

6.7.1 Model 4: Synthesis model — version 1
Table 6.11 Model 4: The synthesis model

Characteristics of potential Logit Standard

ticket coefficient error P-value Odds ratio
Traditional variables
Current rival -3.28 1.32 .013** .04
Demographic balance 1.81 1.07 .090* 6.13
Modern variables
Ambition 1.38 .61 .023** 3.96
Media exposure 64 .26 013** 1.91
Political experience 88 65 176 2.42
Age -.07 .05 162 .93
Time-demarcated variables
Size of state pre-1976 .86 .33 .009*** 2.35
Size of state post-1972 -.13 21 .523 .88

Model Fit

Chi* (8) 34.17
Prob > chf .000***
Adjusted McFadden's R 192
BIC -2.21
Percentage of correct predictions (15/27) 55.6 %
*p< .10 **p< .05 *** p< .01 Allignificance tests are two-tailed
N= 168

The table shows that model 4 has statistical mbtast of the variables have statistically
significant effects that comply with the theoretieapectations. Only three variableslitical
experience, agand size of state post-197&e statistically insignificant. The insignificant
effects of the two former variables mean that higpsés H12 and H14 are not supported by
the model: Presidential nominees have not beenfisamly more likely to include youth or
political experience to the tickets. In contralg insignificant effect ofize of state post-1972
is in accordance with the expectations in hypothétl7. It demonstrates that the positive

effect of size of state is limited to the perioddre 1976.
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Model 4’'s percentage of correct predictions is asan acceptably high level. 15 correctly
predicted selection pool is better than modelsdL.&ryet one less than model 2. However, in
terms of model fit, model 4 clearly outperforms gevious three models. Compared to
model 3 (which had the best fit of the former majlethe adjusted McFadden's’ Ras
increased markedly, by .124. Also, the BIC has ekes®d by 8.6, which is characterized as
strong evidence in favor of model 4. Nevertheless, thedlehaan still be ameliorated: Of
consideration of efficacy, parsimony and model #mation, the variables that has

insignificant effects should be removed.

6.7.2 Model 5: Final synthesis model

The new and final version of the synthesis modddeledmodel 5 is thus constructed by
excluding the following variables from model 4:gtly, there isageandpolitical experience
Secondlysize of state post-1912 discarded. That variable has already demosestihiat the
time-demarcation of theize of stateariable is justified in model 4, but since keepihin the

model would lessen the overall model fit, it is lkeied in model 5.

To justify the removal of these three variabledigtiaally, a likelihood ratio test of the two

(nested) models 4 and 5 is conducted.

Table 6.12 Likelihood ratio test of model 4 vs midsle

Chi? 3.52
Degrees of freedom 3
Prob > ch? .318

*p< .10 *.p< .05 ***p< .01

The test demonstrates that the three variablesotsignificantly improve of the model’s fit
and that the exclusion of them will not be on tkpense of the model's explanatory power.

Hence, they are confidently discarded in modek3aaulated below.
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Table 6.13 Model 5: The final synthesis model

Character|§t|cs of potential Logﬁ Standard P-value Odds ratio
ticket coefficient error
Current rival -2.88 .98 .023** .05
Ambition 1.33 .59 .025%* 3.77
Media exposure 5 23 .028** 1.64
Size of state pre-1976 .84 .30 005+ 2.33
Demographic balance 1.57 1.26 110 4.80
Model Fit
Chi* (5) 30.65
Prob > chi .000***
Adjusted McFadden's R 218
BIC -8.58
Percentage of correct predictions (15/27) 55.6 %
* p< .10 **p< .05 *** p< .01 Alsignificance tests are two-tailed
N= 168

In terms of variable effect, the model largely esponds to model 4. The variables have
statistically significant effects in the same dires, and their odds ratios are approximately

of the same magnitude.

The effect of the traditional variabirrent rival is negative and large. All other variables
held constant, a finalist that rivaled the presi@@énnominee for the nomination would
decrease his odds for selection by a factor of Tbus, the variable thoroughly refutes the
premise of hypothesis H7. Instead of having theeetqul positive effect, rivalry for the
presidential nomination in the current electionley@ather appears to minimize the electoral
prospects of vice presidential finalists. In preetithis implies that even if Barack Obama had
seriously considered Hillary Clinton as a runningte) her chances of being selected would
probably have been slim: Her participation in tf@& Democratic primaries would have

decreased her chances by 96 %.

Ambition, on the other hand, is compliant with the theory:influences the selections
positively, thus substantiating hypothesis H10. Thkls ratio indicates that having been
considered for the vice presidency or competedh®mpresidency in previous elections makes
the selection odds increase by a factor of 3.960ther variables held constant. Continuing
with the example of Hillary Clinton, this means tthaer rivalry with Obama for the
nomination in 2008 would enlarge her chances aigstlected as vice presideémthe future

In fact, in the hypothetical scenario that a presithl nominee in 2012 would consider
Clinton as running mate, her experiences in 2008ldvocrease her odds of being selected
by nearly 300 %, all variables held equal.
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The effect ofmedia exposures also positive. The variable has an odds rdtib.@4, which is
only slightly below the odds ratio that was indezhtin model 2. Again, to simplify the
interpretation of the odds rati@, unit increase on the variable is equaled to ifference
between Sarah Palin and Joe Biden: If Palin haémslevel of media coverage in 2008, her
odds for selection would nearly double, holdingadher variables constant. Hypothesis H11
is therefore again supported. Media exposure sogmfly increases a finalist's vice
presidential prospects.

Size of state pre-197as a significant and positive effect. The odd® rshows that a unit
increase (again comparing a state with 3 electorytds to a state with 8 votes) would more
than double a finalist's odds for selection, alletvariables held constant. That substantiates
the argument presented in hypothesis H17: Theisisahailing from large states would have
a significant advantage in terms of being seleagedinning mate in the period between 1940
and 1976.

The only slight deviation from model 4 is tdemographic balancgariable. In model 4, it
was statistically significant and had an odds rafi@ver 6. In model 5, the p-value is only
marginally above .10 and the odds ratio is 4.8.tidastill a sizeable effect, though. If a
finalist was of a different gender or racial baekgrd than the presidential nominee, holding
all other variables constant, the odds of the aatdiwould increase by almost 400%. Thus,
the H4 is still conditionally supported. Thoughdrade of gender and ethnic background does
not always count as positive assets for the viesigential candidates, it seems that they are
aspects that are consciously deliberated by thsidmetial nominee: If the selection pool
contains demographically balancing finalists, tharnces are that one of these finalists would
be selected (like they did in both selection pa@d/2008).

Also, in terms of model fit, model 5 improves upmwdel 4% The likelihood ratio test is
statistically significant, the adjusted McFaddeR"shas increased and the BIC is reduced by
over 4 units. This is indicative gfositiveevidence in favor of model 5. The percentage of

correct predictions is however, unchanged at 1Becbpredictions.

*2 The analysis of model 5 was repeated in a sixtghavhere the not-so-significadémographic balanceas
excluded. However, this only caused a marginal awpment in model fit. The remaining variables’ efte
direction, odds ratios and statistical significanemained fairly unchanged. Thus, the inclusioa afodel 6,
without demographic balance, in the thesis woulehzo influence on the conclusions.
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Table 6.14 Correctly predicted cases in the figatlsesis model

Year Selection pool winner Correctly predicted
1940 (D) Hull, Cordell X
1944 (D) Truman, Harry
1944 (R) Warren, Earl X
1948 (D) Douglas, William O.

1948 (R) Warren, Earl X

1952 (D) Sparkman, John

1952 (R) Nixon, Richard

1960 (D) Johnson, Lyndon B. X

1960 (R) Rockefeller, Nelson X

1964 (D) Humphrey, Hubert

1964 (R) Miller, William X

1968 (D) Rockefeller, Nelson X

1968 (R) Finch, Robert X

1972 (D) Kennedy, Edward X

1976 (D) Mondale, Walter X

1976 (R) Dole, Robert

1980 (R) Ford, Gerald

1984 (D) Ferraro, Geraldine

1988 (D) Bentsen, Lloyd X

1988 (R) Quayle, Dan X

1992 (D) Gore, Al X

1996 (R) Kemp, Jack

2000 (D) Lieberman, Joe

2000 (R) Cheney, Dick

2004 (D) McCain, John X

2008 (D) Biden, Joe

2008 (R) Palin, Sarah X
Total 15 |

The table shows that the predictive capacity ofrtioelel reaches its peak in the decade from
1964 to 1976. Still, the model has correct prediddiin all decades, thus a time-related trend
in the prediction successes is not immediately wgpa Also, in comparison with the 16
correct predictions of model 2, the success patigrquite similar. Models 2 and 4 only
deviates in three selection pools: Model 2 succiggbredicted the Republican selections in
1980 and 1996, whereas model 4 predicted the Riepuldelection of 1964 correctly.

6.8 SUMMARY OF THE EMPIRICAL FINDINGS

The final synthesis model is constructed with thgctive of providing the best explanation
for the vice presidential selections. To that ehd;ombines aspects of both the theory of
increased complexity and the theory of changed myew whilst the ticket-balancing theory
is merely indirectly included as an integral elemehthe theory of increased complexity.
Model 5 thus comprise the five variables that noostsistently have had significant effects in
the same directions in all the models. The robgstra the findings of model 5 is thus

maximized.
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Table 6.15 The findings of the final synthesis node

Actual effects
Expected Synthesis| Implication for
Variable effect Model1  Model 2  Model 3 model(s)| hypothesis
Demographic . Not o . Hf". Is
H4 Positive Lo Positive - Positive| (conditionally)
balance significant
supported
. . Not . . H7 is
H7 Current rival Positive significant Negative - Negativd Rejected
H10 Ambition Positive - Positive - Positive] H10 is supported
Media . - . .
H11l Positive - Positive - Positive| H11 is supported
exposure
Size of state - " " .
H17 pre-1976 Positive - - Positive Positive| H17 is supported

The table shows that the hypotheses H10, H11 antlafi@ conclusively supported by the
analyses. It seems that ambition and media expetungd be considered definite advantages
for a finalist aiming for the slot as presidentishning mate. Also, for the selections up to
1976, the size of the finalists’ home states wasooicern for the presidential nominees: The

more electoral votes of the state, the betteritiadi$t's chances of being selected.

With regards to H4, demographically balancing ticket would too count as a benefit, but
only on the occasions where the presidential noensignals that he/she is open to such
balance by including finalists of a different genae ethnicity on the shortlisiThus, the
hypotheses are conditionally supported. Thouglaiinot be claimed that the variable has a
uniformly positive effect (the effect can ratherdmscribed as occasionally positive), it seems
that the finalists’ gender and race are aspects dha taken into consideration by the

presidential nominee.

Hypothesis H7 must, on the other hand, be rejed®adher than having a positive effect,
being a rival for the presidential nomination i tturrent election cycle wouldtamatically
decrease the finalists’ chances of being sele@sdndicated by the extreme size of the odds

ratio’s negative factor change).
Also, in a summary of the analysis’ findings, ohewdd mention that there are mixed results

for political experienceandage,being statistically significant in model 2, but netmodel 4.

Secondly, the un-modifiesize of stateariable has a positive effect in models 1 ange2 s
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rejected when compared with the results of modeth3t indicates that the size of the

finalist's home states only matters before 1976.

Finally, there are nine hypotheses than finds ngpsu in the analyses, and thus can be
discarded with some confidence. It seems that dpart thedemographic balanceariable,
none of the balancing variables influence the sieles, neither positively nor negatively. The
same applies to the modern variabd¢ste competitiveness, educatiand military service
Also, political experiencehas no effect on the selection of vice presidemegther for the
entire period nor when tested separately in theggbefore and after 1976/1972. However,
though theregional balancere-1976andpost-1972had effects that also were insignificant,
the hypothesis cannot be rejected with the samaiobr because of the potential bias in the

pre-1976variable.
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7 CONCLUSION

The research conducted in this thesis confirmd#dsec premise shared by all three theories:
There are observable systematic tendencies indleet®on of vice presidential candidates
from 1940 to 2008. The most evident mechanismsharéollowing:

In general, presidential nominees pick running mdkat enjoy extensive media coverage.
Also, the presidential nominees tend to pick rugmmates that have been considered for the
vice presidency or sought the presidency in eadiection cycles. However, if the finalists
sought the presidential nomination in the curréatteon cycle, thus rivaling the presidential
nominee, they tendot to be selected. Furthermore, there is a disceenaidngever timein

the selection dynamics. Presidential nominees tkhalgick running mates from states that
had many electoral votes in the period before 18u6,not after 1972. Finally, the running
mates’ genders and ethnic backgrounds are fadiatsate included in the decision calculus.
Seemingly, certain presidential nominees want deapdgcally balanced tickets, but the
overall majority of them do not even consider tlsgibility of running with a politician of a

different gender or race.

Thus, the answer to the thesis’ research questitimtambition media exposureivalry for
the presidential nominatioand , to some exterdemographic balancandsize of statere

the factors that best explains the vice presidesgi@ctions from 1940 to 2008.

These findings have implications for the theoréticamework, for future research and for the
empirical reality of vice presidential selectiofis final chapter of the thesis discusses all of

these aspects.

7.1 IMPLICATIONS FOR THE THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Gerald Pomper (1968: 129) wrote that "in a sciewicpolitics, disproving hypotheses is as
important as their confirmation.” In that vein, thigesis offers a vital contribution to the
literature. It rejects all the hypotheses deriviexhf the conventional wisdom of presidential
selections, leading to a conclusion that the titdedaincing theory has little statistical value in
explaining the historical selection dynamics. Frb@40 to 2008, presidential nominees have
generallynot selected their running mates because they balatieedicket in some way

(albeit with the slight exception of demographidabae). Also, the effects of the vice
82



presidential home states and rivalry for the prsihl nomination are not compliant with the
expectations of the ticket-balancing theory. Thhe,analysis shows that the ticket-balancing
theory can be considered outdated. It is certamlyranked by the two theories that

represented modifications of the conventional wisdo

So why are the two other theories better at explgiice presidential selections? Firstly, the
theory of increased complexity introduceew selection criteriathat have significant
explanatory power (especially media exposure anitigad ambitions). Secondly, the theory
of changed dynamics offers a valuable perspectivelmnge over timen the selection
process: There seems to have been different dysagoieerning the selections before 1976
and after 1972, at least in terms of the size atestariable. Both these “updated” theories
hence offer valuable insights to the underlying Ina@isms of vice presidential selection,
more so than the ticket-balancing theory. Thuss tthiesis suggests that the theoretical
framework of the vice presidential selection wobéhefit from an amalgamation of these two
perspectives.

7.2 IMPLICATION FOR FUTURE RESEARCH

The synthesis model proposed in the thesis denatestsubstantial explanatory power for
the vice presidential selections of 1940 to 2008stshedding some light on the selection
dynamics. Still, there is much work left to do. gy, the perspective of temporal change
should be further explored. The statistical analysithis thesis was obviously affected by the
(necessarily) small sample size and consequently llevel of within-group variance,

especially when it came to determining the effeftfor example regional balancing before
and after the watershed in 1972. Thus, the thasialysis could arguably benefit from being
supplemented by more in-depth studies of the wiesigential selections. Such studies would

also be more sensitive to the differing electoaaitexts than could a quantitative analysis.

Also, the set of modern selection criteria can imalgly be expanded. For example; how has
the greater use of opinion polls affected the s¢iele2 How about politicians that actively
campaign for their selection to the office? What tie importance of the personal
compatibility between the presidential nominee dmsl running mate? And, following

Skowronek (2008)’s perspective on political time,different categories of presidents choose
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different types of running mat&8 These are all aspects that could be researchteerfuAnd

if the vice presidency continues to develop inshee direction and pace as it has done the
last decades, the importance of this researchbeileven more urgent. One can no longer
claim that the vice presidency is insignificant (@orth less than a pitcher of whatever
content), any more than one can claim that thecsefe of the office’s occupants are

irrelevant.

7.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR EMPIRICAL REALITY

The vice president is essentially selected by angles (though popularly elected) person.

Thus, the vice presidential selection process Iseat indirectly democratic. That has been a
cause for criticism of the office (Albert 2005; @stein 1977; Natoli 1980b, 1979). Yet, one

can argue that the lack of democratic features@fselection process is only worrisome if it

results in the wrong person getting the job. Ifspdential nominees selected their running
mates based on their competence and ability tdhvelgob, it would not be considered equally

problematic (Nelson 1988: 484; Schlesinger 1974).

From such a normative perspective, the resultshefthesis’ analyses can be regarded as
somewhat disappointing. First, the analyses fird plolitical experience isot a key selection
criterion. In none of the periods before 1976 derafl972 (or in the entire period for that
matter) did this variable influence the vice presitial selections significantly. Second, there
is no robust evidence that presidential nomineedstéo pick the candidates with the highest
educatiod®. Rather, the selections are dominated by chaisiitsr that do not necessarily
correlate with competence (i.e. finalists’ gendetiaiic backgrounds, their ability to get the
media’s attention and the size of their home stdtle¢ only consolation in this respect must
be the presidential nominees’ tendency of pickimlpi@ious running mates. Though ambition
is not synonymous with skill, one can at least hibyae politicians that have previously sought
the presidency or been considered as a potentialpresident should have certain capabilities.
Nevertheless, the conclusion of the thesis runsiteouo the claim of Michael Nelson (1988:
865) that the presidential nominees’ incentive parking a competent running mate and
desire to win the election have now convergedilltseems that ability to govern the country

is not the main concern in the vice presidentibmsn.

3 This idea was proposed and initially investigatgdiulia Azari (2006).
*4 Chapter six demonstrated that #uucationvariable had a positive effect in model 2, butéfect was
insignificant when the variable was retested indynethesis model 4.
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7.3.1 The selection of 2012

As argued in chapter 3, explanation is built upbae same basic logic as prediction. The
variables used for explaining the history of viceegidential selections will probably be
pertinent in upcoming elections as well. So whatlioations do the thesis’ findings have for
future selections of vice presidents? Admittedly, engage in the “veepstakes” of 2012
already in 2009 is perhaps to overreach. Yet, seageie speculations on the Republican

choice of vice president can be posfted

The thesis’ synthesis model suggests that it wdadda politician that had shown some
political ambitions and have high media profiles. find examples of potential candidates,
one can therefore look to John McCain’s primary petitors for the presidential nomination
in 2008. There is for instance Mike Huckabee andt Miomney. Quick searches in the
archives of New York Times and Times Magazine shimat they both enjoy extensive media
coveragé&®. Thus, if neither of these candidates run foraB&2 presidency, they should both
have decent chances for securing the vice presderd’. Still, this is inevitably closer to
guesses than predictions. The fact that the ideofithe presidential nominee is unknown
makes it impossible to forecast anything with datia However, when the Republican
presidential nominee is appointed in 2048d there exists a shortlist of possible vice
presidential candidates, one can certainly makesmalyust predictions based on the synthesis

model.

It is highly uncommon for a president to repldee tunning mate when seeking the second termi#sisot
happened since 1976). Thus, one can safely asfinh®bama will most likely run again with Biden the
Democratic ticket in 2012.

“% For the period of January'1o November ¥ 2009, Huckabee was mentioned in 30 articles if\ine York
Times and 28 articles in the Times, whereas theetive number of articles for Romney was 50 and 28
*" Given a white male Republican presidential cartdidsome would even claim that Mitt Romney could
balance the ticket demographically, since his faitees born on Mexican soil (albeit in a Mormon c¢olpso it
is perhaps a stretch of the concept of ethnicity)
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9 APPENDIX

9.1 OVERVIEW OF THE DELTA-BETA VALUES OF THE “CRITICAL = CASES”

The “critical cases” are the units of analysis tlate only included in one of the datasets
H&K and JB. The Delta-Beta statistic measures ifferénce in the coefficient vector that is
caused by the deletion of a unit of observatiom® Aigher the values, the more does the
deletion of the unit of observation influence theult of the analysis. The table below shows
that none of the “critical cases” have severelyatied Delta-Beta values in more than one of

the three models.

Table 8.1. Delta-Beta values of the “critical casE360-2004*.

Finalist Selection pool Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Nelson Rockefeller 1964 (R) .006 .025 .000
Joseph D. Alioto 1968 (D) .004 .023 .000
Edward Kennedy 1968 (D) .084 .019 .000
George H. W. Bush 1968 (R) .014 .007 .105
Edward Muskie 1976 (D) .004 .014 .003
Robert Dole 1988 (R) .003 .001 .002
Mario Cuomo 1992 (D) .056 .881 .387
Richard Gephardt 1992 (D) .002 .004 .002
Jim Edgar 1996 (R) .002 .001 .002
John McCain 1996 (R) .004 .001 .005
Don Nickles 1996 (R) .001 .004 .003
Tommy Thompson 1996 (R) .001 .006 .001
Connie Mack 1996 (R) .004 .002 .007
Jeanne Shaheen 2000 (D) .002 .013 .000
Richard Gephardt 2000 (D) .055 .012 .004
Bill Frist 2000 (R) .010 .002 .004
George Pataki 2000 (R) .027 .759 119
Tom Ridge 2000 (R) .002 .004 .002
Fred Thompson 2000 (R) .017 .001 .003
Jeanne Shaheen 2004 (D) .004 .015 .013

*Barring only Rockefeller in 1968(D), Ford 1980(&)d McCain in 2004(D), as these were coded as the
winners of their respective selection pools, anddatherefore not be removed from the dataset.
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9.2 REPLICATIONS OF MODEL 3

The independent variables political experiencel®@6 and political experience post-1972

correlate highly, and thus might impose a problémmuolticollinearity in model 3, which

includes both variables. Below, model 3 is repkdatwice, each time excluding one of these

variables. The results remain fairly unchanged.

Table 8.2 Model 3 without political experience J1%76

Characteristics of potential ticket Logit coeffiste Standard error P-value Odds ratio
Political experience post-1972 .54 .59 .361 1.71
Size of state pre-1976 1.01 .38 .00Q7x** 2.74
Size of state post-1972 -.08 17 .607 .92
Regional balance pre-1976 1.8 1.64 .275 6.02
Regional balance post-1972 .19 .86 .821 1.22
Model Fit

Chi2 (5) 18.59

Prob > chi2 .002***

* p< .10 **p< .05 *** p< .01

N=168

Table 8.3 Model 3 without political experience ph872

Characteristics of potential ticket Logit coeffiote Standard error P-value Odds ratio
Political experience pre-1976 -.32 51 .529 1.72
Size of state pre-1976 1.09 43 .011** 2.97
Size of state post-1972 -.10 17 541 .90
Regional balance pre-1976 2.08 1.78 243 8.01
Regional balance post-1972 .28 .83 .740 1.32
Model Fit

Chi2 (5) 18.04

Prob > chi2 .003***

*p< .10 **p< .05 *** p< .01

N=168
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