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‘ZQE | ':', In a survey of editors reported at ‘the rece t Amerrcan ., E ,
;}; 'Society of Newspaper Bdrtors ‘Annual C;nventron, i was\revealed -é
N that: edrtors prrmary concern was readershrp and ci culatron B . f‘sz
. of therr newspapers.1 What has happened to cause editors to ; ff' >

\

- .. Dbecome concerned wrth c1rcu1atlon? Perhaps the concern Came '
. \ ..

with the knowledge that total da11y newspaper c1rcu1atlon in the

u.s. has declined 4% since 1974‘2 But DeFleir and Ball- Rokeach re-‘
A
ported An 1975 that newspaper\crrculatron per household in the N
\

[ . . ) - 4- n‘ 2 'y
‘ .

\

l

-« e’

AN

;; | Unrted States ‘reachéd 1ts peak of 1.36 in 1910 and by 1973 had v\- SN
S - . i . j R
T sunk to .93, 3 . » Coel e - i

. .. ' \ .
K i » ®» ’
O One of the weakest segments in the populatron of newspaper \

readersh1p are young adults.‘ In 1960 the Census Bureau ?eported

* that 1n hbuseholds in which the head of the household-was under

ST 23 newspapers-had only 44.8% penetratlon compared to 67. 3% . .
r’ Pz

- penetratron in households in which the head was between 35 and’39.

o A . | .

- And acdordrng to Bogart. - Lt

A .. Newspaper c1rcu1atron has failed to match .
B / not so much the growth rate 6f households,
A , ° families, and adult population as the demo-
v/ graphic exp1051on of thie. post-war babies who
) will be the-citizens and customers of tomorrow,
toe and who with their superior_level of education
. . shotild-be. the’ readers, too.> .-

~ o o

A

Apparently, newspapers—have—not~1mproved-penetrat&en—among. ‘ ;

-

adults;‘they have s11pped.even further. s =, RN

zﬁ¢f1a e In any case, the watchword among edrtors and publrshers these

s
. . e !
.o *; 0"&?“’ R

“*' daysﬁseems to be, "What can we do to attract and hold re%dershrp?" o

/4‘- LS
ﬁo
4;1!*-?

"Ond{Qf the most popular approaches to the problem is to "grve the
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reader what the reader wants."” ' And many newspapers have begun to
"chanﬁiftheir approach to"the, news in attempting to provide the '

ead with wh&t'they perceive his uants to be. A common approach

counter-productive as far as the;young“arejconcerned. If the

a

ulate a out their 1nformat1on needs and desires. Vance Packard .

\w'1n A Na ion of Strangers suggested that "great numbers of

1nhab1ta ts fe?l unconnected to either people and places and through-

out much f the mation’ there is a breaRdown 1n*commun1ty 11v1ng n?

that the m b11e Panager not only manages d1fferenf1y from his 1ess mo+

b11e count rpart; but- 11ves dszerently too. Accord1ng “to. Jennrngs,

.

, . . ‘\.'
anage‘ - - ‘

’

. the mobile

- ——— a0

w 'gears hls family communlty relations to the

pattern lof arriving, performing, and departing.
With everyone\he 11kes to be pleasant-but a
little distant and t6 avoid people who are un-
__accustomed tolhis style. of living. They aiso . e -
tend to p aceéa high value on family life because R

<+ thei frequen moves' cause them to rely more upon '

s+ . . ‘each othgr because the family is the only secure

refuge: " !

@

o, &

: . \ .
There may be a lesson Here‘for editors and publishers of‘newspapers.

The lesson is that the young, mobile, affluent person is not
v @ i X o . v ) )
a person of the local community. The young, mobile person is a
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3

%\f} *resident of ‘a particular locale, but his world is the larger " 'ﬂ

B community. In- Merton's terms, he is a "cosmopolitan."9 or . a

ALt as Toffler put it: | . : R R I

-

*

The man on the move is ordinarily-in too :

‘L " much of a hurry to put down roots in any, . -
B one place. Thus an dirline executive is
o , , quoteﬁ as saying he avoids involvement

/ . in the political life in his /community

. pooT because "in a few years I won't even be
living .here. You plant a tree and you . ,

- never see it grow'10 \ : o s

.

This paper ig an attempt tQ ‘explore the hypothesis that. -

. younger adults are more mobile, less attached to the local

-

community and- more active than their.older counterparts in the

community. If young adults are more cosmopolitan than their S
e1ders as hypothesized they should also be less interested in

-

, X
< local news than their elders. It would also seem 1ike1y that

»

‘ they would spend less time reading the local newspaper and L.
not read it as‘thoroughly as,their elders.A Folk wisdom also ar-
gues that they depend more than their elders on television for news. .

In an attempt to get at the answers to these hypotheses, Y

v

o a secondary analysis of 'a much 1arger study was done.11 In addi- o4

;! TA tion, survey data from i 1974 study of the Huntington, West Virginia o
_ 0

Advertiser S move to a magazine "format was analyzed as well as a

-
[}
——) !

comprehensive study of several Michigan newspapers which was done in
1975. The Michigan study was a survey of 833 readers and non-
-_;Sg\" readers of several daily newspapers outside the DetrOit metro-
.. politan area including 315 persons. between 18 and°35' Another h;»-ﬁ%
source was the report recently issued by Yankelov1ch Skelly and

" White, Inc., "Young People and Newspapers nl2 This study was com-

17

w{_ missioned by Harte Hanks Newspapers and was done on a national” scale.
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' Were 228 persons between the ages of 18 and 24, 218 persons between R

&

% Rnsui.'rs LT e o

The basic data for this analysis came fron a survey done in o

Virginia Beach, Virginia in 1973. 1?( The. total nuuher of persons
included in the survey was 830. The total sample was broken

_down. into three groups. for the purpose of this analysis. chere"

[N P —— s . ame - me——— e -

25 and 29, and.383 persons .30 and older. The Huntington sample

%
. |
was much smaller and included only 29 persons between the ages of o ‘%

\ ' .
18 and 24, The Michigan study unfortunately used a different ST

age breakdown and reported some 315 persons between the ages of 18

and\34 Therefore, the hypotheses were tested uSing the Yir- - Tf_j‘?i

'
. oot
f

o

ginia Beach data and the morning paper. .
M°bil£_2. The first set of questions analyzed was. to deter-

mine the mobility of the young persons 1n the sample to see if '

they rere 1ore mobile than their elders as hypothesized. The o

results of the analysis are reported in Table W.‘ Four questions -

were asked to measure the.mobility factor. The differences are._

real ‘and significant. Nearly three'quarters of the 18 to 24

®

- %o be 11V1ng in the area for more than’ three years.__On ‘the other ]

yearwold5~h?d livedﬁat-their~present—address—less~than—one~yea..
And less than half of them had lived in the area for more than three*‘
‘years. But the most telling statistic is the response to.the

B LIS T s
question, “"How much longer do you anticipate living in this area?“»ﬁ‘oiﬁ

Only slightly more than half of the 18 to~Z4 year olds expected

hand, almost four fifths gf the 30° and over respondents expected

‘to be living in.the area for more $han three years. ) , -
S .

- - s
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"...1n terms of demographic characteristics, they are the best ' i -

- - 5 . -
N - ' . » ow

The"differences~in the Huntington‘data}‘based on only two _

_of the same. questions, were also significant.\ Fewer of the '

younger respondents had lived in the area more than three years

and fewer of the. younger respondents believed they would be '

living in the area for more than three. years. ~~i T e e
\ The Michigan study did not ask any questions haV1ng to do" 7

[

wzth mobility of the respondents. The- Yankelov1ch study reports,

educated and most .affluent young people this "~ nation has produced

They are also the most mobile."}4 _ . ‘ ,l
: ' N . . » . S
L TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE .. ' - - .

. -

. ¢ 3
K

' . o . L
Attachment to Community. The Virginia-respondents”were asked-

‘three. questions designed to measu;e their feelings of attachment >

v

to the community. These results are reported in Table 2. Again

the results are statistically signiflcant as well as dramatic

in the real sense. A maJor1€9 of the 18-24 year olds reported

<
L
~

v

.
2

e -~
v

2

»mew»~ﬁw~~—and older respondents.- Some 65% -of the- younger‘respondentS“liked

s
!

“respondents,gavemslgnlficantly different answers depending upon ~

1ik1ng~11v1ng.1nnthe areawﬂyeryrmuch,ﬂ but only a bare nalority um;i

Among thoseé- 50 and older, three- quarters of the respondents . R

o

liked liV1ng in the area very much - . , -

This was the~only questiqn asted 1n the Huntington study, -

B -

T e S s ey

“but again there was a 51gn1f1cant difference between the younger

“

11v1ng ‘in the Huntington area, but 36% of the older respondents o

liked living in the area.

L] -

When asked where they would prefer to live, the Virginia




T ‘ 4 D ’ B ' R ' ;5
L .. age.. The younger respondents would prefer to live in a smaller ;
LT fm’coinunity-64g.5§),‘but'the older respondents would prefer to ) R
5 v - - live in ‘"this city" (§59.8%). . ¥ T e T o R -
. . . < -

-, : ‘While 57% of the younger respondents 1n the V1rg1n1a survey_:o' .

b o - e ey - o ' N

T, did not think of ‘the area as th¥ir "real home," some two thirds of

o Q.' . the oqlder respondents*ﬁid (66 8%) * . - . .

! ‘ﬁ>/*r - The Michigan study did not report any £indings on “the attach- b
: ~ ?ent to communlty?fgstzr. : ¥ i

’ e v - ‘N -"_: o o < ) o. - @

' ’ ..TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE S Coe
. ;;_ | Commun1ty 0r1entat10n. Three standard cosmopolltan localrsm '4.;e |

‘{. questlons were asked of the Virginia respondents.15 If the hy-

pothes1s of young people being less oriented to the local communlty

than older people  is correct, more of the younger people should -

= é}A answer the quest1ons in the "cosmopolatan" mode than the older . E~
people.~ This was the case. The results are reported in Tableﬁg., -\
* It can be seen that there are s1gn1f1cant dlﬁferences in the

*r_s;l_n__nresponses to- each of the three - questlons. In every case.~the S
. "— q younger respondents d1ffered from the older respondents in .their - e

s .

‘replies. It should be noted’ that\in response to the first question; )

all of. the respondents answered in the cosmopolitan mode, but more

N
R s

_of the youhger respondents answered in the cosmopol1tan mode N

e e

e o+ e o e e

* Y
»

than the older respondents. . e

Ve i ' * . ’ * o
'In response to the second question, all the respondents. an-
v

« . swered in the "local1te" mode, but aga1n tho,youngen_responde

- d1ffered s1gn1f1cant1y from the. older. respondents in the frequeucy




L o - .ot
{j?tu .o of rosponses.in the "Ioca11te" node. In response to the third

. duestion,'more of e younger respondente reported not prefer;gng

~

\,.: [ | local for a pub11c off1ce than the oluer respondents. - ~

f .
f—*m—— —-—-——No-data—tnr1ﬂﬁhr1?'

PR ton or the Michlgan stud\:s. I _
- // \ . . -
v -

.o . A P .
! e -. TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE - - -

%
« e - . :
> Teo- M .
. - . PR A -
S H T . . ) N ) s Bt
WLt . . . . E . .
T ’ -, -
R A5 o . ’ ' : ﬁ
& A . . .
.t o . , R .
.

<. -~ NLeisure Time Activity. Four questions were asked of the . -

Virginla respondents to measure this varrable. Aéain’the

f,?‘, ' results- show 51gn1f1cant dlfferences in the way the younger "
,.QC;T‘ ‘ and older respondents spend the1r tlme. Tht‘e data are shown

a 'f - in Table 4._ The younger reSpondents spend ‘a great ‘deal of

3—.- . time a away from home Respondents were asked how they spent

. the1r time on weekends;.how often they vxs1ted friends, how\
*“i often they ‘went out “for entertalnment’and how- often they par-
tzcipated in sports. There is a d1rect positive correlatlon
| o ‘between ‘age and the amount of time spent at hom . The younger
'j%ii*rr | - the- respondght, the less time he spends at home. Of course, ..
- .yu the younger rospondent is much less likely to be a homeowner

oo . than the’ older réspondont and, thereforo, 1s much less tied

. ‘); down to the chores around the’ home that homeowners must’

perform. It can be séen in the responses ’to the first question

that many more of the older ‘respondents report t

1ng work dround the- house. Slnce the younger




- . “;"the O!der respondents. Neither the Huntington nor the Mich-

?\%‘.%?‘“ igan study reported daxa which measures this variable. The ‘fziy
g;; “ . | Yankelovichmstudy conments that the differ;nces in life styles i*‘;
;f | between the young azid "ald" 1eads to different information = O
;' &needs--needs which are not well met by the‘traditional néws- - )
t ‘*‘ Pﬂper- L o Lo LTt
o ", T .., - TABLE'4 ABOUT HERE. . - .,
? f:.; v, Tinme Spent With‘Newspapers and. Amaunt Read If young _ - |
E%?;é‘f;;l“people are not spending as much time at hone, are not ‘as “”““J
;:i‘ - attached to the local community and are more cosmopolitan- - t ;;
o ’.‘ -injoutiobk-than old;r people in’the community, they_s should also ‘
f:fl”;' ’ spéﬁa’iess’tiae reading iocal papers amd read less'of them. - -
: "5\‘; As Table 5 shows, this is the case' 52% of the 18 to 24 year lk. ) :
E ;. - olds spend 15 minutes or ‘less with the morning paper every day.
[ e . In the Michiaan study, the median amount-of time spent read:} )
. R '1ng the papér was 17 minutes‘ior 18 to 34 year olds while it T
.‘§ﬂ¥ : f‘was 46 minu;ps for -those 55 and older. . "_ h . _ PR
~$"¥f :7 -, In Huntington 2543 “of the 18-24 year olds spent 40 minute ”‘:ilff
°H :l,; " or. fessJW1th the paper comparfd to the 25,3¢’- ar 014% and“"ﬁj oL
those over 35.of whom 51% spent over ! 49 minutes,reading the-sy e
ey, L e B
= S e £ ' °
—— Thcre are also significant differences between ‘the young_————— .»
: 8 -‘-,ﬂ n frequency‘of reading. The younger people are much . ‘f
. T = —_— T
w*"""’”ﬂ’/ - 10 '* |
;, \ . ) . . . LT ,:’




less likely to.read the»paper on a dazly basis thtn ;he elder
ﬂﬁdple. And .they are nuch 1ess likely to read nost of the °

. paper'when tHey do read 1t., By way of contrast, 44§;cf the
older respondents 'said. that they read most of the paper and

62§ of theiﬂr;ported that’ they read the paper every day d

Ne1ther the Hunt1ngton study nor the M1chigan study reportdk
data indxcat1ng the amongt of the paper read gn a daily ba31s.>:”'

« W3 A

The YlﬁkeloV1ch studx reported '...they are lookrng.for a'reagon

.ztio‘

AY

to read the Paper. every day. A ltttle news goes.a long way « =

' unless 1t is dramatlc, sa11~nt, d1fferent’ explanatory, new.%lﬁ

5 o . - -
N .

. »

TABLE: 5 'ABOUT HERE . .- .

“a

-

~Kind ‘of News Read. The d1fferences between the_younger peo-

*

. ple and the older people already establ;shed should pred1ct .

.
\ ’, .

differences in the kinds of 1nformatlon sought 1n the local

<newspapers.

It can be pred1cted that Iocal news should be of

; ’;;tzz;e§§ 1nterest to the younger people than to the olden people.'
B - __———71_—. o ’
Table 6 shows that in response -to

-

-

LY

quest1ons about their readlng

Y

" of local and. wnrld and nat;onal news the younger responﬂénts B

e«nofg/of the older people‘read./;c

. and national news than local’ news.

K
dxfferas1gn;f1cant1y/from the older respondents in, each case.

of paﬂticular interest in Table 6 is that in both cases

sl

ategory of news than the )

yOunger’respgnggnLSﬂ"’Iﬁon;/the youriger respondents, however, »

it’Is important to note that more of them*report read1ng world

‘Some 35% of the 18 to 24 year




»
-
.‘.{_

= of 1oca1 neus regd--fewer of the younger respondé‘nts ‘resd local

TatL it ~did report responses to the .q estion, "What S ’*hould dppear om-

S .
% . .

. thé day" compared to, 834 of the respo’hdents, 55 .and older. N

-~ ences between the younger"and oaderlrespendents are not statist-

B '.ggpondents 55, and older 88% thought the front page should \v : :

R that the front page should contain "most mportant loqal news of ; Y.’

- 5 - o . -
- v )
* . -
,,1 ) _
v - L 4
- \! > .

. '.;o olds- .said that they . read "ngst" or "sone" local news, while .

123 of that age group report reading "nos,t" or "sone" vorld‘

L3

» -~ .‘ v - . . »
< NI . ? P

3

and mational .news. . L, Lt "
‘ In»the Huntington study, the 18 to. 24 year’ oids differed

significantly from the older respondents only 1n the auount ) ‘_“‘ o

7 news. More of ‘the younger-respondents reported reading "3 lot" ‘

. of ‘the world and natidongl news than local news, but the differn

.

, o«

.ic.’ally significant.‘o : ) S, T,

il o .o e

i - Although the Michigan .study did not\report‘ re'adership ‘data SRR

- _-s.‘-.....

Qs
Vo »the front page/everyday?" In res onse to “this question,,the A

younger ‘(18 -35) respondents overwhelmngly answered "most _' .
Y i iuportant national news ‘of the day" (93'&), and "most. inportant : G
1nternationa1 news_of the day" (85%) On the other hand, uong ‘. .'f- A

contain the most 1mportant national vnews oé the day' andy Ynlr 7'8% .

: thought the front page shou1d contain the most, important 1nter- .

,_..._r._____ ~ .
Id

‘ nat‘ional ne“W}' TN ) .f ; e P <
I More 1nterest1ng1y, 73% -of the youn.ger respondents ihought . ,""’%"i i

“ * e

The Yankelovxch study reported that .many young adults are

i reading newspapers for' nationgl and world ’news as weﬂl\.as for->:

._}gc_:al “hews. L _ :,, R - N e
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Tel ' Television News. The respondents were also asked abtout
p° 5 ' ' . ; y .

* their use“of television news; Teleyision<is supposed to-be

the main competltor for newspapers, especially’ for wor1d ands

oL, - " - e i

%4lvé“ natioﬁal news} and the Roper studles of’ relat1ve credibrl1ty

.

'::f?. ,v°f the med1a-have newspaper peoole on the defens1ve. Table

,fl%% ’ 7'§hows the differences in television viewing by. young and
fy e Arold The respondents were asked how often'they watched tele-
p it 7T

S v131on news,‘how often they watched local telev1s1on\news and

,

R how often they watched nat1ona1 or network, news. \

-
v Y

‘;It csn be seen that in every case more of the older group

\ B
v - J_‘m\‘t“ o~

watched te. cv1s1on news. than.the youngen»group. This f1ts w1th

,‘“ af{’ ' a 1
the overall pattern of spending more t1me at home than the younw

" ] v

- ger respondents.,, oo - x.?A T . T
s But‘Qhe most 1nterest1ng f1nd1ng 1 Table 7 for the purw }3ﬁ€,,
RN JS . —'»e- L ‘&‘“‘ o “~;- “"’:ﬁ\ .’-s‘
SR 3:” pose of this analysis gs that there "is 1o stat1st1ca11y s1g-

> nificant d;fference between the age gronps in the requency of

- »..)""x -

v1ew1ng of world andwnatlonal.news. ~On_the other hand,“when

R
RREE XY

51' they do watch telev1sion news’(wh1ch 1s 1ess often than the l“.

__.4-—«—— e

. 30+ group) the maJor1ty of the younger peop1e watch loCal

- onews, but sign1f1cant1y fewer of them watch 1t than_theA304

2 S . R
S and older group . e o ] , Cw St 3.
2 Sim11aT results were obtalned in Huntington. Some 78%u

o ?‘ «F : - p -
Vo of the younger respondents rdported watch1ng the network néws
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%everal t1mes a week or more often _compared to 71& watching

-
l"if»-\, N . v e

Y ) S localfnews. But for both 1at1ona1 and local news the dlder

T o people watched the news in: s1gn1ficant1y larger numbers.

* 7‘:,'
*

-
>

TABLE 7.ABOUT HERE

P . R
PO A '

“gf' - l,NewS\;ooked\up in Paper. In the Virginia study, respon-

o dents were asked if. they ever looked.in the paper, for°more

1nformat1on about somethlng they saw or heard on television.

;f_-> t They were nex: asked (if. they responded in the affirmative)

5

what sort of news’ they looked up in the- newspaper. Their res-

ponses .are shown. in Table 8. It can be seem that more of the

% ° -
-

P younge*-group looked for more- 1nformaﬁlon about- world and na-

P

groups 1ooked ‘up, world and nat10na1 news than local news.

u
.t

" .. TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE

. Total Amount of‘TxmexNatdhl ng TV.‘ ﬁespondent<'were‘asked

to estlmate “the total amount of, time- Speht watching telev151on
’ on a typ1ca1 weekday. There were no differences observed
every age group the maJorlty of the respondents reported

_watchlng 3 or more hours of te1eV1slon a day.

~

- +

‘:i,tlonal news than older respondents, although more "of all age °

between the three age groups. It should be po1nted out that 1n S

3
~




SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

7 Th1s study was de51gned to test the major hypothesls that
young adults who are generally the best educated, most afflu—

ent and most geographically mobile class that this nation has

*

ever produced are more interested in the events of the world

{ﬁﬁztside their immediate (and temporary) locale than they are
’ ]
i .
in local events. It was suggested that ‘'this would be the case-

! because the young adults are.generally less "tied" to the local
'5§ compunity in which they areQ11v1ng than their older fellow |
citizens. .
( In order to_test the hypothesis, data fromlthree'studies
. .

were analyzed. The analysis revealed some interesting con-

fr

trasts between the information gathered in Virginia Beach;

_Virginia and in Huntlngton, West V1rg1n1a. Virginia Beach -

e S [l

had a larger and more transient populatlon than Huntington,

and the data support the major hypothesis is well as the sev-"

. ©

. eral research hypotheses. In Huntington, which was‘smalfer and -

much more stable, the data also supported the major hypothesis,

but the differences ‘were not as strong and, because of

-

small numbers, are not as re11ab1e. St111 _the:results were

o >

in the hypothested d1rect10n. In Huntlngton, fewer of the

- 3

younger respondents read local news than older respondents

and more of the younger respondents reported reading”"d lot" .

+of the wor1d and nat10na1 news than local news.

Bven the Mlchlgan sfudy, which d1d not spec1fica11y

>

measure the amount of news read found that more of the

2

younger respondents were 11ke1y to belleve that the "most
ey o pEo AR &

1

“x
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d

e

} o ‘a)’ e ; TG ‘
1mportant natxopal news of the day" shouldwappear«On page -

one ‘than those respondents 55 and older. They also belleved ‘

that the ‘front page should centain the "mo t 1mportant 1nter- ,:

nat10na1 news of the day" in greater numbers than the older s

4 . o i. -

respondents. : ; S s g

Bl - U

‘The results of this study strongly suggest that as Prof' ° R

Harold H111 of "The Musxc Man" sa1d, "You've got to know the<41:

terrltory "

.
¢ 1

is much inore stable than in V1rg1n1a Beach younger re§pon-

-4

dents reportedereadlng "a lot" of the world and national news.

ot

These results suggest therefore, that newspapers should D
\ Ay

not eonsxder reduc1ng the amount ‘of national and: 1n§ernat10na1

; F .

news in favor of lccal news if they are interested in keeplng

‘and attracting the- 1nterest of younger readers.h It appears "

that young adults respond to thorough coverage of the nat;onal«

O
and worldzscene: -And, it should be polnted out so’ do large

[ v,

numbers of older adults. . o T

’ -
“e ~ “A

It should also be kept in mund however,“that the- ounger

41

readers are emphatlcally not as thorough nor as frequent 1n

. 'o' “ -

13

their read1ng of newspapers as the older readers: The 1m-

O -

pllcatrons of thi§ is that they are not as‘Well able to Keep

¥ Ty

up thh continuing stories as’ older readers.’ gerhaps news-
papers will have to de- -emphasize t1me1y reportlng and . g1ve S
more consxderatlon to backgroundlng and summary reports on
a weekly or other less- than-daily” bas1s\ As-the Yankelov1ch
study'suggests. "young people would like to see newspapers

supplement television coverage, not repeat ;t?17 Certa;nly

the data reported in Table 8 sugg%st that readers of all ages

T T

a PR

N

[PRENREE. S,

Even in Huntxngtcn, however, where the populatxon r,

-




’turn to newSpaper

l‘«

e et " )
-gﬁf;aﬁqfﬁf_they have seen on. teleV1S19n.
,. l\.i“. :' , A ‘ p

"nx,\ The fact that the young«readers are notraa1

Q\ ’. s

’(;' *-‘C"f.ag - < '
. freaders of :
e

TR
N

ST the local newspaper underscores?the notlon *hat the.newspaper.
~ 'ﬂQVMf”'zg”“ ]

Bl - N
. ac»-‘ e 2

w111 have to have someth1ng of xnterest to them each ‘time. "f o

- N

:"."l

%
——y N " N
o v

theY‘plék up the paper. They apparentiy are act1ve 1n many'

DT '1 = s S £ Ry
‘ Cooe 0"',-"jt°s'j:!
< LN éal ots v,

- AAZ“ Other aCtIVItlgP a"éY from home wh1ch take t1me awaY ftom f%ao,.-, W
" “}y q ﬂ%._\.'{. kY (_:D;’q

r read1ng newspapers. The M1ch1gan study found:that S4%cof the L

A - o
A ) PR

v .
-';' -

12 »

Yt fen M

treaders,between the ages of 18 and 34 reported read1ng the, L

* -
- ¥

‘:jylff . paper, "1f I have time." OnLy 34% of the respondents between L T T

5 .

9 ) . PR e 27 1 s
v'_,r..~-——-<-\-'v ce e n .

. . R

“*“””“”"“”””35“ana 54 responded 1n “the” same way "H;,---.zmlu I J:e~ S A
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PR e,

Toffler s concept of "1nformat1ons3verload" suggests that AR

the prol1ferat1on of. 1nformat1on has become so great that ,° T s e

N .
°

keeplng up with what -is’ go1ng “on 1s actually becom1ng not - IR

_only 1mposs1b1e, but. dysfunct10na1 18 Because of the pro-':; C, e

[

. 11ferat1on of 1nformat1on and the r1s1ng affluence wh1ch makes - -

1t poss1b1e for more and mqre people to pursue the1r own LT T

v

1nterests,§1tﬂas becomlng Increa51ng1y nécessary for people to ::ﬁ;‘%
narrowly def1ne the1r 1ntertsts,, This suggests an Opportun1ty

as well as a problem. The message 1n,th1s$§s that thg'news- - i

- n %

[

paper has many more fields o£*1nterest to;explore. The Yankelo-A'~ ,:
vich study suggests that young people. ‘would lrke to see more in .. "
the paper about, the kinds of things they’ are 1nterested in.-
‘f:‘ The message'to the ed1tor seems to be to report thoroughly .
the 1mportant 1ssues in 1nternatlona1 nat19na1 and local - _
news, but not necessar11y in the same _ally_fash1on as* has ‘been |

[N

. traditional. This might then allow more space to pursue some ' i

- H ‘ °




of the other interests of the readers in more depth and breadth
‘than has been done in the past.b : l o 7 o ﬂ“zf
None of the data .reported in. this study suggest that young s

" Teaders are not 1nterested in ldcal news, but more. of them seem ,

+ L, -

to.follow.extra-local news‘%han local news. The results of

Tablenluneednfurther 1nte%§retat1on, but some hypotheses which
are suggested include the notion that people of all ages watch _

the ‘entire newscast, local along with network; that it is easier
to "keep up with. local news' by s1mply watch1ng telev1slon than )
s (. ;

t0 read about 1t that tele/ ion news alerts &hgfviewer to im-

[

3 . o i
portant local news wh;ch/can latexi§€ supplemented by the news- j

o * |

. t ° -

x T -~

. { :

B ot o .- - .

r”g The data in Tagbles 7 and 8 suggest ‘that all ages "mdnftor“ the a

-

= N.;, ., .
K Ews through "tHe use of‘televag1on but turn to, newspapers “F6T more‘ T

]

1

o tnm Qw}" s jl
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1

1

dbta?l abou world and national news than local newsﬁ1n 1arger'

/
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- ob,
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TheZ?”hypotheses\would be-fruitful to 1nvest1gate in future . L

resear h..s Agaln certqln dlfferences would be expected in_ d1ffer-
v“,\’*v ‘,

o

" a ent situataqnsa "For example,,what would be the case in a very large
A b
,-i, metropolitan area where "local™ news on teleV1s1on and in the metro

da1ly would t&ng to be news of the, central c1ty? On the other -

hand what would be the case in smaller markets where there is no

¥

local teleV1s10ﬂ station?

= "g 5

Finally, ittmust be remembered that interests, and ‘therefore,‘

)

1nformat10n needs change and a more constant monitoring of the

kS (‘)' < A -
L " &
ruader S 1nformation needs is necessary. .
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TABLE

. » P

rd

- ]

Virginia

. o

How long at

- Mobilit&,by aée groups for Virginia and West Virginia Samples

18:24 25-29 30+ __ . 18-24 _25-34—-35+—

.-
2

1

Lo

West Virginia

“—.present—-address? N=228 N=218 N=383 N=29 N=69 :N=230
i . Less than - . .
3 years 0 92.1% 91.8% 62.4%° . .
More than T )
3 years 7.9 8.27-37.6
" x2 = 137.2, df = 2, p <.001 S
How' long lived L B
™ in area? = . ’
" Less than ] - _
'3 years . . 57.3% 53.2% 28,5%  17.3% 13.1% 1.8% - -
‘More than S : oS
3 years W h 42,.7- 46.8 71.5. 82.7 86.9 »98.2
J x% = 60.9, df = 2, p <.001 X% = 2163, df g 2.p <.01
, . 7 ‘ T Lo T
‘How much. longexr - e > :

anticipates living °
. in area?.

-

g

" Less than - . @ :
. 3 years 48.2% 40.6% 20.1% 30.8% 20.3% 14.G%
. More than ; T .
o 3 years . 51.8 59.4 79.9 69.2  79.7 86.0 .

X2 = 95.1, df = 2, p <.00L, x%-='5.52, df ¢ 2, p £.05°

. " - - fj;;:. o - o e
N : N _ ]

" _’ “.




TABLE 2 .

’ Attachmeﬂt to communiﬁ; by age groups for Virginia sambie’ 4

. - - .;ge Group _ )
‘ How feels about living . 18-24 25-29 30+ - -

,in area- s N=228 N=218 . N=383

*f‘ B Likes very much 53.5%  62.7% < 74.9% W

S Likes sorik o T29.4 Z6.d 16.2 .

o ~ Not much ‘2 ' 1.4 . 7.7 6.3

e © .Not at 8ll 537 3.2 2.6

o T X% . 32}.10, af = 6_;_ p <.001 | o — .

~Where prefer to 11ve? : o - - *j

o ?f?\\\\\\\ Thls city - 35.5% "45;0%‘ 59.8% gk;. |

e . Larger city 5{, '12;3 l 190" :7;3 ‘::_j AR
R - Smalle%a - a5 33,6 26-.1;"' )

- 7. Other- ; 9.2__. 114 6.8 .

B - 40.12, df = 6 p <. g1 \'\\ s
Thinks of area . e . - B
.as -"real home" ., ' 3 >

yes 43,08 48.2% . 66.8%
v no C S0 Tsie, s -
- X2 = 38.59, df=2,p< ool g | )
| - é;_;.\ ) B
= ) - ) N ¢ o
) -
- ; . o
: . W ! .. A
) : o~ | 20 S - . o
- = S
-~ . L . ) ]
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PR TABLE 3°
g Community orientation by age groups for Virginia sample
Fl\ R A b 5 N i o
Y ' o . .. Age Group
S . © .18-24  25-29 - 304
A , . o N=228 N=218 N=383
Local events are : y .
--~more interesting T : .
‘ C Agree . 35.4%  21.9% 40.7%
T Disagree 64.6  78.1 59.3
I 'xz-zlsz dfsz,p401
Local..communlty T A . _
is backbone of . v . e T T .
. America . - T T L Y
) T - ¢ L 'vo(f
L Agree .. 69.5% - 71 3% 78.5% °
e T o D1sagree - 30.5- 28 7 - "21.6 ) . N
R 'xz-egs df=z,p< 05. o1 !
o " . S .
Prefer a local~ | ' ’
- person, for local . - oY B
elected offlce ‘ ‘ _ : o G
. . . & ' ' -
" Agree ’ 42.7%  31.7%  54.5% T
Disagree ' 57.2  68.2 - 45.5 :
. o -, 4
X2 = 28.85, df = 2, p <.001 _ o . .
M ) ‘ ) - ’ - e _":'F_' .; ~
I o L
'\\ ¥ oe M
v ) ) A o ‘ ' ' :
. ! ¢ o 'V \ . ! \‘» 0
ad . A .;‘g
v ' " ° ) -
. ’_ ;; ,': - '.




,, ! 20
o . « TABLE 4, ~
2 “

- N ‘;‘. R . )
B Leisure time activity by age groups for Virginia sample

, Phe - . \‘\ . . Age Group - hi .
. A _ 18-24 ~ 25-29 30+ .
- - _ . N=228 N=218 N=383
- i N -
. How spends time \ "
.on weekends? . : . o
ot . Housework 4.9% 8.7% 20.2%
\\:- ' Outdoor\s . ' y 51.3 & 58.3 344 )

oL ’ Short Dmves o 3.1 1.8 2.7 o
- o s \ Lt e T T

" __Shopping, — - —- " 42.2 4.6 6.5 . -
A Other K 7 - 3804 26.6 402 T

| x% = 63’.6\, df = 8,°p<.01 - o |
: . ce
\-« ~ ? ’ . .
How often visits’ \\ oo T ' g
friends? . B A ‘ A
L . Less than once or % - - . i o . .
PO I twit:e a_month . » 10,768 . 14.2%- " 28.9% - ‘
L | "Once or tm\ce i .
., amonth | ~  19.5 339 316
. “Once or, twlce e . S N
: a week . \ o T 49.6 47.2 +35.5
— Amostdatly . 20.4 4.6 3.9 T <
_ 0 %% = 96.6,'df = 6; p<.001 . -
*"‘"Ho’w oftén goes out \ C e - :
for entertainment? . 1 . ’
S . Less than once or ) S
S C twice amonth\ ., " 11.5%  13.3% 29.7% .\
e " *, Once or twice | . . R I
a month =~ . \ . 29.6. 34,4 32.5 .
i . . o - * -,
i ' Once or twice ‘ Coe P . -

g - a week \,‘ © 48.7° 750.5  36.7
i .o b . : ‘ -
7 ] . Almost daily .| L 11042 BBl O e ]

x% = 73.16, df = 6, p <.001 . o
A 22 g
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oo ~ TABLE 4 (CONT'D) -
X ;‘ “\ . - A
‘;iﬂow often part1c1pate5v —— . . e T : o
«_1n spoxts? i 18-24  25-29 304 ,° R
f” k ‘Less than once or . . .- i <,
B twice a month 35.7% 38.8% 67.5% - ‘
h e
i Once or twice, _— . . -
Lo ' @ month 18.1 16.4 7.7.
_Once o twiée .. - ST o
- a week - - 33.9 33,3 _20.9_... —— 7
& e ' , S ,
Almo,st da:.ly-' o 12.3  ‘'11l.4: 4.0 :
xza 79.29, df % 6, p <.001 .
. - '//:
- <o ) ;.QF
» . ¥ °
0 b
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A
A
G\\ ‘\; * R ’
’ y o <
: : J
o ) | o
i‘ Y - L ’M,ﬂ s ~ .
'How often reads the paper
e o | -
o Daily . e
G\. - - -
57 .. Several times a week
- S~ v
. Weekly v
- Less than weekly
-7

‘Does not read morning
paper -

X2 = 81. sz df = .8, p.< 001

* How much of ‘paper read?

A e

Mos t ‘ ) s
Séme
Just glances’

Does not read mornlng
paper

| &4

N

X% = 674, df = 6, p <.001

?
N

- BECAN

A " TABLE 5
. N T T

o

?lAge Groups

18-24°%

N=228% "

L

-

s

27.6%

9.2
11.8%
1.8

A

49.6

, »17.1%
- 22.8
‘ '1005:

49.6

’

25-29 30+ -

N=218s  N=383

&t o -

37.7%  62.4%
9‘01 “ 500"
6.8 6.3
B e - - o
0.9 0.5

”

45.5  25.8.
. ',.’
e

2?01"~ - )240,0
4.1 . 5.7

45.9 . 26.6

;‘ighevgpent reading paper

K .
Less than_ls minutes

iS to 30 minutes

— e e

30 m1nutes to. 1 hour '
1 hour to 1-1/2 hours
. “1-1/2 hours to 2 hours

More than 2 hours

X2 = 44.4, df = 10, p <.01

L]

S S ’

3 51.88
‘1 24.6

17.1
3.5

2.6
0.4

24

ER
47.3. 28.%

27.7 30,8
19.5 *.30.0

25.9%  43.6%._.

. 1.8 5.7
* 3.2 3.4
0.5 1.9

'Reedership of the morning newspaper by age groups‘for Virginia sample

o




- - - TABLE 6 A ’
. “ : \w“;~ )
i 'Regder.shivp of local news ver§us world and national mews 'by age group for .
: i ' V1rg:m1a and West Virginia samples . -
i~ Virginia -Sample e ) v -
4 v s i} han - 3 )
) , Age Group
, . 18-24 25-20 . 30+ . 1
. T N=228 N=218 N=383
. Amount of lotal news : . . N ” {
~. Tread. in morning’paper . : i : ~-tl s i
A .. N A . © ) ) hY . e v mm A]
- Most -0 . 17.5%  24.5% 49. I
. Some, - 18.0  18.2 15, 7 | o
‘ 4 ‘ ’ . . . . ‘ ‘i
. Glar.xcgis a ,\<]:3 2 11.4 ‘7 6 . A oL
© . None ' * 1.8 0.5 . 1.3° - i
Does nbt read T ) - P
e morning, paper . ’ A9.56 45.5 - 26:1 .
N - 3 ~ . . ~ N "
oo x% = .83'.3, df - §, p <.001 - S S
. o ~ 4 ) L& ) v . - ) P
. Amount of world and v .. ;
¢ national news read - . '
in morning paper . o .
< - TN * . LN
e Most - 27.2% -34.5%  44.6% -
Some . 7 14,5 1570  19.3 “
- * . o » N N
* . . Glances. s 6.6 4.1 8.9 , q
None, 2.2 - .9 . L0 . /
‘ Does mot read ‘ - —————
mornmg paper: - . 49.6 45.5 26.1  * -
oo xEEPamo0s, d4f =8, p <.001 T T
- . . ": - . p.w |
- : 25 ‘
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TABLE -6 '(CONT.'D) .-
N - -‘ . _ 'S

Age Group//

18 24

N=10

25 34
‘N=38 _

35+
* N=48

° . Amount: of local - -~ - T
- mews read . . e b
&\% T K 1ot St 36y 378 . 81y
= - . - T ST —_—
e . Not a lot L 70 630 19
»— - : .“‘xz ."20.9;‘ af = ’ p £.001 N S L e -
:; . | T . - - A \(-',- ‘ ‘
. » Amount of world we T el
: ( «-TeWS rgad R .l . . , ¥ .~,.‘z:- Y :'\;’ N :
RN AL 1 1 SO LI 1] 5r~ '59.5%
o “Not a lot ~ _ -~ 4 S0 39 5.7 .40, 5'
. oe 7 BN ’ s hut s;gnlfzcant.,
/| Amount of national.- {? . _ 5T "
- news read ° - . - - Y
o A lot © T s0y - 62,13 58:9%
"2 47 Not a lot’ L s T 37.8% 7 4
N "t 35‘ ‘ ' _~_mot 51gn1f1cant
N . - o o o
" Michigan Sample” - - e
' o . Age Group
g’ ‘
- 13-34  35- 54 55+

< . N=315

L What should appear on page / = St
s+ - - one each.day? - // o
. 2 -t -——Most’ lmportant // - "

‘ national news

- of the day -

N=269

N=238

- L * ~
. & <i
< o oooF
‘ 0 .2 N
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Kind of television news watched by age groups for Virginia and West Virginia samplés

West Virginia

) dwﬁﬂ,ﬂﬁﬂw«w’j”lge Groups ' : . ° - Age Groups an
.‘M T - " N - T .
-’How often watches . ~ 18-24  25-29 30+ 18-24  25-34 35+ .
, local nows on - © N=228 N=218 N=3383 N=28 ‘N=69 . N=225 .
eIev1sion - , ) e,
e Usually 72.7%  82.3% | 82.9% Almost daily 46.4%  55.1% 69.8%
! Sometimes  20.3  14.1— '13.9.  Severdl times a week  25.0 --21.7 19,1
. - Almost never .7.0 3.2 2.4 Once-a week 10.7  14.5 4.4~
. Does not watch ."0" 0.5 ..0.8 'Léss~oftén 17.9 8.7 6.7
5 3)9.? - 16.5, df-=.6, p<.05 . x% = 15.8, df = 6, p <.05,
. , P - . \\ < , " ~ oy
How often watches- . , ' ’ . '
riational news on _ . * ¢
eIevi51on? .. .
Usually .71.8%  80.9%" 79.6% Almost daily 50.0% 47.8 69,9 -
Somet1mes'_ 22,5 16.4 }7.0 Several tires a week 28.6 , 33.3 18.6
Almost never _ 5.7 2.3 7 2.6 Once a week 7.1 13.0 5.8 )
: Does not watch . 0 - .4 .8 "Less often 14.3 5.8 5.8
. X% = 11.4, df = 6, p = ns ' . X2 = 17.15, df =6, p£.01 .
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ews lookéd'up in paper to obtain more information after hgving
seen it on television by age group for Virginia sample -

_Age Gropﬁs ©
ws looked up - . 18-24 25-29 30+ , N ;
. - N=144 N=153 N=246 .
local ™~ 19.4%( 19.6% 27:68 T =T
World § National. \\ffisghg;**’aif7’;,47.9 ~
— """ Other 21.5  1776-_ 24,3 ' - . :
Tl L ST o .
, ] : X2 = 10.1, df = 4, p <.05 L -
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