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its functional antecedqxts and potential consequences.
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. Recent evidence testifying that mass'media may‘e'xerta\significant

influences on American voting 1)ehavior has led to a conprehensive re-exami- -
nation of the nature of political comunication behavior per se, as well as
One emerging and

; promising area ‘of inquiry focuses upon the: role communication behavior may

—-

play in political participation,?anticularly with regard to voter turnout.

Voter abstention has of coutrse bec,bne/} popular topic of late, given

that ‘the proportion of” eligible;zi’tizens actually casting ballots in national :
elections has steadily declined {n récent years, dropping to 53 percent in
1976. Blame for this has been popula:rly attributed to various 'l"orls of pub-’
lic alienation, presumbly‘re:ulting from perceptions of rising corruption

P k)

in government declining norality, reduced comunication Between governmeht
, :

and governed as well as "negatively biased" portrayals of politics in- the

Actually, a more empirically sbased v“iew shows that much of the drop /!
L) /(//
in turnout is readily explained by population dynamics, most notably by the

rapidly expanding proportion os.ls- to 35 -year-olds within_dur society, an

age_s segment traditionally above the norm in abstention, coupled with the /

recent enfranchisement ‘of 18- to 21- ~year-olds. . - LI / v

e
4 o’

However, neither the popular "alienatioif' view nor the populayfon—based .

or o

V0, TR AN

not

b

eacplanation tells much about how and why citizens decide to ’(v’oté

. % +

about the role of a host of additional factors, including coﬁnun‘.lcatory ones,
FIR 4

4 .

(I N . ' ".7' ’ ) ’ .
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Traditioml thinking has typi,fied nonvoteﬁ u l/ikelier to Me young, "s.'

‘¥ in affecting turnout.
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; 4}pore socially and politically uninvolved, more alientated from political -

v . N - 3
- . - . -

ipstitutibns and processes, end less likely to attend 'to news and other »

?uﬂnic affairs-related media content.  In gross descriptive'terms this ac;pas:' 2
.

tﬁp board prognosis is’ probably not too wide of thgnmazkffdltdfgllews from 3

,,_,.gc

. somewhat simﬁiistic yetylggiggl,assﬂﬁption that nonvoters;”for a varj-*

e

; underlying reasons, are less integrated into the politicazf;;3;~=

/

ividual level factors aimed it'exp.

- - ) .
g Systemgc factors obviously lude registration and residency require-

ments as well as the’acthal

ocedurés involved in r%ting. Also, degree of -

,electoral competitiveness has been shown to be signif1cant "close' elec-

5ions typically provide higher turnouts (Key, 1951; Burnham 1965) Kim, N
. Petrocik and E okson (1975), utilizing a ahique multi- variate design, com-.

BT - pared the relati@e weight of legal, competitivefand aggyegated indiv1dual

‘.

factors on voter. turnout across states, and found each faetor yfelding
independent ‘and important contributions to turnout ) R o -
‘// However, of greater import here are individual evel‘predictors of

turnout the most difect of which appear to be psychological and social
orientation&, includiné conmunicatory ones, " toward voting and politics as
) e A ,

" well as social participation in general. . .-_/

For example, Olson (1972) reports empirical support frem a survey. of

T

. Indianapolis residents for what he terms a "social participation" theory//

> +

/
.. oﬂ.voting behavior Moderate associations were found between prior membcr« 7"

sﬁip in nonpoliticai ‘social orgpnizations -- e.g. voluntary associations, com-

[

4 ' . . 2

.- ; - . -2-~ . ,
- . = . N .
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mqn1ty and church groups -~ and votbr turnout when age, educatioh level, /‘k}”’ﬂ
. pqiaEicaJ 1nterest, party 1dent1f1§atlon. and mass med1a anﬂy}nterpersonal, .
T Rr - ?51‘»‘-?1_ g s ..

L‘éhth‘mcommun1cat1on behav1ors were~contrblled for. Olson hypothesizes a causal’ -

. ; “ flqw in which,h1gher ‘sducation ievel leads to greater involvement in _
.veluntarz organ1zatzons, resu}t1ng in higher voter turnout _.,/’ !

, !

More revea11ng from -a communlaat1on'perspbct1ve was a cross—cultural
.. ) study,of elig1b1e voters (N1e, PowelL and ﬁrew1t§, 1969), finding that the .
v direct 1mpact of socio- economac charaéter1st1cs on political: part1c1pation,

a " R L S .
N

‘5 including voting, was attenuated by five "attitude sets" held by 1nd1V1duals

,?.4
tQward fhe.pol1t1ca1 syé;em. sense of c1t1zen duty, pol1t1ca1 eff1cacy,

» \
pol1t1ca1 knowledge, porCelyed importance of political outcomes, and atten- {’f

\

tiveness to mass media political content. Organizational memberShip and

[

labor force partic1pat1on also, showed a substantial independent:effect on s

‘ . * participation, . . - ~ Ct

’
’ L /

¢ \ Moreover, Burstein (1972) pnesents data in support of a causal, model
- ;,"’ of pol1t1ca1 part1c1pation based more upon requisites of social structuté
-~ A

:fC/' X The best pred1ctors of overall ‘participation, 1nc1ud1ng voting, w;zj/thdse'

s locat1ng the 1ndividua1 in social networks, primarily organizationdl involve- - -
) N

L/
. ment and attention to political med1a content. Socioeconom1c sxatus pre-

dicted part1c1pat1on less well, and demographics predicted leést of all,

- //
’ . Burstein argues that his individual level data supporﬂ what other aggregate 0

1 2 -
.

' level studles have found - tha& uhen cdﬁhun1cat1on behavior is 1nc1uded, it,

PO —

. .
is typ1ca11y the best predictor of political participation. LovinKSmlth %/ C ot

[ OSUSS Ty . ’

(1976), in exam1ning a, respeéification of both the Nie et al, and Burstein
. / -
models, found med1a use tOﬁ ffect participatj/n positively, and also found /

the relationshlp‘to be»' -recursive, in that among females partic1pationt
" . ‘/ . ’ . ,“/

. 7 >
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‘ X o ' . - ) ) .
a return effect on media use. No s1gn1f1cant return’ effeot was founa among
- .

3 : males, however.. [~

.

\ . Wﬁile the above stud1es appear to relegate age and other demograph1cs "

. . to.a sechpdary role of serving as descr1pt1ve locators of turnout, they ’ A
) - |
should not be,readily dismissed. * Age becomes a part1cular/y 1mportant

variable in this regard if we assume that pol1trcal socialization is not "
{ L) ’ . . - /
a-process which emds of late adolescence, but rathe¥ continues over the

o” - , 'Y . x, . . < {

life cxcle. Circumstances, agents of aocializatioo, and‘the context®and ‘
. content of 'learning may cha&%e, but the basic procesaes of cpping with

S \’ ' changing sécia} and physical environments remain. The'growing euphasza on

- \‘soclalization as a‘lifetime process (cf.lBrim and‘Wheeler, 1966; Mcleod

, and 6lkéefe{ 1972; Jenniygs’and Niemi, 19l4; Chaffee, 1976) has brought /1 f

less concern foriage per se as a critical variable and more concern with -

14
)

the.d1fferent1ated var1able\gf llfe-cycle p051t1on pertinent to a given set
\

, . of behav1ors ad% roles. After one‘leaves adolescence, age may become less S
. ’ relevant than the’;lfferlng life sayle; and demands as;ociated with mar-

Zdage{ changinéﬂoccuégtions, chfldralsjng,'etc. Nongthetess, age level may

) _serve as a ready inQicator of these positfons,“ ; ,"‘} ; .

There are also increasing\?rguments }or looking at age grouﬁs as,

) .o strata méphzln the sense of social class. Riley aﬁh Foner (1968), Riley, /

\ ,

Johnson and Foner. (1972) and Foner (1974) dev’ a theory of age stratl-

-

s N f1cat1on whrch assumes that age "'locates' 1nd1viduals or groups of people :

. -

| . ___inthe sgc;al itructure, ' .Age strata’ axewue:La,&la)Lers which cutxcross

ﬁi the ‘whole soclety,.Just<Q$~class strata do, but order peoglf/and Toles by

?‘ ‘Age .rather than by economrc p051t10n." Age-related differences mdy result

A4 L
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Age strata typlcally serve as an 1mp6rtant basis for dlstrlbutlon of 4
a ‘ polltlcal power, Foner nates,* The young are likelier to haVe less power,

.and to share dlfferent p011t1cal att1tudes than older citizens.
» € . € e e O A € 2 € S P 1 ST

oo Much earller research dwelled upon a p051ted relatlonsh1p between age '

and voter turnout. _Data over the years have clearly shown. that &ouné?per-

\\\—;f ' sons are the least likely to vote,: the middle-aged the most likel), and )
. A ‘ -

e c1tr;ens over age 65 somewhat legs likely than the mlddle-aged‘ However, ]
: : an 1nference from th1s that people slowly galn interest in politics and vdting

until: reachlng a peak in the1r f1ft1es, and then begin a decllne, is of

course questlonable. The.data in these earlier stud1es were gathered at

+

~ one point in time, and are by no meﬂes an adequate measure of longltudlnal
. ’ change. Numerous other variables related to voter turnout, among them . .
- . . ) _i _ e}
i educatlon, income, and sex, also vary across age within our society.

- " For example, im an exam1nat10n of voting and other forms of partici-

¥ pation over position in the life‘cycle. Verba and Nie €1972) present data
rather strongly sugges;ing that the frequently found ''decline" in voting “'
among persons over age 65 may be more~a reflection of particular status .
' . characterf;tlcs found among that age group within our society. Correécting

for education and income over age groups resulted in a consistent rate of

- . ‘ e

_voting after,ageuio eakin in fact after 65. N e

-

Glenn and Grimes (1968) employed both cross- segtlonal and cohort data

to find that political interédst 1ncreased from middte to -advanced age, and

. K

r*e;;eeeeeeee—awvoser~%urnout-r;malned almost constant when sex and educatlon were controlled

for. They argue tHht their findings: go against the so-called "dlsengagement"

. ' hypothesis that transition to old age is marked by a progressive disengage-
: . - ment of citizens from social interactions, possibly leading ®o less awareness
= - N . ‘ . ’
‘ ‘ =5~ . -




t "of issues confronting the society. Rather, Glenn and Grimes postulate

[ «

'thag political interest and activity may be in part a function of freedom

from ‘more pressing duties of life. The young adult is’ apt to bqrhlghly

oot 4 .,........ N SRR e e ene s e e ook an e

“"involved in pursuing an education, estab115h1ng soc1al a OCCupat1onal
. » g v
roles,_Pnd ;fgktng_agg1al companionship. Folloylng marr1age, fam11y
’ / .

respon51b111t1es begin to 1ncrease,<and often occupatlonal ones do the’

. -

same, P011t1ca1 issues may seem relatively remoté as a result. However,
he " s .
/ as one approaches the la}e forties and fifties, family demands “diminish

as children leave home, and upward §t:iving in occupation begins to level

off. Fewer options for leisure activity exist than in younger years,

although‘mgggztiﬁgris availab;q. Political activity then, according to Glemn
and Grimes; become; for some pedple a functiona; substitute for';arlior
preoccupati?ns. fhus, variatiqp in distracting influencesfmay contribute

to Ehange iﬁ politicé{ activity, afd in part explain variitien in"voter © :

] C ’ . L, . .
turnout;over the life cycle. Other sources of 1nf1uencq certainly exist.

»

The young may be more subject to political'cross-pressurps, which are thougﬁt I

! - i ) » (
to arouse conflict and reduce political activity, ,Campbell et al, (1960)

) : ' o ’ , .
’ suggest that strengthened party identification’over the years makes voting

more likely as.a result of 1ncrea§32‘lqyalty.

t

> - Hout and Knoke (1975) used multivariate techniques to identify effects

»

of age, qgtfrt ana"iﬁe periéd_on voter turnoq&, finding each an important

influence when education, religion, sex, occupation, region, race and class

-~ '

wére controllgd\fér. Voter turnout ‘was decidely low below age 33 and over .
., age 73 when the above factors were accounted for. ‘ ‘
i | .. . - .
) In terms of political attitudes, a cohort analysis by Cutler and Kaufman®
.; (1975) suggests that increased ideological conservatism is not necessarily a

. ‘. -6- L C
. h ] R N
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function of aging, but rathe:’that older cohorts started out.with more

vpolitically conservative v1ews, and=have tended to stick with them. Agnello

..

(1973) found that feelings of pblitlcal powerlessness decrease between _

“Tage 21 and.the m1d-fort1es, and,then begin to incredse again with age. ™’

- \ . ' .
+ -Changes in patterns of political behavior, including communication -

behavior and voting, de$erve .to be examined more cohe51véiy over ;he life

' .

cycle, particularly in the context of asking which of the faétors described

in the studies above influence voting at which stages. Further L&ght can be
s

shedaon the v1ab111ty of the above models by 1nvest1gat1ng factors associated

A

with turnout within life cycle Stages. A crugial factog for our purposes.is

that of media’ usage.

Mass cemmunication behaviors themseljyé also may be assumed to change

« 3 . ’

over the life cycle. As people grow in Wge and experiences, their needs for

news, information, and entertainmentschange, as do the media forms they pdr-‘l
R / .
sus in satisfaction of these needs. The consequences of media(usage are

also likely to change over the years. Yet thpre is scant'empirical evidence

i

directly supporting such seemingly obvious assumptions: Chaffee and Wilson

(1975) contend that despite the popular tendency te include age as an item

in mass communication augience survey questionnaires, minimdl use-is- made
?nalyticaxly of Ahe variable in its own right. Rather, age is usually

ncontrolled out'" as the researcher pursues seemingly more interesting

é

variables. The few studies in which media audierices have been examined

) » . ’ .
across fa'ge oate’gories»typi‘cally present rudinentary "time spent with" and

"importance of'" constructs of media use, and fail to control for the impact

of A!Pfering levels of education, income, marital status, and the like

within age_cohorts. Moreover, the studies generally ignore specific
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_coﬁtent‘areas within media, choosing instead for example to depict ﬁgeneral
ftelevision‘viewiﬁg" as one gross gategory of usage, and "tel(visio; new; '
;iewing" as'a somewhat maré particular groupjpg. i;‘nay be more productive to
focus on one p;rticular media conten; area,.such as politics, and tra&e.a

number of variaSlesjrelated t6 political media usage over ;;e‘éatggo;jgs.

. H

. Ehe recent concern with the sacialization of young firstitime . \
- - !

eligible voters has lead to some intriguingtresearch comparing political.

] o N
' communication orientations of 18- to 24;‘ear-olds against those of dlder
voters takén as a group. - - ‘ L,

- . . N . .
® The impact of prior commumicition behavior on voter turnout has been

perhaps most cogently explored from a soqéalization perspec;)ve by Blumler '
and Mcleod (19;}1 in & study of the bepaviof of ybuné first-time electors

during the 1970 British nggral Election. Thg authors found that measures
of interpersonal and mass media communication oriéntations df'yoPng eiigibIe

votér; during the tampaign acc'unted for between 13.and 28 perdénf of the

.
v

variance in turnout, dependinﬁ upon'respondgnts' party preferences., Dis-

positional, attitudinal angd motivational.variables accounted{for betwgen }”

12 and 17 bercentu When young eligibles were compared 4gaingt old, media

, use, interpersonal communication, and dispositional variables?ifcounted for

‘

‘more variance in turnout among the former. -“Structural factors, including

socio-ecqnomic status, marital status, and sex accounted for more variance
[ s 5

among older voters. Blumler and MclLeod conclude that, at'least among
ey SN 4 . :
first-time eligible voters, "communication matters just as much as anything
* L)

else does,'" and argue that theatragitionak "limited effects" model of

5‘ . s -
communicg;ion influence (cf. Klapﬁ??, 1960) :fmpli‘ﬂoes not hold up insofar
as the impact of communication on turnout, aad prabably other political

orientations, is concerned, . . ~ -

-
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In a similar vein, 0'Keef¢®(1976) preserits -data from a 1972 Ohio :

-$.

study suggesting that associatiohs between turnout and other factors,
including comﬁunication vary across the life cycle, Table A summariies

key Tesults from the Study by 1nd1cat1ng the proport1on of variance ex- * <

.

plaiged in turnout by each 1ndependent variable, and the grouped amount of 7

-

~
varlance exp1a1ned by each of the seven sets of factors stud1ed W1th1n
.the 18- to 24 -year-old group, pol1t1ca1 media or1entat1ons q§p1a1ned the
largest share of var1at1on in voter turnout'(6 3 percent),.and within that,

<

set re11ance upon newspaperstand maga21nes ds decision aids contf1buted the

. most variance. Mass communication or1éntationo-fhus emerged as a ‘primary
predlctor of turnout am‘bg the young, much as it d;d in the Blumler-McLeod
- ¥ ,
AT study. -The next most, powerful set ‘of factors was pol1t1ca1 d1spos1t1on

\ t
(5 5 percent) R ’ L

L

Among 25- te 34-year-olds, the dom1q‘nt role of med1a was replaced by

.

) that of political d1sp051txons.. Medla ranked second accounting for 3, 1
percent at the var1ance. More substantial changes occurred -among the-

N 35- to 64-year olds, with the main predactors of turnout being pol1t1ca1

» .
.

d1sposzt1on (12 to 15 percept of variance exp1a1ns) followed by structural *

' characterlstlcs, and status'characteristics. Clegrly, changes in predictors -

o

of turnout, and presumably reaspns for voting,:occurred between the young

t

N < . ‘. : .. ' ‘
adult yéars and the middle years, when the decision to vote may become more
ph :

depend upon already-formed disposi‘tions. Turnout among those over 65, on
. t - ) - ) ' o ' “ ‘ L )

T the otheér hand, was most agcounted for by pelitical dispositi'on (14.1 per-

_cent), followed by media ori:;tatipgg\(G.l perceht). The rise in association

between media orientation and turnout among those.65 and_ over may in part

- . . - 4 . e I
‘ be a consequence of greater 'social isolation of this group. The elderly
” . - v
” ) - i " - = < . '
. +0. . . -
v N .
A X _ P L N

-
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- .
wrth),greater interest 1n pol1t1cs, whether for ‘Teasons assoc1ated w1th
L, P L

'j{ €81$t1°5 serV1ng as a functlonal subst1tute for other activities or not,

a“% 5"- - ~ .
may ;ﬁd greater p011t1ca1 st1mu1atlon from media use thar from sbclaL

13 -
' - ' ~ . L]

"“‘1,~¢h 'confa?ts. ~¥he .media may beoome more prominent in the 11vestof older, per-

Iy bu

-

v
sons, replacing activities and social contacts mdbre " common in ear11er years

Thus, what_the young eligible voter has learned‘from med1a and parents

. ) )0 3 L

»

Y
comb1ned_W1th his_trust in pol1t1c1ans, may be more 1mportant in determ1n1ng

-‘ -

~

) .
turnout than other factors. The m1dd}e-aged and older, voters may act@more

1p line w1th d159051t10ns formed over the years af’a result of prev1ous
. Ng ‘
4vot1ng ‘and gther political experiences, and may rely less on med1e. ’Vot1ng

in T years also appears moxre t1ed td status W1th1n the cgmmun1ty.

aboveN;esearch substant1ates a view that Jot’only does.voter

.

tirnout vary across the life cycie, but that different ﬁemograph1cufsocio-

7 - T
logiggl and psychological var1ab1es are o turnout at spec1f1~fe

.

cycle stages. Mass .communication behaV1or appears 4 .more 1mportant factor

-

early 1n political 11fe, and again in later years. To obt.ip a more com-

plete plcture of the relatiomship between cdnmun1¢at1on and turnout, it

A}

Rd

seems n ssary to also examlne commun1cation behaviors within both voter
S;:er groups over stages of pol1t1ca1 life., The research on mass

Agy{/non
edia uses hz voters, and the consequences of such,~is qu1te exten51ve
- — !

i

r;;_!Sed; for example,—Berelson,'tazarsfeld and McPhee, 1954% thpper,'lQGQ;

&,

4

L -

Converse, 1966; Blumler and McQuail, 1969; Atkin, 1973; cLeod Becker and Byrnes

1974;'35aweisohn and O'Keefe, 1976). And,” some of the m re recent research
l ’ | X9

.

-

-

4 k4 .’ . ) ‘ * ‘ -' . l' )
has shown coptern vith agk differénces in voting and<commun1catlon behavior,

~ .

partlcularly in terms of compar1ng young f1rst -time voters to older ones’

(See,,for example, Blumler and McLeod, 1975; O'Keefe, Becker, and McLeod,;

.
3 . i .
. . LY

l-lo- .
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1?76;.Chaf§fe and Becker, 1976; McLeod, Brown, Becker,jandigiemke, 1979)}
N = . . :

Mwever, scant attentiep has been~gifen,to describing communication’or mote’ -

generaJ'charaéteristiés of the nonvoting population. Dne landmarh voluﬁe,

o-

'Vottggfand Nonvoting. (Lang and. Lang, L968), is 1neisive in its dzscussions

of medla use anﬁ nonvdt1ng, but places the. issue into. the somewhat 11m1ted Lo r

context of the impact of election result forecasts prior to poll closings

. e A ' .

on abstention.

Th;s paper attem/ts td ex
"by tak1ng as its po(vpﬂbf
‘med1a uses under1y1ng nogzot1ng behavior. The aim {s to examine nonvoters

., H

c.as 3 populatlon subgroup in_terms of the motivations these individuals

d e}aborate upon ‘the above research .-
. r . )
e inves;igation of motivations and

‘may have for their inactivity and to associate those motivations with media

N
.

orientations over the life cycle. o - )
If'reasqns for not voting and media orientati%‘f do vary with age;,the

problen becomesyPne of investigating the relatipnship between media- ori
tions and nonvoting reasons within age categories. Such investigation alsp -
N . v 4
[

" requires the.control of certain’variables which might be expected. to affect N

2

both medda‘orientations and A’nVoting reasons withih age gt}ups, and which .

. * '

mafe 1mpqrtantly may affect the relat10nsh1p between the two within age

4

groups. For these preliminary analyses, £wo such control variables will be ~

considered: pol1t1ca1 interest 'and leval of edueat1on. Both have emerged

« v o=

as 1mportdnt predlctors of both media u!b and nonvot1ng in the-: preV1ous - ;é?ﬁ“
4

[ . ~"’-,“ - -sa. .

research c1ted above., - L .",satgr; ' .o



" METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

. . | . .
The data reported below were generated from a natibnal survey of
nonvoters conducted in July1976 by the polling firm-of/Peter Hart and
Assoclates Multi stage a‘iea sampling techniques, combined with inter-‘
V1ewee screening procedures, were used to arrive at a final sample of
‘.-s,\ 1,486 re_spondents’ identzf:.ed as -nonvoters in the sense of their either:
(1) having failed to vote regularly foy r'easo.ns other than legal require-

ments in the ‘previous .four national elections, or (2) fndicatiné that

- there 'was a 50-50 chance or \less that they would vote in the 1976

o . presidential election. While there is a problem of validity in that the

‘study relied completely upon respondents’ self-assessments of their pasg

voting history and '1976 election behwvior » thexe is no reason to suspect

tpat the samp'le’as a whole does not reflect a representative group of E

ind1v1duals less likely to part1cipate in politics through votlng. A;;

/ demographlc profile of -the sample is presented in Ta‘l;le 1. ’
: For JZ» purposes here, analyses will be li'mited‘»to a series of ?t\éns

y -~
4
L 3

e ’ascertaining respondents’ reasons for not voting and certain characteristics .
\ of their mass media behavior, in 'addition'o age; politicay interest, and

education.

’

. . , F 4
Reasons for not voting were assessed by, asking respindents tQ rate
-“the imporfance of each of elevjn items culled from a larger list of 18 item /;p,
on the basis of their face valid#ty, variance, and a cluster analysis. “The )

J

following/\ationales for not voting (1) cynicism

items reflected the
. toward candidates, (2) inability to’ discsiminate between .candidates; (3)
.distxﬁt of candidates, (4) distrust of, governmefit; (5) general lack of
congern w1th po'lrf‘lcs, (6) inefficacy of voting; (7 lack bf prective
informatlon abdt?t candidates; [(8) feeling generally unqualifled to vote;

A&* . d . Ky
3y . : -12-
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(9) difficulty in registering to vote;.(10) irnconvenient poll hoors; )
| . . 4 :

. -

- N »
and (11) inconvenient pol} locations. 'Specific-]!ems appear in Table 2.

v

_Generally, the first'six caf be classified as-"substantive" reasons ' B
¥

'for ‘not voting largely inyolving negative reactions against cand1dates(’//

-

v ' government and/or the political system. Perceived lack of informzt1on or q:

general qualifications reflect a mere neutral stance‘based in part on

‘inability to attain and/or process information. The®last three center

on "technicalities", or matters of convenience, regarding the actual

- voting orocess. ' oo
The most important reasons for abstention over the sample as a

L4

whole were tnose associated with distrust and cynicism toward candidates,
lack of concern yith politics, and lack of information about candidates,
~+” .. while those lgast important had bearing on hardships encountered in
registering or getting to the polls (Table 2). qith rLspect to age, the
emphasls given™ substantive reasons and lack of information declined steadily -
~ from young to old. Eighteen to 24-year-olds consistently rated these -
‘reasons as more-importént than did any other cohort. Nonvotets aged ‘65
and over, however, rated candidate cynicism and inefficacy more important
than did the middle—aged; and emphasized lack of quafi%icatiOn and, as expected, -
inconvenience of‘polling places moreso than any other age group.ll
One might have expected the young to placemoreweight‘npon registration
requirements than the old, but that was not found. Perhaps registration

cantpaigns aimed at making the process as simple as possible, primarily with

the young in mind, at least_made the point that-the process was a relatively
] ' i

- -

' easy one. ‘ . \‘

LA ) In sum, the young, .followed somewhat distantly.by the elderly, attached

N \ K *
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héf?ﬁﬁ HoWever, surveys of voting populations ovér the years have genexally

i

*found:the'young to have lesser feelings of'political tryst and efficacy 5
B : ‘than oider voters,'sugéesting maturational influence. Quite the same
et phenomeffon may‘be taking place amoné nonvoters, albeit perhaps to a’
greaﬁ%r deéree. The rank orders-of mean‘scores of‘the reasons were

s
\

- - quite consistent within eath age cohort. " ‘ C,

~ * \ Various orienta??ons of nonvoters to politically relevant mass
‘media content were measutred through a series of rather standard items

relating to respondents' national telévision network news exposure,

4

. . »
their attention to televised political news items, the extent to which ‘they
. perce1ved television news as’ helpful in understanding what candidates

“stand for, and the degree to which they perceived te1e~i31on news as .

N

« biased or fair in‘presenting political information. A series of analogous

- ' - - ~<

ﬁ {tems were asked vis g vis newspaper political content. (See.Table 3 for
‘ o specific. items.) In addition, respondents listed their main source for-

\i‘ news and’ 1nformation about politics. .
s The profile of nonvoters mass media orientaﬂ&ons does not differ '
. markedly from that regularly found for voters CTable»S) Exposure to
v R newspapers and television néews and attentddn to political news. content b
generally increases with age," educafioﬁ*uﬁd’pofitidal interest. ' ’

Eight%en to- 24 -year- -old nonvocers ::) those 65 and-over saw/both
.- / N
,’televi51on and -newspapers as less helpqu’ and television as less fair
- "\ N . ,, . .
© + . than other respondents.-Political interest-‘increa over the life cycle
.7 . L ] .

: " among nonvoters,” as 1t has been foynd to do among voters. i :

. 7

' s : 14- :
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Within eaoh age group, the more educated and politica 4 y interested

indicated gre? ‘er newspap'er and television news exposure 4

as being less fairdn treatment of politica matters than did ,

/ X . N L T
-

the averall sample,, " -
‘ elevision 9nerges as by far the prime political inffmation medium for

nonvpters. Halrf or more of the nonvoters in all age groups listed television

,

as/their ma)ﬁ source of political infomation (Table 43 and newspapers .

were listed by less than a quarter of the respondents, barely edging e

" out rad1o This finding goes against nesults obtained fromp past amples

pfwoters in wh1ch newspapers are_ uspally ranked only slightly lpw

telev151on. Television appears éspecizlly relied upon by -nonvoters over
age 50. _ Eighteen to 4-year-olds-indicated greater preference for

magazines than older respondents, a result consistent with research on.— P

T LY

: voters

In order to assess the relationships between media orienta\ions \and:"
reasons for not voting, the media orientations along with edu:ation

and political mterest were inserted into a mltiple linear regreSsion. '

.

analysis of their relative impacts on each of the nonvoting .reasog

These-analyses were repeated within each of the “four age groups
- !; . »
° 0ver the sample as.a who'le, int,erest in po"liticsf anérges as the most

* ¥

consistent §red1ctor of substantive reasons for abstention (Table 5). The .
e

more politicaMdy interested nonvoters were, the less import they atta?ﬁﬁ

=

" to candidate cynicism and indis}i‘nination, distrust of cahdidates and’

government, inefficacy of votinggnd lack of political cohcez’nbtegardiess_

of educatién level or#edia oriepfations. Highlyvinterested. nonydters

. v . -15-
| 17—~ B
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malaise with electoral processes. '/

disenchanted eitizens who choose not t vote out of contempt:for general
4 » .,

‘ ¢ P =

.On the other hand, .the data do‘pot quite so firmly dispell the argument

’

that the news media "alienate" citizens into modes of - lesser political.®

n i

" involvement'. While "the results” for ‘newspaper orientations square somfwhat

LR
P

* with the familiar hypothe51s of mass media‘asage suppbrting positive

S

politdcal Anclipatiops, the data for television are quite divergent

. Most striking 1s the finding that increased .attention to televised

i polltical ngws is pgsitively associated with ?early all substantive reasens .

1
for not voting The greater attention viewers paid to stories about

natioﬂsl polltics, ;he higher they rated candidate cynicism and indiscrim-
ination, qistrust in candidates and government, .and inefficacy of voting
Whlle only the standardized regression coefficients for candidate and

government distrust were significant the’ overall consistency of these

. results is marked. Moreover, perceived helpfulness of television in'

Tt

understanding candida;es maintains low, yet positive, associations with
all substantive redsons Fairness of television in political matters.is-

. more troublesome, yiélding coefficients mixed in directionality with

" the substantivg rationales, e.g. a negative and significant relationship

"with candidate distrust but a positive and significant relationship

6

with political unconcern - Ko

.

’ . ., »

On the 9ther hand, level of exposure‘nnetwork television news and

- U

. newspaper exposure and attention were quite consistent in yielding dow - -

order negatlve coefficients with substantiye'reasons. And, the more~fair

’

and helpful-readers found ‘newspapers to be, the less important they rated/ |,

substaﬁtive'reasons, a)finding‘that was statistically signiticant'#h
“ A - . ¢ .

¥ " -16- . i o
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‘l

i.\iprovide{mlj’ a\surfacdrview of'often complex poiitical issues and

/ Uér

43 . 7

In general then; - expectations of newspapers as ﬁeing fair ‘and *

/}K; perceived ef?ett oé newspapers in terms of.their helpfulness,

. .’

I
.

e‘sqciated w1th decregsed importance of political disaffection _

and malaise. But, the activity of greater attdhdance to televised

political neys uas.associated with an increased importance of negative
/ 7‘1

attitudes tohata pdlitics A partial explanation for this discrepancy

max well lie, of course, in the divergent natures of the two news

' %, c,l

.. media EVen a. high Jevel of attention to television news is apt to,

.
.

?\‘*J‘o ', *

»\)‘\

N,

.
]

N much the same pattern as described ibove

’ A ‘ . '
' 1mportanb ¥ T S, .,

. SRS UAN [ IR :
. S : ,

' »noé"vot'ingn with the mbre. educated significantly less likely to rate

®

personalities, emphasizing "blacks and wﬂites” at the expenSe of

x4

. thoughtﬁul Shades oﬁ grayS'Such superficiality, accqmpanied by the

o A~
obvrbus act, that bad news i Te interesting than good, may promote and/*

LD

s

reinforce ﬂegative feel’ings towarJ politics.
: 'S
Nedia orientdtions were paramount in predicting

\v\“
»

ttfh:mportance of .
lack of ohgective 1nformat16n as a criterion ‘for not voti , following -
. ] .

~or.

- -
N~

A

LI

t -

r
However, level of 4

education emerged as the key predictor of "convbni nce" reasens for

. . . . 1

[ ' e

- registratidn difficulties.or inconvenience of pifling places as
A 5.
¢

/

The results of the regression analyses within each age cohort AN

. Q& “l

o P v 4

-

“ [y

(Tables 3 thrbugh 9) generaIly match-thosé»fona!ﬁe salpké/as a whole.

ons on reasons for

,,

abstention varies with age For instance. political interest emerged as

However, the,relative impact of media orienta

3

I

a quite weak predictor among 18- to ZL year-olds while attention ‘to

televiséd political news was generally-the strongest. Again, thegmore

_— /
/

R
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candidate distrust' inefficacy of voting, and lack of 1nfprmat1on. Not

‘y R4

y
only does it appear that media usages aregintrinsic in predicting .,

/" \. -
voting versus nonvotlng among young: voters, byt also in explaining
~ F » ~ ‘

mbtlvatidns for abstention  This is particularly noteworthy given
[(\
_ that the young scored lowest among all’ age groups in exposure and attention

»

to television and newspapers " Perhaps in the absence of othen pol1tical .

stimuli, 1nc1uding years of expenience to draw from,.even a mode!t

amount of media encounter yields signiflcant impact . )

B . s
. Politicii'interest,regains.its status in predicting nonvoting reasons .

.
LI

among older respondents. Media orientations are only sporadically well-

associated with abstention reassns among 25- to 34-- year olds, and within

2 ~

the 35— to 64- year -old group newspaper fairness is the only media variable

<

' cons1stently and significantly related to honvoting rationales. However,

1mportance of government‘distrust over the middle years}appears Tess a
t

function of interest or education than of media orientation Among age //’
. \

65 and over nonvoters, television attention showing markedly high

positive coefficients with substantive nonvoting reasons, particularly

those pertaining to distrust4 Thdse results bear out the inc¢reased

lpredictabllity of turnout by media usages among both the young and the .

elderly found in earlier research, and point to a potentially (critical role
L4 - ¢ 1] . - .

for attention to televised news vis a vis reasons’ for abs‘:ntidh. ¥ S
A ] v [
y

{ : - - 1,8" '
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attention-to télevis*on news, the greater the importance,)ttaﬁxld to "'
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-*"s DISCUSSJON

w7

" Recent literature'b% political behavior-suggests several models

attemptrng to account ﬁorevariation in voter turnout. Individual }Evel

’ L]

predictors which have been among ‘the most successful in explaining voter -

participation and abstentlon include age and politicaI communication

.

behaVior. When appropriate controls are introduced, voter turnout in-
creases linearly with age, and higher levels of. politioally relevant mass

media usage typlcally correlate positively with turnout. Recent findings

‘

also. ind1cate media usage to be a particularly powerful predictor of turn-

‘out among first;time eligible voters, and to a lesser but nonétheless

4

sizable'extent among citizens age 65 and over While previous investigaa

¢

tlons have to, some extent explored media use characteristics of the voting
population, a fuller understanding of turnout and communication processes
may evolve from inspection off media use among. nonvoters over the Life

cycle, part1cularly as related to motivations for not voting Reasons for

v

abstentlon and media use patterns were found to vary with age in this study,

as did the nature of the relationship between ‘media orientations and

specific reasons for not voting. 4 ' ‘
Specifically, media orientations were more predictive of abstention
reasons among .18- to 24-year olds and those age 6Svand over than for °

’ -

‘middle age groups Moreover; greater attention to televised political news

S
" was found positively associated with political distrust and other forms of

disaffection as abStention reasons. However, the more fair and helpful

&
vis a vis politics newspapers were perceived as being, the less import

nonvbters gave’ to such reasons.

This study is of course limited in u'sing a cross-sectional design;

-19-
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cohort and longitudinal analyses would enhance the inferences ta v

be made frém these data. It ?s clear; however, that development of political
- orientations such as turnouitover the life cycie deserves much closer

atéention than it has received in the past.

The ofg-suppo}ted generalizétion‘th;i'greater public affairg media

. . . .
use encourages voting particularly deserves a éloser look. Finer:
délinea;ion between such orientations as exposure and attention;‘as well as

'ﬂéreQibility and ﬁelpfulness, within each medium may provide a clearer pictur;
of precisely Q£at kinds of usages are associated with specific influences.
~

Greater clarification m?y Qgii also Pe found in examining the various
grafifications‘sought by nonvoters, particularly the young aﬂ; the elderly, .
in their political communication usages, ang the extent to which ;hey rely"
on mass media for assistance in forming political beligfs, values anJ‘
behaviors. :

For instan;;,tIQ key digtin?tion in. terms of information seeking
bet?eén newspapers and ;elevisioh centers aroundiéélectivity. Thg regular
newspapef reader <an more easily pick and choose content consistent with
exisfiﬁé‘intergsfs én@'Views. Politically disinterested readers can readily
avoid poiiticaﬁ stories, and the more interested can seleét those of

particular relevance or supportive of given attitudes. \During a campaign,

this selecg}vity may aid in processing of information about candidates on
[4

*

attributes of concern. For the rééﬁlar ;eleﬁision news attender; however,
such selecti;rity ishiuvely ‘more difficult. The politically disinterested

¢ viewer who wants to "keep up with the news" in general may find political
content hard to avoid. Cognitively tuning out one?ﬁninteresting story on
a well paced news program often leads to missing the next as well, Thus

the heavy viewer disinterested in and/or disaffected with politics is 1likely

- .
-20-
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candidates.

to get a fair dosage of it regardless, particularly during peak campaign
periods, and perhaps with disagreeable effects. More politically
interested news viewq;s-atteupting to evaluate candidates may find them-

potential voters with a preferred candi-

selves in much the same situation:
’ date and seekigé\rginforcement are likely to also view content favorable

to the opposition; and, th{se literally uﬁuecided not only receive
candidate comparisons qn attributes of 1mportance to them, but on other

attributes as welk, perhaps in some cases’hindering discrimination between

-

-

13

In addition, nonvotegs)holding negative views toward candidates and

“governmerit may seek out ‘televised political news for its relative §$pplicity

of pzesenti%ion which allows them to seek reinforcement and justification

13

for their views. In addition, the.aim for balanced coverage of political

personalities and issues may éive an appearance of blandness, leading to

viewer perceptions of "all candidiiesﬁbeing alike." Similarly, time

]

J ¥

allocated by the networks to extraneous campaign events and "hoopla"
' \

(Patterson and McClure, 1972) may lessen in viewers' eyes the critical

.9 ’.

1mport of vbting and elections. This is not to say that newspapers

necessarily exhibit continuous studied 1nsight\{nto‘théVvorkings of
politics, but most observers, including network news producers, would agree
that prin;’media do provide greatex depth and insight into the complexities
L /
of politics.
Continuing research in this realm should focus more on those groups

for whom commdfiication s;eﬁs to mattér the most vis a vis abstention. The
life-cycle dﬁproach used here has identified two such segments -- the young

emerging electorate and the oldest, and presumably most politically ex-

"
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- lying the similarities may be quite different., For example, among the

AN
perienced, citizens While at first blush they appbar as quite disparate

cohorts, commonalities have been found here. However’\\he reasons under-

>
L]

young, media ‘ay be sought out in a limited way as a readily available

5 .» » - Q -
agent of political learning, particularly during campaigns, and specific
gratifications may result. - For the aq{ 65 and over cohopt, increased ‘

-

social isolation may lead to greater reliance on media as a source of o
political interaction, increasingfthe relevance of mass communications in .
their political participation.' Among nonvoters,in each of the two age
groups{ the - .markedly positive relationship between_attention to tele-
vised political news and political disaffection and malaise may result.from
the differences in television and newspaper nresentation formats discussed .
above. In particular, consider that most campaign media presentations aim
at the largest block of voters -- the 25- to 64-year-olds -- and emphasize .
issues pertinent to them. The young and the elderly viewing the campaign
in broad strokes on television news may pafceive that others

-

are the main ones being addressed and courted adding to disenchantment

Greater attention to newspigers may allow these "out-groups" more selectivity
in choosing stories speaking to their immediate concerns, and lead to
greater satisfaction.

-Some interesting consequences for future study of the politicaL sYstem
.

may result, whethgr the trends here are primarily generatiénal or a result ]
of aging processes. . For instance, if the association between media use ahd
turnout among young voters is mainly a function of youhg inexperienced

citizens.seeking out readily available sources of pelitical information and

L

influence, it is important that we acknowledge the role of the media as a

‘

pOllth&l learning device and investigate the sPecific uses made of media

~ ) : » ‘.
=22~ :
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in that regard, and the consequences which derive. If, on the other hand,

the media use-turnout relationship is more baqu upon generational‘dif-

‘ferences, we Juay expect the role of the medla go increasé as present-day

young voters mature. Presumably, tPis might be coupled with a decline

in the role of social and organizational involvement, value-oriented

-

'politicallcommitments, party affiliations and the like in affacting ‘

turnout. The media fn a ligéral sense could become a foundation for a’

" new politics '"" One suspects, however, that the trend may reflect both

cohort and generational changes; subsequent research shoulg%;urn_to ‘h’//\\

unravelling the relative impacts of e%ch within particular circumstances.

'
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TABLE A -
: " -3 'REGRESSION ANALYSES QF VOTER TURNOUT, BY AGE
" f\ 18-24 25-34 35-49 50-64 65+ -
(n=35§) (n=431) (n=482) (n=419) (n=28£?
Ar o2 Ar? Ar?
" Political dispositions (Total) .055 .145 .122 .147 .141
, 1 Concérn over votin .041 .101 .087 .099 137
Concern over outcgme .002 .002 .001 . 000 .000
Political in .007 .034 .006 .030 .003
Political knowledge . 003 .001 .003 .013 . -001
Party’identification .001 .006 <025 . 006 .001
. (

Political system values (Total) .037 . 025 .015 » ' .007 .026
Political powerlessness .001 .006 <002 . 001 .000
Altruism of politicians .002 .007 .000 .000 .000
Trust in politicians * .020 .010 ° .Og* .002 .015
Politi¥al alienation .009 ;010 .0 .003 .004
Politicaleunderstanding .000 .000 .010 .000 .008
Efficacy of voting .006 .001 .002 .002 .001

Political media orientations (Total).063" .031 .019 .007 .061
News media exposure 002 .002 .016 .002 .008
Television reliance .001 .008 .002 .000 .002
Newspaper reliance .029 .017 .000 .002 .007
Magazine reliance .026 .002 .001 .002 .035
Media fairness . 004 .003 .000 .001 .010

¢ - ‘

Interpersbtnal communication (Total) .007 .010 % .003 .003 .001
Campaign discussion . .001 .003 .00l .001 . .001
Interpersona] reliance - %006 :005 .001 .000 . ¥00
Cross-pressure .004 .003 .002 . 002 %01

Parental characteristics (Total) .015’ .Oﬁs L012 .006 012 -
Father's political interest .006 . 802 .001 .000 ~ .000
Father's political discussion .009 .013 .000 .002 \ .005
_Freedom to discuss- .000 .Q00 .011 . 004 \ .007

Structural character1st1cs (Total) .023 .009 .057 .032  \ .055

- Length of residence .009 .001 .042 .013 . 003
Neighborhood satisfaction .003 .003 , .007 . 000 +.000
Marital status <006 .006 .002 .016 %004
'Sex . .002 ' .000 .000 .003 . 029
0rgan1zationak mémbership .000 .000 .006 .002 .019

» ‘

Status characteristics (Total) *.001 . 006 L 4019 .013 .009
Occupation , .000 .000 .011 .000 .008
Education .000 . .004 * .004 .002 .001
Income . .001 .002 - .004 .011 .001

R2 22477 1 243 .250 216 310
- ' » .". :
! .
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An Overview of ;he §ample

l’ ' . ’ \
~/ A
A\*? . v,
’
- Sex P \
. Merl 48%
-Women = 52
5 *  .Race o
! . Ld
X White' - * "+ 73%
(I Black - 17
) - Oriental 1
) - ‘ Hispanic/Chicano 8
Other 1
P € e f ¢
- Age )
» -~ ,
g 18-24 21%
s x . 35-34 34
- © .+, 35-49 20
50-64' 14
65+ 11
- Marital. Status i
: Married 60%
Single 4Q
{ o or
‘Income
K Under $10,000  S51%
" $10,000-14,999 23
. . e $§15,000 and over 26
// i ‘g‘t_lucation
0-8 years 21%
9-12 years 61
Col eg@ 19
1 . Party"Iden ification
% Democratic 43%
"* Independent .28
- Republican --E 29
N Co
.’- “[l ’ - I
b' S .

-

TABLE 1

(N=1436). -
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ﬁ T meer L A T
MEAN SCORES FOR . . P
. A REASONS FOR NOT VOTING BY AGE -
Y ) . Totdl
TR 18-24 . 25-34 35-64% - 65+ .Sample
' (n=307) . (n=505) . (n=508) » *(n=158)  (n=1486)
frdidate cynicisn « 193 - 1,82 ' 1.72 1.80,  1.81
Candidate ind?sifiminaticn?. 1.85 1.3 N 1.67 1.64 ° 1.73
. | : o Rk
Candidate distrust? 2.20 2.16 2.08 2'07‘//f/ 2.14
Government distrdstd 1.81  ..1,76 _  I.62 > L.56 - 1:70
Political pnconcernS : ) 1.79 1.75 1,72 1;75 R 1:77
 Inefficacy of votingd 1.75 1.72 - S 166 169 1.71 °
Information lack’ : 1.83 " 1.80 - ' 1.68 . 1.65 . 1.75  %.
. D N __._'~ .t r
‘Unqualified to.vote8 1,49 - 1,45 . 1,38 -~ 1,53 1,45
= . 9 i LY
Registration difficuleyd 1.3} 1.28 1,32 1,30 ¢ 1.30 -
. ~ ., o N ) .
Poll hours ‘inconvenientlQ 1.28 1,21 1,28 1,27 «  1.26 - -
Poll place inconvenientll 11,237 1:16  “al;22  ; 1,30 1,21
.t " "«-‘- . vt 'u'l = - D
;/}5- to 49-year-olds and 50- to 64-year-olds were combined for these analyses.
'Watergate proved thati elected officials are only out fér themselves." (// ‘
“ . . ‘ !

2"}\11 candidates seem pretty much the same."'.t. ‘

3"Candiéate§ éay one thing and-then do another."’ * ]
- ' ‘

4nThe government séems to act. too secretly," '

2 ‘ ‘ . . 2

-

s"I'“j}ast don't bother with politics." -

-

G"Qﬂé personis vote really won't. make any difference," - . o~ .
7"It is hard to find re11ab1e and unh;ased informat1on on the candidates.,' :
d n't feel qualified to vote." - ) )

9"The registration rules make it difficult for people to register,"

10, couldn't jet to the polls during voting Rours." '

*

irpe location of*fﬁé polling place is inconvenient." ' .

All items scored 1 = "Not very important "~ 2 = "Some;hat i rk. t;" 3 =
"Very important . ) ) . nportant; .
- - :31_ .

¢ 2 . 2 e /
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L. ' . TABLE 3 ;~/ o
.- - ‘WI\A ORIENTATIONS, POLITICAL INTEREST ‘ TN
' : oot AND EDUCATION, BY AGE | 5
. t . . .
M l - I ) ", ‘ ~ . Total .
. o , ) 18-24 25-34  © 35-64 65+ Sample
- , - . (n=307) (n=505) (n=309) (n=158)- (n=1486)
N . ¢ Television Fairnessl. - 1.8¢ 1.8 - 1.95 ., -Lg7 1.91
Hi Int' : .71 ; 86 ‘T8 © T.7T 1.§6 .
Hi Ed, 1.63  1.85 . 1.83 1.71 . 1.%9
.+ . Televisidn Exposure? " . 2.00 2.16 2.30 2.50 221 Wy
™\« - _- " 'Hi Imt, 2.32 231 - 7.64 2.6 . . 7.47
S . Hi Ed. . 2.13 . 2.28 2.43 2.50° T 2.29
[ JEE R 4 ) . . .
Telev“ision Attention> - '1;'82 ' J,,sl.& . "L.'QQ . 2.03 ’ 1.95
e ‘Hi_Int. . 21 2 7 NS 2.42 2.52
' . Hi Ed. 1.9’8 v. 287, 2.18 2,23 2.18
o . L] ’ . ._‘..;.,. o‘
Television Helpfulness 2.117 - =20 ' 2.18 2.16 2.17
Hi Int. - ° . 2.8 2,27 2.37 . 2.55 ©2.32
. Hi Ed. ©2.05 2.26 . 2.39 2.25 2.25
/ “ ru Newspaper Fairmess® .., 1.8l .81 1.84 1.93 1.43
- Hi. Int. - .- % T.69 6 1.76 1.74 71
~ . Hi Ed. o 1.62 1.58 1.61 1.86 1.61
( . ;) . ~ 6 P '
‘ S Newspaper Exposurk . 1.95 2.05 2.20 2.32 2.10
- . Hi Int. PR B T 2.08 .34 2.42 2.23
L - HiE. - . "7 2.27 2.08 2.45 «  2.36 ©2.20
“- . X ' / . . - -
Newspaper Attention7, . ©1:63 1.68 1.70 1-.69 1.68
, . , Hi Int, ' 2.22 2508 2.10 7.18 7.12
-7,/ Hi Ed, ' 1.87 1.91 1.89 ¥1.87 1.88
P . N ) .
Newspaper Helpfulness®. 2.20 2.25 . -2.22 2.15 2.22
Hi Int.* 2.37  2.30 ' 2.29, 2.4 2.32
.- .  HE. - 2.30 2.38 4 2.25 2.18 *2.32
- . ;Jueation . 2.18 . 2.18 1.79 . 1.39 . 1.96
U7 HI"Ine. : - 231 T 7ar. ‘1.9‘74’ 1.58 2.15
Hi.Ed. S bman P, —c--
f" ) A Y . ' ) .
. Political Interestl0 - ;  1.88 2.01 2.00 1.91 1.97
<t Hi- Int. == Py - - pu
A Hi Ed. ¥ Z.14 2.26 2.33 2.50 © 2.26
° . ‘ - ' ; y
. - e L (Continued---)




*

o © STABLE 3 - ’ -
Y 9
(e . . 4 /, ‘
Generally speaking, would you say that the information about polltics you
. ‘get from television is biased and sianted, or that it is objective and £air’
1 (3 levels, 1 = "biased") . .

- 4 ‘The national network news As on TV in the early evening Natiogal network
news is"shown five days a week, Monday through Friday.  1In a typical- five-
day week, how many days do you usually watch at. least one of these news-, *
casts? . ° : .

A\

(3 levels, 1 ¢ low) L ' . ‘ -

SWhen you are watchlng the news on television, and-stories about national
., politics come 6n, do you usually pay very close attention to the story,
pay some attention to find out what it is about, pay a little attent10n,
o Oor pay no attention to it at all? o . .
4 (3 levels, 1 = low)
%Has the presentation of this year's presidential campaign on television made
it easier or harder for you to understand what the candidates stand for?
(3 leyels, 1 = "harder") .

5Gen,erally speaking, would you say that the information about poRitics you get
- from the newspapers is biased ‘and slanted or that’it is objective and fair?
- (3 levels, 1 = "biased")
7
6In a typical seven day week, how many days would you say you get a\ehance
- to read the daily newspaper--if any at all?
(3 levels, 1 = low) . N \

» . Y

"When you eome across stories about politics in your newspaper, do you\\
: usually read the complete story, read enough of the story to know what it
< " 1is about, read a little of it, or reéad none of it? \
(3 -levels, 1 = low) . )

* Bas reading about this year's presidential campaign in the newspapers de
¥t easier, or harder, for you to understand what the candidates stand for?
(3 levels, l= "harder")

attended?
(3 levels, 1 = low}

interested at.all?,
(3 levels, 1 = low)




' TABLE 4"’

MAIN SOURCE" FOR POLITICAL INFORMATION BY AGE1

1 vWhich one of these sources do “you count on most for news and information
about national politiés--magazines,” talking with people, telev1szon,
newspapers, or radjo?" -

N

y

. }’ =
” * (N-uss) - .
* . 1
18-24 25-34 35-64.” 65+
. (n=307) {(n=505) (n=508) (n=158)
Magazines 7% 7% 3% 1%
Other People . 14 11 9 11
. Television . ‘ ? 49 56 A
’Newspapez"s 9 16 20 ' 13
"Radio  ° _ , 15 b 11 9 . 10
None 5, 6 ' 3 v
' L ]

/




TABLE 5 e
REGRESSION ANALYSES OF NONVOTING REASONS, BY
EDUCATION, INTEREST AND MEDIA ORIENTATIONS
' (Base N=1486) .
"
. 4 . . E 3
Television ’ 3 : Newspapers Educa- Pdlit, R?
Fair-  “Expo-  Atten- Help- Fair- Expo- Atten- tion Int,
ness ‘sure ) tion . ful ness sure tion

.

Candidate cynicisa -.07% .03 -03  -02  -.08® .03  -.03 -.09® - 18% .05
(=.02) © (-.01)  (.04) -(.03) (-.090% (.03) ( .o1) (-.07)® (-.18)P

t ‘ .
~ Candidate indiscrimination . =06 - 0P -.083 -.082 -.05 -.Og . -.078 -.14bb.05 1
d , (=.05).  (.01) (.01) (=-.05) (-.02) (~.06) . (=.08) (-.10)

Candidate distiust = . : -10° .02 -4 -05  -.03  -,088 -.06  -.13° 05
, ‘ | (-.08)% (.08)% (.04) (-.01) (-.01) (-.05) (-.04) (-.12)
, .
Governwent distrust

I3

-.078 .03 -.06 . -,08% .04 -.01 -.03  -,07% .03
(-.07)  (.09% (.00) (-.09)® (-.03) ( .o01) (-.02) (-.08)% .

Political unconcern -.1nb -.22° - 05 .00 .08 -.22"b -.0g° -17% -.27bb.12
(-.04) g (‘_QOQ) ( .01) (-.09) (-.04) (-.11) (-.05) (-.11) (-.17)

{ Inefficacy of voting -.078 . 06 -.04 .00  -.08 -.11b - 088 . 12b  _ 1gb g5 .
. 02)  (=.04)  (.04) (.01) (=401) (=.02) (-.05) (~.06) (-.08)8 (-,17)b

-

Information lack . .14 .04 .05 -.17b. -.16"b -.078 .00 -flbbb .04 .02
T - 04 (=04 (.08)% (-.08)% (-.1D® (~.08)  (.00) (-.14° (lp2) .00)

Unqualified to vote . _° ..06 00 -10b .01 03  -.088 -,09b .05 -.088 -.o7a
.07) ( .04) (‘.08)8' ( .00) (7.03) (‘.07)a (-.04) (‘.02)\“‘\ ('-.05) (-.61)

Registration difficulty .02 -.02 -.01 - -,074 .03 -.05  -,02 -.10b -.09b -.03
' y .01) (-.02) ( .02) (-.03) ( .03) (-.03) ( .01) (-.Og)a (-.07)&‘-.90)

Poll hours 1nC0nV0nient ( .00 -.04 - .06 -.03 ' -.01- -.04 .04 .01 :\‘ -.°$ .06: ¢
.02) (-.06) ( .06) (-006) (‘.02)‘ (-.04)‘ ( .02) ( .04) (..04) ( .gs)

Poll place inconvenient . .04 -.00 -.01 .01 o4 =00  -.01 -0l -.09 o1
: (.03) (-.01) (-.01) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.00) (-.03  (-.09)® ( .04),

i

.05 ' Upper value in each cell representsé;ero-order Pearson I. .}
| Lower value (in parenthesis) repres

nts standardized regression coefficient.

’
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w/ ) ‘ TABLE 6 S :
REGRESSION ANALYSES OF NONVOTING REASONS, BY
_EDUCATION, INTEREST- AND MEDIA ORIENTATIONS **

———
4

, AMONG 18- to 24- YEAR OLDS (Base N=307) NS .
- Televi'sion [ = Newspapers’ . -Educa- Polit, R?
Fair- Expo- ‘Atten- Help- Fair-  Expo- Atten- Help- tion Int,
ness sure tidn 'ful ness sure - tion ful. B
. - o
Candtdate cyniciém .01 -.01 .06 .02 .., -,02 ‘12 .03 .03 02", -,10 .o&
, ( .00) (-.03) . ( .11) 01);f'(- 02) (.12) (-.04) (.01) ( .02) (- Jd7)
. Candidate indiscrimination ~.01 , ..04  -.01  -.03 03 -.03  -.06 .11 01 -,08 .02
(-.02) (-.03) (.05) ( .011" ( .06) (-.01) (-.03) (-.11) ~ ( .03) (-.08)
Ca_midat dis’trus‘t -.12 -014 003 002 -7005. 002 '-010 . -007 -.68. -.163 .08
: (-.14)  (-.12) (.16)% ( .08) (-.00) (.04) (-.07) (-.07) (-.06) (-.18)2
Govemen”distmst -.10 -010 -010 - -013 --10 N 005 -.02 .-0183‘ -007 -013 008 i
’ . (':07) (‘-.08) . (-005) (-007) (;003) ( oll) A“( -08) (-.15) (-010) - (-.10) 1
- Political 'unconcern W07 . - -.08 -30b  _0a -.0 -.01 X L VI Ve S LI T
. (L1000 0.02) (<4200 (.02)  (-.08) (.04) (-.169% (-.F1]  (-o11) (-.02)
" Inefficacy of voting -.05 . -.09 02 -0 -Yodi Los -158 -13° 10 -.09 07
‘ — - (-002) (-007) ( 014) (104) (-:03) ( 009) (-014) (-01,3) (-oll’) (-0_04)
.- Information lack =12 -.04 A78 a7t -3 -1 .10 -.13 - 08 13 .10
. - (-.04) -(-.07) ( .16) (-.10) (-.08) (-.08) (-.03) (-.,09) ¢ .04) ( .08) .
, Unqualified to vote © .07 .06 .07  -.03 A% . .05 02 -.05  -,05 -.04 .0
- (-.00)  (.09) °(-.10) (-.04) ( .17)® (-.03) ( .03) (-.05) (-.9) (-.01) ,
Registration diffijculty .05 -.02 -.02 .00 01 -,000 .. .01 =13 -05 -1 .04
( 004) (-002) ( 003)~ ( 005) ( 002) (° 004) ( 007) (-016) -&_004) (-oll) : M
Poll hours inconvenient .08 -.07 . .09 -.01 - .00 .07 .09 -.04 -.03 * -.06 .0S
' 4 _( -10) (-011) . ( 012) (-001) (-002) ( oll) ( .1@) (-009) (-ﬁOZ) (-011)
.. Poll place inconvenient .05 Q01 . .03 £03 .07 6% 05 .09 -1 -.08 .08
o (.01)  (-.01) (.05) (.05) (.08) .(.2)F (.09) 9(-,19)8 (-.12)  (-.10) |
‘ -~ N . r = - . 1 & . . i
v 3 .05 - Upper value in each cell Tepresents zero-order Pearson . ]
[l{fC bp .01 ’ Lower value «(in parenthesis) represents standardized regression coefficient. 3G
o B ,‘ 4 N . . -




- ' TABLE 7 _ \
. L 4
- REGRESSIQN ANALYSES OF NONVOTING REASONS, BY
: : " EDUCATION, INTEREST AND MEDIA ORIENTATIONS

} AMONG 25- TO 34- YEAR OLDS (Base N=505) SR s
. ' Television ’ Newspapers B Educa- Polit, R2
- ' Fair- . Expo- Atten- * Help- Falir- Expo- Atten-  Help- tion Int,
ness sure tion ful ness sure tion fu - .
Candidate cynicism’ =09 .07  -.08 .-.02  -.09 00 -05  -,07  -.a7b  _.18b 07
(-.04)  (-.047 (-.02) (.04) (-i11) (.01) (.01) (-.08) _(-.16)P (~.16)b
Candidate in discrimination -.05  -.01  -,14% .10 .03 11 -asb _7b o g4 D jeb g o
_ - (-.05) ( .04) (-.04) %-101) (=.03)  (-.10)  (-.07) (-.13) (-.08) (-.11) -
} . oy . . , ~— - ! ‘v .
- &ndidate d{stmst ! ,.10 -002 -006 (',“005 -obo -007 '.09 -010 -0138 -0148 006 ‘
(-.17)8 (.01). ( .03) (.82) ( .07) (=.07) (=40 (-.07)  (-.09) (-.13y8
. - . A . . ) ) o (
Government distrust -.08 /.00 01 -0 -0  -,02 00 -.16° ="_.06 -,128 06
' L 08 (.02) L (.07) (.08)  (-.03)  (-.02) ( .08) (-.19)P (-.04) (-.16)%
Political unconcern 07 1o 2t T2 7 06 -.08 -2  -.05  -.10b  -.26Y .12
e _ , («04)  (-.04) (=.14)%<.01) (-.03) (-.07) (-.07) (-.02) (-.10) (-.15)8
Inefficacy of voting -.03  -,02. N -.02 ..03 .05 -.03 .02 -.03 - 138 -7b o
] , . (-010) ( 001) ( 005) ( -007) ( 008) h (-oog) ( 008) (7.06) (-oll) (-olg)
" " Information lack -17% - _l02 02 -6 L LuE Tl L2eb ;02 L
- ' (-.08)  (.00) -(.02) (-.03) (~.13) (=.13)° (.01) ‘(-.21)b ( .01} (-.03)
Unqualifi'ed to VOte 105 .02 -.148 I 001 ’ -0015. e ) --.08 om -0Q3 7004 003,
- o . (.08). (.05) (-.150% (.02) :(-.07) 06)  (-.02) , (.01) (-.00) ( .02)
. . K ) . e : ; ' . - X .
**Regisqiation difficulty -  “ .00 -.04  -,10 -.09 .07 -.06 00 -18% 03 .05 .04
) (=.05)  («.00) | (-.11) . (<.02) (.10) (-.06) ( .08) (-.i3)8 ( .02) (-.03)
B - . . ’ - ’ _,
t% PGll hwrs incoE-v‘enient Q": -o'll ¢ "‘00 ) 007 . -.04 -005 -ol‘l Y. :07 . 004 007 ’ 0148 .05
T ., (=.14)  (-.01) : (-.00) (-.08) -( .08) (-.13)8 (.03) (.09 (.05) (,11)
’ Poll place inconvenient  ,03.  -.00 - .06 -.00 .08 -.150 <01 ~e 06 .00 .09 .05
. : (-.06)  (.02) (-.13) (.03) (.12) (-.14)8 ( .03) (-.06) ( .03) ¢ .13)a
. ’ ’ - : ) i » , - .‘
& .05 - Upper value in each cell represepts zero-order Pearson r. ; ' .
bp .01 - Lower value (in parenthesis) fi:esents standardized regression coefficient. ’4)
. . . . . . » )

g ! . '
39 ) ‘ - ’ * .
. . ¢ '
. .
* <




. ‘ .
s 'mua 8

" REGRESSION. ANALXSES OF NONVOTING REASONS; BY - o0
EDUCATION, INTEREST.AND MEDIA ORIENTATIONS
. AMONG 38 TO 64- YEAR OLDS (Base N<508) " g -

. Telev151on 7. . " Newspapers N \ ] EducpJ Polit, R2
Fair-  Expo- Atten- Help- Fair- - Expo-'  Atten- Help- tion  Int.
ness sure tion fyl ness sure . tion ful > . +

Candidate cynicism . =06 - .00 =05 « . - $-.10 .06 ! =405 -.04 -1 -3 .06 .
. . (..83)  (.08) (-.02)" ( o,s), (-. 14)a (100 (-.03) (-.07) (-.13)3 (-.13)®

-~
-

' Candidate indiscrimination -.08 :19b C 122 _ 7 . o1 -.0L -13%  _1sb _ 08 .07 .08
w 1 (202) (=14)3 (-.05)  (.03) (-.13)  (.04) (-.07) (-.12) (-.08) ( .01)

. e , ' :
Candidate distrust - N -.132 -+ 05 =104 ™ -.10 : .. ..0@ =, -.132 -.05 ¥-.09 .05
. ( 01) (-.10) “C.03) .'gs) (=.10) . (.03) %.05) (-.15)® (-,05) (-.06)

¥ 3

Government distrust ©W08 1 -05 (138,04, -,09 ©  -.06 .00 . -.06 -.08. .06 .06
o . .1&)8- €09 (~15)% (-.03)  (-.19)b (<;04) (-103) (5408)  (-.09) (%04)

) R ~ R d -, . A - ) . .

-Bolitical uncohcern | 200, - ~a7b Wb g _los T Lopb ¢ -.28b 13

, AL (-.08)  (-aQ8)  (-.03) (-,14) (.01 (=.10) (- 706) @§.20)°

Iffficacy of voting ?- 00 -9 *lar® so7 . .04 PRI Y SN v.08 -10 ..18P .07"‘.
‘ ‘ T ( .10) (-.0%.10’) '(-.03) (-.14)8- (-.04) (-.10) (~.02) (-.06) (-.12)8& =~

« . e . . -‘ & -\' . - -
Information lack . ®eazm o1, iz - 148 16 | 03 01 aad® T oo .03 .06
SR ‘ (-.01) (.00) ( .04) (-.06) (-.14)2 (%03) - ( .01} (-.15)8 “(-,02) (.02) .~

R
dnqugli'f;ed to vote : 03  -03 -10 "-,001. -.03 2,128 .1, . ~.02 7 .11 -.05 .04
R ( .1?7‘*(..02) (=.08) (Qon - (=.12) ~(-.08) .(-.06) .(°.00). (~.08) (-.00).

Registration Difficplty. _ ..03 02 .08 .08 % 02 .08 - -,04  -06 .167J .09 .06
et T 00 (L09) T a08) T (-201) (401) (-.08) (302 (-a7)b a2y

L /‘Pol})-mn's»incenvei{ient\ S0a ' loa 10 [ -.04 W02 -0% T .04 01 -+ 128 . .05

A _ A 405)  (-.08)  (.10) " (-.09) (=401} (=.0 ( .03%x (.05) *(-.13)8" ,06) -
o o t . ) N . ' .’ ¢ -7
Poll placé inconvenient , ~.03° ' ,02° . -,Q1 .00 © .00 . .06 -.1 104

610) (-,05)  €<.00) +(-.04) (-.07) ( .01) (-.00) 7.0@) (-.12)% ( .06)
£ a7 R - ., N * . ‘

L4 4

~

T Lo

P .05 /"“- . - ~»-Upper value in each eell represents zeroﬁprder Pearson T.

Lowef‘value (in parenthes1s) represents standardized coefficient.

.
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. L' 2 TABLE 9 ¢

S C ' : ) ’
LT i e REGRESSION ANALYSES OF NONVOTING REASONS, BY . - -
. ’ " EDUCATION,  INTEREST AND MEDIA ORIENTATIONS ~ .

, .. ', AMONG 65+ - YEAR OLDS (Base N=158)

. - Television . ‘ ‘Newspapers Educa- Polit. R2

Fair - Expo= Atten- Help- ‘Fair--  Expo- Au\n- Help- tion Int,

. .. ness sure tion ful " ness sure - tion ful '

R Candidate cynicism 208 -.06 ¥ o - 10 -.12 -.01 -.25%8 .11 w-.30b .27
CoTw : (-102)  (.00) (420). (-.07) (%04) _(-.14) (.10) (=.17) ( ,01) (-;am)b -
candidate itﬂis‘crim]{r’mtion -.04 -.04 . .14 a he -.12 . -.05 .00 -.14 N ' “.11 “.15 : -.43bb.25

° ,,‘i (‘001) -.00) ( .27) ( .02) * (-007) ( .05) (-011) (-.04)‘ . (-.03)> (".44)
y .« - . ' v ' . .
Candidate distrust -.08  t.08 20 . -.19 -0 .0 02 -2 13 221 14
(-003) (-.03)' ( .26) R (-.13) ( .02) ( ‘03) '( .02)‘ (-.06)5 . (-.11) (- 18)
Govemept distmst, .05 -.08 '.23a\ -..06 - 2 -.11' -.06 .04 ".13 -.15 .16

- : . ( .21) ,(;.10) ('.36).b (=.06)" - (§.20) . (-<08) ~ (-.15) ( .09) . (-.04) (-.12)
Political uncoricern el a4 -02 0 -3 -03 =01 Cal2l 0 -9 .32 L3P
¢ ‘ (.29 (=.08)  (.16) ( L02)  (=.26)  (=-. 02) (-.18) (~.17) , (=022) (-.2
+ Ingfficacy ofkvo,iing 02 -.20_ .04 -.09 " .03 -.14 -.228 -.13 -.258 - 46b 28
. ("IOS) (-.14) ( .21) . ( .10) (-.05) ‘(-003) (-.15) (-01& : (-.06) (- 40)
xnfbr“ionl‘ac\k‘ ) -.08 L, "f-/ Y .10 -.30b‘ -.14 .b4 -.1,2 ! -?l4 ".08 -.15:’..

“n SU ®. ( .'14) (“ S) - ( .22) (‘.ZS)a (-.22) ( .11) *—(--17) \( .01) (-.06)‘ (-.OS)
- L i , ’ - \ - .. i

Unqualified' to vote W15 P9 -0, .03 01 . ~.07 -.19  -,08 ° -.21 228 13

S ' ~ ,( .32) (-.05) ( 003) ‘ .04) Y(-.26) ( .'00) } .(-.17) (-’07) (-.12) (-.11)
Reg‘istratim Jiffictﬂ.ty l . .00’ -.12 .04 -.13 .05, -.14 -.10 ‘ .02 ".18 -'17;"*'.,0

K N \' (-.02) (-.01-;‘;’ '( .13) ’ (-.13) ( .}4) : (-.08) ‘.(-.06?‘ ( 106) ‘ ("112) (-.08)“‘

. - . ’ e - . -
Poll hours inconvenient .06 -, 04 ~.07 -.01  -,04 -.04 . -.10 .08 -.00 .08 .07
. ’ (.25)  (=.06) (=.01) (-.07)  (~.25) (~.03) (-.17) ( .13) ( .01) ( .15).
. “PoM place. inconvenient .05 .00 02 . ,05 .06 Al -2 - 01, - 18 .03 .12
: o (4200 (-.02) | (1) (.01} (-.27)  (18)  (-.25)  (.15)  (-.17) (R.0s):
. * 1 \ . - can
& ?Qs Upper value in each cell represen «"zero-order Pearson r. ‘ I
01 ster value (in parenthesis) repfesents standardized coefficient »,if‘.
‘ :‘l \ . - ‘ " ’ ‘4‘..{ M



