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IDENTIFIERS Nixoh (Richard M); Watergate Hearings

.- he

Watergate Committee hearings'heéan, after the hearings ended, and |
after Nixon's resignation. The purpose of the study is to test the
stability of political attitudes under the)impact of critical
national events. Data-for this seven~year study were collected by a
gqueStionnaire given .on.a random sample basis to about 500 college
students. It is hypothésized that primary principle attitudes will be-
more stable than middle range attitudes which in turn will be more
stable than topical issue orientations. Secondly, it is hypothesized
that the°cognitive,haps (Showing cogﬁitive,dissqnance'and/or ' .
cognitive balance theory) which explain thése attitudes yill respond

‘ to both maturation process. and events in the .political environment.

The results of analysis of variance indicate that, despite

.maturation, all of the attitudes measured display a very high degreé-;n”‘

of stability. 2 Multiple Classification Znalysis (MCA) of the data

' supports the second hypothesis, even though attitudes remain stable. ..
g@ '

It is suggested that a more complete understanding of attitude

“formation, change, and their relation to political behavior will

depend on the development and use of more complex models,fhan-thoge

¢ .

) ¢

o h . A sh%rt-term]cohort‘desiqp is utilized to exdmine e
college students at three different time peripds--shortly before the
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| {A short term cohort design is utilized to examfne college students
S at three differeént time periods; shortly before the Watergate Committee
I hearings began, after the hsarings ended and after Mixon's resignation;
L -~ - ‘the purpose 'being to test tha stablility of political attitudes under

- the impact of eritical national eventss? It is hypothesized that primacy = . .

o principle attitudss will bae more stable than "middle range® which in turn,
oo oo -'yilk-be more stable than topical issue orlentationd,  Further, it is suge".
, o gasged vhat the cognitive maps which explain these attitudes will respond
‘ . . to bath maturation processes and events in the political enviroment.

. -~ The results of analysis of variance indicate that ‘despite maturation, im=

¢ . pordant political events on the collage campus and Watergate all ‘the ate

_ * ; titudes measured dleplay & very high degree’ of stabilitye. Fart of this

< = stabllity is atiributed to the generality.of the attitudes testeds Ale
shough significant attitude change was not’ found, a pattern is discerned

- indlcating the gttitudes of the most partisan, the best inforred and
those. individuals with the highest media attention were most effected - -

by Watergate. . ’ - S .o o

An MCA andlysis of the data stpports the _second- hypothesis,
Though attitudes remain’ stable, underlying explanatory cognitive maps
‘gre changed in distinctive ways, A ratner strong Watergate effect is
Toted in the decreasing ability of ‘the predictor variables to prodict =
riation in the dependent attitudes.examined, . B

"formation, change and their relation to political behavior will depend .
" on the development and use of more, complex models than those provided .
" by cognitive dissonance and/or cognitive tarance theory. -
[ b- ey ‘ C . ' . " \ . ] . ,
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. / = ; It is suggéstecr thét a mo:-e' complete understanding of attitude
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Underlying the explanation‘ ot political behay or ie a deveLOpmentnl litany, thnt

) begins with' the notion that early on cnildren are exposed ta and .Lea.rn pol:l.tlcal orie=

' entations [ Easton end Dennis (1967)3- Hess and Tornevl' (19673, Greenstein (1965) Jo :
o Somwmm 1n the age period 17«25 tnese attitudes crjﬂ\talize into a pol:ltical culwr-‘.

v consoiousness '/ Cutler (19:(5 ) quoting Lambert ‘(_197;

thav remains relat:wely sta=

s W

ble tnronghout the individnal's 1ife epe.rr /"Deweon ana .ewitt (1969), Easton and

Demnis (1969) 7. ,These ra.ther stable or:i.ent.ations struc re the actor's response to .

x_‘\

,politicel etimuli., 1400y :Lssues, eandida.tps end other. pol. .t.icauy relevan,t decision’

situations that impinge upon him from\his env:tromnent. Giren theee relatively stablo
orientations, innejaotion patﬁterns between individual, envir\omena and speciﬁ.c stim-
uli are reasgne.bly predictable (Snith 1908 and 1975) and an explane.tory preﬁict«ive-

: science or political behavior replete with models, concepts and theorles is possibles ,

In recent years this Litany has been exposed tp an empirlcal and methodologicel
°, R
critique. Gonverse (L96L) suggests that orienta*blons measured by survey research
+

'v}»"quest:lons may be "non att:.t.udes“ and further tha.t crystallzation of orientations into
: consisten,t :ldeological pattei'ne rarely occurs'in mass publicbw Greenstein and Tarrow
. (1971) supporb thisview end propose projective technidues -as an alternative to sure

vey questions when respondents are cnildren. ‘ Cutler (1969); Kleck ﬁ971) H m1ey
(1973)s Schaie (1965 )3 Green and Hehn (1978) and other he.ve questioned whetner eross
sect.ional data whlch coni‘ounds age, ﬁme 6f measurement (environmental effects) and
generation can inIorm us about a.ttitudinal stability' e.nd/or the process by which ori=

entations are gcquired.’ In: many cases it has been ehown that cross. aectional results4

have concealed rather than revealed accurate t.rends and relauonships. Lcheﬁe (1965)'

and others propose cohort and panel designs or a combination of these with appro-

priate sta.tistical technique;s as a possible met,hodological solution to the problem
the process 'of attitudinsl acquisition,

of unravellis
Using these techniques Vaillancourt (1971) finds 'V;L‘:I."“ti.le test-retest stability in-
a study o youngsters'9-15.' Her results,nhowe;rer, do mdioate increasing stability

-~ 00004 - - .
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with age, 3] and social status. Searing, Wright & Rabinowitz (1971) (_ testing and
using cohort tecnni es on SRC data for ages 21 to 72 _7 examine the primacy principle
(orientations are 1 arned early and remain stable) and find that the ev::.dence support-
in:, attitudinal stability is mixad. ey note ‘that though attitudes are fairly stable
the s:xgniricance of their results “lies in reve;.ling magnitudes of change“far greater
than had been antlcipated." (Searing, 6te aley Pe 34)e In this s,ame sttud;r the authors”
" find that withif cohorts socio-political enviromehtél- (Zeitgeist) §ffects are more im-
portan'm than aging effects in explaining attitudinal instability.

PR \;

Two more. questions adhere firmly to the above idsuess 'l'he first of these is, s

Y

it attitudes are less stable tha.n originally thought ‘and that is the import of manw'
~of.the studies mentioned above how then do we account for the nelative predictabi].ity
of s‘ome form¥ of political behavior such as voting and/or participatory behavior?
Here Renshon (197h), Knutson (1973} and other scholars of the personality and politics'

school suggest that early acquired and deeply seated personality o;ientations are more

stable and thus tend to better account for behavior than more transient attitudes and

r: ‘!
P = . .
' - .

.

opimons; e

The seeond of these questions is, are all orientations equally stable or '~ -.
susceptiUle to cha.nge? A model suggested by Weissberg (1974) rosponds to this question
by arguipg that "Certain political onentatio‘ns are learned very early in life and are
highly ;éesista.nt to change while different pol:.tical orientations nay be susceptible
to cont;.nued modification with recent .I.earning being most :mportant" (Weissberg, 2
l97u, p. 25). He suogests that both the primacy model (early ch:.ldhood learning though
modifiable constrains future 1earm.ng and adult behavior) and the recency pr:.nciple

o |

(adnlt learm.ng has greater influence and political relevance) are valid and further

- tnat these sandwich an intermediate stage encompassing the late _childhood and early

adoiescent periodse He goes on to affirm the developmental roots of his approach

arguing that broader more general attitudes such as basic political attachments, id- {

eological identitlee, evaluations and consensually held factual knowledge a‘re acquired

~
)
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during the primacy period. The middle and recency periode are characterized by a .,

b

growing sp?cificity with orientatione towards political participation and general, pol-
l
N icy preferences learned in the former and positions on, speciﬁc current issues and

candidates acquired dnmng the latter (Weissberg 1974, PP« 27-30). i

. 'The above, of course, is only a partial and selectiVe listing of the recent ime |
portant and critical. work. Nor is it suggested that responsible socia.l scientd.sts _

> have” claimed the .l.ast word for their positi'ons. Those who have supported the import-
ance of early 1earx§ing have ‘allowed for later changes a.nd ‘urged the study- of adult pO-a
' .Lit:.cal sociualization (Greenstein 1968, po 553) and those whose work has disclosed both .

stability a.nd instability have attnbuted the stable portions to the effectiveness of

3

e .

. early socia.l.izat}.on (Searing, ete al.., 1973, p. 3R2)e - .
i '\ It is in the hope of shedding additional light on these criticel political learn-
ing questions that tbis paper is written. ) S .
MEHODOLOGY S S SR
B The present study had its origins in the attempt to answer questions about the
mpact of college op politicat socialization. The authors are currentiy’ engaged in a
_. 71y:ear 1 \1tudinal dtudy on how college effects political'learning At the time of %
B writing, "3rd wave" of data has been collected at a relatively smatl (5,500 full
' .time undergraduates) liberal, arts university near Philade:{phia. A.ttitudina.l, behav—
ioral and demographic data has been collected annue.Lly bJ means of a questionnaire ad-
" ministered to a (random sample of hOO-bOO students. In addition, we plan i.n the future
:o administer personality tests to a random. sub-sample of students in an effort to ob~ :
tain information about tmd control for this important, but until recently overlooked '
TIa.r:l.a.bley.2 As can be seen from the outline of the pro;ject indicated in Figure 1, the
) groposed method of :anestigation Vill allow the a:uthors to compare longitudinal (co- .
; hort) with cr0ss-sectional analyses of change during college as-well as to reintervie,w

students several years after their graduation.

i 00006 - . -
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F:lgg 1 = A Model of The (bllege as an Agent of Socialization Proiect

~ > .

. ° . hme Of m v—Pis . (] ‘ ' . ' :
T rl (March. 1973) Ty (nov. 73) Ty (Nove 74) * Tk (Now 75) e
, Appro:dmate Year 73  Semior Graduate (Lst yr) Grad (2 yr) Grad (3 :n') .
. of Birth as- 74 ' Jundor - .- Senior  + Grad (Lst y¥) Grad (2yr) - '
~ Reprasentegd by 75  Sophomore dunior~  Senior = Grad (Lyr) - ,
- Year of - 76 Freshman ' Sophomore Jupior © Senior . ]
"Graduation: . 77 . e . Freshman - Sophomoxe Junior . S
, .78 - il - Frqsmnan - . Sophomore .
. o 79- - . L B vFreshman'
A » A

In Figure 1, the rows rep“resent ‘the developmental paths of our cohort groups ' o

- : '
€

",labeled G.l.ass of 73 through 79. There are as wel]. four cross-sectional pictures of
' cha.nge (these are numbered T through Th' Genera.tional change and/or the changing ro=

cruz.hnent patterns of freshmen is also availa'ble. This is represented both By the Jdif-

+
ference between rows and by the differences between fresrmen at '1‘,_, Toy T3 and Tpe ' Ib

T

is hoped that the mnlti-djmens:v.onal approa.ch outlined abOVe will énable us to draw f:l.rm-
er conclusions about the impact. or the college experience on poli’ai.cal .L'ea.rm.ng than the "
L unidjmensional approach ta.ken by most of the studies in existing college-social:l.zation |
litera.turaoz IR e S a

e"’ Toe 4

. ‘ We are awara, however, that wn.tlﬂ.n this design the collegeo experience may not be.

o the only effecti.te environmental inﬂuence. Events from ‘ihe J.arger political\world may |
- be of greater importance :Ln explaining van.at:.ons in political orientatlons. At the )
"same time we recognized that the process of maturation nmay also acco"unt for' attitudinal ‘

'cha.nge. We believe we can partia.l.ly separate ofit the rela.tive effect of those threea“ oy
/.‘ .

| factors by sega.cious use of a variety oi: cstatistlcal techniques. These will be dis-

«

, cussed belew.‘ ‘ T

. [

The above discussion makes clea.r that onginally it was_our intention to measure

only the socializa.tion effect of college. The fortuitous timing of our first thres
samples suggested that we could pursue our or:.g:mal object:wes and a.:bso investigate

longitudina.ely the effect of the developing Wa.terga.te crises on the stability of co.L-

lege students! polit:l.cal orientations.' - .- T {

00007
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Not onlir were the timee of» measurement ‘vig-a-vis Watergate fortuitous but if ‘
b Lambert (1.971.) (quoted above) is correct sq is the sample. I crysta..l.iza.tion of po-
';Litice.l. conSciousness occurs during the age period .!.7-25 col.lege students should be
pa.rticularly sensitive to massive governmental c;ises. We have only to recall the
\ . . series or events which took place on American college campuses during the Vietnam War :
\\ . years (.l,905 to 1972) vo find intuitive support for this statemente °
L Sj,nce we wi.u. be examining tN?eist (environmental effect) it is importe
an to know mhat political. events local as weJ..L as national were taking place at the
times we“w‘ere Sampling our population. . The latter statement points to the fact that
in _investigating the Zeitgeist effect e cannot coxifine ourse.Lves onlv to happeninge
7 in’vhe nation_ai.:at_"enﬂaw. N Inevitabiy these must be confounded by events taking p.Lace in

the individual's :’umned:l.ate social. milicue Unfortuna.teiy at ttns time we have no the-'_

oz;ies which suggest which of- these arenas has the greater effect, therefore we cannot

- - assume that national events are more critical than local. Hopefully by emgloying col-
lege pr'edictor wariables in our multivariaté *ana.l.ysis we can' begingto resaolve this di-
[ - . . 4 R - v - i
Lemma, ' ’ : S i

er first swvey (T_,_) ﬁas ‘taken “in ear.l.y March of 1973+ On the nationa.L scene
a
- Nixon's popula.rity was higm He had won the presidency by a .Large margin, the Tmas
' ¢,
,/ bombings of Ha.noi were suppo.rted by a maaority of the pubiic, "peace with honor" had

-come to Vietnam and though the protective Watergate coVerup was beginning to show cracks
/ 0
‘at this point'in tﬁne the pub.Lic was reLativeLy unconcerneds On this college’s caxnpus,

~ however, for the first time in many years students were showing signs pf political act-;
ivity. A rad:n.cal student pa.rty had organized 1tself 0 contest the elections for stu-
dent govermment and its pla.tfoms suggested th"at it would confront, the University Ad- .
ministration- squarely and strong.!.y on those issues (particularly the question -of pa-
rietals) which concerned many of the college's students.

4

¢ -~ «

The second ‘survey. was talcen in November 1.973. The Ervin.comnittee hearings had .

: gnded end though the "smoking gun",was yet to be found suspicion about Watergate and

.
- ‘ . ; ) ’ . ‘ . . [
- .
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the effecte of the "Satnrday Night Hessacre" were t.opics t.hat sux:i’aced rrequent.ty in

peopie‘s conversations. On this particular campus, howaver, all was optimism. The
ra.dical student party had swept the field in April 1973'8 election and was preparing
to cont.‘ront the University nith a set’ o;‘ student demands and the University"s early‘

\

reactions gave students cause for optimisme e ’/

’I'ne third survey was® taken in No\zember 197he MNixon had resigned, been pardoned .

' by President Ford and the nation's economic problems were coming to “the i‘ore as the .
critical issue of the day. _On our test ‘campus ail was gloom. In the Spring of 197h
students had occupied the administration buildingp The Administration had struck back,
expe.s.ied many of the‘student leaders anhd rejected outrigrit student demands for change.
B.v and Lirge most students had taken a more passive o:.ientation toward Univers1ty po= "
"1iti.cs. . g _' ". | ) . S '

S
..'

The a.bove account would suggest that . our respondents were being exposed to naw

tional and local avents: tha.t Were contrad:.ctory and thus theif mutual effect might be
(9% 4 l

)

. seli‘» cance.!.ling. This possibility must be taken into account when we examihe our data. °
| In the best of all worlds 2. fourth sampLe taken in April 1972 would have been most | o
hglpfuI. " An eé.rlier start could have assured us that our initial measurement was unw .
cont.aminated by either earlyﬂWatergaote information, the failure ‘of the McGovern Came

' pa:lgn, or the Xmas bomnings of Nqvember 197 3. Lacking this mea.surement we cannot be |
.totally confident tha.t the data. coi.lqcted at T]_ is free of Watergate contamina.tion. |
AL'TIJ.UDES 7 ; S -

| In order to test Weissberg's argument (page 2) ’ we wiii present data-on the fo.l.-~

.
o Py

1ow1ng poli:tical orientations: ' T - St

*

L ;er, " Primacy Hodel - Here we. wili be examining a tm~ee question versi,pn of. Y

'

the SRG efi’:.cacy scalee During the three periods of measurement the -scale had mi&l.rmm
\ A
coeﬁficients of reproducabil.ity and stabiiity of .80 and .h? respectively. Effigacy,

' it has been a.rgued, is one of those att:i?tudes which are learned early and a.rewhighly‘ 1\, N

resistant to change. Rotter's(l%ﬁ) I-E Persona]:it.y Scale, used in measuring the '’ | W
. - R . >N . » " i

j . * ’ . ". . 00009 o 9 - | : ' . . ‘@ . o », o




' dimension = internal/external control ha.s questions which at J.east on the surface Seen-

?be tapping a dim,ension sinﬂ.lar to that tapped by the SRC efi‘icacy scal.e. ‘As far 9

as stability, Weissberg (1.975) has shown that levels of efficacy ace unresponsive to
'either satisfactory or unsatisfactory environmental ohtcomeg. In addition to- efficaoy
. We will be loold.ng at Party I.D. Here we have used the SHC Seven category Strong Dem- -
3 . - ¢

ocrat to Strong Republican scsle. .
}ﬁ.ddle Stage Hodel 'iere ,,we Will be examining two dimensione. : The :

first of these is a three question version of a liberai/conservative scale a.dopted and
used by G'reen (1.973) for an eari:l.er studq This scale -1s designed to measu;e the de= -
gree to which people either favor or oppose change. Thus it defines a conservative as :

.» ona who perceives change as unneces:ary, pre,fers things the way they are rather than

. the way they might be and sees the past rather than the future as the "best“ time. ‘
Second, we wi.Ll be examining a Peer Identity scale created for this resea.r-ch which at-"_ a
_tempts to tap the decree to which a young person 1den'ai.f:|.es m.th and takes his behav- _ '
1oral cues i‘rom his peers rather than i’am:.ly, professors or other :md::.aridual or groups

. in his sociai mii.ieu. We feel this may ‘be particu]sariy usefui in ~Separating nat:n.ona.l. |

. political events from loca_l. ones. Both the 1/c and Pger ID scaie were exposed to Gute

1

man procednres and neither dropped beiow minima.l acceptable crit(eria for reproducibility
and scalabi].‘lty. T P

~
L]

. . ' . Recencx Model - To test th:.s model we will examine the respondent's

pres:l.dential preference :Ln 1972. Because this is an ongoing resea:rch and ‘each suc-_,

-

'ceeding cohort is therefore less 11ke.|.y o have been old enough to vote in 1972 we de-
liberately did not ask. who respondents had voted for. Thus it is probabie that in the
clssgs of "7h"™ and "75" we a.re thpping a ccmb;l.nation o?‘ behav1or and/or attmxbs where-

~

ds in the c.l.asses of "76" "77" and "78's" Freshmen we are measuring a remembered opin-

:‘fon;rather thanabehavior. - . R - .
THEDATA . S

’ : .
f ~

On the basis of the eariier theoretical discussion we plan to test "“the following

N
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B Irrega.rdless of the degree of attitudinal. stability/instability displayed _"
e in this sample, primacy principle»attitudes will be more stable than middle range a.t-

titudes which in tura will be more stable ‘than orienta.tions classified under thp re~

’.
% - »
o

. cency agrinciple .

I

2, We would expeet tha.t the a.ttitudes of individuals displaying the strongest

.y /

partisansnip are more likely to be stable while those more exposed ’w‘medie, e.nd having

.

‘more infoxmation are more Likely to change.
a ) i ¢ » A ) N - .

3. We would expect that if orientations towards a political obJect remain std=

( b.!.e despite a change in the va.lence of the infomatign received about the polita.cal

- o‘bject. some -other element(s) of the explanatory model will Joe revised in order to re=

store “the model's balancee. P

l\ S h. We wbuld expect that :eregard;'l.ess of either ‘the degree of attitudina.l.

T+ .

L S ,
~ bi.l.ity/instability‘ displayed by our cohorts or of the source of enviromnental pres- '
N sure to change; the under.l.ying explanatory pattems of individmls! om.entations wi.l.l

o

vary- ;f’ ' . ' T - . -

L In order to te‘st “the 'signirice:zce of intra-cohort attitudinal variation we are
us:.ng. analysis of variance. By. manipula.ting the data. We can examine the signizica.nce
" of changes across a.l.l three times of analysis or between any two consecutive periods, T
Further, by exam:ming sub-popul/a:tions of each cohort, i.e., strong partisan VS‘- wea.k,

Repub.l.icans Vse Democrats, thds(e mth high media e:fposure vs. thos)e with .Low, etc.,

- we may discover the patterm.ng of attitudinal stability/instability. If, however, lo~ o

\

cal and national Zeitgeist/effects are canceléling each other on ‘the’ primacy principle
is dominant, analysis of variance which acgounts for intra.-cohort variation will reveal

- i B ~

. littre signiiicant change. . -

Multiple Classificatioi&; Analysis {MCA) (A.ndrews, Morgan- and Sonquist, .L967) a

multivariate statistica.l technique which unlike Regression Ana.lysis makes few assunm-
- tions’ about the orderliness or the linearity of da.ta. will be employed to examine the -‘

patterns of cause.tion which a.ccount for attitudinal variation within ea.ch time frame -

-
v
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f:‘ - of each cohoite We wi.!.l be looking at two MCA statist:o.cs’ 1) The Beta coeata
| whicti disclose the intra-cohort ehanging patterns of attitude causation and 2) B‘.2 which
- will indicate the changing degree to which we can predict any - attitude at time Ty T2, :
« . oor Ty T | \
¥ Throughout the exam:.nation of the data that follows the reader should note .that
as we suggested earlier, 'based on our cohort methods,h e ﬁ.nd that college classes are
unalike. Inter-cohort differences in mean scores on our attitudina.L dlmensions, in de-,.«
. gree of stabluty/mstab:.lity a.nd on direction of change are the rule rather than ‘vhe
except:.on. Thls‘ is ‘not to say that ,no pattems axist but rather_to draw attention to
‘the fact- that at leas.t among this saniple,‘ patterns of sei.f recruiment;« chaxgihg" Uni=
'versity recrui,tment criteria, chance and generatlonal. variation combine to generate
l‘restnnan cJ.a3ses that though they somewha.t resemble each other ave in no sense of the. .

w

S ‘ word "1dent1cal" We sha.l.l examine data supporting tnese statements belowe

~ .o . Eid

‘The Rasults of An lysis of: Variands =~ * - - L

13

fa

| Tables 1A through 1E tabulate the results of an analysis var:.ance perfomed on
e each of our att:.tud:.nal dimens:.ons, Efficacy, Id.beralism/Conservatlsm, Barty I, Peer
ID aad Candidate Preference 1n "72“ for each of ourvcohorts, the classes of "71;" "75"
: "76" and "77%, In addition we, have examined severa.!. sub popula,tions. Vamation in
' Informat:.on LeVel /[ Cognition (Cog) A Attention to Radio and v News ['Media Attentioh
(Med Att) 7, Part:.sanship /[ Strong Democrats,/Non-Partisan, Strong Repubilcans (Dem Part,

~ Non Part, Rep Part) 7 ) Pa.rty hoyalty /_ Democratic =~ Independent and Repub.l.ican (Dems,

=

Inds Reps) fand Gandidate Preferred g,n "72" /‘ McGovern, Mixon (McG, Nik)_/ for each of-

our three year cohorts the classes of "75" and n76M, We have provided the nFY ratio -
: z

and slgm.ﬁcance level across all three -tme/perléds and also the " ratio-‘where it

.- '

| ‘Wwas s:.gniiicant at the .05 leve:l. across e1ther Tl. - T2 or Ty = T3

A. thorough .Look a.t all these ﬂgums prov:.des strong support for: e:.ther of two E

L

)
arguments. The first of. these is that the ‘primacy theorists are indeed correct. Pbst'

pol:l.tically releva.nt orientations -are lea.rned early in .Life and rema.in relativel.y sta=-

q ble thereafter. OVel. the three year span -of our researcn desp:I:te earth shaking events
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= slgniﬁcantly "in the cJ.asses of 7L and H76M, LT - - '.‘ E

=10-

:!.n the national arena, the continued" maturation of our college students, the:lr ox~ v
posure to a new social enviromnent, now peers, new attitudes and new :i.nfomation dupe
£

ing a particularly exciting period of campus life, there are few slgni;ticant chnnges i
in vhis group's political orientations. Not even the recency prn.nciple holds up. :l.n

ff this samp.i.e. Preference in Wp2" which a.ccor_d.zi.nb to recency theory is the Likellest -

candidate for :.nstabllity is a.t least as stab.le as efficacy which according to the -
pnmacy princip.!.e should be .l.east Likely to vary'. Only one s1gnificent variation in
Party ID occurred “and perhaps zather unexpected.l.y and nnexp:.ainab.l.y Peer ID 1ncreased

N

_ The second -of these arguments is one we have ment:.oned ea.r.l.:ler, the rathsr stiong .
-b‘)possibil:.ty that national and .Local avents of, SR centradictory nature are self cancel-
.L'Lng and what remains are the attitud:mal se\ts our respondents had ibefc:re au. these
: expex,iences occurred. . |
| Gc.ven these overa.l.l tendencies towards stability 2

R iations will give us a better sense of what m:.ght be

‘changes" on Tab],e 14 (Efi‘iéacy} are. sign_:z.aﬁcant (Claes of: )
class of "75" Nixon and McGoverxi Supporters, T) to-T,) tha paut o

v S
noting. In both cohox ts, 5754 and “76", those with high- J.ev : ﬂ-sfof :.nxormation, media

' attention, strong Democratic part:.sanship and Demoorats

porters (exc.l.uding McGovern supporters in "76") have Jlower .l.evels of effica.cy at time’

.

T, fofllowed by an increase at time Ty Those with middle .I.eVels of infomatlon, low me~

dia attention, non parti.san, Repubiican partlsansn:lp and N:u.xon supporters .show'a stead~ ‘.

| 11y rising level of ei'ficacy. ly those respondents wn.th .Low leve.Ls of intormation .

e

: show a steady decres.se in efficacy. - o

Although these patterns are less clear and stable in’ the case of Id.beral.ism/

‘ Conservatlsn, Pa.rty & Peer Ip they' neverthe.Less persist to some degree. In genera.l.

stronger par tiSans wi th higher :I.nformation and greater med:la attention displ.ay the

broken Line tending either dewn or up at T2 and returning to near T .I.eve.l.s at T3 ,

»00013‘
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| J\mong the non partisane, Rapubiican Partisans.or those with lower media attention'or

less iniormation, the direction of chenge is oither continous.l.y up or down or fo.l.lows E

n

an up-down pattern that is the reverse of the fomer group. » o

The fact that the figures on which these patterne are based are non significant
makee theorizing about this -data quite difficult. TIn 6rder to try and makei sense of N
these we tried several techniques inciuding multi-dimensional cross tabulations and
regression analysis on _éach of our cohorts. No clear consistent explanatory pattern |

emerged. In some cases :I:nfonnation played the dom:mant explanatory role, in’ others it

- N

was partisanship or med:.a attention. Glearly partisanship, ini‘omation and media. e.t- .'

tention are. operant i‘actors but at this point in our research Wwe are unable to ordgi«:

» - -
o8 )
I

. . . - . ! °
mg. I VRO W ¥ ) . . . : ‘ : .

4

' Although our analysis of variance ‘technique which measures the significance of e

intra-cohort change has :mdicated high stability it is possn.bie ‘that our ml.tiple
classifipatibn Analysis (MCA) which discloses the explanatory patterns of the variance
" at each time k'i‘ tnrough T3) i;or each cohort may' provide us with more information and
understand:l.ng Tables 2 (A through :n) ‘through 5 (4 shough D) trace. the/changi.ng oX=
planatory patterns for each attitud::.nal dimension ror Cohorts wsH, "76" ‘ d "77"

7 .addition We examine generational difi‘erence (or in our case ‘more 1ikely the sha.i‘ting
patterns of admission criteria) by comparing the explanatory patterns for“*each of three
successive Freshman classes ("76" ,,,,, j? ™" and "78"). At the top of each table)is the
cohort labei followed by the dependent variable being examined. Next we' indicate the '

| time of examination Ty through T the college class at th.at time, (Freshman, Sophomore s,

Junior or Senior) and the mean score for that class along the dimens:ron being examined.
Along the left hand column are the List of Predictor variables. ‘The reader should
note that for Freshman we have used a shorter 1list of predictors. Our rationale here
is that Freshmen newly arrived on campus ‘have-not been- exposed to our collegiate vai-
ie.b.l.es long enough to be affected by them. One other variation needs to be commented g
upon. We have incj.uded Parental Social ’frust at times Ty and T3 and excluded it £rom

time T_L. The reason for this exclusion is that the scalerwas changed after the firet

.
e

Y

%
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Ly | ‘ )
: aurvey and coneequently Ve would not be meaeuring the game dimeneion that exiets "y

uat T2 and ‘1‘3 This variable, which meots a;t.l Gnttman criteria, measures the degree

" to which parents indicate to their ¢hildren whether the developing child's social en=- E

vironment is somethin., to be feared or trusted.5 \

+

The eoeffic:.ents in each column are Beta's. These are ideally designed for our
v purpose.a Bota doe... not indicate the ass ociation hetween a predictor and the depend-
. ent avariable but rather the Beta list indicates the ranking of each predictor in terms

of its _ability to predict the dependent variable after adJusting for the effects of
' s

all other predictors. Beta, however, does not give the % of variance explained. At .
the bottom of each column is "R2" This figure is the proportaon of the total var- ’
iance in the dependent variable explained by atl the predictors aken together and
.corrected for the degrees of freedom. By' comparing colm'nns (we ave numbered and put
. '.:m parenthésis next to the Beta. score the first four predictors in order of their im-
-’portance) We can examine the changing patterns of. causation ‘and reiat:.ve ab:.lity of
~ these pattems to predict variation in the dependent variable. It is our thesie, |

which we. will discuss more fnlly below that nmneasured environmental effects can be

thought ef as missing Pr d:.ctors and thus as a given predictor list loses its pre- *

| detive abi.Lity~ it is dué to something occumng in the social env:r.rozment. In our.

. «case since we are in part accounting for the college effect (predictors 10-1.3) we
4 .

Ll

believe Watergate is that envaronmental event-

The last table in this series, Table b, indica.tes the ”Rz" relationships for each

of our dimens:.ons?% each of our gohorts at each t:med (T.L - '.l.‘2 - 3-),' they were meas= . -

urede ' - ' : , T
. b - - ‘i

An exam:.nation of the MCA tables makes it clear that although the patterns whieh

' exple.:.n the dependent variable are not identical for any two cehorts or any depend-
“ent variables there are certain similarities. The most important of these is that s,

there are gtartling alterations ih the expianatory' patterns of tha predictor variables

for atl cohorts for atl orientations from times ‘1‘ to T2 énd from ‘.l.‘2 to. T3 and it is

. 2 4

"+ these nlterations we wilI discues below.
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Bafore prOeeedlng to th:!.e oxemina.tion we enould note that Prediétore 1-9 han
besn discueeed eleeuhere oy their tltlee are eelf explanatory. It is neceseary, how=
| ever, to expla.in wha.t. the collegie.te prediotora 10-13 were dea:lgned to meamrl. By
di.vlsion we mean,v'le tho etudent enrolled :ln the college of .I.d.beral Arta, Exgineor:l:ig,

Commerce Finance or’ Nursing. These div:teions seenm to eff,eot etudenta' lives when

they are Sop omorea and becane more meaningful in their Jnn:lor and Senior years. We

‘ aeked‘_atuden
A}

students - or

whother they lived; on. canpus, off campus = either alone or witn othor
home with parents or relatives. Our thlnld.ng was that on the one
hand students *rho 8° on living at home ha.ve parenmlly acquimd attltudes, contlnuel-
1y reinforced QQSpite their oxpoaure to all t;ha/goea on in the college env:lroment.
On the pther hand given the fact that the college we are oxamining continues to act |
4n - "Ioco-pe.rentiis" the kind of student who chooses to .u.ve off cempus would be quito" ,
‘ different fran those who 1ivein’ domitories. We asked etudents o.bout their 21lling- ‘
E ness to tvake P in a public demonstration on thig’ campus :I.f it concemed an issue .
important to e::cjente. At tneir Inst..tution uhi.e beh-.vior 1nvolves the risk of ex- '
pulsion t;me we feel ws are neaeurlng some degree of commit.ment L) anomic foms of
. politica1< activity. Finally we asked thy etudent to sub;)ectivaly rank the taoulty on
e ld.beral/COneervative ecale. Owr reasoning here was that students' views mignt. be

lin;:e} to their perceptione of the facultiee' point of view,

v -

",-Erchcr S ~

An exanﬂ.natién of the clagses of 75" and "76" (Tables 2A and 2B) at ‘1'1 (Prew
'Jatergate) reveais t.hat although. the explanatory pattems for each cohort are some-v
.what dif.’ferent they' Seem\%é revolve around the same varla.bles SES, Cognition, -
la.beraliwconservatim and’ Pa.rty ID. In the case of the class of "75", bocause we
are exsmining Sophomoree, college variablea ‘begin to enter the erplanatory picture. |
Here division is the collego predictors A pattern smilar to that of "76':" F‘reahmen
.continues to ho"ld. for Froahnan at T2 (Cle.ss of 77" - ‘l'able gc) except that “using

-~ . - ~
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‘ The Sophomores of "76" chunge lese than the Juniors bi‘ N7Lh Put they, - .I.ike “the Eresh- -

‘ cial forces iniiuence their .l.ives. As expected our “75" Sem.ors as a result of. their
. failuree to: achieve their activist goal.s become lese predietable. .

men "70" (Table 3B° J uninf.l.uenoed by Watergate is i‘ami‘.!:l.ar to pol‘n.tical scientiste'

-l -

‘ ) .

g the sane list o.f; predictore our abi.l.iw- to predict efficacy hes decreased eharply.
As discu%sed earlier we attribute this decreasing predicti.ve ability to a mieeing
predictor, the Watergate efiect, that is operant at’ "'1‘2 ’

' When we examine time T, for the claee of "754 and 'Wo" (Teblee 2A and 2B) we

2 ,
notice important changee in the pattorning oi‘ predictors particularly for npgegh Juniors.

men of "77", aleo show the ei‘fects oi‘ Watergate 3 our. a‘bility to predict the:i.r efi‘icacy
is Zero. . Only for 7SSt Juniors can we, increasingly predict efi'ieacy. This was not

L]
\
\

] unexp cted, The Juniors of’ "75" were this University's act;;.vist cla.ss. They pro=

Q

sioned by the time they became Seniors at” time T3 We would, therefore, expect the

efficac' .I.eve.l. of this class despite Watergato to becone morg predictable at ‘J.'2

This is ‘wha.t occurs and as might have been anticlpated the most imoortant variable in "

Eredict

g eff:v.cacy_s “the w:i..l.lingness of "75'3" Juniors to participe.te in a student

demonstr tion.

s

©Ab 'l.‘3 the ef“ect of Watergate has .l.essened end as, a result our ability to pre-
dict efficacy increases amongst "To's" Juniors and "77 tgh Sophomores al.though once  *

again’ theﬁ’oxpianatory patterne continue “to chinoe as students mature and other sb- S

L}

It would epp‘éa.r that the class most snattered by Watergate is #784g F!reshmen.
Even though Watergate has ended we are unable to predict either their efi‘icacy or

‘as we shall see below their Ia.beralism/Conservatism.
memswcombmmnsu L e

> o . N o
. This d:unens:.on behaves much like ei‘i‘icacy. The patterm/ of causation emong Fregh= -

L/G tariation is a ﬁmction of Party 1D, SES and Father's Party ID, . The Pre-Watergete
Sophomores of "75" (‘I‘able 3A) , show the effect of “the eollege influences that made °

| 00017 "'»""~uﬁe
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” thom activ:lst c.Lass. The two etrongest predictors "of - "75's" Sophomores are facu.lty

L/C (in this case a high corre].ation between student .I.ibera,!.s and perception of the

' i‘acu ty as .l.:.beral) and, 3nce again, their mllingness to participate in anomic polit-

ic alf behaviors The Freshmen at "T " (Table 30) (the Class of W7T") are efi'ected by
‘Watgrgate in wo ways. In the first of these med:l.a. attention has beccme an :hnportant

preZictor and in the second We can mo longer preda.ct any of the Variation in levels of
I3 eralism/Conse;'vat:.sm. The latter ei‘fect holds for Juniors a.nd is almost as tme for
th Sophomores at T2. Oace agaln we. suggest that the m:.ss:mg predictor Watergate, ac= .
- con ts: i‘Or our fa:.lure to pred:.ct I./C. This P&uggestlon is supported when we examine

Sehiors, Juniors a.nd Sophomores at T (Ta.blesL ,}A, 3B and 3C)s In all ‘three cases

W,#tergate's conclusion aliows us to better prodict, albeit to a varying degree, the

: Lfberal-conservatixe dimensiones The long excéption to this pattern is, as ment:.oned

LQ

earl:.er "78’5" Fi'eshmen (Table 3D)o b,fky.

Of all the(attitudmal d:uuensions in the political science .I.iterature, Party ID
is generally cons:x.dered not only the most stable but aldo the mast predictable. It ;l.s
learned early, the mmbers of,young people expz essing an identity increases with/age

and its relat:Lonsh::.p to soc::.a.l. background factors - I‘ather~' 8 Party ID, y otce and

" other attitudes is thought to be weJ..L understood. Our MGA analysis prov:.des support
'.for these viewss An examinat:.on of eacH of our Freshman classes (Table hD) ind:.cates’

fa relatively stable pattern of pred:.ctor’s at-all three times of measurement. Famly
Factors, Father's Pa.rty ID, SES and the addition of Parental Social Tyust in the case
of "78igt Freshmen are most important in explaining the Party ID of newly entered

- -

,Freshmen. Th:n.s pattern holds despite the fact’ “Uhat the party loya.Lties of each group -

l_.};va.ry significantly, Moreover, in each of. our cohorts, Party ID is stable and :anrea.s-

5
\\

in&.l.y predictable, There is no obvious Watergate effect here. 'I’houoh the Lower .Leve.l.s
of predictability at Tl are probably attributable to nonnal development patterns, it is

'f.\ossib.l.e that the large Nixon ma;jority in w72n mght be the missing predictor in
“‘ S\\ ’ . - o, v ..

1

s feoois
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explaining thosa Lower 1evels. Since at th.':.s tine wa. havo not included preforonco 1:!

"72" ‘on our, predictor List wq cannot be sure that this is.the case. '

.-~ - ~ A

ol Though our ana.lysi.a providoa aupport for maditiona.l. oxp.l.ana.tiona of Pa.rty ID.

~—

~

' and its stability, the. cognj.t;[.ve map that exp.tains Pm;-ty D does shirt. -Our data suge

: ?‘gosts that-though Fathert's Parby I\? remuins an important source of oxp.i.anation, other Cow
| ' elements .,in the‘ map cnango considerab.l.y. In thé cohorts "75" and Ly col’lege factora
are important. In oM,  however, it is a combination ot Peer Group .t.oyutiea and co.Ld

» i ' -

~ lege factors which ‘bako precedenco over ‘other predictorse o <

| mm-mmcsm"'lz" §\ d o B -
) Pez:haps the " way we wonded our quo.stion accounts for the fact that there ia .I.itt.t.o

-

g change in our respoxrdent's candidate prarorencos in "72%  Wo asked our aamp.l.e to. ine -
¢ « dicate their preforencos and thoy maintained tnoir positions despito disparaging :!.n- .

~

SN ‘ formation about Nixon uhich might have, encouragod them to’ dissimilates If j/we ha.d aaked

N

Id

"Who do you think was the best candidate :!.n-"72" we éuspoct our results wo"ixld have dis-
p’:layed greater volitl.lity. Our rasoarchj howeoer, was not designed to measnre a apoc- '
) iﬂ.c environmental effeot and the preforenco questd.on seemed better. able to ca.tch long k
ST tem opinion: change. _ o F; '

Novertholess our Hm analysis diaclosea a- strong Watergate 1nﬂuenoe. ‘One that

holds for all cohorts and a.l.l attitudinal djmansions snd persiats tmough both 'L‘2 and

o '.l'3. Our predio’wr 1list bocomos 1ess officient in pi'edicting preference :ln ﬂ72" far each

P auccossivo time perdod. la in the case of our other dimonaions not only are we unablo

to predict a8 well but tha under.l.y:ln& pattemé of exp.l.anation vary conaiderably and at ‘
thia po:lnt :Ln our research rathonk 1nezp1.:l.¢ab1y.
o mmmxcrmnmr'rmn B ‘v | | o ,' , *’g_

- ° d

“Table, 6, whioh oombines tha MGA “112‘3" for each cohort for oach atti’wdinal di-
mension, summarizes t o argmont tor a‘Watergata effect. whioh we have made above. The
Efficacy and Id.bera.l/ neervative dimenaiona decrease at’ T2 and return to near provioua

4- levels at T3. Candid: Prarerence :l.n w7an, howovor, continuously decroasea in pree

dictability., (hly Party ID dev:latea from this pattern and 1is mcmaaingly predictable -
. " 00019 ’
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: rrom Tl’ to T3 Even the generation effect ee measured by coneeceﬁﬁlve Ix‘i‘e'etmm clase
ses (Freehnan "76" Freshman "77" Freshman "78") demonstra‘tea iWa.tengaLte infiuence

paral.lel:lng t.hef. of our cohorts; o o o

i

comemexous SR T S g

. It is tempting uhen coneideriné vast smounts of new data. to :ethink the whole
ﬁ.eld of political behavior. When the reeults deal with attifuciinal formation, etab- .
ﬂity and the re.l.ationship of these to political choices the r.emptation is magnii?ed.

It is our inten’oion to strongly resist. thie temptation. Thue our concmeione, ,despite -
'.:.-.al.l this da.ta, are quite modeat. B ' P S . '\"3\ ; P },
-, Originally we hypothesized that regardlese of the degree of stabmty/inatabiuty,
orientations woul& show less Stability as we moved Ircm the primacy’ principle through
-. the middle range to the recency principle; from broad orientations to the epecif:leo .
_Perhapa becauee none of the orientatione we. measured were epeciﬁ.c enough all of 'bhe K '.
: _ a.ttiwdes we test.ed were etable regardless whether we thought them to be general or. | o
speciﬁc. '
Wpothesized the.t the attitudes of those moet par'bisen would be 1eae¥ likel',r
. %o change in reaponse o Watergate. Thie seems to Have been the case only for Repe
ubiican partisans., We algo _ehoughtl tne.t information -‘and’ nedia conta.c’_o would effect -
stability. Our reeufl:t.s, ohough-not signiﬂcant, euggeen tha.i this is ‘true but we ‘a:i°e
una.ble to estabj.ieh an exp.l.anatory pa.ttern that would fele.te these factors to attitud-
inal changee. . _
Ve suggeated that ba.l.anee theor; night expla:l.n attitudinal change in the triadic :
relationship between inc!ividnel, orientat:l.onand object, Our MCA analysis, however,
would suggest that balance theory as presently conat.itnted'ie not elaborate enoughi to
4 cope w:l.th the complex \events that take place withi.n the md.nde ot our respondents.
Developmental theor:l.ee tha}: would expand on Piaget'e work would eeem more appropriate.
Perhaps the best way to view this phenomena is to think of the inter reistionships 8f

ettimdee, background fdctore, mfomation, etc. as a cognitive map providing compleot
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_ 'sets of nltemative explan paths for any orientation (in this.case any atti'lmdo .

under exaxnination). Although the o tation remains reintiveiy tablc the effects ot
3

: naturation, "the nearby eooinl enviromnent (college pesr- groupe, oté.) and eritical events

Q

.

- me&ning!ul revisionss

_ of his epeciﬁ.c eocial.ization process. ~ The paths on the map, however, undergo 2 conw .

| factors, middle range orientaticns nor recently acquired issue poeitions,tc the degroe ,

tald.ng pla.ce in the national political arenas cause a ehift in the pathe that lead to .

_each orientation. Thus at any given time an individual's map represents the‘cutcomes

tiuﬁona sorting, changing and re-eorting in the light of new experience and the impact

4

of external environmental events.6 e : - ..

N Speciﬁ.ca.l.ly, in our cohorta, attitudos have remained relatively stables Over ’

the three yeeﬁexamination period neither deeply buried o.ttitndina.l. or pereonality '

we wera able to measure than%, have changed e ficently. The ccgnitive pithweye, i.o., v

predictor lists that lead to these posi ions haxe, however, undergone i‘requent and ,
Though we beiieys that theee pattern changes can eventua].ly be
categorized and modeiled, . ot, outeide of a few rather casusl’ observationa,
made any attcmpt to do 80’ hereo _ | .
‘ . Conventional wisdom and some research [ En'anan,, Prothro and Sharp (1971;); I-upfer
and Kenny (197L);3 Ga.rrett (19710, HcCLa:ln (1974) 7 have suggested that Watergate has
had a major effect on the political attitudee ot yoﬁng peoples ’ Our results eupport
neither the conventional wisdom or other research resul.ts. Not that\we have ngt found

\«- -

a Watergate effects We have and it ie a strong one. In this eample, howeaver, Water-

.

gate is not eigniticantly changing peoples' orientations. Rather it has become a part

2 ‘of the cognitive map which explains those orientations. As we have noted, Watergato

acts like a missing predictor variable in our MCA analysis and its effsct ie to sha:p- .
1y decrease the ability of tho cogni’d.ve maps’ as represented by our predictor lists to
predict the attitudes of our eample. These lists as indicated by satisfactory nR21 L
were quite adeqnate before the aequenco of events known ‘as Watergate ook plece. .ﬂ—‘
Pa.radoxiculy vwe have at the same time tod much infonnation and too iittie. We

beiieve that our long intervies i'om designed to prooure a great deal of general rather -
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o than spociﬁ.c information tends to reduce the "non attitude®" (Rasponsea stimlated by
N quest:lons where no previous attitudo had oxiated) oftect. At ‘the’ same time tho .Lack
. of specificity of uhe queatd.on& allowa us to mgasuro at.titudes without foreing the re- o

/ .

o ‘spondenta into a rea.l.ity testing: situat:l.on in which only the strongest. be.l.iovora can].d

‘ avold changing t.he:l.r responsaa.7 The long tem- naturo of our pro;]ect, however, .makes

7

-« it dfficult to devise topieal questions which will retain their va.lidity over a'perfbd
ofbto?yeara. T ‘ ' |

o
g

. The numbers of va.riables e are neasuring make ths testing of ba.l.ance mode.l.s of.
attihzde éhange difficult if not ﬁnpossible. . The problem as indicated by our MGA a= *
na:.ysia is that respondonts e.l.usivaly change thgir gatte s of attitudo o;-ganization

a

rather than simply ¢ ing o orientation to reba.‘l.ance a tr:lad:l.c rela.tionahip. We

feel f.h:ls more complex v:lew is more cloaaly attuned to%ha reaiity of attitud:l.nal/
_bel;avioru tomation and changeo | :
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1o Renahon (1973) makes a persuasive empirical case for this point of views =

~ For further support ses akso Entman, Prothro and Sharp (197h) % - :
V' 2 Az'ndqé- some of the recent work dealing expiicitiy .Vd'.tl_l the rdLationSnip of .

- personality variahles 1o the study or politicas :.earnix;g_and behavior is Rensmu,f_‘-__ ¢

(1974); Koutson, (1972) and Schwartz (1973) o | .
. 3. .Searing, ebs als, (1574 = Footnote i, pe 4L) have noted that "achort ';

~ analysis is prone to underestimate actual asvtitude change. Since it.does.not treat
‘the same individuals across time it is brind to changes hidden by canceiling out
effects”s This fact might explain the discrepancy between our results and those of

Entman, .Frothro and Sharp (1974) who employ a pansl techniques e o N
" le " Hann & Green,.(1974)e For a discussion of this ses Hahn & Green (1574) .

-1 i’ha”ﬁ.;ﬁesﬁ'.dhs and 'sz_:dr:_lng for this aéale".‘}aro as’ fglldim: . '

v

. -When I was yomg, my parents: - Very often regularly ravely .
.. Warned me t0 bewayy of strangers = - 0. - L 2 -
taught me that home was the safest - e
' . place to be ° e 2
o ©  urged me to play only with my brothers ~ T '
o . or sisters oi kids who livedmext door 0 L - 2
. told me never to accept rides from people o N
- L didn't know T S "' [ 1 2

-~ 6 This view would explain Weissberg's (1973) findings (footnoted earifer) . .

that despite efficacy induced action with negative outcomes, efticacy remains highe

. The data aiso supports Plaget's (1970) vheories that the individua;._q‘! cognitive adapt-

- ation to the enviromment is a-contimuous and cumulatvive processe The cognitive map at

any given vime accounts for how an individuai organizes experience. Given Shat' organe’

izatlon an indiviaal can-chahge une cognitive input to it the map or adjuse the map

- ™ uccord with the input. This data would aiso support mereiman (1971) who suggests

that no singLe existing deveiopmentai-model can account for political sociaiizavions

. - . ., o s . _ L ] - . . . .

Te_ For an example of the resuits of mixirg specific and genmerai questions seg

Entman, Prothro and Sharp (1974, pe 40) and nove vhat general questions such as #'s 2

(on the whole pubiic otficiat can rarely be trusted, they dre almost always willing to. -

lie to protect; vhemselved) iy 5, T, .8 and 9 show rittlp variation.whereas specific

questions such as 1 (while minow officials are often guilty or dishonesty in the governe

-ment it is safe to say vhat high otficials such'as. cabinev orficers and.the president

himself are about as trustworthy as people zan ba); 3 and o are the kinds of question(s)

thav particulariy in the face of Wavergate information would make it difficult for the. .

respondent not to change his point of viek. Wuestions iy 3 and'o are cLose to’tapping .

opinions rather than attitudes and thus are less tikery o measure despiymocialized -

. orienvations sucn as social’ trust. They agre also the questions which cause tne dimene
glon, social trust, to be unstables ', . Co , '

v

4
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