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ABSTRACT

These two papers summarize a portion of a
wide-ranging survey, conducted in Memphis, of children's political
attitudes and knowledge. Inconclusive data on prime influences in the
process of political socialization and a lack of data on lower
income, rural, Southern, black children suggested the scope of the
- research. The students sampled were in grades 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 in
public and Poman Catholic schools and in integrated and segregated
schools. As reported in the first paper, each child interviewed was
asked his opinion about a fictitious childt's political preferences
and shown drawings appropriate to his own background to illustrate
people who might influence his choices. The results show the strong
influence of parents and indicate circumstances under which that
influence is mitigated. The second paper discusses the interview
questions: "What does the President do?" and "What is government?"
They were asked in order to test an assumption of youthful
disaffection with government. Data is categorized on the basis of
benevolent, malevolent, or neutral perceptions and in terms of global
or domestic functions of government. (JH)
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g; Now we are going to focus on the child's cognitive map
f:ﬂ of the Presidency and the Government. W asked our Ss the
o~ ' ] ) ] . .
< following 2 questions:

£ l. What does the President do?

‘i

2. Wnat is the Government {(or what does it do)?

Examgles
What does the President do?

1. President Nixon signs checks that Gov. Wallace gives to
him: Wallace - Head of Government.

2. If he wants us to go back to Africa, he could send us.

3. Sits there, talks a lot but doesn't do it.

4. Sits n White House, has meetings with Cabinet, gets
interviewed, has fun.

What is the Governmenﬁ?

1. Helps you when your parents die.

2. 8Sen. Muskie - He tries to make the world better.

We asked these gquestions because of our theoretical in-

terests in the c¢hild's cognitiocn regarding his political world

but also becaus: during the last few years, a number of edi-

torial writers and social commentators have voiced the opinion
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that a large portion of Auwerica's youth have lost faith in
their government's capacity to function wisely and fairly.
Anmerican Goverament, these commesatators fear, may be vergincg on
a "crisis of confidence” which, if unchecked, will seriously
erode our political and social institutions.

At the same time. researxchers in the field of political
socializaticn have been struck by the extraordinarily favorable
attitudes expressed by children in thinking about political
figures and*gbvernment.' By énd large, children were found to
view their government and its officials as benevolent, compe-
tent ard powerful.

How is this discrepancy te be explained? Could it be that

!
both the social commentators and the researchers of political

socializggion are correct and that American youth has becone
dizenchanted with governmenﬁ and politicians, but that this
disencﬁantment is a very recent phenomenon. Or might it_be, as
Jarcs, Hirsch and Fleron (1968) and Hirsch (19271} have suégested,
that the highly favorable views found by the social scientists
might have resulted from cversampling white, urban, middle-

class children and undersampling black, rural and impoverished
children. Here in our study we have inc%uded race as a separate
variable. In order to try to answer thesa gquestiong we daveloped
2 coding systems for the question about the Presidency. The
first one coded children's statements acco.ding to whether they
perceived the President ag a panavolent force, as a malevolent

one 0r in a way that could not be clearly categorized as
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daifinlitely berevolent or definitely malevolent. The maicr
finding was an overwhelming ratio of benevolent to malevolent
perceptions. 53 Ss saw the President in benevolent terms
whereas only 2 saw him in a malevolent light (e.yg., could send
us back to A¥rica), while the statements of 1850 children wera
not clezrly malevolent or benevolent. There wexe hiqher'p&rcanw
tages of Lenevolent pexceptions amony blacks, younger $3 and
Catholic school Ss.

Rzlving on a cognitive-developmental perspective, children'e
perceptions ¢f the Presidency were also coded as depiciting
glabal or specific functicns of the Presidencyland within each
of these 2 categories as being either generally correct or in-
correct. The results werre not at ail promising: expecied age
differences did not show up. The difference:s that did occur
vere elthexr very small or impossible to interpret. It was
clear, however, that specific functions were mentlioned more than
twice as often ag global functionz, and corvect answers pre-

dominated cver incorrecc ones by n2ariy 4 to 1.

by
G

Now we turn to the question about the government, where
che majority of the iunteresting findings were obtained. The
shildren’s statements were coded according to the following
governnental funoscions. Since the pevrcentage of responses
coded within ezon catelory is not on vour handecut 11 re.d tha

percentage ag we move cdowun the list:

o
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1. Wwelfarxe 36%
2. Order 7%
3. Poreign Policy/War 8%
4, Administrative 1l6%
5. Perscnification 19%
6. Law Making 408
7. Judicial : 2%
8. Vague 73
9. DK 5%

Multiple coding was 5llowable for a single child -
therafore, cre child's ztatcmeat could ke coded in as many
as three or four categories.

l. Welfaye. Black girls were much more likely to men-
tion welfare functions thai? bleck boys ox whites of either sex.
There are further diffexences when cne locks at the type of
school. In the all-whilte schools girls mentioned welfare func-
tions more frequently than the Moys. Also girls in the public
schools mentioned welfzre functions more than boys. Also
vhites in public school mentionsd welfare functions less often
then whites in Catholic schools.

If we can assume that whites in Catholic schools have less
exposurs to others who are on welfZire than whites in public
schools do, then it is clear that recegnizing the welfare funce-
tions of gﬁ*ernment is not a direct function of mere exposure tou
others who are on welfare. On the otner hand it does seem that
the recipfiencs »f welfare ~- aé least the girls -- are morc

lJikely to perceive it as a governisent function.




2. Order. Major differences here are in terms of age
differences. There was a marked increaée wvith age in the fre-
guency of recognizing the government's functicn of maintaining
order. Only 1 in 4 recognized order in 3xrd grade. The big
lbreak cime between the 5th and 7th grades, with almost 2/3
| of the lith grade Ss recognizing order. The boys showed a
shérper more clear-cut increase with age than girls did.

In the all-white schools only 17 out of 44 girls recog-
nized order, whereas 30 of 48 boys in all-white schools recog-
nized order as a function of government.

3. Foreign. Neothing.

4., Administrative. Can't interpret.

5. Personification. There was an impressive age

trend for personification with 26 of the 54 statements that
were coded as persoaification occuring in the 3rd grade and
only 4 in the llth grade.

6. Lawmaking. Recognition of lawmaking funciions was
higher among the whites, among older children, and in all-white
schools. The age trend was qﬁite significant but it developed
earlier and was more clear-cut amcng boys and among whites.

Three more findings:

a. Blacks in Catholic schools made fewer lawmaking state-
ments than blacks in public schools, wlhure=g whites in private
schoocls made the most lawmaking statements.

b. Whites gave more lawmaking statements in all white
schools, whereas there were no differences among blacks due

t0o race mix of school.



¢. Private school kidas developed more slowly at f£irst

but were ahead by the 1llth grade.

7. Judicial. Nothing.

Discussion

One of the major findings - that can'’t be seen in the
data as we presented them ~ is thaf virtually none of our sub-~
jects even mentioned concepts such as liberty, freedom, and
individual rights. It was alsc surprising to see so few children
mention the judicial and foreign poclicy functions. It would
seém safe to concluds from these findings that somevne - probably
the paxents and the school - is doing something wrong. The pro-
cese of political socializaticn is lncomplete if by grades ¢
and 11, these important functions are not salient,

A final point is worth mentioni.g. We ave all famililar with
‘the current argument between law and order advocates and social -
justice proponents. Most often behavioral scientists seem to
support the latter group. Yet the findings for the order func-
tion indicate a strong age trend. Recognizing this function of
government then is part of the development of a mature percep-
tion of government. Perhaps then behavioral scientists down-~
grade the order function in their causal and not so rausal dis~
cussions of government.

¢



Children's Conceaptions of the Structure

and Punctions of Government

Kenny, C., Lupfer, Dr. and Silver, J.

I. Question #1 What does the President do?
A. First code
1. Benevolent
2. Malevolent
3. Not clearly nenevolent or malevolent
4. Doesn’t know
B. Second code
1. Global - ccrrect (sits around White House and
gives orders)
. Global - incorrect {rules the pecple; controls
the world)
specific - correct (signs bills)
Specific -~ incorrect (makes laws; makes sure those
on welfare don't have no jobs)

N~

e L3

. 3

II. Question #2 Code
A. Welfare {(collects garbaye; social security)
B. Order (enforces laws; protects people)
C. Foreign/War (visits countries; decides on war)
2. BAdministretive {collects taxes)
E. Personification {He makes laws, ihe president}
¥. Lawmaking (make laws; pass bills;
G. Judicial (have trials when gomeone is killed)
B. Vague (the government is the people)
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Elacks 19 51 lA 6
Whices 14 47 1 8.
3 13 25 Q 22

5 7 21 0 28

7 § 24 1 26

9 4 17 ¢ 35
11 ] 12 1 39
Publie | 24 52 Z 99
Private 9 46 0] 51

Preaidency - Giobal vs. Specific

No. Global Giobsl Specific Svecific
Ans. Correct Incorrect Correct Incorvecs
Gisls 17 34 15 64 10

Bovs 13 35 4 72 23




Girls

Boys

81 girls
Wh girls .
81 bhoys
«h boys

Public girls
Private girls
Public boys
Private boys

Girls in ivlack school
Girls in mixed schoul
Girls in white school
Boys in Dblack school
Boys in mixed school
Boys in white scheol

Public wlacks

&N
Public wvhites
Private wiites
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3.4 girls
5th girls
7th girls
9th girls
11th giris
3xd boys

5th goys

7th boys

9th boys
1lth boys

Girls in black schoolis
Girls in mixed schools
Girls in white schools
Boys in black schools
Boys in mixed schools
Boys in white schools

Govt.

oW

Govt. - Order

No

46
41

"

2
17

23
22
14
12
11
23
13
12

2%
29
27
43

-y
L

1y

Personificaticn

No

34
i%
51
33
A9
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3rd
5th
5th
Tth
7th
9th
Sth
llth
l11lth

Public
?rivate
Public
Private
Fublic
Private
Public
Publie
Pablic
Private

Govt. - Lawraking

o
30
24
23
13

‘18
11
20

9
17
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This pa . and tne accompinying one, were presenced at the meeling
of the Loutheastern Fsychological Assoclation. hew Crleans, fHipril,
1972

Sociel Influence on Children’s Tresidential Freferences
“ichasl Lupfer, Charles XKenny and Sara Finnell Jacob Sillver
vemphls State University University of Illinois
Students of political behavior, attempting to explain the diver-
sity of political attitudes and voting patterns in adults, have in-
creasinglv focused on the political views of children and the process
by which .ielr ldeas are lsarned. The emerging interest in political

- socialization 1s, of course, predicated on the belief that "in things

political, a3 in other things, the child is father to the man% (idler
and Harrington, 1970, p. 1), that early political learning has im-
portant consequences for later pciitical behavior. The gquestions
that the study of political soclalization ceeks to answer are these,
according to Greenstein (1968): (a) who, (b) learns what, (¢} from
whom, {d) under what circumstances, (e) with what effects?

The first two papers to be presented today summarize portions
of a wilde-ranging survey of children’s political attitudes and know-
ledge, conducted in the spring of 1972 in VYemphis, Iast year was,
after all, a Fresidential slection year and Tennessee, along with
many other states, had a Presidential primary during the time when
the survey was being conducted.

Choosging one Fresidential candidate over another is a political
decision which even young children understand, and one in which many
enage. Indeed, preferring one contender to another is probably one
of the first political choices any chlld makes, When a chlld comes
to prefer a candldate, who influences his cholce? His parents?

His friends? His teacher(s)? Today's first report focuses on the
relative impact of these various sccialization agents as the child
decldes "who to be for" for President.

Both common sense and a great deal of empirical data polint to

‘the preemlnence of the parents as the primary political socilalizers.

¥ost children report the same party preferences as thelr parents

(Maccoby, Matthews and Morton, 1954; Jennings and Nlemi, 1968) and
cite their parents as the best source of voting advice (Greenstein.
1965). As for whether mother or father is more influentisl, "part
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votin of husband and of father" (Jennings and Niemi, 1968. p. itu;

In support of this contention, Greenstein’s (1965) lew Haven sample

and Hirschis (1971) Appalachian samnple generally preferred the father
as a source of voting advice. On the other hand, Jennings and

Niemyl (1968) and Maccoby, Matthews and Morton (1954%) found no difference
between maternal and paternal influence, while Iangton (1989) and
Hirsch (1971) obtained evidence Tor "amaternal domlnance! in the

matter of party i1dentir'ication.

Recently, Hess and Torxrney (1967) have challenged the pre-
eminence of the parents? role. Having questiocnned a national sample
of 12,000 white elementary school children, they asserted that the
public school is the most important and effective instrument of
political socialization in the Unlted States, Clearly there is a
nead for more evidence before any conclusions can be drawn,

We decided to jump into the fray, not only because of the
ineonelusive findings, but also Lecause so3t surveys have sampled
the views of white, middle-class children in the urban centers of
the lioxyth and Midwest and la.gely lgnored the views of black,
Southern, xural and lower-irncome childrer:. Since many children
ficting these latter catezories live in HMemphlis, we sought to
sample thelr views., In cdditicn, We woldered whether the earliexr
data might have neen distorted vy asking such direct questions as
this: "If you had to vote. who would be hest to ask for voting '
advice <« your uother or your father?’ ilany children, we suspect,
are hesitent to choose butirsell thelr mothers and fathers, since
the choice of one implies the rejection of the other, and would
tend to answer, "I'd meke up my own mind." Weé felt that & projece
tive method of obtaining the infTorseation would be preferable,

Thus chlldren in cur survey wers asited to guess who would influence
a fictitlous child.

| Method
Selecting the Sample

Studernis- enrollied in graday 2. 45, 7, Y gnd 11 in the Memphis
publie and Rowman Catholisc schecls in The spring of 1972 constitutsd



tr.a population frem which the sample was drawn, For purposss of
selveting the sawple, the population was gtratified along five
iinevsions, as shown in Table l: on the basls of the students?® grade
level. race and sex; according to whether the students atteaded a
publile or Cathollc school; and whether the  studiatcs atteaded a
raciilly segregated or Integyated school. (A racially segregated
school was defined as one in which 90% or more of the students
belonpged Lo the same racial group; an integrated school was defined
*s one attended Ly both blacks and whites and orne in whlich no racial
X-oup comprised as much as 90% of the student bedy, )

Respondents were selected randomly within each strutum. Howe
6wy, the number of rvespondents drawn £ rom any stratum did not
necisgarily correspond to the proportion of the population repree-
gsented 4in that stratum. For example. only 67 of 81l zhildren in
the population attended Cathollc schools. In the sample though,
Catrolle school childien comprised 37% of the total. The reason
wor "owversampling" cevtain strata was to enhance the reliabiliis
¢ nmeasires talten on svratsa contaianing small numbers of chilrrer.
frocedury

Nine persons condhuc.ed the public school interviews, and three
>f there Individuals concucted ithe Catholic schocl “nterviews. Aal
interviwyers were white; flve were male and four we.w female;
five were ;ndergradusts student:z at Memphis State Upiversity
mijoring 11 politlecal dc.ence or psychology: “wo were psycholozy
sraduvate stitsnts; and two were wWemphis Stite faculty members.

Intervieya were ccundvucted during repalar school hours. Typl-
tally, the reipondent wa: excused from class o study hall end
escorted by t. e interviewsr to an empty classroom or lounge. Each
Interview aveuged 30 minutes and was tape recorded.

To asses - the relative \upast of different socialization agents
on the child?a presidential oreference, the followlng projective
fevice appeared micdway in the interview. A situation was described
in which & boy ramed John (or a girl named Mary, if the respondent
was female) was d z1ding "who to be for" for President. In each
question. the respwdent was asked to guess which of two or more
people would more l1liXe)y influence John's (or Mary's) cholce. To
engage the respondent s !nterest, cartoon drawings cof the varlous
characters were provicded. White cartoon characters were shown to



white chiidysn, and black charstters to black children,
If you will =Surn to the ¢irtoons and ilmagine that you are a
black male yow.rster, then tn: interview went something like this:

This 1sg John, Tals is an :lection year and John is trying
to decide whe 1o ve for £ Fresident. (Show pictures of
mother and father.] Thes# are Jonn'®s parents., They are

for one candidate. (Show picture of John's friends.)

These are sone of Johm's (riends. They are for soubody else,
They are for ancther canididate. Do ycu think John would
agree with hils pareats oxr '71A*th his friends?

(Return to pictures of noi:wr and fether,) Now suppose that
John fovr1 out that hils rvchexr was actually for one candidate
and that ais father was " r somebody else. Whose 31de do you
think Jomn wor 1 t» on . nls mother?s or his father?s?

(Show pictures o1 .V &.. ewupAapevr.,) John is watching news
on TV, A man on 'V say. chat ¥r., So-and-so is the best man
for Presldent. JSut Joar remsibers that the newspaper had
said that gsomebody else sould 1eKe the best President. Do
you think John would ax.¢e with the man orn TV or with the

newspapexr? _
(Now add pictures of tassher aul clergyman) This 18 John's
classroom., This 18 hl=z teacher Johu studies sbout govern-

mant and elections. His teachsv has Lold him who sheé's for,
Now this is John‘s ___ (pastor, vriesl, rabbi). He has also
said who hefs for, N¢w Johm 1s -“rying to make up his mind.
Who do vou think he*li (isten to wost .... his mother? His
father? His friends? he mana on TV? People writing in

the nesspaper? iis te¢ .her? Or hls pastor?

Results

When asked tc select from anmong seven potentlal agents, the
typicul child selected his parents, nspecially his mother, as most
likely to influence his :lioice for President. As shown in Table 2,
51% of the tdal sample mtued either both rsrents (23%), mother {(197),
or father (10%) when askud to chooss auong mother, fether, television,
newspaper, teacher,friendu: or clsrgymal.,. Following the parents, in
descending order of influcrce, were clirgyman (149), friends (10%),
television (79), teachers (4%) end aswspapers (174). Detailed analysis
of responses suggested trat as childre: grow older, the preaminence
of parents?, particularly ths mcther’s 'niluence diminishies somewhat,
Whereas 687 of all third.grader: select:d one or both parents as
most influential, only 42¢, 39% and %5¢ o seventh-, ninth. and
eleventh-graders selected orn: or both pariats. Two other a.e-related
trends were noted: lergymea Jere found to have diaminishing ...~ .o -
as the child grows olaer, wnlle frierias £ipeaied v h&%e incias:  ,

influence, at least up to the ninth grele.



Several significant raclal d)ffevences were fowid. As shown
.able X, Lloagriul oo L e : o sl s ms ol
influences by blacks than by whites., (n the other nand, white selectead
their friendz ard teledigionn mors oft= tnan baacks did.

Two additional guesticns aluu exauainad the influence of parents,
When asked to chooze betwecn wotnar and rather only. 467 of the total
sample chose mother, 277 snose father and 259 were unable or unwilling
to make a8 cholse. Tpls puctern varited considerably, however, depene
ding upon the sex and race of Lue rsspondent. The tendency to yleld
to mother's influence was more suriXing anng blecks (547) and among
females (50%) than among whites (397) or males (43%), Indeced 587
of the black females in the sasnple chose mother, with only 144
choosing father. Only amony white males was father selected more
often than mother, by a margir of 417 to 36%. (Wwe suspected that
these results might have bean ssuspciated with ihe presence or
absence of father from the home. Exsmination of the date falled to
support this susplcion.)

When the cholce was narvowed to parsnts snd friends, 619 of
the sample reportsd that the persnts would be more influential,

257 chose friends and 147 expressed no choice. The responses also
corroborated the finding reported earlier that parents® influence
diminishes with the child®’s increasing age, &t least up to the
ninth grade, as trend that can be clearly seen in Figure 1.

When asked to choose between television and newspapers, 579
of the total sample named television as more influential, 237
chose newspapers and 207 expeessed no opinion. Howsver, the pre-
ferense for televislon was more pronounced among Catholic schoolers,
among whom 657 chose television and only 14% the newspaper, than
among public schoclers who preferced TV to newspapers by a margia
of 52% to 28%., Mereover, the bpreference for newspapers was greatest
among those least likely to rezd them «~ among third- and fifthe
gradexrs]

Piscussion and Suurary

What do thess results suggest?

LikKe most young people questionned in other surveys, the
Yemphls sample identified one <ir both parents as the most japortart
influence on Presidential preference. And, alss similar tc earlier
findings, the influence cf" the parents was found to be stronger



apong elementary thez gecoundary school youths.

As for the relative lupsact of maternal and paternal influence,
our data sugzest that mole young people are likely to agree with
their mother's than father's Prasidential cholce, when the parents
disagree. laternal influgnce was most pronounced among black females;
only white males were more likely to agree wlth fether then mcother.
Furthermore, thls pattern seemed to be unaffected by the presence or
absence of the father from the home., Perhaps Langton (1969, pp.
82-83) 18 correct when he algues that the assumption of paternal
dominance in political matters is a resildue from the days when fe-
males were not allowed to vote and when very few attended college.,
"Once the forces of female political participation and rising educa-
tion were set in motion, they were abetted by certain structural
properties of the family in increasing the relative importance of
the mother. That is, early affective tles and emotional dependences
between child and mother could now be expected to have some carry-
over into political matters, especially for chlldren who happened
to have parents wlth dissirmiler pireferences," _

Not surprieingly, we found the influence of peers to increase
as the child grows older, at leaz. up to the ninth grade. The
curious reversal found in the eleventh grade-- when peer influence
receded and parental inflimnce reacserted itszelf -« was unexpected.
It 1s possible, of tourse, that pesrs exert more political influence
at ages 14 and 15 than at cther ayes but we are skeptical of that
interpretation., Ve suspact the reversal was more a function of
sampling peculiarities than anyitning else.,

Finally, & word about the reeble snowlng of teachers in this
survey. As noted in Table 2, oaly 4% of the total sample expressed
the view that thelr teacher was the major influence on their Presi-
dentlal cholce. For two reasons, we hesltate to conclude that
teachers have 1little impetct on the chlld!s political socialization:
(a) Many teachers refrsailr. from voicing thelr own Presidential pre-
ferences to thelr studenis, precluding the possibility of influencing
the child directly. (b) In other parts of our survey, when the
child?s knowledge about government was heing vappsd. they often
reported that their information came from teachers. As weald be

- expected then, teachers were more effective in tranémitting political

Q

information than in offering political advice.
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Male (33 8 (3 3(3) a{1) AV G X

7 Blak Fsnais o(1) (2 1 (2) §(2) 1507

Ma o 6(0) a{1) 1(1) 3() 15¢3)

Whits lcmals (1) &) 2(3) se) | s

s (1) Ol 2(2) 23 L

& Blark Feile 6{(C) 2(0) 1{1) 3 él') 127

Moy o(0) 5 (1) 12} 2(2) ‘ IEELY

White Fraais (L) (6 3(e) o)y aE{ng

lals 2(0) 0.3) 3(L) 2351 ()

3 Blark Jtemale 6(0) i(a) 5{3) 3(2) 5(2)

Mt 5(6) 1(0) o aL2) 3(3) ‘ A5L5)

White Iemals 3(M) & 3(2) 303y ()

' hate (1) (s 2(2) Y i
Sines & i(L) 5900hY  67(30) o{11)  66(3kL) }”(gl)t 810w

Noto .= Tha numbar in parentheses reiers t¢ tha number of ¢ ildrern in that siratum

who were judged %0 have high socioeconomic¢ atatus. The sccupaiion of all
" ¢children's parenis were classifiad accerding to Warner's Occupational

Rating S:ale. If either parent’: occupation was raved 1; 2 or §, then
the child was zssumed to have high status; if neither parent’s occupational
rating zuached ¢he 1, 2 o 3 lerels, then the child was assumed to have
low status. ZXecall that socicevonomis status wes noi ons of the five
dimension: ussc to siravify the populaiion.- S '
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TABIE
Hesponses to Question, "Whe is Johu'‘s (Maryis) choice fer

President mest likely to agree with?', according to racs

% betwean
Agent of influence Black White preporiions

Ons er both parenties | 55¢ {7L)]| L8F (733 1 23

Mother 25 (¥L3 ] 2.33, pg (O

Father 9 15 <€

Be:h parsiiz 22 28 <vo
Clergyman 2 251 2.82, p< .02
Frieads § (8% ah (21)] v vy pg 05
Television o4 w a8 2 0%, p &5
Teacher | wo o (sYr 5 7: <
Newspaper 2 {0ty (<
Dor;‘t kno%; $oo{i2) P uh (20 1ohi

Sumse C130) (i8%)

.

.Not® .- The number on th= lefiy in cach ell indicates the
per cenl of raspondwnt: seie:ting the sgsnt e
infliusnce  The number €0 he vighi in pareathuzes
indizaiee the frequery f .sspondents maiing the
<hoics.
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