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image through competence and good governance among student voters.

1.0. Introduction

The benefits of understanding the voting behavior and key decision criteria of voters cannot
be belittled. The development of the country depends much on the programs and priorities of the
elected leaders. Filipino voters are known to be inconsistent in their preferences and political beliefs,
resulting in the election of incompetent government officials (Tandoc-Juan et al., 2019). The election
process in the country has always been filled with fraud and violence ( Murcia & Bolo, 2017). The
election of future competent leaders relies on the next generation of voters. First-time voters, such
as most of the students, are in the process of developing their political self and identities (Bgrhaug,
2008). Politics and election is a multi-million business. This explains why only the rich, wealthy, and
elite can participate in the game. Running for a position involves a lot of money. The risk is high as
well as its reward. Understanding voters’ preferences is advantageous to aspiring political leaders.
They can build their strategies, programs, and priorities based on these preferences.

Determination of preferences is a key marketing research activity. According to Levy and
Kotler (1969), marketing applies to persons, organizations, and ideas. Politics and elections are the
marketing of people and policies. Shama (1975) used the term political marketing, referring to how
political candidates and ideas are directed to voters to satisfy their political needs and thus gain
their support. The promotion of products is similar to the promotion of political candidates. There
is extensive use of media to inform, remind, and change attitudes and behavior (Shama, 1975). The
similarity of consumer and voting behavior allows the application of selected marketing research
tools to analyze voters' preferences.

Literature reveals interesting preferences of voters around the world. Some studies find physical
attributes to be important in the success of an election. (Alsamydai & Al Khasawneh, 2013; Hoegg &
Lewis, 2011; Klein & Ahluwalia, 2005; Stanton, 2000; Todorov et al. 2005). Voters make trait inferences
from facial features and are likely to vote for candidates that they perceive to be competent (Hall
et al,, 2009). Others find education and incumbency more important than appearance (Franchino &
Zucchini, 2013; Baker & Myers, 2010). The character of the candidate seems to have mixed results in
the literature. Bishin et al. (2008) observed no significant impact of candidates’ character on voter's
preference. Meanwhile, Alsamydai and Al Khasawneh (2013) find that character such as candidates’
credibility is an important dimension to influence voters’ selection decisions.

Studies on voter preferences were also conducted in the Philippines. One of the earliest studies
was done by Ando (1969). He finds that language affiliation has the best explanatory power. The
Institute of Political and Electoral Reform (IPER) conducted a much wider study in 1995 with an
updated study in 2003. In the 1995 study, they found out that Filipinos choose candidates based on
four factors: popularity; endorsement from social groups such as church and family; benefits that can
be derived from the candidate; and lastly, party affiliation. A turn of findings happens in the 2003
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study. The benefit that can be derived from the candidate did become the most significant factor. This
is followed by political machinery, popularity, and endorsement of social groups. In 2013, the Asian
Institute of Management (AIM) Policy Center surveyed the educated youth. Results revealed that 90
percent chose candidates based on personalities, last names, and their television advertisements.
AIM Policy Center economist David Yap II said, “"When you take a close look at our results, it is not
the ideology behind the candidates that motivates people to vote for them. It is the personality.
It coheres with the notion that we have these personalistic politics.” Popularity has become an
important factor in the election. Political advertisements increase to improve the popularity of the
candidates. Study on voters' preference remains an active area of research. The political arena of the
country is comprised of diverse personalities. Ideology, physical, and competency attributes are not
always the significant criteria in selecting a political candidate.

Most of the previous studies of voters’ preferences used psychographic methods, which can
be considered traditional. This method does not consider the trade-off between attributes. In aid
to political marketing, conjoint analysis can also be used in determining what political attributes are
significant to the voters for decision making. According to Yamamoto (2014), a professor of political
science in Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT), “conjoint analysis is an ideal approach to
determine what aspects of political candidates are important to the people”. Respondents are
presented with sets of candidates whose attributes (e.g., sex, party affiliation, accomplishment) are
randomly combined. They will choose among the sets of candidates. The analysis will determine the
weight of attributes (Hainmueller et al.,, 2013). The weight can be interpreted as utilities. Traditional
survey experiments often create an artificial environment in which respondents are commonly given
a single piece of information. The conjoint analysis provides various pieces of information jointly and
lets respondents employ the information they find most relevant. This suggests that conjoint analysis
may capture decision-making processes in information-rich environments more effectively than do
traditional survey experiments (Alves & Rossi, 1978).

This study explored the applicability of conjoint analysis in examining the voting preferences
of students. Hence, this study can be considered exploratory in nature. Studies involving the use of
conjoint analysis are very limited, especially in politics and elections. This study specifically sought
to: (1) determine how political candidate attributes affect the voting preference of students; and
(2) determine which of the political candidate attributes is the most important among students.
Although this voting population may be considered a minority, they are the next voting generation.
They are more informed than the general voting public. Students are exposed to education about
the government processes that encourage political participation (Einfeld & Collins, 2008; Finlay &
Flanagan, 2009; Kahne & Middaugh, 2008). According to Colby (2007), college courses and co-
curricular activities are positively related to political participation among students who have no
political interest before. Students are also exposed to thoughtful discussion about political and
current events (Pritzker, Springer & McBride, 2015). This discussion may involve expressing sensible
reasons for their preferences, exchanging information, listening to one another, and moving towards
making a decision (Conover, Searing, & Crewe, 2002). Deliberative classroom discussions enable
students to understand, and tolerate diverse opinions, and reevaluate their responsibility as citizens
and their participation in the community (Callan, 2004).

2.0. Framework of the Study

Conjoint analysis is based on the Theory of Random Utility (Ben-Akiva & Lerman, 1985; Domencich
& McFadden, 1975). Utility is defined to be the total satisfaction derived from consuming a product.
If political candidates are “products”, our choice of candidates results in a certain level of utility or
satisfaction. Voters will choose candidates whom they perceived to give them the highest utility. The
Theory of Random Utility asserts that utility is derived from the consumption of the attribute of the
product and not the product itself. For instance, in politics, the utility of the voters comes from the
attributes of the political candidate, such as platforms, accomplishment, and profession.

Theory of Random Utility states that the consumer’s utility can be presented in the form:

U=V +e, 1)
where U, is the total utility derived from choosing alternative i, V, is the systematic component
determined by the attribute factors, and e, is the random error term. The systematic component
takes the form:
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Vi=a+BXx, (2)
where g, is the alternative specific constant of the ith alternative, B’ is the vector of the parameters,
and x, is the vector of the levels of the product attributes in the ith alternative.

According to equations 1 and 2, the utility of choosing a president can be expressed as a
function of attributes. This study examined political and demographic attributes. Political attributes
considered are the previous position held, political affiliation, character, leadership style, priorities,
and the number of projects accomplished. Meanwhile, the demographic attributes examined are sex,
age, educational attainment, experience, and profession. This paper sought to estimate the utility,
which is the parameter vector B associated with each category of the attributes.

3.0. Methods

Participants of the conjoint experiment

A randomly selected sample of 53 students participated in the two conjoint experiments. The
participants were second-year and third-year students taking an undergraduate program in a state
university. These groups were selected because the majority would be first-time voters. Moreover,
this is the level where students have enough exposure to classroom exchange of information and
deliberative discussions about politics and current affairs. Twenty-six percent of the participants were
male, and 74% were female, with a mean age of 19 years old.

The limited number of participants is one of the shortcomings of the study. Most conjoint
studies involved sample sizes of up to 200 (Zarco, 2014). However, exploratory studies do not need
to have large samples (Zarco, 2014). A sample size between 50 to 70 is acceptable (Hair, 2010; Zarco,
2014). Orme (2010) stated that even a sample of 30 is acceptable for exploratory work. Another
limitation of the study is that the sample came from students of the same college. The results should
be interpreted cautiously and may not apply to the entire student population.

The conjoint experiment procedure

Two conjoint experiments were conducted, and both followed the same conjoint procedure.
The first experiment involved choosing of hypothetical presidential candidates given their political
attributes, while the second experiment involved choosing candidates given their demographic
attributes. The conjoint procedure used in this study follows Ryan and Farrar (2000). This is a five-
step procedure that includes: a) identification of attributes, b) assignment of levels per attribute, c)
yielding of the candidate profile, d) selection of the presentation medium and method, e) selection of
the technique to be used in analyzing the data. The details of each step for this study are as follows:

Identification of attributes. According to Azarcon et al. (2014), there are different ways in
determining the attribute to be considered in the conjoint analysis. This can be done through
literature survey and focus group discussion. This study used both methods. Candidate attributes
such as sex, age, character, education, political affiliation, priorities, and issues were found to be
significant factors in electoral success among the literature reviewed (Alsmydai & Al Khasawneh,
2013; Franchino & Zucchini, 2013; Hoegg & Lewis, 2011; Klein & Ahluwalia, 2005; Lawson, Lenz, Baker,
& Myers, 2010; Murcia & Bolo, 2017; Stanton, 2000; Todorov et al. 2005). A focus group discussion
(FGD) was conducted among students in the school to enrich the identification of attributes. In
particular, FGD was used to identify important political attributes. Ten students participated in the
FGD. The participants were asked, "What is your criteria in voting for a president?”, This question
solicits the important political attributes for students. Common recurring answers observed in the
discussions were: priorities, accomplishments, performance, leadership style, experience from the
previous position, reputation, and political affiliation. Some participants also answered competence,
ability, and not corrupt. From these answers, eight political attributes were deduced. However,
conjoint analysis is only effective for up to 6 attributes. The 6 attributes used were previous position
held, political affiliation, character reputation, leadership style, and the number of projects/programs
established (Table 1). The conduct of FGD satisfies principles of communicable and actionable
measures among the attributes (Hair, 2010). Communicable means that the attributes (demographic
and political) are understood by the participants.
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Table 1. Political attributes and their categories

Political attributes Categories/level of the attributes
Previous position held Governor
Senator

With political party

Political affiliation Independent

Have not been accused of corruption.

Character reputation Have been accused of corruption

Authoritative

Leadership style Democratic

Poverty alleviation
Priorities Economic growth
Improved government services

Number of projects/programs 12 projects/programs implemented
established during the previ- 6 projects/programs implemented
ous positions implemented 2 projects/programs implemented

Assigning of Categories or Levels per Attribute. The categories or levels per attribute were also
determined during the FGD. The second question asked to the participants was, “How can you say that
the presidentiable is competent?”. This question solicits more specific criteria about political attributes.
The recurring answers among participants were many projects implemented, successful projects
implemented, not accused of corruption, not a dictator, and programs that can alleviate poverty and
economic growth. These answers were grouped according to what attributes they belong to and
modified to suit the conjoint analysis. For example, the answer “many projects implemented” was
changed to the number of programs and projects implemented. This is more specific than using the
term “many” or “more” and, in some cases, “good” and “better”. These words are vague, and voters
may have different perceptions of these terms. The attribute “number of projects” has categories
such as 2 projects, 6 projects, and 12 projects (Table 1). These categories are easy to understand.
Objectively, a presidentiable with 12 projects implemented has more accomplishments than those
with 2 projects. The same modifications were also done among other attributes and categories.
The categories were rechecked and examined to avoid the existence of impossible combinations.
For example, a candidate cannot be 30 years old yet have 15 years of experience in politics. The
candidate could have started his political career at the age of 15 years which is not allowed. Table 1
and 2 shows the attributes and categories used in generating the profile of hypothetical presidential
candidates.

Table 2. Demographic attributes and their categories

Demographic attributes Categories/level of the attributes
Male
Female
45
60

Bachelors
Masters

Sex

Age

Educational attainment

2 years
Experience 6 years
12 years

Lawyer
Military men
Showbiz personnel

Profession before engaging in
politics
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Yielding of candidate profile. The categories/levels for each attribute were combined to form
several unique hypothetical presidential candidate profiles. A total of 144 (2x2x2x2x3x3) candidate
profiles for the first conjoint experiment can be formulated based on the 6 political attributes. Seventy
two (2x2x2x3x3) candidate profiles can be formulated in the second conjoint experiment based on
the 5 demographic attributes. These numbers of profiles were reduced using fractional factorial
design (Hair, 2010). It is a method of selecting a sample of possible profiles that do not correlate with
levels across attributes. The number of levels for each attribute is balanced. The SPSS orthogonal
command was used in generating the number of profiles for the two conjoint experiments. SPSS
generated 20 candidate profiles for each experiment (Table 3 and 4).

Table 3. Profile of presidential candidates using political attributes

Previous

Profile Pt:'sitli‘;)n A??illii:itciaol n Character Reputation Lea:t;::hip Priorities N:::jbei: so f
1 Govemor Independent "PIT IS pemocraic  FOUR iR
) Cenator WithP:gl)iltical Havegfoctot:fj;ts)c:used Authoritative Aﬁg\\//izrttign észt:brﬁiicetj
3 Senator  Independent Havec:}octobrffgt%c; wsed Authoritative Aﬁg\\fizrt%n észt:t;ﬁjsi(:csi
4 Senator WithP::)tI)i/tical Have ngrzgfiglfed of Democratic Eéorgmc Eitzrtslj‘;ﬁ;sd
5 Governor  Independent Have ?g:arr;;tcigl:]sed of Democratic Gzlgriaé\;:;nt Ezstzrlﬁj‘;s;gd
6 Senstor Independent MO TRICORION  pemocratic NI, ganiined
; Senator Withpglgl)i/tical Have c:}octot:fuegti)cncused Democratic Gglgigﬁgm észt;’t:ﬁﬁ?;
8 Governor Withp;’gl}i/tical Havec?foctol:;fj;t%cr::used Democratic Aﬁg\\/liztc%n Ezstzlﬁjisﬁtt:d
9 Govermor Independent MIT NI auhoritve RN g e
10 senstor N pton Authoriative O e
11 Governor  Independent Have Egﬁz;;g:]sed of Democratic Aﬁg\\/lizrt%n észt:l;ﬁii(:;
12 Governor Independent Have Egﬁﬂgtcig:fed of Authoritative Aﬁg\\/ﬁ?%n Eitzlaj‘;sﬁgd
13 Governor Withngl)i/ﬁcal Have(;lfoctol:r):eue’;ltiz:)cr::used Authoritative Glcggsrr:l%w:;nt EGStErgHEP:(t:d
14 Govemor e ton | Awhoriatve O
15 Senator Independent MRS RIS pemocic (O SO
16 Senator Independent Havec:}octot;rejgts)c;used Authoritative ECG(?ZSV?;:C E?stZE)IJ‘;:;Sd
17 Governor WithP:r(il)i/tical Have Egrerrsjgtcigised of Democratic ECG(?S\(/JvrtnI:C észt:l;ﬁjsicet;
18 Govemor Independent  MeERIERAT  auhoriarve  ETOVC SR
19 Senator Independent Have Egrerrsjgtcig?ed of Authoritative GL:EEEE;M éSZt:gloijsicet;
20 Senator Independent Have kc)grerTJStCigfed of Authoritative GICL;\’EEEE;M Ezstzlﬁ{gﬁ::l
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Table 4. Profile of presidential candidates using demographic attributes

Profile Sex Age i‘::;?:::::tl Experience Profession
1 Male 60 Masters 2 years Lawyer
2 Male 45 Bachelors 2 years Celebrity
3 Female 45 Bachelors 6 years Lawyer
4 Female 45 Masters 6 years Military
5 Female 45 Bachelors 2 years Celebrity
6 Male 45 Bachelors 12 years Celebrity
7 Female 60 Bachelors 2 years Lawyer
8 Female 45 Masters 2 years Lawyer
9 Female 60 Bachelors 12 years Celebrity
10 Female 60 Bachelors 6 years Lawyer
11 Male 60 Masters 6 years Celebrity
12 Male 60 Bachelors 6 years Lawyer
13 Female 60 Masters 2 years Military
14 Male 60 Bachelors 2 years Military
15 Male 45 Masters 12 years Lawyer
16 Male 45 Bachelors 12 years Military
17 Female 60 Masters 12 years Lawyer
18 Male 45 Masters 2 years Celebrity
19 Male 45 Bachelors 2 years Lawyer

20 Female 60 Masters 2 years Lawyer

Selection of the presentation method. The full-profile presentation method was used in the study.
It is the most popular method because of its perceived realism and its ability to reduce the number
of comparisons through fractional factorial design (Hair, 2010). The participants were presented
with candidates with a complete set of unique profiles from the identified attributes and levels. The
participants were asked to choose one among the four hypothetical candidates. This is known as the
choice-based conjoint method. The 20 full profiles of the hypothetical candidates were divided into
five-choice sets, with each set having four candidates with unique profiles and an option of choosing
“none” if the respondent’s preference is not among the choices in the set. Table 5 and 6 shows an
example of a choice set in a choice-based conjoint task for the political and demographic attribute

The conjoint experiment was done using a questionnaire. The questionnaires were given to
the participants and were retrieved after two days. This is to give time for the participants to choose
properly and to increase the validity of the response.

Selection of the technique used to analyze the data. The hallmark of conjoint analysis is the
generation of utility for each level/category of the attribute and the overall importance score of
each attribute. The utility is estimated using conditional logit regression. The utility presents the
preference for the levels/categories in each attribute. XLSTAT was the software used to generate the
utility and the importance score.

Volume 4 Number 2 April-June 2021 23



Philippine Social Science Journal

Table 5. Sample conjoint task on political attribute of the candidate

Attributes President 13 President 14 President 15 President 16 None
P‘rgwous Governor Governor Senator Senator
Position Held
Political With Political With Political
Affiliation Party Party Independent Independent
Character Have not been Have been Have not been Have not been If these were
. accused of accused of accused of accused of th |
Reputation . . . . e only
corruption corruption corruption corruption presidentiables,
- I'would not vote
Leadership Authoritative Authoritative Democratic Authoritative for any one of
Style them.
Improved . . .
Prioriti G t Economic Economic Economic
rioriues overnmen Growth Growth Growth
Services
Number . . . .
of Projects 6 Projects 12 Projects 6 Projects 2 Projects
: Established Established Established Established
Established
Kindly check
here
Table 6. Sample conjoint task on demographic attribute of the candidate
Attributes President 1 President 2 President 3 President 4 None
Sex Male Male Female Female
Age 60 45 45 45
If these were
Educational the only
Attainment Masters Bachelors Bachelors Masters presidentiables,
I would not vote
Length of for any one of
Experience in them.
Government 2 years 2 years 6 years 6 years
Service
Profession Lawyer Male Female Female
Kindly check
here

4.0. Results and Discussion

Conjoint analysis of political attributes

The computed utility score for the political attributes is shown in Table 7. In terms of the
previous position held, the governor has a positive utility (0.021) while the senator has a negative
utility (-0.021). This implies that student voters prefer presidential candidates who have served as
governor compared to those who have served as senators. Independent presidential candidates
yielded a positive utility (0.139), while those candidates with a political party yielded negative utility
(-0.139). This means that student voters prefer candidates who are not identified with any political
party than those who belong in a political party. Student voters prefer those presidential candidates
who have not been accused of corruption with a positive utility of 0.232. Student voters assess the
integrity and morality of the candidates.
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Students also prefer candidates who are democratic in their leadership style with a positive
utility of 0.208 than those who are authoritative (-0.208). A democratic leader has a strong appeal
to the students because this group of voters wants to participate in the governance of the country.
Students wanted their voices to be heard. It can always be observed that the youth are always in the
frontline of protest whenever their cause is perceived to be unheard (Valte, 1987). Perhaps the youth
is aware of the grim regime of Martial Law, which is strongly associated with authoritarianism.

Table 7. Utility score of political attributes factors

Political Attribute Utilities Standard deviation

Previous Position Held

Governor 0.021 0.094
Senator -0.021 0.094

Political Affiliation

Independent 0.139 0.086
With Political Party -0.139 0.086
Character Reputation
Have been accused of corruption -0.232 0.095
Have not been accused of corruption 0.232 0.095

Leadership Style

Authoritative -0.208 0.102

Democratic 0.208 0.102
Priorities

Economic Growth 0.684 0.141

Improved Government Services -0.082 0.158

Poverty Alleviation -0.603 0.154
Number of Projects Established

2 Projects Established -0.688 0.179

6 Projects Established 0.007 0.188

12 Projects Established 0.682 0.124

Economic growth was preferred with a positive utility (0.684) than improved government services
and poverty alleviation. Student voters find economic growth to be more important than the rest of
the other priorities. Economic growth is foreseen to affect the students in the area of employment. A
growing economy is perceived to create more jobs. In terms of the number of projects established,
student voters preferred candidates with 12 projects established in their previous position with
the highest positive utility of 0.682. Projects established may reflect the accomplishment of the
presidential candidate. Students prefer candidates with output.

Taking into account all the factors with the highest positive utilities in each political attribute, the
most preferred presidential candidate possesses the following characteristics: the previous position
held is governor; independent; have not been accused of corruption; democratic leadership style;
economic growth is the priority; and have established 12 projects. This result supports the study of
Murcia and Bolo (2017) who finds that millennial voters prefer presidentiable who is an economist,
liberal thinker, and prioritize economic growth.

Table 8 shows the relative importance of each attribute. The result revealed that the number of
projects established has the highest importance score of 33.38%, followed by priority (33.38%) and
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character reputation (12.018%). The least important political attribute is the previous position held
with an importance score of 1.066%. These importance score imply that students give more weight to
the number of projects established by the candidates when deciding to vote. Accomplishment reveals
the capacity of leaders to be effective and efficient in achieving the goals for their constituents.
Student voters are also concerned with the priorities of the candidates. Leaders with clear priorities
indicate the existence of a vision and direction. This also suggests whether or not the candidates’
plans are relevant to the voters. Leaders with character are trustworthy and free of corrupt practices.

Table 8. Importance score of political attributes

Political Attributes Importance Score Rank
Number of Projects 35.537 1
Priorities 33.38 2
Character Reputation 12.018 3
Leadership style 10.805 4
Political Affiliation 7.195 5
Previous Position Held 1.066 6

Conjoint analysis of demographic attributes

Table 9 shows the utility score of the demographic attributes. The result revealed that student
voters prefer male candidates with a positive utility score of 0.109 than female candidates (-0.019).
While our political system recognizes the participation of women in politics, the preference for
males is still dominant. The majority of the positions in the government are occupied by males
(Philippine Commission on Women, n.d.). Students also prefer candidates aging 45 years old with
a utility score of 0.232 than those candidates with age 60 years old. Students tend to identify
themselves with the young candidates. According to Webster and Pierce (2019), age act as a voting
heuristics or informational shortcut, and the voting population tend to vote for those who are
closest to them in age.

Presidential candidates with master’s degrees (0.077) are more preferred than those candidates
with bachelor’s degrees. The educational qualification reflects the intellectual competence of the
candidate. Students are an academically inclined group of individuals as they are expected to study and
perform well in class. Students give high regard to individuals with higher academic accomplishments.
In terms of experience, student voters prefer candidates with 12 years of experience (0.915) to those
candidates with 6 years and 2 years of experience. Students perceived that a candidate is capable
of leading if he has a considerable amount of experience. By profession, lawyers were preferred
more by student voters (0.944) than military (0.253) and showbiz personnel (-1.197). The president
is an executive office whose main function is the execution of policies and programs. Students are
aware of the duties and responsibilities of the president and find that a candidate who is a lawyer by
profession is more suited to lead than military men and showbiz personalities.

Based on the factors with the highest positive utilities, the most preferred presidential candidate
is someone who is: male; 45 years old; has a master’s degree; has 12 years of experience; and a lawyer
by profession.

Table 10 shows the importance score of the demographic attributes of the candidates. The result
shows that the most important demographic attribute is the candidate’s profession (48.886%) and
followed by their experience (32.007%). The least important attribute is sex (4.979%). Candidates who
are lawyers and have long experience are perceived to be more competent. Presidential candidates
must prove that they have substantial knowledge and understanding of the law and constitution.
Almost every action of the president must be in accordance with the constitution. Student voters do
not prefer the candidate who is a novice. Experience may speak how well the candidate is prepared
to take the challenge. Hence, candidates should emphasize their political experience to the student
voters. Although the study used the length of time in experience, one may also present the depth of
his experience to be more appealing to the students.
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Table 9. Utility score of demographic attribute factors

Demographic Attribute Factors Utilities Standard deviation
Sex

Female -0.109 0.086

Male 0.109 0.086
Age

45 years old 0.232 0.099

60 years old -0.232 0.099
Educational Attainment of Candidates

Bachelor’s Degree -0.077 0.079

Master's Degree 0.077 0.079
Experience of Candidates

2 years -0.487 0.126

6 years -0.428 0.207

12 years 0.915 0.168
Profession of Candidates

Lawyer 0.944 0.118

Military 0.253 0.191

Showbiz personnel -1.197 0.215

Table 10. Importance score of demographic attributes

Demographic Attributes Importance Score Rank
Profession 48.886 1
Experience 32.007 2
Age 10.6 3
Sex 4.979 4
Educational Attainment 3.528 5

5.0. Conclusion

This paper explored the applicability of conjoint analysis in the study of the voting preference
of students. This study specifically sought to: (1) determine how political candidate attributes affect
the voting preference of students; and (2) determine which of the political candidate attributes
is the most important for students. For political attributes, the result revealed that students
prefer candidates whose previous position is a governor; independent; have not been accused
of corruption; democratic; economic growth is the priority and has established 12 projects. The
most important political attribute is the number of projects established. In terms of demographic
attributes, students prefer a presidential candidate who is male, young, has a master's degree, has
long experience, and a lawyer by profession. The most important demographic attribute for the
student is profession and experience.

The results of the study bear connotations in the area of public administration and governance.
The study showed that students base their decisions on competency attributes. Existing leaders
aspiring for a higher position must build their image on the aspect of accomplishment, platforms,
priorities, character, profession, and experience to gain the support of student voters. Amidst the
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country'’s violent and fraudulent electoral system, students remain to be sound in their preference for
political leaders (Murcia & Bolo, 2017).

The major shortcoming of the study is the limited number of research participants. A similar
study can be conducted involving a larger sample size, probably not only student voters but also
voters from other sectors. Another limitation of the study is that the sample came from students from
one college. The results may not apply to the entire student population.

The choice-based conjoint study applies to up to six attributes. This is the reason why the
conjoint experiment was divided into two experiments to accommodate this condition. For future
research studies, one conjoint experiment can combine the demographic and political attributes
to test whether one of the two attributes is more important. Traditional conjoint analysis can also
be tested using ranking and ratings. Researchers can also examine other political and demographic
attributes not included in the study.
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