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' Dally NewspapaﬁLﬁan Readers

Why They DDR t Read

ﬁi LR s ¥ A ] » ) ‘ L _;. g .
7Infarmatlcn on the dally new%Paper non-reader is scarce. Only three majér

. 4
- research efforts have been devated exclusively to the Study of non- newspaper

\
4

b O

reading adults. Two -studies, 10 years apart, examined non-readers, by th31g g

ﬂémdgfaphic chéfacteristich; The third study isolated soci@-pgychélagi;31  ’L\

i = -

character15t1c5 as predictors Df non- readershlp

Nastlev and’ SeveiﬁmS in a 1961-62 5tatew1de prabablllty sample of W15-\
consin r351dent5 l%OlatEd demmgraphlc and ‘socio- econnmlc faﬂtars related tD
. ,R 8 .
not readiﬁg newspapers. They faund non= readers typlcaily had low educatlonal

achievement (less{ than hlgh sghool) and 1ow 1ncomes (less than §5, 000): The °

5 -

1argest pércentagef

?ery old (70'5 iﬂd abﬂve) NDn readers WEstley and Severln f@und Were

more likely to live in rural ateE}“and tb_have lived at their present resi-

' dence for fewer than five,yearsﬁe Socially, non-readers were found to be
olated.
Ten years later, in a partial replication of Westley-Severin, Penrose

. Ao
5

“Bruce H. Westley, qﬁd Wefner J. Severln "A Profile of the Daily Néwspapgr'
Non- Reader o Jaurnallgm Quarterly, 41:45- 50 156 (Winter 1964).

v e “Jeanne Penrose, Dav1d H. Weaver Rlchdrd R Cale and Donald Lewis Shaw,
"The Newspaper Non- reader 10 years later: A Partial Répliidtluﬂ of Westley-
SEVEFIH " JDurn?llSm Quarterly, 51: 631 638 (Wlnter\1974)

Lahn Clinton Schw21tzer, "The Newspaper and Its Community: An Analysis of

/ Non-readership." Unpublished Dissertation, Unlver51ty of North: Cgrcllna at

Chapgl HiT1 (1974) . . W o/

N s 3

. Westley and Séverin; op. tit.

B Py

Lt

@f non- readers were among the very yaung (20‘5) and the , g%;‘
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- pe ST 50nS 1re or are not raaders.ﬂ
N\ .

1nﬁ1v1dually, it 15 ﬁere;sary gn ca151der such varlables in Eanne;tlaﬁ W1th

-Sﬁiﬁiiﬁ relation to the 1nQ§V1dual s QIiEntatlDﬂ ta'thellgca] cammuﬁlty;L

’ \
in lacal Laluntary argan123t1@?§ and frequent contact w1th ﬂElghb@IS and

B Schweit§er also fgund that ﬁthé constructs of ﬁliEﬂatiGﬂ;vlééilism*—

Iy

5

~other saz;@=psy:halai1cal.varlables_",

3

LB 8

vsam& demagrénhlﬂ and\SES varlables do have. a- powe

%

-}5.

nthg same demggraph :‘%ﬂd»SDC16§E§@anlc.f32tGrS‘

"QS hwe1tzem ). afﬁer Studying non- readers in 1974,

Wie* al 1 Studmed Ngkth Car@llna residents in a state- -wide. study

Schw31tzer further Stated that

;

5f-:cmmun1ty 1dent1f1;atlgn geagrqphic stabllltyj home DWﬂership,

Waaver gffogdzcme 1ﬂ§l&h%ljﬂ13why some peaple avoid ﬂEWSpéPEIb

=

£

\ s
"tlﬂﬂﬂl demégraphLC\iﬂaIygls 15 lﬂsufflclent to determine thé reasons why

”
i

ﬁfta prgd;ctirea§515h1p

\ SLhW@ltﬁET found non- reader; 1355 11kely t@'bé gharacterl~ad by hlgh

They found
relatéd tD'ﬂGh%fEidihg-

, suggested ‘that 'tradi-

hﬂugh

.

EPEleltally, he analyged ngn reader-ﬁ

EIVEQESS

a %tuﬂy of former" ﬂFWEPdPEr %ubscrlberg MLCDmbg, Mulllnt gnd

"In this

-1971 study of adults in fnﬂlanag North" Carolina and California, McCombs et al.

found people st@pped taking‘the newspaper because of.'poor ‘service, lack of
' 7 : ' T S L

&

“4penrose, WeaVFr Cole and Shaw op. c1t

.

. »o ,
>Schweitzer, op. cit. p.73.

&Maxwell E. McCombs, L.E. Mullins,
“Stap -Start" Survey of 1

icrib and Cancel: A
;ew;Paier Fublishgr
/1974 p. 12,

and Davi

d H. Weaver, "Why People Sulf-

hree Daily Newspaper, American

ASSDClatIDh NEWS Research Bulletin No.

3, Ammls
1. :
¢

/
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of the newzpaper and dlSSatlgfa{;lDﬂ with the news ccverage "

readers read newspapers?" - o ( |

i

B
=

tlme to read, the hlgh cast of the newspapar d131ntérest 1n the new5pap2f

too much adxertlslﬁg, “the 1a g size of the newspaper the edltarial StaﬁCE
‘ syl ; :

e uE
FDrmer subscrlbers are not n&gessarlly non- readers Df ‘course. Ifuma :

former subscribers might get a newspaper from the news~stagd;-at a vending,

macéfﬂe, or even from a neighbor. But because non-subscribers avoid newspapers,

th§bugh’their major mode of distribution, it is felt they are closer to’ non-
. / . i J "#

/. : ’ . .
Teaders than Teaders. . ] . : L .

While all four studies laid iﬁpertant.fcundatians farJUﬁdéfstaﬁdiﬂg whb_

are the non-readers, none directly pursued the question: "Why don't non-

4 N . .
. . @ . ¥ - |

o =

This. study sddregs&s that questlén In an aftempt to understand, explain
; \ - )

Y

‘and predict nanereader attitudesvaﬂd behaviors tbward the ﬂaily newspaper, -
: - . i ) R

f S
576 non-newspaper reading adulgs
7 \

gqueriecd i’ three waves of interviewing about thelr reasansifcr avoiding the
daily newspaper. Their, In reality,
this is three studies... T

third wayes are based Gﬂ the findings from the previous anES of interviews.

N 'ﬁ
s [
¢ i
W f
-
. Ny
]
Ed i'i
- hY !
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= ! \

“in thé second-and”



‘Method, Wave 1 ' A - o .
fﬁaﬂ;feaders were interviéwed in six northeastern United States cities.
Five of" the lﬂtéerEW Sltes had populatlgns of less thaanS 000.  One ciﬁy"

" was sllghtly above‘lQO;ODD, Eaah of the cities- had one 1acal dally newspaper

and ffgm‘twévtg six external ﬂgwsﬁapers circulating daily. VFGﬁr'Qf the_lacal
- 1 o i . - ,-' . ) : 1 -
- ~ dailies were afternoon papers. Circulaticns of the six local dailies'rangediz%

‘from 16 QOD to* 49, DDQ H ~ of the clrculatlcns were under 20,000.
\
A % ,
A\ : . Part1:1pants in the study vere selected thraugh Pr@bablllty random v

% A i .
. ,X . sampllng methads Five huﬂdred newspaper readers and nonsreaders.were inter- F4fs
.\~ viewed at each” location. " Survey respondents first were asked: "How often '
L do iéu Tead 4 daily new5p&§er?”- - _ /

- "Never or seldom'" .

= "1 or 2 days a week'
’ & - .

&angafiybévéfy day'!

D

" - "Every day." . »
< L\.. 1_ .. ,',- s - g g e ein . e e e - . . T 7_ - |
‘Resporidénts’ replying, ''Never or seldom" were defined as ponareadersi ’

"Never" and "seigam” were used as the same respcﬂge categary to avoid some

:af:the social undesirability bias that mlght have been 1ntrcduced 1f @nly the

T . : - ) =y » .
response never had been used. It was felt that it would be easier for a re-

spondent to acknowledge reading a newspaper on oceasion, (seldom). than to .
admit not reading a newspaper at all.

+ In these six cities, a total of 326 Téﬁpondents were cla ssified as
non-readers: . A el T , .

» ?This examination of non-readers is only part_of a larger newspaper
" readérship study. - The larger study which involved appquimateiy 500 rdndgmly
selected adults per interview site, 'included questions on attitudes, ''use
and gratifications," readership of 5peqlflc features and market1np iﬂd
: ClrculatlDﬂ information. . g :

w

wl

-
i
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as "2, partial cheé&>an thE'vaiidityfaf the individual sgmpl%s.! Thé non-pene-

thDﬂ of actual pcpu]atlan varlﬁtlon Vn@t the vagarles D% the Eampllng pro-

. . - . . ) ‘ 7
N City 1 Clty 2 \C14y 3 City 4 City 5 City 6
% of Non-readers 8.6% 16.1% Kls 6% , 9.2% 11.6% 5.8%
N of Non-readers  (43) . (82) (68) - . (46) . (58) - (29)
B : . _ 0 % -
i g Co . _ v
. Non-Penetration -~ 8.7%  18.5%  27.4% .  5.5% - 8.0%  -.02%

% P : . - i g‘ : ) : . 7 -
. T ’ ' ’ '
Pﬁﬁ(IEBdETShlp was compared with mon- penetratlan for each survey area ’

tration f1 rgs,ithbugh;_can not be viewed as absolutes when comparing them

with the'Périentage of non-readers in the six samples. - Theé smallest geo-
. .7_ ! P . B . S -

graphlc division available .to zampute non-peﬁetration was the county.

Dnly CltlES ~4. and 6 ‘represent a Camplete county. The other four cities

represent one complete county plus a pDTtan of anﬂfafr # Clraulatlan figures

were not ﬁvallable to determlne non- PEﬂEtT?tlDH fcr thase&cauﬂty portlons,

A

Because non- Ieadershlp and non- penetratlan can not be mat:hed one for
1 . .

. . _
ane, thgywere:ranked frcm hlgh tn low an’{?%wpaTed as Dtdlnql data Spearman’'s

F‘*.‘

i\ .
tho for the non- readershlp and nanspenetiatloﬂ figures equals +.77, suggesting

that the variation in the number @f ﬂDﬂ readers frDm clty=tg 21ty lS a func~

cedures. +’

C . o . 7 ) S ’
~Respondents answering "Never or seldom'" then were asked to evaluate )

- __— o L e

théit nangusei@f daily newspapers by the following qﬁesti@n:=

™People have many reasons for not reading a newspaper Why -do you

seldam read a dally newspaper?” N o N P

Since the tatal number of nanreadEFS in any one city was too 'small for °
N B R . N i o ) -i.x '

any meaningful analysis, non-readers in the six cities were aggregated to <.

obtairn a composite picture of non-readers. '

El . ) ’ N . i]l

- B ) : - . /

Nan Penebraflgn = 10@1 - ( Circulation )i
" A\# of Hougehalds

8 Seurce: American New spgper Markets' Clrculatlan '76 77.

Y
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" for over two-thirds of the IESPDHSEg to the open- -end - queStianw“th do

regpoﬂdent phrased thlS avoidance verySLcc1nctly "I iaﬁ't &fEDTd a PEPET "

“they avoid ’5ew5p3ﬁei5.. | o ;SJ/ , g

B . Findings, Wave I __ R ; _
. . : A . . B ’ ) y .
Tabla 1 llsts the main Teasons non- readers gave- for not uSJng a neWs—

f s
i

:. paper. The most ‘common reascns were lack of tlme, use of ahother TeWs medlum,
pE

I : ’ 4

‘cost; and ;?;k?cf;iﬂggrestAin Eigicgntggtsf-iThese four ;ateggr;es~accoumt_ y

you seldom read a newspaper?" ‘ ..

. Almost one-fifth_of the non-readers ti@ed;lé&k of tine-as their reason '

-

for-ignaring,newspapers. Some Qf-thé spec fic respanseséweré:

"I' -not home encugh to spend tlmé with a paper " SR

B - " =

i

ﬁVIﬁm 5; gle and .Tun araundqﬁga much to have time to read a newspap

"I work full tlme, plus I'm a- h@usew1fe so I have little t;me to zead "o

R

Aﬁéther 51ghteen percent of the non- readers 1nd1catad they prefer

ta use anather medlum Ctelev151an, radio or magaZJHe) for nEWS and 1ﬂfermat10n.

This preference for dnother news medium may be’ because the persnn does,
- o ' (
ﬁat have the time nEWSPﬂPETS requlre or the perscn really does not have an

v

=

‘interest i readiﬁ; newspapersi Or it may be a positive preference such

as'e;pfessed;by’the traveling salestn,. "I'm' on the road a lot, so I get

iny news from radio." '

, A
CDStkgepg 16 percent of the non- readers away frcm the néwspaper Dne

'f{ . ~
Flfteen percantsald lack of 1nteréstkeep5'them from the paper- Aﬁ elderly

L !

man remarked "I'm-ﬁ@f'iﬂtETEStEdi I don't care what's olng on in the world."
E

=

The femalﬁlﬂg thlrd of non- readers blamed thElT health clrculatlon pro—

blems, 1angu§gg, newspgpgrfcontent or éis;;ke Qf=readiqg=wheﬂ:asked‘why

I
o

-8 : . i : .



EE

B I ’ . -

R

s . . - —

well enough tD Iead "

Dne nDnereader Eztlﬂg clrculatlan prablems I%PDTtEd Shé d@esn t read
newspapers because she is ”dlsgusted with the dellvery service: They
just wauidﬂ t put it lﬂ the bD1 " she saLd :

The six percent of thé nan%readers gltlng language prablems were mostly

fcr21gn born and unabls tD Spéak o¥ Isad Eﬁgllsh vell. . i

Théﬁfcur péréent‘§1tlﬁg'ﬂEWSP5pef /aneﬂt camplalned about. the amaun:

N

of adVETtlslﬂg and thé bias in the news - ' JF

- Another two and a half PEIEEﬂt canfessgd they jUSt don' t llke ED re?d,' .g .

—»A?“
o

L Dne)ED year ald Wﬂman in- the haalth category responded "I don't see
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 TABLE 1

¥ i

't;

Réason . S

Lack @f ti@e

- Mgi;i Reasori for Not Reading Newspapers

Preference for other -information medium

N . 2

 Cost
" Lack of interest .

Health prnblem C

b

\\Elrculatlon problemsr

%

*Languégé
Newspaper ¢ontent

‘Don't 1iké to read

Mis:ellaﬂesus

14.6
‘8.5
N
7.5 |
5.7 °
4.3
2.5
3.6 .

e

.3 Percentagés are baged on a content analysis of Zélvféspénses to ihég
question, '""Why do you seldom read a daily newspaper?"

Forty-five non-

Teaders were eliminated from the analysis because of non-usable responses.

.

~




) ) A - MthQd, Wave 11

2 -

Using open-eyd questions as the only research tool is too limiting. Even

though they could . respond in their own words, the open-end format .did
‘ot necessarily. tgp’ali of the reasons non-readers might hiﬁé for avoiding

- 7 ‘newspapers. Somé persons have not thought about why.they ignore newspapers,

& g

so. asking open-end questions does not necessarily inspire them to offer
- : B . - .

*
-

f itful responses.

" To compensate far this llmltatlan new questla 5, WTltten in a closed-

K ‘end :heck list format .were developed for the secand wave of 1nterV1ew1ﬂg
Developed from . the respnnseg to the open-end qﬂEStlﬂﬁ described in

Wuv;*l,’ thiS check=- 115t mea Ted avaldances in six ireas;,lngerest 1n
T ) : , N . ’

news and newspagers; time for and interest in reading; use of other media; =

newspaper content; newspaper bias{_newépaper circulation. Specifically,

the most frequent responses to-the Dpenéend quéry in. Wave I- were translated

n 'ﬁaﬁéiI Theuln,lvldual Statements were Selected W1th the 1ﬂtent10n Df
i .
exhéusting.mast of the pcssiblé reasons nansreaiers have for avoiding news-

.+ papers. was alsg intended that the check-list be as QSpecific as possible.

For example in " Waye I television, radio and newspaper were grouped under

- the one heading of media use, but' the list in Wave Il Singlgd out each

1 o s o] , T ' e
medium -- television, radio and newspaper ane measured individually.. This

&

SPSCifiEatiDD of individual ifems increased the comparability among non-

i

3
-
a i

readers and 1ncreased the bre adth-@f the study.

i

;-
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T the secohd round of;interviews.one hundred and eighty-four nén%readersf,

* . . &
<.

were ‘interviewed,¥in two northeastern and one midwestern.city. A total of -
~65Q randomly  selected respondents were interviewed at each survey site.

_‘CiiziA7' © .. City B - e -Cityfé

% of Non-readers . = 10.0%. o 6.3% 12.0% - ]

=

"o N of Nqn=readef5”' ' . '(653 R (41) : - (78). -

s . 1c e T, . .
Non-Penetration 0 ' ¢+10.9% 77,2%' , - 8.1%

! _‘i o S?éamanisjrhg equals +.50:
Non-readers were asked the falléwing'questions for, Wave II:

° "Here are some reasons that people have .given for ﬂat,rgadin{ a
L & som ; peop give not. ry g

{ . .. S L . . s T _ C
newspapet. - For each reason tell me whether it applies to you a great deal,

F-

or not at all.

= N 7 ) 5

T s - ., * * . .
.1 don't have time to read , o , ‘ o

.1 have no desire to read what's in the newspaper .

=

...I get my news from television A
. ) £ /; ‘ .

.I get my news from radio ™ . . ‘ . _
e i T get my_nehs fr@mgmégézines

" ...I'm not interested in keeping up with the latest events
B . . = g . . - - ) a N

—

disagiee‘with,ejitarial stands

L]

.I don't want to read bad ﬁews

.There is too much advertising

.I.don't like to read .

My eyesight is bad R -

loSource: Ame:;canAﬁéwgpgperfﬁafkéts' Qircﬁlatian'!7§=7?

Non-Penetration = 100% - (f;(;irculfatipriiv ) N
' ' . of Households:

5 : ’ [

o ‘ : s S , ik;







)
Tk

A , ~...Newspapers zast’tco muéh'
.I can't get thé newspaper homé delivered
Newspapers don't: prlnt the truth

A . .Newspapers are biasgd, : -

" ) . PR
. . i

L e _ ",Findingsg‘wéve I1-

4

Tablgaé summarizes fﬁe_newspapef:avéidanceé;whiehﬁéppiy -to—the- nanfreadér‘*'“;
""a great deal". Using»broadéast media 1is thé main reason non-readers avoid

; thg‘déily piperg_-Approximately 60’pe£§ent of the ﬁOnfreaders"rEPQrtéd use -«
of television is very much the -Teason they’dzzjk use newspapers Slightly

/&' more thg:%gglf of the ngn readers said they get thelr news frnm radio.

Lack of time and desire are also important réascgs- - non-readers
don't use newspapers. bver one-third said they dén't have time while
‘@ne-fifth admitted’ﬁhey have no desire to read papers.

In rénk’drder, the remaining avoidances are: néwspayer cost CEO%);_
dislike of reading (15%5* amount ofzadvertising fls%); bias (12%);;p00r
' eyesight_(l %) dlSlntéIESt ‘in current events (lpa) pt-ganting bad hews
JCiD%); use of magazines [9%); disagreement with editorials (8%); unavaila-

lity of home delivery (8%); newspapers don't print the, truth (SQ)

When the open-end rsspcnses in Wave I  are campared with the closed~

end IESPDﬂSES in Wave II, the consistency of the responses is high. Lack
ggf time, preference fof;andther'news medium ar

at the top of the list. Cost which was the

-5‘.

to the open- end questlon in Wave 1 1is the f;fth most frequent resncn%efln Table 2.

‘Overall, -the tables show that whether non-readers are asked an-épenfend

question or are presented with a checklist of responses,

tent- in their reasons for avoiding the daily newspaper.:

ERIC. - A
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T s

B gRegsnnsLH¢ﬁ~Bgaders‘Avoid thg_Daily_Ngygpanff |

! Pércent saying Applies Factor 1+ 'Faétqr 2
' Content *_Media

B
[

. Oreat Deal

Factor 30
Eyesight

. 5

Factor 4.
- bias

Féﬁtpf'S:‘ E

- Tine

Déﬁ‘t have time
No desire
(et news frﬂm=TV

Get_news_fronradio.

s ()

0.5 (4%

T

: : L_‘f h
t&"( *
i

Get news from magazinés
Disinterested in current ev;nts
Disagree with editorials
ﬁan‘t want baé news
Tga many adé
,bon't iike té read
Byesight is bad®
Newspaper 08t
:Na'h@ﬁerdelivery
| Newspapers don't print truth
Newspapers are iased

*(Rank Order)

“*Five meaningful factors accounting for 574
for by each factor was: Content 21%; Media 11%; Eyesight 9%; Bias 8%, Time 74,

O
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- To extract additional meaning from the checklist of 15 avoidances,

they were factor analﬂz@ééfgiQe factor analysis reduced the 15 avoidances

I

to five significant ar%as: 1; Newspaper content; 2) Use of other media; J
| 11 g o
= :w?;ss—*‘

3) Poor eyesight; 4) Eias; 5) Lack of time.

ﬁw#wigbiszwﬁhDHS;thE_,ﬁdiﬂidualvaVGidaﬂﬂésﬁééﬁpﬂsiﬁg‘thESE“fiVE are

V_ﬁ_
I"" [l

»—i\

2

{

. = I .
sts of lack of desire to read the contents of a

=

Newspaper content cons

e e

daily newspaper; diségreement with editorials; not wanting to read bad
= ! &=

=

news; and too much advértising in the newspaper.

i

Use of other media specifically refers to using television, radio and_

magazines for news and!information. Bias is definéd by the statéments néws-

A

papers don't print thejtruth and newspapers are biased. Poor ejssighf

and lack of time are defined by those individual avoidances.

What are the relationships of age, income, education and sexto these

[

five factors? To answer'these questions, five indices were constructed.
Each index was created by summing the individual variables loading high

on each of the five factors. The indices were dichotomized at the median.

Scores\§bove the median were defined as major; scores below the median were

defined Jas minor reasons non-readers avoid the daily paper.

Whdn analy:zing non-readers by their age, education and income a new
questiorf emerged. If non-readers are disproportionately the young and the

elderlyfand. low on the education and income scales, who are the non-

E[{I(j _ ’ . i g , .
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readers high 1in  income and education and féﬂJ;né Jn .the middle-age
catégdries and why are they avoiding newspapers when previous'research *

o f f

predicts they should/ﬁé reading them. Typically non-newspapei’ reading.

adults are young and old, poor and under-educated. - S

atypical of this description?

&

income, low eduééted people. Because atypical non-readers have high

incomes, educations and are middle-aged, they are also associated with:

people who do read newspapers.. In other words, the atypical nonéreade%s'
peer group or reference group consists of newspaper reading adults. Chances
e . - : ’ ) i

i y ;

are atypical non-readers ar% exposed to newspaper readers in the offige,

on the tennis courtifnd in tﬁeir;giddle=class ngighbarﬁbodsf |
The atypi:algnaﬂ=réader'é peer group of ﬁé#ipapéf readers conforms

to society's gﬁrms while typical non-newspaper readers do not. Typical

non-readers not only avoid newspapers, but they'also avoid the voting

booths, and civic and social participation. Typical non-readers dre gener-

ally socially different, atfpicai non-readers are not. What this really

means is atypical rion-readers shauid.really be more amenable to the, idea

of reading a daily newspaper since their peer group reads.

L
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A closer look at Westley-Severin and Penrose et al. reveals they too had a

large number of atyplcal non- Teaders in their samples The reason for thei;
&

presence wa% nDt determined in these earlier studies. . ThlS étudy, though, will

E ,? #

attempt to explain why these persons who are EXPEEtEd to be ﬂawquper readwz&wugmﬁ‘;

. =

B o
aae in the non- rqulﬂg group \ ANy .
‘% =, ) \ ) L
Table '3 compares’ the percentage of typical and atypical non-readers across
Y . Y N . ‘ * f
the Westley-Severin, Penrose et al. and Poindexter studies. When analyzed by

age, the percentage of atypical non-readers is fairly consistent across'the

" three studies,: In the wEstley¥Sevefin study, 60 percent of the ﬁDn—rsadérs

; +
= - . X

werelétypical, 'In the Penrose et al. study, 64 percent were atypical and in

the Poindextet study, 60 percent were atypical. It should be noted that agé
is measured difEEFEﬁtiy in the Poindexter study than in the other two studies.

Ed . . A : ° - 1]

Westley-Severin and Pentose et al. used\zo's,“?b's, 40's, etc. bfacketing while
- ! = * = i) :

-

Poindexter used 18 to 25, 26 to 35, 36 to 45, etc. age groupings.

An Examinaéian of non-readers by educatién shows that two-fifths of tﬁé

i

non-readers in the Westl&y;Sevefin_study wgré atypical; over a quarter in the

Penrose et al. study; and aYmost,three-fifths ir the Poindexter study .were
) 1 ’ - ‘ (‘ 3 N 'Q:’
atypical, :

- e S ij /

Because education was measured the same across all threé¢ studies, the

large differences ganﬂai be attributed ta the measuring instryment . The dif--
) - »

ferences do suggest a significant 1ncrease in non-reading among higher educzated

groups. Regi@nal differences migﬁt also account for variations when aiypiéal
‘ » ) .

. non-readeTs are examined by Educat;an.

Analysis by income reveal% a ]arﬂe dl%crepancy betyeen the pTEVIDuS twaf
studies and the present study. This can be explained by differences in income

measurement. Westley and Severim and Penrose et al. asked for 1nCDme of the

£

household head. Poindexter measured £amily ‘inconme. Ih'Wgsf1sysngerini 35

[ S

s
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\;_s/sﬁgsf .TABLE 3 ‘t ) (7 -

A PERCENTAGE CDMPARISDN OF "TYPICAL 'AND ATYPICAL NDN RFADERS
IN WESTLEY-SEVERIN, PENROSE ET AL. & PDINDEXTER
: | | S,
Westley-Severin - Penrose et al. PDlﬁdExtéﬁ
; ' = R = N . . = v .) »’1‘."&
i . - 61-627 71-72 0 - , “76-77

5

e

) Total Non-readers 143 341 . & = 506

$w
>

' Age

Typicdl - 40% : | 360, o C 318
(57)y . (124) | (158)

Atypical v 60% _ 64% . 69%
: (86) (221) , (348)

By | IduiltLDn

" Typical 60% . 73% } 41%
o 1 . (83) Co(254) ©(205)

- 40% 27% . 59%

Atfpical
) (55) (92) - (294)

L | | A
)' ~ Typical - ‘. 65% 58% | 25%
: ,(90) - (178) S (118)

Atypical - . 35% i 42% "\\\' 759
o = (48) » (130) ‘ N (354)

]

fa
‘o .

16

t
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. percent were atypical n@n-readers;x%nnPenrose et al., 42 pe;cgnt'werezétypical;

P =

‘and in the Poindexter analysis, 75 percent were atypical.

While differences in the number of=atypiéalrnanareaders vary from study to
~m———z——study;—the -fact that a sizeable percentage of atypical non-readers exists in’

all three studies is consistent. .Atyﬁical non-readers have always been present,

but why they are present has until now not been‘déterminedi _ ?ﬁf

To &dnswer this Subsidiéfy research questian why don't atyplcal non-

reader% read tha dally nEWSpaper-*ndn readers were dlCtholeed into typlcal

End atYPlCB] non~reader groups. These typical and atypical non-reader dichoto-

T [ N o T . - of
mies were analyzed to detg%m;aéiii%ﬁli fengcﬁ exist in their reasons for

13

avoiding the daily newspaper.
Typical non-readers are dperatichally defined as between thegagés of 18
o o

and 25 and above 65. Thcy have an 1nsze ot less than $5 DDD and have not gone

beyond high SEhQDl. Aty‘cal non-readers, on the DPpDSltE end -6f the ‘scale,
have a family income above §$5, DDD and at least hlgh school degree Atypical
B . é

non-readers are betw&eﬁ the ages of 26 and 65. : i -

3, a

When dichomotized into typical and atypical non-reader age groups, atyplcal
non- readerg cited lack of time as a major factor mere irequently than typlcal

non-readers. .(See Table 4.) Sixty-six percent of the atypical non-readers

e

said time is the main reason they avoid newspapers while only 48 percent of

the typical non-readers cited time as a major factor. The differences in these -

]

two groups can probably again be attributed to the large percentage of elderly
in the typical non-reader group. The:elderly, retired "from full-time employment,
&

i

may have more free time than other age groups.

The diff erence bctween typical and atyp1ca1 non-readers when analyzed .

by income was - striking. Atypical non-readers overwhélmingly

reported lack of time is a major reason they do not read the dailies. Over 70,

A
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’ Incamé# R Chge : “Education "

Cpeason Typical Atyplcal | Typicgl Atypical  Typical " Atypieal

B £ K : Qu \ E; . ,
e (e ). (leag) el (k6] o (WD)
- T T T T T oLy T T LS L

68.6 “‘f28".6 521-1 | 34.4"' 47,5 - 34.,9-"
-rte"/z B

O Time is Minor . . 6
N " p[idgi ' : “ - pL.06 ~ N.S.

P e L L

ﬂ; w0 ds
i:s.
_k w2 ()
Poor Eyesight {s Mafor g 15
Por Eyésigih;. i M}n:é}:,; '_53_,6 .8 T lszig SN
S T o - 7% S /1) ]

Tyﬁﬁcal age deflned as 18 ta 25 and DVEF 65. Atyp1cal aga deflned as ?6 to é&

31.“-

Typlcal e ucgtlcn deflned f

%

- Sk I
14 Typica 1Tcumé deflneaﬁas uﬂder 5 000 Atypical incone defined s over 5,000
% §Less . than ngh Sctool. Atyplcal EdULﬂtlDﬂ dEleEd as High School plus

| .5
B ¢ ) £ N "
| : g e : o
. . \ i L
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.- . percent of the atypiqgal nﬁéaregderé as conpared with 31 percent of the typical
- { . : ’ .
non- readers pla:ed signlflcant we;ght on tth factor. (See Table 4.)

While age and income weTe 51gh1f1caﬁt1y relafed to tlme, EducathnAwaS ngtl,_,q

Th?_pfép@ftian Qf.nanéhENSPapez readexs in the typical and atypical educatjon

categories wa: not significamtly different. g B
b " Atypical non-readers when analyzed by income were-tfre likely to report - =~

- -

content plays a mdjor role in their avoiding newspapers. . As Table 4 .shows,
plays : 2 pap -5

66 percent of the atypical nop-readers cited content -as compared with\34 per-

cent of tYPlLdl (Tow ifjcome) non-readers.

=
'

.

Differ also dppgélEd when content was explored thraugh the typical ard

atypical'dichat@mies defined by age. B

As shown in Table 4, atypical non-Teaderswere more 1iké1y to report content
» is a major factor 'in their avoiding newsSpapers. Over three-fifths of atypical

non-readers said content is an important reason while only tw*aflfths of the

.
tyygcal é@nnreaders reported content. .

b Surpri: 1ng1y,leducat1@n was not related to the content factor. It was

expected that atyplcal non-réaders (hlgh educatlan) would be more Cognlzant of

/ newspaper content.’ This was not the case. Atypical and typical non-readers
= . - o~

equally reported content as a factor in their newspaper avoidance. -

When poor ayesight\ﬁéiaﬂalyzgd by typical and a'typical non-readers as

defined by education, again differences appeared, Typical non-readers outnumbered

) - ’ ’ v : * " / : . i = : P Ly - =
atypical non-readers in reporting poor éyesight as a major avoidance. Thirty-

: SEVEﬁ'peéEEHt of the typical non-readers as compared with almost 14 percent of
. N . 9\ . . . . = =
the, atypical non-readel's reported poor eyesight is a major reason for avoiding

£

the}daily ﬂéwgpaper; (Sce Table 4.) i
_ &
PDQF eyecsight is more likely to be ths dmmﬂin of typical non- readers when

@

analyzed by age. As Tabls 4 shows, more than one-third of the typical non-readers

-
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repgrted poor 3y351ght is a major a\mldam:e while less than one- flfth of "the
aty‘plt:ﬂ nong readers said -poor eyESLght is a major problem. galn, this dif:
e ference can be aitvzri_butec:l ~to .‘L"}ie-ﬂl-al‘gETP\éTtEﬁtﬁgemﬂf”e'111‘81‘1}"-"’TE'EP?nd}f]’l‘t%’“'in“tﬁ&f‘”““‘
7 typical nori-reader categ@fys o -
I Bl
When poor ey#slght was analyzed by 1ncame there were no Slghlflcant d1f=
N i ,
- f?reﬂges between the ’tyj)lc*:ll and atypical income dlchctémles ‘ .
. ‘ . X - -
N |
- | = ) kY
= =
o .
9
‘-: '
g.- = = A
B 5 =

e D}\S‘, .




Method, Wave II1. .
. |

What happens to the ﬁew5péper av@idances'if the Gperétianal definition of -

s £ 7_;7“‘
segment of the papulatian if a stricter defin%tion is usgd;

Wave ITI answers

¥ . L ! - .

these questions. - . - ] ‘! o - L .
N + ‘ ) 3 f Ut

In this wave, nonp- rsaders were defined aﬁ thase persans never or seldom

=

reading a daily and a weekly newspaper. Waves’I and 1T had DpEIatlDﬂalizEd non-

*

readers as those pETSBHS-ﬁéV§f or seldom readln% a daily newspaper only. o

=
-

For thls wave, non-readers were lﬂtETV1EWEd ‘in a nqrtheastern rural county.

- ’

Five small Lammunltles and qurraundlng rural dreas adjacent to a city of appraxl—
: .

mately 31,000 people compose the interviewing area. The two magcr dailies, one

bi-weekly and four weeklies, available in this rural gauﬁty,\havg'cifculatigqs

'- " ranging from aClow of 3,200.to a high of 42,000. e n \\ﬁ
Eight hundred. and twenty-oné readers and nﬂhéreadegs,iraﬁdomly selected

from the county telephone book, were intérviewed in their homes. There isga

93 percent penetration of telephones and 8 percent of the phones are unlisted. -
Findiﬁgég Wave II1
, Eight percent of the respendeﬁts can be strictly categorlzed as non-readers,
3. T o

They:réad'neithefiéailie% nor weeklies. Fourteen pergeﬁtch the respondents
vsaiﬁAghey never read a daily newspaper but do read a weekly. This gfégﬁ has been
labeled "the weekly reader only. Twelve percent readfé daily paper-but never
touch a weekly N The majarity of the respondents, 66 ﬁe;cent; iepcrted reading

both a daily and a weekly. (See e Table 5) " The fogus of fhis analysis will be

Dﬂ,ﬁhe,firstgraupi the non-reader Gfgany newspaper, daily or weekly.

Vs - )
s o= -
v ./
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. - N Non-Reader ? . 8
_Daily Reader Only 12,
Weekly Reader Only .14

\\i Readgraaf Both

. . = . t‘

These nonf§§aders will be examinedéﬁy?their'saciﬁaeccngmic levels as’
defined by their typical or atypiéaifgféuPiﬁgé This group will be compared

with the non-daily reader as cggratio‘giiZEd in Waves I dnd II to’determine if

avoids the newspaper.

Table 6 shows this strict defiﬁgti@n of non-readers is compatible with the

operationalization of ncﬁsreader gégd in the first and second waves. Typically,
non-readers of daily and weekly ngﬁspapers are more likely to be found among -the
. ) ~ Y -0 . 7

lowest socio-economic levels a?é?amang the youngest and oldest adults.

Non-readers are disproEérti@ﬂately among the low income, poorly educated

ranﬁ|ycung and elderly, but numericdlly non-readers are more prevalent on the

upper ends of the socio-economic scale. Even when using this very strict

F.]

definition, this stypicalinén-readerﬁéeduzatedj middle aged,jmiddle and upper

income--is still highly visible amang adults who do not read daily or weekly

‘ ﬁewspapers. Final analysis of why this atypical non-reader reads neither a

~daily nor a weekly, will be explored when the complete data base is-available.

b u
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“ Table 6 -
' g{f_ B 'Agg? ~ o Eduﬂatlnns
‘ Atypical Typical B At&piﬁalﬂ% Typlcal ~<7“Atyplcﬁi
(N=127) (N=59) (N=240)  (N=566) ‘(z’\rgzu) (N=606) . -
Non-Reader® 14 6 12 A 6
Daily Reader™ * 9, 12 13 S T T
Weekly. Reader® 24 12 8 13 21 12
Reader of Both! 53 70 . 87 69 . .57 6 ¢t -
: p £.001 . -p&ol ., pe.ol '

;Typical-ingcmé %Ffined as undef $5,000. Atypical income defiﬁed éS’GVET $5, DDD
zTypicalvage defihed as 18 to 25 and over 65, Atypical age defined as 26 to 55
Typical educatian ﬂefined as iess than high school. Atypical education deflned as high school plus

Napn

4
Non reader never or seldom reads any- dally or weekly nEWSpaper

Dally reader reads only a dally and never a weekly. . R

SWeekly reader never or seldom reads a daily newspaper but does read a weekly newspaper with
‘some regularity. This. operatlnnal dEflﬂltan pgrtlally repllcates the definition 1n

Waves I and II.
Reader Df both reads bcth a daily and a weekly with some regularlty




X-The'check=list'cf'aVGidances uSed‘iﬂ the second wave was partially repli-

~cated in the TeSearEh de51gn and ana1y51s Df this ‘wave. - The two anes'différf

1n that the order in whlch the avoidances were. asked was rotated and three—~

- redundant avaidances were: eliminated.

" The avoidaﬁcesvwhichfaré gréétly r%§QOnsible far'ngnsreadersfignaringf

daily and weekly newspapers are listed in Table 7. Agaih,rtSé of television

and radio fDr news. is most then mentloned as main reascns non-readers dc ngt

read - newspapers When the?%espoﬁses in ﬁhis wave'are compared with the %revicﬁs
;@gve, it becomes ;pparent that the aQaldances of nan-ddlly raaders are Very
similar to theiavaidance§ of non-daily and weekly readers.lz A Perfect correla-
tion would have indicatéd-that'theSE two t;pes of non-readers are the same

but further analysis of the strict.non-readers indicates they are somewhat of

a differenf'bréed; ) o ; o 3; . L

‘In ordér to better comprehend the dlffEanEeS betweeA thé%e two groups of
'nan=readefs, the 1273vaidances were factor anaiy2ed5 Factor a naly51% reduzed
the i?tavcidancés to four 51gnificant_areas* 1) Biés 2) Print Avoidance

. 0
3) Broadcast Media Use 4) Lack of Time_13 These clusters are consistent with
but still different from the findings in Wavé II; L f .

Table 7 shows the individual avoidances 1oa§ing ﬁigh'on thé féurkfactcrsi
E;ig‘cgnsigts of too much adver£i5ing:in the newspaper; newspapers are not

truthful; newspapérs are biased.

Print Avoidance, a new factor, consists of lack of desire to read the con-

. tehts of a daily newspaper; not wanting to read bad news; don't like to read.

125pearman‘s rho = +.76

l’The varimax rotated factor matrix was used for this factor analysis.

[
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~ Percent saying Applies
' Great Deal -

sire . 17,:>(9
5

:j*
ews. from TV . . 5L (1
%ws from radio :"! cr 45!5 (2)‘
éws.froé mégééineé - A 14;7:(11]
Like bad news 15,2 (10)
any ads - ST 288 (D)
like to.read el )
;ﬁt is bad ' o 20.6 CE)
per cost 18.2 (8)

pers are not truthful - 12.7 (12)

have‘timE‘ 26.1 (4)

*(Rank Order)

x% N .
Four meaningful factors accounting for 62% o

. Table 7

Factor.1:%*
Bias

.08
.00

N
e
(B

f the variance were extracted. The percent of variance

b SR

H"RééSQnéiNanaReaders Avoid Daily and Weekly NewspapéTé

: .Faétﬂf‘?:i

- Print

82
12

,00°

AR Ao

Factor 3:
T Broadcast
~ Avoidance; - Media Use

.05 -

3L

.08 -

.06

el
L5

03

11

15

A2
.04
ST
.08
.06

.08

Factﬂr.4;
. Time

02

accounted for by each meaningful factor was: Bias 24%; Print Avoidance 15%; Broadcast Media Use 13%;

 Tine 10%.

A o

¥



Broadcast Medla Use is a more refined version of thé factor which emerged

= 5

Tin WQY§;£I This factor. refers Spec1f1cally to-use of telev1516n and- raﬂ;a fﬂr

A news,informatinn;‘ In the prev1au5 wave, magaz;ne use had also clustered w1th

-

these items..

N”K - »Lack;@f Time; foundvin.Wéve*II; al f ored in this analy51§.

. L ne, , ;
. . o ' » o
: - The effect of the strlcter deflnltlon of non- reader 1n th15 wave is

'apparEﬂt in the examlnatlon of the factcr analys 's. This group of peoplesi.

turnédxaff to’readingfapy kiﬁd of newspaper--has caused a new factor, print

avoidance to emerge and onE’vafiable use of magazines,zpreviously found in the

7 medla factor to he negatlvely related to the broadgast ‘cluster. p mlnary

'from ‘the da11y newquper non- reader mostly by 1t5 completely turned off attltude

towdrd reading.

How different are typical and atyPical noﬁ=reader5 in their avaidaﬁces
when this stricter definition is used? Why are h1ghly educated middle aged
. . ' . : 3
middle and upper income adults still-among those not readlng any Kind of news-

"paper? Why this atypical non-reader reads neither a daily nor a weekly, will

be analyzed when the complete data:base is available.

O . . ?
o
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Summary and- Implications’ '

_These=findingstpqint ic the need to Tecagnize there ‘is not a hamageﬁbus h

" non- rsgdlng segment 1n the ClTEulatlDﬂ area. Regardléss Df how non-readers.are .

N o - - . R
. . : 3

é;fingd; there are twg Subgraups in the non- Ieader papulatlon:-@né-tYpiéal of

non_readers the Gthar atyplcal TYpical ﬁDn¥TEadETS afe eﬁpeéied'tb not'fead :

/and they don g, Atyplcal non- readers are expected to read but don't.

Atypicai nonfreaders report they don't read because of lack of time and

: : o R A ‘ : : v
) - . o o . A

newspaper content. The finding that middle-aged, upper income, highly

- educated adults ighore the daily newspaper because of "lack of time'" and

"dissatisfaction with content" suggests the direction for the next phase
i ‘ - -

of research on the nonéreadér; The next phase of research should focus

on détermlnlng the true mean:mg3 1n the mlnds of the ‘non- readers of these
3voidanc£5. Are non- reader% really rationaliz ng about why they don t read or

are they literally lacking the time to devote to‘newspapers? Exactl} what

kinds of content are atypical non-readers objecting to? If the various meanings

behind the "'time" and 'content" aVGidaﬁ§ES‘CQuld be decoded, the definitions

could be used to conatruct 1nd1¢es wh1ch would better tap what' really behlnd
non-readers avoidance @f the daily newspaper.

Thc-atypical*n@n=reader subgroup, discovered in this study, is really not a

new phenomenon. This %ubgroup was Present 16 years ago 1n the Westley Severin
. : [
study. Tt was present ten years later in the Penrose et ?1 study. This is

the first study, hawever, to examine this gréupxand explain why it exists. The"

atypical non-reader because of his or her middle age, high income, and education, ‘

is not expected to be in. the non-reader group. In contradiction with this

expectation, the atypical non-reader is a viable member of thc non-reader com-
. ’ & ’ ' > o

punity. Determining why this contradiction exists underscores the significance

of this analysis of the daily newspaper non-reader community, and 1t also

qhestionsfthe vatidity of writing off the non-reader group as a lost cause as

previous studies have suggested. _ iﬁ
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