¥ L]

-

DOCUNENT RESUME

ED 110 407 . S . S0 008 556

~ l

AUTHOR schonfeld, ¥William R.

TITLE The Importance of Politics: R study of French
secondary School Students. Draft. .

PUB DATY 75 ' ' :

NOTE ' 42p.; Paper presenfed at the Annual Meeting of the

American Political Science Association (San
Franeisco, California, September 2-5,  1975)

EDRS PRICE ’ MF-$0.76 HC-$1.95 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS Activism; Family Background; Political Affiliation;
*political Attitudes; Polikical Influences; Fo
‘ *Political Science; *Politic socialization;
E Religious Factors; Secondary E ation; Secondary
\ School Students; Social Science R earch;
*Socioeconomic Influences; *Student Attitudes;
. student Characteristics .
IDENTIFIERS *France ’

ABSTRACT ‘
: The relative importance of government as measured in
a sample of French secondary students is examined. Drawn from four
different schools, 481 Parisian pupils served as the sample for the
study. The students responded to a questionnaire ranking the '
importance of their relationships with the government and* the police
with seven other specific relationships including parents, brothers
and sisters, friends, the opposite sex,’ teachers, merchants, and
neighbors. The results inuicated that relationships with the
government and police are among the least important. Por the small
group that did consider politics important, there are similar
background characteristics. Politics are more important for older-
students, boys, atheists, those who do not practice their.religion,
and pupils whose fathers have upper class occupations. Atheists,
Protestants, and Jews are more likely than Catholics to be highly
politicized. (Author/DE)“/

!

E]

*************:*********************************************************
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublishe

* materials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every efI¥rt *
* to obtain the best copy available. nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality *
* of the microfiche and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* yia the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *
* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *
* *
x *

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
********************************************************************#




‘ » 0N
gIri © \J DRAFT VERSION
- NOT FOR CITATION

COMMENTS WOULD BE
APPRECIATED

s U'S OEPARTMENTOF HEALTH,
EOUCATION & WELFARE
“ NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
* ~ * EOUCATION o
~ Trrs DOCUMENT MAS BEEN WEFRO
- DUCED EXACTLY a5 RECEIVED FROM
THE IMPORTANCE OF POLITICS: A STUDY OF . THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE .
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL 1MSTITUTE OF
EOQUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

*
FRENCH SECONDARY SCHOOL STUDENTS Y

ED110407 -

PERMISSION 10 REPRODUCE  THIS COPY
FIGHTED MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED ay

. a lo//l'am l‘ ]
William R. Schonfeld - Oehonfe .

1O ERIC AND ORGANIZATIONS CRERATING

SChOOI ° f Soc ial SCiEnCES - UNDF R AGREEMERTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN
7 TUTE OF FODUCATION FURTHER REFRO

University of California T UAIDE THE FRIC SYSTEM RE
Irvine’ CA’ 92664 +QURES PERMISHICH '){’) TME  COPYRIGHT

(WWNER

\

M
0
3
2
n.

*The data upon which this paper is based were gathered while I was a
Senior Fulbright Lecturer at 'the Fondation Nationale des Sciences Politiques
-(Paris). 1 would like to thank the Fulbright Commission for financial
support, and Serge Moscovici, Director of the Laboratoire de Psychologie
Sociale, for providing me with working space and the facilities to prepare

and reproduce the questionnaire.

©

Prepared for delivery at the 1975 Annual Meeting of the American Politiecal
Science Association, San Francisco Hilton Hotel, San Francisco, California,

September 2-5, 1975. »

”~

90002

PAruiToxt Provia c




’

Political scientists know that the decisions of public officials

have an enoxmous.impact on pe;ple's 1ives. But how much "{mportance"
k]

'do ordinary citizens attribute to government? Humerous gcholars who have

» studied those polities which are typically labelled "democratic,' contend

P that politics is unimportant for most people. According to. Robert Dahl:
-3
...in New Haven as in the United States generally one
of the centrsl facts of political life is that politics--
local, state, national, internationaly-lies for most people
at the outer periphery of attention, interest, concern,
) and activity.

Similarly, Butler and Stokes suggest that for the ordinary British Subject,

e

politics is very “remote."2 The French, according to Alain Lancelot, have
. ' very little "interest” in ﬁoiiti 9.3 And, Ralf Dahredorf analyzes the s
ordinary German who 1s "unpolitical because the political 1is deeply unimpor-

tant fOt t‘i.nlv“4 ' ~

i Dahl has cecried this 1dLa further than anyone else. Politics, he
. ‘
suggests, acquires importance whenever it "becomes attached to the primary
activities“-—“activities involving food, sex, love, family, work, play,
shelter, comfor;$ friendship, 3091;1 esteem and the like."5 i"’hig happens
rctely, if at all,” for ''men may be frustrated in their primary act;vities
witho;t ev;r turning to politics for solutions." “
since the primary activiries are voracious in their

demands for time, political activity must emter into compe-
tition with them. For most people, it is a weak competitor.

This does not mean that peoplé‘will not“discuss or be “;nterested“ in
' politics.g Quite to the coq}raty, to be interested in pblitics "can be a
kind of escape from politics;' it "allows one to indulge in a great variety .
of emotional responses.’ It is comparable to ‘the pagsionate curiosity of

\ »
a housewife anxiously awaiting the next installment of her favorite soap

opeta.“7

-
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. If this descriptién is accurate, what is the meaning of the responszs

provided by ordinary individuals Fo survey items designed to cepture
"polit%;;l attitudes?" Philip Converse argues that such responses may:i.n
fact, be "non-attitudes"a--random answers offered for the "benefit" of the
researcher ¢nd not reflectors of either an inner state of mind or a’pre—
disposition to act in a particular fashion. This occurs because government
is an.object of low centrality‘for most people, and unless the attitude
objects‘beihg studied are 'close to home'=--such as 'mother,' 'my work,' or.
'my professor'--surveys are likely to tap ﬁdi-attitﬁdes.g . f/’/
Converse's céngention is extremely provocative. Most critics\facus o
on the finding that a large proportion of Americans do not apparently have
req% political atiitudes.lo Aq?ng these, some, for exampie Pierce and Rose,
regard Conversefs argument as typifyi;g the imputed status-quo bias of empiri-
cal gheorists'of "elitist democracy."11 In point of fact, I do not understand
why radicgls couid not find as much ideofogical comfort as conservatives
in the renditior of the non-attitudes thesis attéibuted to Converse.12 Dis-
covering that ord%gary citizens do not have well-formulated political
opinions can just as easily be grounds for a potent condemnation of the
éxisting, manipulative goveqnyent which has desensitized the citizenry to
the importance of political matters, as an empiricgl basis for justifying
the limitédvcontrol vrdinary people have over the decisions made by
democratic political eiites. In ;ny case, I am not particularly interested
in Mr. Converse's imputed or real ideological biases.
Converse's article, however, does jlluminate one fascinating facet of

his intellectual personality: an unusual courage. Philip Converse, along

wiih his colleagues and frequent co-authors at the University of Michigan,
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are the leading survey researchers in political science. The non-attitudes
+ thesis suggests that they may have been wasting their time, for if most
people do not have political attitudes, any attempt to measure such attis

t tudes is a sterile enterprise.13

LI,

.Oddly enough, Conwerse, as well as the other political scientists who

‘suggeac that politics is not important or central to most people, continue.
to measure’ and study ordinary citizens' “political (non?) attitudes.” lany

& factors would have to be considered to explain this paradoxical state of
affairs. Perhaps the most crucial factor is that we really do not know
how important govérnment, in comparison with other attitude objects, is for
any givea sample of zespondents. Consequenﬂly, the‘aiguments for non-
centrality are speculative. Appropriate data can only be gathered by using ’

+ empirical indic%tors o% the relative-ifiportance and centrality of diékjnct
attitude-domainslA—-ineluding government.lsl.ln spite of the bsyehologists
{nterest in ‘meaning,” to my knowledge, virtually~po:effort has been directed
toward developing this type of measure. '

This paper aeeiyzes data on .the relative centrality of government fdr a
gample of French secondary school students. After describing the sample and
thecinstruments used'to-gap centrality, I will present the general findings.
These indicate that government and politics are domains of relatively low | (iﬁ
centrality. Jext, the relationshig between centrality apd more usual indi-
cators of politization will be examined. - The purpose of this section is

to investihate the role centrality might play in iqcreasing our understanding

wof political behavior. Finally, I will speculate on the meaning and

1mp11cations of these findings for the conduct of political inquiry.




The sample contains 481 Parisian secondary school pupiis, drawn from
four different scﬁools--two lycéeg (the elite institutions of secondary

education) and two C.E.G.-C.E.S.s (sioflar to the Brigish comprehensive .

schools). LRespondgnts were in approximately the equivalent of American =

sevent¥ ninth, tenth and twelfth'grades;— Research began in April and
16 ' ‘

~

waa_concluded”ét the end of May 1974.
From the perspective of the relative centrality of government, two
etaracteristics of the‘sample have crucial jmportance. .First, French
o high school students, particularly those in Paris, are reputedly extremely
politicized. Second, tesearch beaan;just/after the death ot Georges
Pompidou and was carried out during an exciting and extremely significant :
electoral ¢ampaign which was to determine who would be the next President
T of the Republic, Consequently, the importance attributed to government
‘and politics by the sampled population is not “representative compared
to samples drawn fro& other democratic polities, drawnxtrom the general

Prench population,.or taken during "normal" times, responses may be expected

to be strongly skewed in the direction of attributing greater relative

&

: centraliei to. government. Therefore, if the Popperiankperspective on science
A . I,

& is<%orrect, we have a good test of .the non~importance-of -government thesis.

-

i
THE INSTRUHEJTS y 4
Respondents filled out a questionnaire. The first item was an open- °

17

ended attempt to tap relative centrality:

There are things, relationships, and activities which
mean a great deal to each of us, about which we often think
and which we consider important. For you, what are these
things, relationships and activities?

-

-

Ve
.

00006




57

Lt

»

The basic coding scheme indicated the total number ofﬁrtems cited by the
respondent and the numbér of these items which referred to the family,

. i d
the peer group, sex (and relations with members of the opposite sex), the
Y

school, individual recreational activities, collective recreational

activities, politics, and societal 1ssues.1S These eigit categories,

- "
developed after a careful reading of the wctual responses, capture all

attitude domains mentioned by more than a handful of respondents.
The questionnaire also contained a close~ended attempt to tap rela-

tive centr:lity. The item was introduced as follows: .
You are a uember of a family and of a school. 7You
have friends and you know many people. Perhaps you g?-
long to one,or many groups.Qr organizations (social,
sporting, cultural, religious, political, etc.). And,
you arg part of a country,

1. Below is a list of possible relationships, a N ‘
. 1ist to which you can add items, (If you do not have
brothers or sisters, ignore the second specified
relationship.)

) 2. These relationships do not have an equal impor-
tance for you. Indicate in the first column, for each
of these relationships,the importance that you attribute
to it——fundanmental importance, a great deal of importance,
a little importance, or no importance’

. -

. 3, You are not interested in epch of these relation-

ships with the same intensity. In the second columm, in-~

dicate for each of these relationslyipe if you think about \

it almost all the time, yery oftey, from time to time, S -
rarely or never. \

Jdine specific relationships werz pra~defined:

"relations with your parents"
"Wpelations with ydur vrotiers or"szsters?\

"relations with your friends"

“relations with ;zirls if you are a boy, or with boys if yo
"relations with teachers"

"relations with merchants (shopkeepers)”

"relations '7ith your neighbors'

"relations with the police”

nrelations with the government as a citizen”

*

are a girl"

[+
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In addition,'space was provided fog,respondents to list two additional
relationships and then state the amount of personal importance and thinking

they gave to each.19

-

THE RELATIVE CENTRALITY OF GOVER:LIENT AiD POLITICS

- ‘&urning first to the closejgnded quegtion, the two "poiitical" re%g-
tionshipszo-éhoéglwith the government and with tﬁ; police-%appear\tu-hg
relatively non-central. Table I presents'thg data on the importance re=~
'spondents atES;bute to each ¢f the nine pre -defined relationships.
4e%ations with the.governmen;\;ﬁd the police are in the sixth and ninth

positions, rgspectively. Furthermore, these two relatioé;hips, as well
as those witﬁxneighbors andlshOpkeepers, areﬁthe only ones t§ whicﬁsa
significant proportion of the respondents attributed no personal impor-
tance, Figure I graph;caliy illustrates the.relative importance gé the
nine relations.21 ’ '
Table II and Figure II present the data for the thinking -about
question. The two political relationships remain relativéiy non—central.
To de€velop a general measure of cq trality, I have added the responses
to the two question;. This 1s not fo suggest that centrality equaiﬁ impor-
tance plus thinking about; but rat;er that both items seek to get at the
same phenomenon (ce;trality) from somewhat different perspectives. This
‘notion is ;dpported by the correlations and gammas between the two ques-

tions: they are high enough to suggest tapping a.common dimension but not

so high as to suggest they are different ways of asking exactly the ‘same

b}

question. (See Table IIIL.) *
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TABLE III

CORRELATIONS AND GAMMAS BETWEEN LIPORTANCE AND THINKING ABOUT QUESTIONS*

c J

= .
Correlation Gamma .
 RARENTS _ . .40 | .55 )
OPPOSITE SEX : .76 .87
FRIEDS .67 .35
BROTHERS © ‘ o .52 .70
TEACHERS , - .48 “ .70
GOVERIHMENT - .68 .76 k
JEIGHBORS ‘ .63 .82 ¢
SHOPKEEPERS _ C 58 .75
.77

POLICE -

i
%]
[+3}

* .

*Following common disciplinary usage, I have calculated the
correlation coefficients. Ilowéver, since responses to the impor-
tance and thinking about questions do not follow a normal distri-
bution, and since it is not obvious to me that the scalar values
are genuinely interval (for example, is che distance between ''mever”
and ‘rarely’ equal to the distance between ‘parely’ and "from time
to time?"), I have also calculated the gammas--a statistical
measure of association which seems more apt given the data.

|
|

’
i
-
3

-x

. 00013
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wr each of the nine pre-defined relationships, centrality scores were

grouped into four categories: great centrality (the sum of the responses

to the importance and thinking-about questions were ; or. 3), some centralit;
. or 5) little centrality (6 or 7), and no centrality (8 or 9). ﬁ;ble v

gives the,percentages in\these categories, as welf‘as the overalllmean

response for each relationship; the means are pictorially represented

in Figure 1II. As might have been expected the image of relative centrality

obtained this way is virtually the same as that based on either the

importance or the thinking-about question; relations with the government and

with the police remain non-central and in the sixth and ninth positions
.3 ¢ 1

respectively.
v

In sum, the responses to the close-ended question indicate' (1) there
are four highly central relationships, those with parents, friends, brothers
and members of.the opposite sex, (2) .there is one somewhat central relation-
ship, that with teachers; (3) there is one moderately non—central relation~
ship, that with the government; and £4) there are three very uon—central
relationships~-with .the neighbors, police and shopkeepers.

Before analyzing the responses to the cpen;ended ques;ion, let me flesh
out the meaning%&f éhe eight basic coding categories. The most frequen{ly
meritioned items combined under the -general rubric of family are: "the ‘
family," '"family relationships," aed "parents.' "My friends," "buddieg,"

o

"comrades," "relations with boys and girls," and "friendship' are the most

ofren citee items in the peer group category. The rubric sex typically

captures such references as "love," "relations between boys and girls," and




RELATIVE CENTRALITY !MEASURED BY THE
CLOSE-ENDED "QUESTION

TABLE 1V

Little

4

Creat Some o
~ Centrality Centrality Centrality| Centrality MEAN
(2 +3) (4 + 5) 6 +7) (8 +9)
P - .
PAREWTS “46.14 47.6% 5.7% 6%, 3.735
(217) (224) 27) 3) (471)
OPROSITE 39.8% 40.6% 15.1% 4.5% 4.151
SEX (185) (189) (79) (21) (465)
PRIGIDS 28.3% 56.6% 12.8% 2.;3 4.219
(133) (266) (60) (11) (470)
27.3% - 57.4% 13.5% 1.8% 4.286
BROTHERS y A =2 04 .
(109) (229) ° (54) (7 (399)
TEACHERS 12.4% 47.1% 36.2% 4.3% 5.174
(57) (216) (166) (20) (459)
COVERMMENT 9.5% 23,9g§ 37.0% 29.6% 6.285
(43) (108) ¢ (134) (452)
JEIGHBORS 9% 16.3% C47.2% 35.6% . 6.946
4) (75) (217) (164) (460)
SHOPKEEPERS /1.1% 5.2% 4?.32 £ 48.4% 7.406
- (5) (38) 196)/ (224) . (463)
POLICE 3.5% 3.5 ' 26.3% 61.7% 7.629/
(16) (39) (120) (282) (457)

*
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"relations with pirls" (stated by a male). The most commonly cited items

categorized as referring to the school are "homework,” "school," "the
school environment,”" "my friends in class,” "my education,"” and specific

subject matters. Individual recreational activities include, in particular,

"istening to music,” "films," and a wide range of sports and hobbies which

do not yequire other people--such as boating, golf, painting, photography

and hiking. Collective recreational activities basically include sports

that cannot be played alone. Items judged as referring to politics include

ra

naming a politician (usually Giscard or Mitterrand), ''the right to VO;e,"

>

“eleations,”" ''political events,” "political life," '"being an activist," and,
most common of all, simply the word “politics." The category societal

igsues identifies problems or situations which, from the perspective of the

scholar, may depend on governmental action. However, the respondent does

not present the issue in a manner which suggests an awareness of governmental

involvement. The most commonly cited items coded under this rubric are:

"ecology," ''to be able to express oneself freely," "freedom to do what one

2@

wants with one's own 1ife," and "social justice."

Drawing on the answers to the open-ended question, politics seems to be

one of the two least central a%iitude domains. Eighty-two of the 481 high

schqol students (17%) included political items in their 1ist of thinps, re-

tivities which are of personal importance; only one other

(16.6% [80)). Table V..

' lationships and ac
category--societal issues—-was less frequently cited

contains a complete data display, pictorially represepted in Figure 1V.

While only 17% of the respoﬁaents list political items, politics might

h they mention. In contrast,

represent a large proportion of the items whic




TABLE V

\

/

\\\ Individual Rec£eational Activities
" School \ oo
\ Peer Group R
\\ Collective Recreational Activities
7 Sex »
Family
Politics

Societal Issues

!&v

52.47%

48,27

41.47
40,17

21.47%

£19.5%

17.07

16.67

Total

16

. RELATIVE CENTRALITY MEASURED BY THE OPEN-ENDED QUESTIOM:
RESPONDENTS MENTIONING THE ATTITUDE DOMAIN

"(252)
(232)
(199)
(193X
(103%
( 94)
( 82)
( 80)

W = 481
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categories cited by many reséondents might each account for a®small
proportion of the total numbef of items mentioned. If this were so,
politics would be very salient for perhaps as much as one-sixth of the .
sample, while other ctategories would have some salience for many people
but great salience for fgzs Such an outcome would cast a special light
on the general finding than politics seems to have relatively little X
imgortance for most people. To test this hypothesis, we need to know what
percentage of the students who cite a particular attitude domain attFibute
high centrality to it. I have operationalized high centrality as 257 or
more of all the items ﬁentioned by the individual fall into the catepory
being considered. The data--presented in Table VI and gré??ed in Figure
V--do not support the idea that those who refer to politics attribute
especially high salie;ée to it. Quite to the contrary, only 15.8% (13

" out of 82) do. This means that only 2.7% of the total sample regard politics
as being hiphly central. No other category has such a low salience rating.

To further test the salience hypothesis, certain of the basic coding

catégorieé.might be merged. Among those who identify political items, the
references to poiitics and societal issues could be totaled to determine
what ”p"rgportion attribut\{e high centrality to this combined category. After
all, this rather that a sbmewhat exclugive mention of explicitly governmental

. phenomena is wh;t we would expect from the "politicized." Second,
tecreational_activities—-whether thesahﬁe undertaken alone or in group--
constitute a rather homogeneou; get of attitude/domains. Finally, since sex

most usually occurs with members of one's peer group, these two catepories

might be combined. Using this revised coding scheme, politics and societal

-
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TABLE VI

RELATIVE SALIENCE MFASURED BY THE OPEN-ENDED QUESTION »

Among the Respondents  Of Total Sample, .
__Mentioning the Attitude Percentage Attrib-

Domain, Those Attrib- uting High Central-

uting High Centrality ity to the Particu-

to It . lar Attitude Domain
Indivfdual Recreational Activities 56. 3% ) 29,5%

(142 out of 252)

School ‘ 43.172 20.87
(100 out of 232)

Collective Recreational Activities 36.3% 14.6%
(70 out of 193)

Peer Group 27.1% 11,22
(54 out of 199)

Societal Issues 26,.3% 4, 4%
(21 out of 80)

Family : 23.4% 4.6%
(22 out of 94)

Sex 16.57 3.5%
. (17 out of 103)

Politics 15.8% 2.772
(13 out of 82) .




- <
0 A ‘|||l'|u' B
| s
d R %8
1 a v X
\ L X a1 1
1 5 S 3 1 ‘ .
1 . s 1 R
0 S I 9 A\
d of~ 4 anoyo ¥ddd - %ot
s ¢ ,
S
|
T ﬂH H '
T A ° 13 ST
/ . : SHILIALLOV \\ 0 A
i . , . IVROIIVRMO® - 1
- 4A1L1DETI0D -
0 . (=)
T - [
. S v . =
v w0t Q@
T N 1
- o Vv
I A
' I a
vV I
A A
i1
o a
a N
i1
/ £0¢€

-

NOIISIND GIANI-NIJO :NIVWOQ IANLILILY

HOVE Ol ALIIVEINAO HOIH ONILNEIVLLV JOVINADYIA
Z5¢€

A THNOIA




issues is no longer the least salient domain. 53.7% (44 out of 82) of
those who attribute some centrality to politics consider it (g}oadeneé
to include societal issues) very central; fhiq represents 9.1% of the

total sample. (Table VII preseﬁts the full data display.)

In sum, on the basis of.the responses to the opén—ended questi&n,
politics--whether narréwlylét broadly coﬁstruedf~appears to be a relatively
non-central® attitude domain having high salience for less than 107 of the
sample. The responses to the close-ended question also suggesf that
political relationships are relativély non-cent;al (less than 10% of the
sample attribute great éentrality to relations with the government and only
3.5% attriﬁute great centrality to relations with the police). Consequently,
we should, in principle, be confident in this finding. However, there are
grounds for skepticism. K In particular, the ‘results elicted by the close-;-
ended question indicate that the¢ domains of the family (relations with
parents and with brothers/sisters) and relations with members of the oppo-
site sex are extremely central for éhé,French secondary school students in
the sample. But, the findings drﬁwn from the open;endgd aquestion indicate
that these domains have little centrality.

What is the meaning of these conflicting results? I believe there is
a simple explanation. All of our accepted traditional wisdom suggests that
the French ;ttribute highest value to private matters which they do r.ot
readily diécusé in public or semi-public forums, éiven this cultural value,
we might suppose that when asked to write about the things, relationships
. and activities‘wﬁich are subjectively important, the student hesitates,

consciously Or unconsciously, to identify domains which are particularly

private and particularly important, so as to avoid disclosing his inner-self.
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TABLE VII \
— \

A REVISED MEASURE OF RELATIVE SALIENCE BASEB ON THE QPEN-ENDED QUESTION -

&

Among Respondents Men- Of the Total Sample,
tioning the Attitude Those Attributing
Domain, Those Attribu- High Centrality to
ting High Centrality . the Particular

to It Attitude Domain

\
[l

Recreational Activities 84.1% 44 17
- (212 out of 252)

Peer Group (Including ey
Relations with the 58.8%
@ Opﬁﬁsite Sex) (117 out of 199)

Politics and Societal Issues . 54.7% 9.,1%
(44 out of 82)

.

School 43.1% \ 20,87
, (100 out of 232)

Family : 23.4% ‘ 4.6%
: (22 out of 94)
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23
4 This supposition is supported, for example, by the impersonal way in which re-
spondents tended to refer to family items: they wrote "the" family, family re~

lationships and parents rather than my family, family relationships and pareunts.

The close-ended question did not permit overlooking private attitude domains,
becanse these were included in the pre-defined relationships. At the same time,
the respondent could identify the personal importance of and the frequency with
whicn he tPought about these donains, witéout revealing the content of his
sentipents or acts. ' :

", cOnsequently, the family and relations with members of the onE?aite sex may
be cbnsidered very central attitude domains. The contrary findings of the open-
ended question seem to reflect the private nature of these &omains, rather than

being either .an empirical challenge to the established view of the importance of

the French family or an indication that the open-ended question has little validity.

-

DOES POLITICAL CENT?ALITY MATTER?

Politics and government seem toéhe domains of relatively little cen-
trality. This general finding, of course, is not equally valid for all of the
surveyed etudents. Ratl:er, the sample can be divided into three basic sub-scta.
First, there are 79 respondents (16.4%) for whom relations with the governnent

" have great centrality (measured by ‘the close-ended question) and/or politics—-—

i < ‘ &
broadened tc include societal issues-~is very salienmt (based on their responses ~

to the open-ended 1te:93 A second sub-set, containing 23.3% of the sample (112),
score higher thar the average cn the relative centrality items-~either identifying

- .some political item on the open—ended question and/or attributing ''some centrality

y to government on the close-ended ‘question. JFnally, 290 respondents\sz.Qi).make
no mention of poli:’ 3 on the open-ended question and attribute "little" or "no" ”

- AcY >
centrality to relations with the govemnent.

-
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1f political centrality is an imggrtanu\darieble, it should be asso-

clated with typical indicators of politicization. First, I would expect .
: political involvement to vary with the degree of centrality. Second,

there might be distinct partisan predispositions among the three sub-sets

of respondents. In patticular, those who attribpte no centrality to s

politics should have vaguer partisan preferences than their peers.

Wik,

Finally, if centrality is related to involvement and partisanship for
the sample as a whole, does this relationship also exist witfin the
q

T~ major sub-groups-into which the surveyed population can be divided?

“1. Political Involvement

-

" The questionnaire included three typical indicators of involvement.
" The first, and least demanding, asked if the student would have voted in
the ptesidential elections had he been of legal age. Since 93% of the sample
said they’would, it ie not surprising that the centrality attributed to '
government and poljitics is not significently related to the predisposition -
to cast a ballot. (See Table VIIl, Part A.) The second, and a more demanding,‘
measure of involvement distinguished between respondents who claimed to have
a partisan preference and Ehose who did not. Here, qﬁi’ggsociation with
« centrality is very strong: for example, 92.2% of those who regard politics
or govetnment as highly central, compared with 67.3% of those who attritute
no centrality to these attitude domains, claim to have a preference. (See
Tsble VIII, Part B.) The third, and most demanding, indicator of involvement
seoagated members from non-members of political groups and organizations.
Again, there is a very strong relationship ;o centrality: .27.82 of those
who regard politics or government as nighly central, but only 10.8% of those

who attribute no centrality to these domains, are members. (See Tab Wb VIII,

Part C.) ) 3

« | 00026
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. TABLE VIII s
_POLITICAL INVOLVEMENT AND CENTRALITY ®
T ) : ABOVE _ : _ ‘
4 HIGH AVERAGE NO - r
y - POLITICAL | POL{TICAL | POLITICAL DEGREE OF
: CENTRALITY CEN'yRALITY CENTRALITY TOTAL | ASSOCIATION
S . ) ' Kendall's Tau C
A. PREDISPOSITION YES 03.0% _95.4% 92.0% 93% = ,02272
© ’ .- . (73) (103) (252) ° (428) p= .23
o 0 - ' LT F'Y“\ . '
— e
" vore! o e ’
6.47 4.6% s.on | i |Camwa =7
NO (5) R ¢)) (22) (32) '
! : o~ (78) (108) |: ‘(274) - | (460)
A r 7
l : N . L]
B. THE EXISTENCE YES |. 92.2% 82.47% 67.5% 75.1% | Kendall's Tau C
' | (1) - . (89) (181) (341) = ,20125
 OF A p = .00000
. . POLITICAL - .
. . 7.8% 17.62 |  32.7% |24.9% -
PREFERENCE” Yo ®) ey | Caey | aiy | e
) agn | s | (269) | (454)
y\’ | dall's T C
" . MEMBERSHIP MEMBER | 27.8% 14.0% 4.87 |10.8y |Kendall's Tau
‘ ' (20) (14) (12) (46) = 16679
Eé b - p = 000000
< %
, POLITICAL noN-MEMBER| 72.2% A" 86.07.| 95.27 |89.2%| o o 61
(72) (100) (252) (424)
1. The question was: If fou ware old enough, would k’aﬁu vote (wc;ul,d you have voted)
in the May 1974 presidential elections?: . " .
2. The q\}gstian was: Do you have a political_preference? N
T 3, The question was: “Are you ‘a member of a"political group or organization?” 1f
so, which one(s)? Since only 46 of the surveyed studenis claimed to be
- members, the reiationship between centrality and type'o qrganization can-

not be analyzed seriously. However, let me note that 34 of the 46 members ‘
(74%) belong to leftist (basically extreme-left) organizations. . |

ERIC \ 00027




2. Pértisan Preference

The questionnaire contained two open-ended indicators of partisan-
ship. The students were asked to specify their political preference (1f
they claimed to have one) and to identify their preferred presidential

candidate (if they iudicated alpredisposition to votc).

The relationship betdeen centrality-and political preference is dis-
played in Table I¥. The data does npt‘indicate--as it did with the measuree
‘B( involvement--a linear relationship. Rather each of the three sub-sets of |
réspondents seems to exhibit a different style of partisanship. First,‘the

students with a high political centrality score have a strong aff{nity for .
5, .

r " v

well-defined left-opposition forces: 58.1% sympathize with

-
~

*

. {
conmunism, gocialism and extreme left ideologles, such as anarchism

and maoism; bug,oni{ 35.6% in the above-avenage-centrality group and

30.1% of those attributing no centrality to politics have such sympathies.
Second, respondents with no political,centrality digproportionately identify
the vaguest and most general pol{tical tendencles: " 61.4% of them--in con-
trast to 35.2% of those with high politi c¢; centrality scqres and 487 © of

those with above-average political centrality~-sympathized with the "left,"

012'

"center,' or "right. Finally, students whose centrality scores are

above average not only \are much'more likely than those with high centra}ity

to sympathize with vague political tendencles--as we have just seen~-but
] .

also are more. s¥rongly inclined than their peers toward the Well-defined
/“ A}
political forces which have governed France in recent years: 16.5% sympa-

thize with the Gaullists and the Republican Indepen9ents, compared to 6.4%

S
of the students who attribute great centrality to politics and 8.5% of those

4nho attribute no centrality to politics.
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TABLE IX

CONTENT OF POLITICAL PREFERENCE AND CENTRALITY

Q.: What is your political preference?*

~

HIGH ABOVE AVERAGE  NO
POLITICAL  POLITICAL POLITICAL TOTAL
CENTRALITY CENTRALITY CENTRALITY
Extreme Left 12.9% 6.8% 3.9% ‘ 6.62
(8) (5) (6) (19)
Commmist 12.97% 6.8% 7.2% 8.32
(8) . (5) (11) (24) °
* Socialist 32.3% 21.9% 19.0% 22.6%
(Z0) (16) - (29) (65)
Left ’ 24.,2% ' 26.0% ) 35.9% “ 30.9%
(15) (19) (55) (89)
tod
Center 3.2% - 9.6% '6.5% 6.6%
) @) (10) et
Gaullist 4.8% 5.5% 2.6% 3.8%
< (3 (4) (4) (11) .
Republican Independent 1.6% 11,07 5.9% . 6.2%
ty 1) (8) ¢)) -+ (18)
Right © o ogay 3.3 19.0% 14692 "
N (5) - 9) (29) (43)
(62) L) 153) (288)

Kendall's Tau C = L17184
Pp= .00001

Gamma = .23

*Respondents composed their own answver to this question., I grouped these

responses into the eight categories presented in this table. The actual answers
forming each ‘category are as follows:

Extreme Left: Revolutionary (N = 7), Anarchist (6), Extreme Left (5),
and Maoist (1). . \

Communist: the Communist Party (15), Communism or\Communist (9)

Socialist: Socialism or Socialist (58), the Socialist Party (7

1oft: Left (83), Radical Sociglist (58), Dumont (2)

Center: Center (11), left center (3), right center (3), centrist

. réformateur (2)

Gaullist: Gaullist (7), UDR (4) _

Republican Independents: Republican Independents (16), Giscard (2) .

Right: Right (34), Capital(i,sG ég, Anti-Commn\ist (3), Monarchist (1)

0
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1 would like to speculate briefly on the logic behind these find;ngs.
There is every reason to expect that the more highly politicized someone is,
the more ;ikely he is to adopt a we11~defihed political preference. 1f the
indicators of centrality are tapping psycholbgical politicization, then as
ee?trality increases so should the precision of'one's partisanship. This
Igiexactly what I found: 64.8% of those with high political centralit;i 52%
of those with above average political centrality, and 38.6% of ;hose with no
po;xcical centrality, expressed a precise partisan preference.

In addition to distinct tendencies to define preferences more or less
narrowly, respondents vary in t::ks of the direction of their partisanship.
In particular, those attributing high centrality to politics disproportidnately
{dentify with leftist political forces. As 1 noted at the beginning of this
paper, Robert Dahl speculated that politics acquires importance for people
when it becomes attached to the primary activities, and this happens rarely.
However, I would imagine that'when such a linkage does occur, it is more
often on the basis of profounhxeiscontentment, than satisfaction, with
everyda(,!ife. 1f my hunch is correct, a turning to politics for solutions,
would be a tum toward those political | forces supportive of éignificant
changes. And, in France, the Communists, Socialists, and Extreme Left are
the most vigorous advocates of a“world dramatically different from the
existing one. In this context, the pattern of partisanship of the students )
who attribute high centrality to politics, makes sense.

The second measure of partisanship included in the questionnaire //
(preferred presidential candidate) does not permit testing the relationship

between centrality and precision of political preference (each choice identi-

fies a particular ie}ividual and not a more or less well-defined orientation).

]
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However, the data, presented in Table X, does support the notion that

respondents with hiéh political centrality are much‘more inclined to the left

than their peers: 80.8% claimed they would have voted for one of the four

candidates of the left, as compared to 60.6% of those with above average

centrality scores and 63% of those who attribute no centrality tc politics.
In sum, just as in thf case of political ihvolvement, there does seem

to be a clear association between the amount of centrglity attributed to

government and politics and the individual's partisan orientation.

3. For Whom Does Ceﬁtrality Matter? ¢

For the sample as a Qhole, centrality does seem to "matter” (in the
sense of being assgcig;ed with measures of political 1nvolvemeﬁt and nartisan-
ghip). But does centrality matter for all the major sub-groups into which the
aurve&ed students could be divided? Perhaps there are important, systematic
differences between sub-groups; for example, all the 1nd1ca£2rs of involve-
ment and partisanship might be very tightly related to centrality-;mong boys,
and hardly at all related among girls. Su;h a finding would critically affect
any assessment of the role of political centrality. Pven if such dramatic,
systematic differences do not exist, th;bassociation between centra11t§ and
{nvolvement, obviously, cannot be the same across sub-groups. And to in-
crease the subtlety of analysis, we should identify the types of people for
whoi‘centrality matters most.

Consequently, I,re—examined the relationships between p&iitical centrality
and each indicator of involvement and partisanship, controlling for age, sex,
gocial status, religious denomination and religious practice. Ta?le X1 pre-

sents the relevant measures of association for each variable and each sub-

group. By controlling for the background variable, we discover that for the
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TABLE X
PREFERRED PRESIDENTIAL CANDID: 'E AND CENTRALITY
Q.: (If you were old enough and would have voted in

the May 1974 presidential elections) who would-
have been your candidate?*

ABOVE
HIGH AVERAGE »|  NO

POLITICAL | POLITICAL | POLITICAL

CENTRALITY |CENTRALITY | CENTRALITY TOTAL

EXTREME LEFT 16.42% 6.1% 4.7% 7.1%
(Krivine and (12) (5) (11) (29)
Laguiller)

DUMONT 16.2%
(66)

MITTERRAND 42.3%

ﬁ—f172)
CHABAN 3.2%
: " (13)
GISCARD 29.7%
" (121)
OTHER ) 1.5%
- (LePen, " (6)
Royer
Muellc:)
(93) (99) (235) | &omn

chi square** = 26.13426 with 10 degrees of freedom
p = .0036 -

* Respondents were not providéd with a list but rather had to write
down the riame of their candidate.

#% Since I do not think a clear left~-right continuum 1is reflected in
the movement from the "extreme left" to "other," the preferred-presidential-
candidate variable is nominal, and to determine significance, the chi square
test rather than Kendall's Tau is appropriate. -
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PREDISPO- | EXISTENCE MEMBER- s CONTENT PREFERRED
SITION OF A SHIP IN Al OF PRESTDEN-
TO VOT? POLITICAL POLITIEAL POLITICAL1 TIAL 9
- PREFERENCE GROWE: PREFERENCE ™| CANDIDATE
Sex: *
Male. .26 .60 .60 .15 .28
Female - .01 .36 .82 .40 21
- Age:
11 t0 15 .10 47 .57 a9 | .20
16 to 20 .22 .52 .63 .22 22
Social Status:3
Upper Class .23 .61 .62 .25 .20
Lower Class - .06 .27 .43 11 .27
Religious Denomination:
Catholic .09 .36 46 .08 .20
Other Religion’ 15 41 11 .24 .30
Atheist .32 1.00 .73 *30 .30
.
Religious Practice:
Practicing .14 .21 .52 .10 © .17
Non-Practicing | .18 .73 .64 .28 .19
1. The degree of association is measured by garma. '
2. The degree of association is measured by Cramér's V.
3. Social status is based on the occupation of the respondent's father.
4. "Other religion’ includes especially Jews (N = 28) and Protestants

uz"'j.

TABLE XI

2l

THE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN CENTRALITY AND THE INDICATORS OF
INVOLVEMENT AND PARTISANSHIP, CONTROLLING FOR THE
BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

-

(N = 22).
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older students, atheists, and those who do not practice their religion,

centra{iry matters more on each and every variable. 1In addition, there is

a cYoser association between centrality and the indicators of involvement

and partisanship for boys (than for girls) and for pupils whose fathers

- have upper class occupations (than for those whose fathers have lower

class occupations). w s

\\ Among the background variables, religious denomination seems to have
the greatest influence on the level of association between centrality and

the indicators of involvement and partisanship. In particular, there might

be dramatic, systematic differences between Catholics and athelsts. To-

study this pcssibility, Table XII was prepared. (Since I have treated the

indicators of involvement and partisanship dichotomously, the table has

k]

been simplified by only identifying the proportion of Catholics and atheists

falling into “those categories mwost assoclated with high political centrality. )

First, the data suggest that for both sub-grpups the nature of the relation-

ship between centrality and the indicators of involvement and partisanship

is the same as it was for the entire sample. Second, for those who attribute

no centrality to politics, there are no meaningful differences hetween

Catholigs and athelsts, except on the political preference item. Last, among

respondents who attribute above-average or high centrality to politics,

atheists are much more likely than Catholics to be politically involved and

Bognes

" "41‘ -
L

G

to adopt a precise, leftist partisan orientation.

1]

Thus, centrality matters for ali the major sub~groups into which 1

have divided the surveyed population. It seems to matter most of all for

atheists, among whom the accelerator effeét of centra}ity is dramacic.
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TABLE XII

i

e

CENTRALITY AND THE MEASURES OF
}NVOLVEMENT AND PARTISANSHIP, AMONG
CATHOLICS AND ATHEISTS

HIGH
POLITICAL
CENTRALITY

ABOVE
AVERAGE
POLITICAL

CENTRALITY

NO
POLITICAL
CENTRALITY

TOTAL

PREDISPOSED
TO
4
VOTE

CATHOLICS

ATHEISTS

89.77% (26)

93.6% (31)

95.6% (65)

96.2% (25)

91.8%

88.97% (56)

(156)ﬁ92.5% (247)

91.8% (112)-

CLAIMS TO HAVE
A POLITICAL
PREFERENCE

CATHOLICS

ATHEISTS |

86.27% (25)

100%Z (33)

100%  (26)

79.4% (54).

67.1%

65.6% (40

(114)972.3% (193;

82.5% (99)

MEMBER OF A
POLITICAL
GROUP

CATHOLICS

ATHEISTS

(3)

(14)

11.1% (7)

26.1% (6)

. 3.7% (6)

5.1% (3)

6.3% (16)

20.22\(23)

EXTREME LEFT,
COMMUNIST, OR
SOCIALIST POLITI-
CAL PRBFE?ENCE

CATHOLICS

ATHEISTS

(50)=

(42)

PRECISE
POLITICAL

PREFERENCE

CATHOLICS

ATHEISTS

(71)

7

PREFERRED LEFTIST
PRESIDENTIAL
CANDIDATE

CATHOLICS

ATHEISTS

49.gé (31)

80.0%" (20)

-

60.3% (140)

73.4% (80)




-]

Before concluding this section, lét me briefly indtente the general
relationship between centrality and the(background characteristics of
respondents. (See Table XIII.) Males, the older pupils,.and those
whose fathers have upper class occupations are ;omewhat more prone than
other students to attribute high or above-average centrality to politics.
and government. Atheists, Prote;tants and Jews are more than twice as
likely as Catholics to be in the high centrality category: but there
seems to be no meaningful general association between practicing one's

religion and centrality.

IMPLICATIONS

My research indicates that: (1) at least 80% o% the sample regard
/
politics and government as attitude domains of relatively low centrality

and importance; (2) for 60% of tye respondents, these attitude domains have

no centrality whatsoever; and (3) the level of political involvement and

t;e style of partisanship vary with centrality. What is the meaning of
these findings? Let me briefly outline the two most obvious implications.
First, it appears that a significant variable has been ignored in
pdﬂkdimuw,amﬂﬁkwmmcmpﬁmﬁhaﬁpuﬂmﬂwﬂymmmf
for distinct levels of political involvement and styles of partisanshib. In
fact, centrality might be a good indicator of what we intuitively mean b&
politicization. In eésence a politicized citizen is one Gho links gbvern-
mental decisions with their ramifications for his family, his work and his
everyday life in general. Logically, such an individual must regard politics

as central, However, someone who proclaims an interest in and has knowledge
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TABLE XIII

BACKGROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND CENTRALITY

ABOVE
HIGH AVERAGE NO
POLITICAL POLITICAL POLITICAL DEGREE OF
L CENTRALITY CENTRALITY CENTRALITY ASSOCIATION
SEX |
MALE : 18.17% 24.2% 57.7% Kendall's Tau C =
61.2% (53) (71) (169) - ,06555
(293) p = .01581
FEMALE 14.0% 22.0% 64 .0% G = .12
(186)
AGE
11 to 15 14.67 17.92 67.5% Kendall's Tau C =
51.7% (36) (44) (166) -.14229
(246) ® p = .00000
16 to 20 18.3% 29.6% 52.2% Camma = - .25
48 3% (42 (68) (120)
___(230)
SOCIAL STATUS
UPPER CLASS 18.5% 24.6% 56,9% Kgpdall's Tau C =
66.4% (52) K (69) (160) .09751
(281) ’ p = .00000
LOWER CLASS 12.0% 21.1% 66.9% Gamma =. .20
33.6% an (30) (95)
(142)
RELIGIOUS DENOMINATION
CATHOLIC. 10.5% 25.3% 64 .,3%- Chi Square =
59.8% (29) (70) (178) 18.10124 with
(277) -~ 4 degrees of
g Eres
RELIGION 23.3% 23.3% 53,3%
13.0% (14) (14) (32)
(60)
ATHEIST 26.2% 21.47% 52.47%
27.2% (33) (27) (66)
(126)
13.4% 29.9% 56.7% Kendall's Tau C =
(21) (47) (89) .01253
p = .34657
NON PRACTICING = ° 18.2% 21.1% 60.7% Gamma = .02
64,52 (52) (60) (173)
(285) c
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about his government need not see this linkage. ‘Rather, for him the politi-
cal "drama" may simply be that, a fascinating theatrical extravaganza taking
place on a distant stage.
The amount of centrality attributéd to a specific attitude domain may
well affect and/or reflect the extent to wiich one behaves in that domain.
Since it appears that politics is not very central for most people, we
_ should expect relatively little political "bshévior.“23 Interestingly,
students of political participation have taughttus to consider someone highly
participant, when in fact he does very little: for example, he votes, contacts
a public official, §onates money to a campaign, and attends a rally, activitie;
which even when taken together need not réqu{re more than one hour's time
per year. Butg"participation“ in the family, on the job, or in school, are--
at least from the time perspective--fundamentally different. Moreover, the
time differential might be associated with distinct types of activity., I
think this is a reasonable supposition, and one, I have argued elsewher;,
which could resolve the debate over the meaning of democratic participation.za
A szcond, And more provncaqive, implication raises questions about what
politicafsscientists have been studying when they analyzé the responses

ordinary people give to survey items. The construction and timing of the
French research were desig;ed to maximize the possibility of discovering
that ordinary people consider politics and government important. Yet,
K less than 207 of the sample attributed relatively high centrality to these
domains. 1f, as Converse has suggested, the importance attributed to an
object o; situation affects the likelihood for attitudes or non-attitudes:
to be expressed, then only a small proportion of the French sample, and an-:

even smaller proportion of’respondents in other populations, apparently

have political atiitudes.

“a
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Perhaps political questionnaire items tend’to elicit non-attitudes,
not necessarily in'Converse's sense that these responses ;ill randomly shift
over time, but rather in a broader sense: they are expressions of relatively
suﬁerficiﬁl views. Such non-attitudes do mot place constraints upon an
individual's future attitudes; nor do théy reflect bohavioral commitments,
pre-disposing oneself toward a specific course of action which requires time
and effort. These non-attitudes may be quite stable over time precisely
becaugf they do not indicate a.well-entrenched set of preferenées and
dislikes; consequently, changes in the environment do not necessarily
influence what opinions or judgments will be expressed. Although none_of my
research was directed toward determining if those people who considered

+

politics and government rclatively non-central were expressing non-attitudes

in Converse's or in the broader sense, this certainly makes sense. It is

plausible to assume, until evidence to the‘contrary is unearthed, }hat if

o

. b . -
people do not consider something of importance to themselves, they may well

have and express views' on this subjecf, but these views do not tell us very

mich either about the people or what they will do in fact under any given

future conditions, because their views are not constraining,
1 do not wish to suggest that political scientists should ignore

the results of survey research, Rather research among ordinary citizeﬁ?

should be broéhened 80 that we can determine which respondents consider
politics highly central. The characteristics of the politicized and the

conditions which lead to political centrality’ also must be thoroughly

investigated. And even the content of non-attitudes has some interest,

especially in stable polities. In these societies, such responses .

represent'the‘habitual, superficial, but nevertheless relatively petsistent,

4
views of most people toward their political system.

-
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The implications for the stu&y of political socializatidn are more , \

serious, given the raison d'étre for this field of 1nquiry.25 Most

children's views of politics and government may téll us more about the
superficial opinions of the adults with whom they have had contact than

sbout themselves. And, remembering that reiations with the police are
\ : @

\;pe least central of all attitude domains I analyzed, there is good reason

to.conclude this“paper by asking: what are we studying wlien we examine

\

! 3
A\
\

youﬁgster’é'dispositions toward the neighborhood cop?

/
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___opinfon: The Examination of a Thesis," American Political Science Review,
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16. This study of relative centrality was part of a larger inquiry into
the nature of behavior toward-authority by pupils in secondary echools--in
particular, I have been concarned with student-teacher interactions. A study
-of this phenomenén was conducted in 1967-1968. fe 1974 study sought pri-
marily to get at changes which have occurred sincd the May crisis. Research
included not only  pupil questionnaires but algp classroom observation and
teacher interviews. For further details on thd Structure of French education

and the results of the first study, see: William R, Schonfeld, Youth and
Authority in Prance: A Study of Seconda Schopls (Beverly Hills, Sage
Professional Papers in Comparative Politics, 1971), and especially my forth-

coming book, Behavior Toward Authority: Obedience and Revolt in France
(Beverly Hills, 1976). ‘ ]

/) 17. This item was placed'a ‘e very beginning so tnat responses to it
would not be polluted by the other items included i{n the questionnaire, which
focused attention on student-teacher authority relations.

N -

18, Examples of the specific items included in student tests are given
on pages 12 and 15. '

' -19, A-minority of the students identified additional relatisﬁships.
These are sufficiently heterogeneous as to militate against meaningful analysis.

20. I g using political in the narrow sense--i.e., government-related.
Personally, I find it more profitable to conceive of politics as the study of
authority relations in any social or political unit. (See my works cited in
fn. 16.) On this point, consult: Harry Eckstein, "Authority Patterns: A
Structural Basis for Political Inquiry," American Political Science Review
LXVEI (December 1973), 1142-1161.

21. I have constructed this, as well as all other figures, in a somewhat
unorthodox fashion. Specifically, the X axis 1s drawn at the mid-value of the
scale (for example, if responses can range from 1 to &4, the axis is drawn at
2.5). Thus, means greater than the mid-value have bars going upwards, and
means lover than the mid-values have bers going downward. The result seems to
be a clear visual representation of relative importance (or thinking about or

centrality).

\ 22. The_relationship between centrality and precision of partisan
preference remains 1f respondents who did not identify any political preference
"are included in the calculations: 49.4% of those with high political centrality.
66.17 of those with above-average centrality, and 79.7% of those with _no cen-

trality, fail to identify a precise partisan preference.

-~~~ g37 "1 have always beer struck by“that"paradoxical-label»of “sehavioral - - ———-
political science," a mode of inquiry which focuses on the study of attitudes.

»4. William R. Schonfeld, "The Meaning of Democratic Participation,”
World Politics, XXVIII (October 1975).

L3

25. For uw%persﬁéctivée on this field of inquiry and a description of a
research strategy designed to overcome the drawbacks of analyzing children's
political "attitudes,' see: Schonfeld, ""The Focus of Political Socialization

Research: An Evaluation.”
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