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One of those issues traditionally relegated to the "most discussed
but least réseércﬁed" baliwick of communication study during the era of
electronic journalism has centered around the possibility that television
reportage may be_gubtly influencing its audiences into becoming more remote
and alienated frém political processes.

However, several studies over the last few years have attempted to
provide ét-ieast something of a da;a base for argument of the point. Pe:b§ps
the most compelling eviéence, as well as reasoning, has been-offered by -
Robinson who has experimentally demonstrated some of the cognitive processes
which may lead to such influence.l More impressively, Robinson has presented
anal?sés froq'Univ%;sity of Michigan Sqrvey Reseérch Center studies supporting
a positive asgpciation between neli;nce upgn television for political
campaign information and expressions of political inefficacy, distrust and
cynic‘ism.2 The }elationship held across all levels of educaﬁioh and income.
Addjtionally, Robinson has found outcroppings of wha; he terms "videomalaise'--
political 'malaise resulting from television reliance--in analyses of audience

3 and voting for George Wallace in 1968.4' While

reactions to Watergate
Robinson's datahleav% quite unspecified the direction of causality (boes
television!field.malaise, or are the already malaised &atchiqg mor; tele-
viéion?), hé.clearly believes television to Be the more active participant
in a relationship most likely to be at least a bit reciprocal. Robinson

attributes the politically negative influence of television to unique factors

he perceives in the makeup of bot” “.vrary television journalism and

N,

the audience it serves. Prominc oug the factors are a large "inadvertent"
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viewing audience for news, relatively high credibility of network news as
perceived by audience members, the interpretive nature of and negativistic
emphasis in network reportage, and the emphasis upon violence, .conflict

and anti-institutional themes in network news.

-

While'ﬁany of the above factors need to be more appropriately documented
through content analysis of both television and print news, those characteris-
tics pertaining to audiencF meﬁbers have been more di;ectly spoken to ‘ .
through several recent research efforts.

Becker far e;;mplé has found television dependent persons to be less
knowledgeable than the newspaper dependent about local civic affairs, and to
be less favorably inclined towards and trusting of local gdverhment officials.5
However, no-such result was found for national poiitical figures. Becker
argues that‘abmore informationally based approach to the question is needed,
pdsiting that affective changes in political orientations afe likely to
result from information gained from media, as opposed to being a dire;t
ﬁonsequence of media use per se. - |

In a sim{iar vein, television news has been found less effective than
newspapers in having an impact upon citizens' political information 1evels6
aﬁd-in influencing qulic agendas of importance of politicalnissues.7

O'Ke;fe'and Mendelsohn .also report correlative supsort for Robinson's
hypothesis, but with grealer concern given to the modes of media usage
involveg.8 Using a national sample of nonvoters, they i;serted éeverai
media orienﬁations, along with education and political interest, into a

—-mv” i Tinnsar regression-analysis of -~ ' lative-impacts-of-each upon - -——

sons glven by responde oting. Increased attention

N
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. to televised political news was found to be positively associated with such
nonvoting reasoﬁs.aé cynicism about candidates, being unable to discriminaté
betweén candidates, distrust in candidates and government, and inefficacy
of voting. Moreover, the more helpful nonvoters saw television as being in
aiding 'in their understanding of candidates, the more import they attached
to the above aSstention reasons. On the other hand, siﬁple exposure to
television‘news and to newspapers Qere not particularly well correlated
with those reasons, but other orientations towdrd newspapers were négatively
correlated ‘'with the reason; given. These relationships were_strongest
among lé— to 24-year-old nonvoters:and those over age 64, replicating previous
findings: that political media impact'is greateéfbamong the young9 and the

elderly.10

The above results suggest that the aésumption that greater public
affairs media use automatically coincides with heightened political partici-
patilon and more positive political values may not always hold gﬁ, and.

that in fact detrimental effects may occur. The.issue is particularly

interesting in that no matter what the direction of causality, or thes degfee

of reciptoéity, the potential import of the relationship remains critical
for both individual behavior and the functioning of the political system.

That is, if the data are more a rcflection of television content actively

influencing political orientations, the nature of that content and the

medium transmitting it are of crucial import. If, on the other hand, tge

data are morg‘gn indicator of the already politically disenchanted choosing

“television tontent as being congruent with, supportive of, justifying of,

and/or reinforcing of their malaise, the content and medium are nc less
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deserving of study both from the vantage of communication theory and public
policy.
wnétever the causal direction, information selectivity among audience
members is apt to ﬁléy a key role in the process. Cleérly, the newspaper
reader can more easily choose stdries consistent with existing interests
and attitudes. The politically disinterestced can rgaaily avoid political
content at the glance of a headline, while the more concerned can select
stories of specifiq‘relevaﬁcé or sgpportive‘bf éiven views. Attendance to
’television'news raises a host of problems vis-a-vis S%}eftivity, however.
The politically disinterested viewer who wants to keep up with events in
general may gind political stories hard to avoid, particularly during. heavy
campaign periods. Cognitively tuning out one uninteresting news item on
a well-paced news program can and often doesylead to missing the next, perhaps
”moré salient piece, as well. Thus the news viewer disinterested in and/or
disaffected with matters politic is likely to get some exposure to»them
fegardless, perhaps with ;egative consequences.
On thé other hand, audience memberé a}reaﬂy holding negative or cynicec
political views may éctively seek out televised political news for its
hrélative simplicity of format which allows them greater éccess to reinforce-

ment or’jhstification for their views. Moreover, the aim for balance in

. televised reportage may give an appe&fance of blandness, of all political

.. personalities and issues being essentially alike. And ic allocated by

television during campaigns to extracurricular events and "hoopla" may

11

d: Inish in viewers' eyes the salience of voting and elections.
The present work extends this-line of research in several different

directions with the hope of clarifying some of the key problems involved.
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The general hypothesis to be examined, derivable from the above dischséion,
is that peliance upon televisien is likely to be positively associated
with more negative politdcal values and images of politicians, while —
newspaper reliance teads to be negatively asspciated ;ith such orientations.
A;sociations will be examined between_television and newspaper reliance and
such political Yalues as political powerlessness, perceived altruism of
politicians, efficacy of voting, distrust of politicians, political
alienation and sense of political understanding. -Furthermorg, relationships
£ bgtween me@ia reliance and images of political ban%idates will be inves;igatéa.
In addition, following the argumént the above relationsﬁips are primarily
> a product of media-audience interaction alone, apd given that television
news audiences afe characterized by lesser levels of education and irncome,
it is postulated that the agové:hypothesis will hold across e&ucation and
income strata.
Moreover, Robinson's ratioﬁale addressing the roots of videomalaise

in.audience characteristics will be examined by partialling the analyses

on citizens' peréeived-fairness of television wis-~a-vis politics and on

o

level of political inéérest.' Presumably, greater perceived fairness,

treated here as an indicator of credibility, attributed to television sﬁould

interact with greater reliance to produce greater political malaise or dis- -

affectiqn. S;milarly, since the 1esé politically interested citizens can

-be regarded as a more "inaévertent" audience of televised political news, -
.. _lesser interest-should interact with greater reliance to effect greater

malaise. . The abbve controls will first-be used individually and then in a.

: 4
multiple linear regression analysis.




METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS

The data presented below were generatedfés part of a larger
study éf the impacts of.the 1972 presidential election campaign on
voter behayior and result from personal interview§ copducted:during
July 1972 with 1,966 potential voters aged 18 and over selected into
a multi-stageia;ea probability sample representative of the popula-
tion of Summit County, Ohio.12 The countyiinclddes urban Akron and
its immediate suburbs, and it reflects diverse demographic character-
istics not unlike those of the U.S. population as a whole:

For tne purposes here, the typicalvproblem arises of having
to utilize measures designed for othe? empirical needs; As such,
the key measures of media reliance run intq much.the same prgblem

as those of Robinson in that they were geared for election campaign

research. The items reflecting television and newspaper reliance

were both of the same form: "How much do you count on (television/news-

papers) to help you make up your mind about whom to vote for in a
presidential election-- a lot, somewhat or not at all?"
Political system values were more straightforwardly, albeit some-

what simplistically, assessed byrthe following items, which had possible

responses of "agree,'" "unsure," or '"disagree:"

Political powerlessness: '"People like me don't have anv say
about what thé government does,"

Altruism -of politicians: 'Most of our leaders are devoted to
the service of our country,"

Efficacy of voting: ."Every vote counts in an election, including
yours and mine.’ ‘



Distrust of politicians: "Politicians never tell us what
they really think."

Political alienation: "I don’'t think public officials
care much about what people like me think."

«

Political understanding:* "Sometimes politics and government
seem so complicated that a person like me can't really
understand what's going on."
Candidate image measures were formed by combiniﬁg responses
to each of five positive-negative word pairs describing the two 1971
presidential contenders, George McGovern and Richard Nixﬁn. Respon-
dents were asked to evaluate each candidate in terms of whether he
was "friendly-unfriendly," "strong-weak," "smart-dumb,'" "can be
trusted;cannot be trusted," and "effective-ineffective." Or, the
respondent could indicate being "unéure"‘as to how to evaluate the
candidaté. Scores on each vord-pair dimension were added across both
caqdidates to form a general index of. candidate image dimensions.
Descriptive data on the above measures for the sample are included in
Table 1.
The data for the overall sample do not support the hypothesis
that television reliance is associated with political disaffection, and
in fact may lead to the opposite conclusion (Table 2). The greater
the reliance on television, the mofe respondenﬁé appeared to indicate
feelings that politicians were altruistic and that voting was effica-
WM,—mciéué;~and,~tbe~le55"'they‘“appeéfea"to'féél politically powerless and
alienated, and to distrust ppliticians; Greater reliance was also
associated with more positive candidate images. NewSﬁéper reliance was

similarly associated with the zbove characteristics, although to a great-

er degree. The disparity Letween television and newspaper reliance was

7
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especially‘strong in their assoéiations with distrust of politicians

ané politicai aliehation.” Likewise, telev;sioh reliance was unrelatec

to politicgl understénding,'while newspaper reliance was positively

and significantly associated with it. Thus while television did not

appear to be having negative effects on pelitical values and candidate

images, newspapers still appear to outdistance it in terms of strengfh

of'ﬁositive effects. While the correlation coefficients are generally

low:and the high levels of significance reflect in part the large

sample sir2, the éonsigtency of results across indices is impressive.
Level of education did appear to influence the degree of relationship

between media reliance and political orientation; (Table 3). For the

lescer educated, political values and cand;date images are quite

‘ consistently more closely associa;ed vith newspaper reliance and particu-

larly with teievision“reliance. Also noteworthy is that television

reliance is unassociated with distrust of politicians and political

alienation among respondents with some college, but is negatively and .

significantly associated with both characteristics among the high

school (or 1less) educated.‘ While the door is thereforé open fqr an

inference that media do have more impact bn political values among lesser a

edgcated audience members, whatever influenceés occur appear to be in an

integrative directioq. The college educated seem more immune to

'television's'thrust;fbut’not*théf“of'newspapers; - o B .
Differences attributed to levels of income follow somewhat the

same pattern ag those for education, with one marked exceptiqn‘being that

distrust of politicians is more negatively associated with both measures

-
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of media reliance within the higher income group (Table 4)s A similar

" result occuis on the candidates trust dimension. This may im part be .
. . , 1

a function of the wealthier being both much more trusting of politiciaﬁé
- ‘ ’ .

and placing greater reliance upcn both media. . 2

No' clear pattern emerged regarding the proposifion that a stronger’

™~
relationship would exist between televjision reliance and political dis- —
affection among those perceiving television as more "credible" or fair
in its treatment of political matters (Table 5). The :correlations between

television reliance and powerlessness and efficacy, and most image

4
-

dimensions between the high and low credibility groubs, rTun in the

>

predicted direction, but the findings for altruism ahd alienation run

to the opposite. fn no case is the mégnitude of difference sﬁbstantial.
_The findings across levels of political interest are not unlike

thsfe across educational lines (Tabié 6). Gre;ter media reliance is

clearly more tied to political orientations aﬁong the lesser interested,

and this gesult is most marked in the case of television., Thus there is

I
N PR

a case to be made here for the impact of television on the "inadvertent"
audience, but it appears that such impact is in a more positive,
integrative direction than earlier research would suggest. However,

newspapers still seem to have the greater influence on this audience,

ﬁighly interested citizens would appear te be singularly unaffected by

“~television,—but»possibly_spmewha;_ipflgenced by newspapers.

-

The multiple regression analyses presented in Table 7 suggest that

for most of the political values education and political interest are

the primary determinants, with newspaper reliance playing a lesser but

» -
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nonetheless often significant role. Interestingly, in the cases of

altruism of:politicians'and efficacy of voting, newspaper reliance

N

' appears to suppiant education as a main predictor. Television dependence

\

with other factors controlled for was found to be significant only in

its asseciations with powerlessness and alienation. ‘A substantially
. \,
ifferEnLJpattern emerges from the regression analyses on candidate

images,  with the t@o doninant predictors being reliance on newspapers

“and television credibility. Thus these summary analyses suppnrt a

- o- : : ~.

findipg which has occurred throughout the data presentation and which goes
against prevailing assumptions about television's political inflyence: "

Newspaper reliance is a more powerful Predictor than television reliance .

v
N .

. o
of most dimensions of candidate images. The one exception here is on

" the attribute of effectiveness, nhich may be an indication of television's

greater ahility to pertray a human characteristic more associated with
activity or “getting things done." The strength of television credibility-

{
as an indicator of images is somewhat curious, although a possible

. . 3 : :
explanation fs‘that a form of halo effect exists here, with more favorable

impressions of the fairness of television being congruent with positive

impreSsions of attributes of candid tes. Newertheless, media orientations

in general clearly surpass demognaphic characteristics and pelitical

‘interest in heing indicative of -images of candidates held by audience -

members. : - ; @
o ‘. i N ' )
- ‘f'\Q_A’/ -
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DISCUSSION

The above results at once support earlier hypogheses concerning
political influences of mass media and contradict more recent p;dpositions
and data pertaining to the unique role of television in contemporary pol-
itics. Support is found for previous contentions that higher reliance.
on mass media for political purposes is associated with more "positive"
or integrative citizen q;ientations toward the political system. But
while reliance on televigion yielded less positive results in the above’
regard than newspapef feliance, ghere is no direct evidence thatrgreater
television reliance evokes politicai disaffection or malaise on the part
of viewers. In particular; the data suggest chat'television provides an
even more integrative role for those audience members most. likely to
be laheled as "inéévertent" ohservers of political content--the lesser
educated and politically disinterested.

Att:mpts to reconcil¢ these data with the oﬁposing results providgd
by Robinson's reseaich and that of O'Keefe and Mendelsohn is doubtless

difficﬁlt at this point. On the one hand, it is easy to lay part of thel

~
“ _
cause on the measures used and td a lesser extent on disparity of samples.

It is especiallylappropriate to recall that the la;ter authors investigated
nonvotersf reasons for abstention, and found only attention to television
ne&s to correlate with disaffection. However, squaring the:results presented
here with Robinson's substantial research efforts is more troublesome.

While somewhat different items were used for all indices in the two

investigations, the.concepts examined were quite similar. Yet, the measures

)
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of reliance in both instances were borrowed from specific campaign contexts,
and neither directly address the main construct of reliance upon tele-
vision news for information, and perhaps influence, vis-a-vis politics.
- More importantly,,the,Robinson research typiceliyﬁnsedrmultifitem
indices of the dependent variables, with appropriate checks of validity
and reliability secured over their years of use in the University of

Michigan Survey Research Center political studies. On;tne other hand, the

measures used here were single—iten indices pulled together more on the

basis of their face validity for the purpose of widening the range of political
values to be investigatedt While the reliability of'such single-item
three-level measures can be assumed to be sonewhat low, it should bevnoted

that intercorrelations between key dependent variable items were generally
respectaole“ with su¢h related measures as political powerlessness, distrust

"of politicians and political alienation correlating with- one another within

L}

a range of coefficients between .25 and -48. Eprthermore, while the

- ~ -

coefficients between independent and dependent variables here were admittedly

-
'}

-

low, their marked consistency of direction should not be overlooked, both as

'

an ieMicator of substantive import and as a defense against unacceptable

unreiiability of the measures.

<«

While the fact that one investigation dealt with a national sample and

~ the other a local one should not pose much of a problem, it is possible that

the time’' periods dealt with could. Robinson's data derive from 1960, 1964,
and 1968 national campaigns, while the present study focuses upon 1972. It

is admittedly unlikely, but could either differences in campaign structure,
journalistic emphases or audience ¢haracteristics explain some of the
%



variatioﬁ;found? For example, could Robinson's data have resulted in part
from something of a Lransitdfy period in television journaiism, a time
when a political reporting process geared more toward print media wés
slowiy adapting to the realities of video céverage? Did perhaps;sﬁbtle
inéongruities resulting from a print format being inappropriately fed
into a video formatvadd to audience perceptions of 1udic;ousness? Could
this have changed over a few'years as television journaliém camé into its
own, . and political processes to some extent followed the trend? The
above points, and realistically any recénciliation of the ;odflicting
results, will mést likely have to await future examinations of this issué,
preferably incorporating methodologies designed specifically for the task
. at hand._ Potentiélly fruitful approaéhes should include several indices
of media usage, as argued for by 0'Keefe and Méndelsohn; and extensive
measures of political learning applicable to formation of politiéal
opinions and values, as suggested by Becker.13
Advocates of the videomalaise syndrome ‘can perhaps optimistically
view the results delineated here as somewhgt.supportive in that teleQi§16d-"
reliance did appear.inferio: to new;paper reliance in"terﬁs of‘positive
impact on politica% values, and a case might be made that this was simply
one.study in which'the null hypathesis vis-a-vis videomalaise happened
to be borne out. However, the more.$Ubé:antiai finding that greater
=S ;

television reliance among the lesser educated and politically concerned was

o .

' s
associated with positive political values raises more problems in' its
implication that videomalaise may not be so closely attached to "inadvertent"

oy

viewing'patterns as has been argued.

il
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Future designs could be appropriately based on frameworks following
uses—gratif;pations related approaches to media-audience interactions,
in which specific audience needs, motivations and expéctations concerning
political media usage could be more directly tied to the kinds of grati-

fications and influences which may derive from usages. It is clear from

the present work that such audience cha;éctefistics as levelé of education‘
and political intereét do affect the relationships between media reliance
and poiitical orientations, and thﬁs that the kind of motivation-based
assumptions included in the uses-gratifications approach could-well be
helpful in subsequent studies.

All in all, these several research efforts sﬁggest that ;elevision's
greatest politicgl impact could well be upon the lesser educated and
politically disint;?ésted, which provides a critical area of study in of

itself, whatever the direction of that impact.

.
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TABLE 1

Levels of Media-Reliance and Political Orientation

(N=1966)
Mean“ : s.d.
" Media Reliance (1—3)1 )
Newspaper Reliance - 1.61 .68
Television Reliance 1.80 74
Pclitical Values (1-3) ‘
Political powerlessness 1.78 .96
Altruism of politicians 2.26 .93
Efficacy of voting 2.71 \ .67
Distrust of politicians. 2.17 g .94
Political alienation 1.83 . .95
" Political understanding 1.41 . .80
Candidate Images (1-6) .
Friendly-unfriendly _ 3.16 1.16 .
Strong-weak ' 3.19 1.16
Swart-dumb - R 2.50 © 0.88
Trusted-untrusted - 3.56 1.22

Effective-ineffective 3.40 . -1l16

1 "One" reflects a '\low" score on each attribute.
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TABLE 2

Correlations (r) Between Media Reliance and Political

Orientations

(N=196§)

Political Valués

Political powerlessness
Altruism of politicians
Efficacy of voting
Distrust of politicians
Political alienation
Political understanding

Candidate Images

Frieadly-unfriendly
Strong-weak

Smar *-dumb
Trusced-untrusted -~
Effectiverineffective

-

* p« .05

*% p ¢ .0]

Television
Reliance

—.10%%
.06%*
Q7%

-,10%%

-, 10%%
.02

.08%
.06*
.10%%
.09%
.08%

<o

Newspaper
Reliance

Y

~ 12%%
.08*
.09%

—.16%%

f=,15%%
.07%

.11
.09%*
13%%
.09k
_.06%



TABLE 3
Correlations (r) Between Media
Reliance and Political Orientations,
by Education

(N=1966) o

EDUCATION1
HIGH _ LOW
v NP S NP
Reliance Reliance- ~ Reliance Reliance
Political Value -
Poiitical Powerlessness  -.08% 5 L -.07% ~.11%%
Altruism of Politicians .04 . 08** .04 ‘ .08%
Efficdcy of Voting .02 .10%* .07 L07%’
. Distrust of Politicians -.02 -1 10%* —.14%*%
Political Alienation -.05 -.09%* W =.15%*
Polt!i ical Understanding -.01 Y L .00 .04
‘Candidate Images
Friendly-Unfriendly - o L06* L07% _ .08% S J13%*
Strong-Weak " . 04 .06% - .05 .09**
Smar t-Dumb ©L,07*% L07% . L, 10%% L13%%
Trusted-Untrusted .05 .02 .+ 10%* .QG**
Effective-Ineffective . 06% .02 .07% L 06%

% p<,05
** p «.01

1 High = at least some college; Low = no collegé




TABLE 4
Lorrelations (r) Between Media

Reliance and Political Orientations by Income

(N=1966)
INCOMEL
HIGH _ LOW
TV NP TV NP
Reliance Reliance Reliance Reliance -
Political Values
Political powerlessness -.08* -, 12%* -, 10** -.10%*
Altruism of politicians .08* L14%* .05 . 06*
Efficacy of voting ’ .09* L12%* .06* .08*.
Distrust of politicians ~J11** ~ 2] %> ~.09** S = 13%*
Political alienation -.04 -, 16%* =Ll - 14%*
Political undirstanding -.01 .05 .02 06>
Candidate Images
Friendly-unfriendly . 10%* .06* L07% J12%w
Strong-weak - .03 ,07* .06* . 09**
Smart-dumb .07* J13%* oo JAl* J13%*
Trusted-untrusted L10%* .07* S09**  .08%*
Effective-ineffective A1 L10%* .07* .05

ke

*p < .05

** p < .01

~N

.\\\\\i\figh = $10,000.00 or over; low = under $10,000.00. -




TABLE 5

Correlations (r) Between Media Reliance
and Political Orientations, by Television Credibility

(N=1966)

TELEVISION CREDIBILITYl
HIGH LOW
TV NP ©OTV NP _
. Reliance Reliance Reliance”  Reliance
Political Values
Politizal powerlessness | -.05 ” = 11 = 12%* L 11%*
Altruism of politicians .06* .09** : .02 .04
Efficacy of voting .03 .05 .08* JL1**
Distrust of politicians -.08* -.16** - 09%* - 13w
Political alienation -.11%* - 13%* -.08* - 14%*
Political understanding .04 c10** -.02 .00
candidate Images
Friendly-unfriendly .06* Tl 12%* ' .07* - L07*
Strong-weak .02 .06* . - 0% .08*
Smart-dumb : L07* W12%* - W12%* 13%*
Trusted-untristed .05 L07* L10** - .07*
Effective-ineffective .05 = .05 .05 .02

* »p< .05

. ** p<,01
1

High = TV "fair" in treatment of political matters; Low = TV "unfair'" or "fair and
unfair,”




-TABLE 6

Correlations (r) Between Media
Reliance and Political Orientations,
by Political Interest :

{N=1966)
POL.ITICAL INTEREST1
HIGH LOW
TV NP TV NP
Reliance Reliance Reliarnce Reliance
4Political.Values
Political Powerlessness -.03 -.05 ~ . 11%%* —.15%%
Altruism of Politicians . .00 . .08%* .08% .08% . -
Efficacy of Voting -.01 .04 .08%* C11%%*
Distrust of Politicians -.02 —-.13%% -.12%% -.17%%
Political Alienation -.05 . —.11%* : —-.11%% -, 17%%
Political Understaunding .00 .04 .02 i .07%
Candidate Images

Friendly-Unfriendly .03 c12%% 1% S 12%%
Strong-Weux .03 . 10%* L07% .09%*

~ Smart-Dumb . . 10%* ) Jd4%kk - .10%*% T 13%%
Trusted-Untrusted .05 .06% » L11%% ‘ .10%*%
Effective-Ineffective- .01 . -.04 .10%% . 10%*
* p<.05 N

C Rk p .01

°
T

1 High'= "very interested" in politics; Low = 'somewhat" or "hardly at
811" interested : :




TABLE 7 . i
Regression Analyses of Political Orientations1

(N=1966)

v NP TV Political
Reliance Reliance Credibility Intetest Education Income R

Political Values

Political Powerlessness -, Q4 =05k - 03 - L2k Lk -0k 07
Altruisn of Politicians .03 06k 9%+ 0Bk 03 01 02
Efficacy of Voting 02 0% 03 Lk O .02 03
Distrust of Politicians =,03 -, (8kk -, 09%* -, (7kk - 174k -08% 09
Political Understanding =~.03 00 03 BRLL Tk 06%% .08
Candidéte Images | : o
Friendly-Unfriendly Q6 Ml  09%% 01 .00 05 02
Strong-Weak | 02 NIk Q9% 04 L7%% 00 .02
~ Smart-Dumb Ok 09 4% 04% . 06% 7%k 03
~ Trusted-Untrusted 01 Q5% O3 06 =03 04 01
Bffective-Ineffective - Q4% .02 01 N ) .02 Q5% 01
b
Fpe.03 :
* pe .0l

! Values are standardized rey.sesion.coefficiznts (Beta)

v
B A,
PAruntext provided by eric 4 . v



