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specific needs, both of which may direct media behavior. For example,
reqular media use might well be the result’ ¢f a general motivation' to -
keep informed. On the other hand, use of spec1f1c campaign media . ,
materials, such ds advert1sements or pblitical debates, might be

- directed by a specific need on the part of voters for information to

help make election decisions. ‘This set of expectations was tested
using data from a teiephope survey of registered voters in Ohio
during the 1980 United States p sidential campaign. It was- o,
postulated that homé owner ‘gpposed to renters), the married, . .
those h1gh in formal educat n, the older, white, andsmales would be
h1gher in general neéd for 1nformat1on. As expected, the results ’
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voter
Speci

b

uncertainty was related to the -need for election information.
ically, the data indicated that a general need for information

was viewed as a product of the respondent's’ background and social
ssituation’, While the need for information for'a specific election
decision was the product of general nmedia use habits.and po s1b1y

uncerta1n

about the e1ect1on decrs1on to be made.
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Motivations, Media Use, and Electoral Decision Making

v

. . ~

- ¢ -

o ’ . ’
Most of the research on motivations and media use.has assumed that
. s -

there is some general motivation which directs habitual media behavior.

° -

.
-

Given little attention in the literature is the relationship between a |,

N . ] . . " 4 . . .
® general motivation and fhe need for information in a particular decisional

- .
' - o

T e 'situation. 'Recent theoretical and empirical work on motivations,-however,
~ 1 -~ - . ~

suggests that 1t may be, valuable tocdlstlngulsh betﬁeen general needs and.

. 0. '--" . ‘.'.

v e moréespecxﬁ;c needs, both of ‘which may dlrect med1a behavlor ’ .

PP Y4
.,

. 4. 1 - IS - \ ., - a t1d
e "~,§~ The dlstlﬁctlon:betw%en general and speciffc*motivatibns ban\be rather
' a'. "i. it * Mo, i ' * ° ) ' ‘ i
h A dramétlcally 1llustrated in a~p011t1cal context, where regular medla pse, -
o, ’ . ‘ - ° [
o L might well be the result-of a generél motivation to keep informed. On.the
- other hand, usééofispeéifre campaign media materials,'such as advertisements
or political‘debates; might be directed by a spetific néed on the part of
. T * . . .
! i voters for lnformationvto‘help‘make election decisionsﬂ The effects of.
general negds or motives on. use of specific campdign materials might'well be °
’ . ‘.. \q (. ~ -
, rather indirect. ) o .
‘, ) R - . ‘ i . .
-, : . In fact,’the early research on motivations and use of political materials
"\x.' ’ :"“- L4 ’ . : - * » *
. made this sort of dlstlnctlen. Blumler and McQuail (1969) isQlated fiye
‘ \’.’
+ ¢ = o /o .l ©
+ ' specific motlve people gave for seeklng polltlcal content in the migs media.
o -t »
. Included in this\list were a general,motlvatlon (labeled survelllance seeking)
¢ 'g *‘
. to,keep inforimed.aout the political environment, as well as a specific
. ,.motivation (labeled vote guidance 'seekingl to seek information for assistance
in making an electoral decision. Perhaps in pgrt because‘of unnecessary ,
v s;mllarltles in questlonnwordlng, these conceptually d1st1nct mot1vat10ns
. were found to be emp1r1cally highly related The result was- that McLeod
a; ‘. +»  and Becker - (1974) and Becker (1976) found 1t d;fflcult to dlstlngulsh between
° \) ' . . . N ) L s ’ Ct .
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these concepts in subsequent data analysis. The result of this empirical

difficulty seemg to have been a blﬁrring of what is potentially a theoretically

< R » . - S

important distinction between a general motivation to keep oneself informed B

» : %
on public affairs and a need for information in a particular political

. . .
» N . -
context. - . ' .

.
' . .,

Some empirical evidence is available, however, suggesting that this R

N -

. ~ _ : * . ‘¢
distinction between general and specific motivations is'rather.important.

For example, Becker, Cobbey and Sobowale (1977) found ‘in the1r study of the

.
- . - . P

1976 debétes that voters' reasons for watching the encounteri between the

R - ¢

candldates changed fram debate .to debate, presumabLy because the early

~ N

debates satisfied some ‘of their original "heeds. -Slmilag}y, MgLeod, Dufall,

Ziemke and Bybee (1979),andb'Keefeénd Mendelsohn (1979) presented evidence
that voters judgea the debates to be helpful in satisfying some ofxthe.goals

they haé for viewing them;

v
<.

In a more“geheral context, these and other s%idies~under§core the

. importance of distinguishing between motivations for using the mass media

and gratification received from that use. While McLeod, Bybee and Durall
~ M . v \
(1982) found mixed support for their expectation that’exposure to the 1976

.- Ll
*

debates actually helped predict satisfaction of’spepific needs, Palmgreen

‘and his colleagues (Palmgreen ‘and 'Rayburn 1979; Palmgreen, Wenner afd Ray—

L

\ .
burn, 1980; and Palmgreen, Wenner and Rayburn, 1981) have repdrted a series

a ® » o .
. . A -

.

of analyses suppoxtive of the distinctioh between motivations and gratificatiens

received. Though the specific measures used plaée 11m1tat;ons on the f‘Edlngs,‘ -

the Palmgreen data suggest’'that use of publlc teleV1510n and seleptlon of spec1f1c

]

news‘programs on commercial television can be pf%dlcted by an examination of '

the match between audience memberg' needs and'the\audience members'"feports‘of
e N - . .

the ability of these materials to satisfy those needs.s .

~
e

~\‘~ ~

"*\\ -~ .

Perhaps even more promising is the work o} Galloway and Meek'- (1981)'*
A s .

.

_which shows that a measure combining audience motives arid expectétiOns about
¢« - )

Al
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. to satisfy needs.

"motivations for use of the

" audience members highest in motiv

the-abilities of specificgprograms to satisfy those motives is prediEtive
of viewing of specific .television programs. The work is consistent with +the
which are cast in terms ‘'of what

‘has come to be known "expectancy theory;" ‘Van Leuven, as well as\Beqker ' ;.

theoreéical arguments of Van Leuven (1981)

and Rafaelf;(l98l), argue that audience reactions to the new media must be

understood in terms of audience evaluations of the ability of these media -

~ -
2 .

The work of Katz,'Guréviéchlgnd Hass (1973), Mendelsohn

- L .
. . N

and 0'Keefe (1976), Lométi, Reeves and Bybee (1977), and Kippax and

. N

v

Murray
i . » N )
(1980). Yeinforces this positiqp...A summary mo®® .incorporating audience .

»
+

¢ = e . .
evaluations of media products as well as motivations, for use of such;gaterials
) + . e V- LY

N 1 . . ~

has been offered by McLeod and Becker (1981). .

. .
A * 4

In summary, this literaturevézggests that general mbtivation% for media;

]
- < -

u;e,must be considered within a context whfch\aliows éqr tHe pgss;biiity that
. : ; } ) -
such motivgs may not;predict specific media behaviors piecisely,becau;e they’
have alre;dy been sétisfigd. Conceptually anélémpiricgliyl it may be valuéble:.
té\dgstinguish Bef@ggp~gener§i mq;ives ;nd spec;fic ones. Each maé hébe‘ —

~
- T . . R ®
.

distinct, though related, antecedents and consequenges. -

~

. L Specific EXpecEétidns

Considerable literature haS'deverped suggesting, that general audience ~ [ .

-
~ b

media have their origins in both the background.

] ~
-
- N .

experiences of the audience membeis as well as the specific social situation

within which the audience  member operates. The work of Blumler (1979) in .

~ v - - & »

~the political-drea and that of Rubin (1981) in the nonpolitical gontext E

- .

v o8 ..
are illustrative.

The‘litératurg leads to._the general expectation tha
N - . o o o : ’
ation -to keep informed on public a§fair§”

\ - — - -
- .

motivation, in the original terminology) are those persons ¢
) , . N

a

(or. surveillance
. ] ’- " .: i . . .. " ¢ -® N
ip social sityations placing a premium on ,such public affairs knowledge,* .

those persom»4ho are attached to thé community and Este highest in formal; .

education. PO . . .

(. ‘ R '5 N ) - - » . '» :\

P -

s
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® ., This general need for information, in tyrn, is expected to lead to
. . 1 ‘ N
habitual use of the mass media,’as.indicated by traditional measures of

N a

8 - . - -
~ media use. The linkage has beer established by research cited above as well

+

as othef‘studies both in-a nonpolitical and political péntext. ) b
. ~ t o \ \
. S - . . N )
« Studies have consistently linked usé of the mass media with knowledge |,
.2 s -
' -

of Qublic affairs (Becker; Mccéhps and McLeod, 1975), leading tb the,

\

-

exgectation that high levels of media'usg élso should be related to low .

o . ’ , '. . .
.}evels‘of uncertainty in vete decision making situations and high confidence

| . B

in the choice .made. In other word%, persons who are the best informed should~

[ .
be 'the most certain of their(dgcisions. o . . .

-

.. Simitar reasoning ledds to.the expectation that uncertainty in the

- ?

*

eléctoral, decision context should, be related to use of specifié media .

¥
.

materials presenting the dpportuhitx to°élleviat¢”tﬁat uncertainty. Chaffee -,

and Choe (19807 and‘Goldman and whitney (1981) have found thatapqr$ons\

unéepdded about their vote decision have distictive m;dia habits during the
- S . ’ T

- campaign period to.help with that decision. ’

!

~

L3 . Methodology - '
N ’ ¢ , . X . \
. ¢ This set of expectations was tested using data from a survey of .,

. R . .
registered voters in Columbus and surroung}ng Franklin County, Ohig, during -

" the 1980 presidential Election.' Telephone interviews were condycted, with
- ", : B -
' |

- ¢ -

a probability

) i -\ . . . .

tion lists. The interviews ‘were conducted between Oct. 8 and 15. Trained:
[ 3 N . t

a s ,. s ¢, A ® . - . .
interviewers administeyed a schedule of approximately 50 items, taking
PR "o 1 M Co <
. approximately 15 minutes. Lo e e ! . R
. ’ 'Y R ot - .

-~

: After the general election
& o .

4

8 brdﬁabilistically chosen subsample of 123

voters was recontacted. Of Ehesé, 110 (79.7%) submitted to a séEond inter-

¢ »
v

. - oo

made and use of.masé hgdia*méterials during the final weeks of the 'campaign.

B 3 ' N / -
view. This schedule contained 13 iFemg,dealing with the election decision .

sample of 531 voters whose names were selected from régistra- .

-



- . T v“"'(g f .
" Incorporated into

'thg October éurﬁéy were tiad%tienal meashres of type . ‘-

. v - .
» » 1 >

of housing?ﬁ¥it of the respondent, marital status, education, age, race and

- L ~
PR o . -
-

. -3 - . >
: : T . y sl . . - @ .
sex.. For the reasors noted above, home owners (as opposed to renters),

' LI . ,
r T . . . . -

ihe'marrfed, those high in formal *education, thé older, whité€s andmales <

’ . . . » " ‘\ - B "
- - were ekpected to be higher ig a ggneral need for information. As a further

s .

‘ ) index of the information demands of the respondents interpersonal environ=
. N . [ * » ) J @ - *

. . geqt, two items were included to meésure frequency of discussion of ‘public

' -

r - , . P -
“ affairs issues. The'first question qi;ed.how\frequEntly the respondéent
» : '." "5 .
’ B . - N ¢ .
discussed "problems and isgues fwcing this country” when hé or she "get(s)
oL e . ) ' : : ’

‘togethér with yougﬁf;iend§."’ TH; second-questioq éskgd“about similar s1tuaLions

I . ‘involving "your family." Responses on a three-point scale were correiated .40
'ana ere combined thrquh—simgie addition E& form a two-item indg;f ‘éte ‘

. index w;; e¥pected to»be—éS!feiated with general information need beéauge ':

. E3

. & 'y . . 4
. . those persons, frequently havihg such interpersonal discussion situatiéns

-0 - . . \ .

should need information more than those not in such situationg in order to
a . N \‘r . . : x__“

’ s N : \\\\ . ' . X .
! . participate in the discussion. The index dees not measure information-se&king
. e . R

f
~ () * .

41 from sK h_aﬁ,iﬁierperSonél sitpation. Such interpersonal information-seeking
p . . - S f

¢ R < .
' Qoul&-be expected to be.é‘COQSequencé of need feor informatidn,ino;_an Co

- v
. . .

antecedent. Clearly, interpersonal situatioﬁ is a complex phenomé&non as

‘ ¥
. - . .. N P .
. . «

it relates to the need variable. ’ @ .
General media nse megsures included in the first wave of thewstpdy were
o N ‘. - . L. . .

, . . ) - v
of "Yeaderghip of a newsmagazine (scé?ed‘dichbtomohsly), mimBer of “days of .

. 13 .
Y . . /
watching of the early evening national news, number of days per week the e

. R i
, 2 - . -

respondent 1isten§d.?§\xadio "to pay particqlaf\attention to news," asd .

¢ .

4+ number of days pér week‘gf newspaper :ggdership. Two additional measures
. . ' . ‘ ) . rd A »
‘of media use specific to th% early campaign, ‘that is, ghe campaign prior

to the time of the interview, also were included.- The\%ir’; was a éene:al
- N - t - . el - A =

' M * * , . ¢ s : . -
- question about attention paidto informatién about the election having

. . . c 0 . . - -
Q " appeared in the med}a. The second simply asked if the respondent had watched
) v § N . .

ERIC -
. . . . 14 ot
o o e v - '7 . Y

’
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y .
-— R .,,
. . N ~ - x\ .
. ’ - - * . . * ’,
" . the sSept. 21 debate between Ronald Reagan and John Anderson, who was rurhing ~©
- L. : . . Lo . ) ‘ . . . . -,
L\ ¢ as an independent_candidate. All general media. use measures as well as the-.
» H L M - . ’ ¢
-* T twoT early campaign measures were expected to be,consequenc esyof general need
." . . ) .. . . - o . ‘ . \ v
fdér information. . , . . : P &
- "The media use measures also_were expected to determine vote-uncertainty. .

P} -

Uncertainty was measured by ask{ng the respondents for whom they intended
b . '. e é‘ " ' ’ < "~ - e
to vote and for those with a decision how confident they were that they

~ -
' v

had made the best dec1s1on.' These tpp measures were comblned w1th those with

13 ? “ -

. -~ o dec1s1on labeled most unqertaln and thosexwlth a dec151on in wh1ch ﬁhey had_

¥

confidence labeled most certain. Uncertalnty was expected to lead to a

‘u N 9, . . - -
> need for election information. ' . ’
¢ ‘ N ' ) '
1 .

Ay .
s T Various media use behaviors were expected to be éonsequences of the need’

IR Y . >

- L. . ‘. ' . . .
.for election information. Measures of two such behaviors were included in’
. : d "

r

the October interview. The first ‘asked respondents to indicate if they - -
1e

would like to see another presidential debate held before the November election.
-The second noted that during the final weeks .of ‘the campaign the presidential .

. L} . . , . :
* candidates would be’ using various advertisements in the media. Resgbﬁagnts .
. H ‘ -

\ . . o

o ‘ : "y o . . .
‘were asked to indicate how much attention they anticipated paying to these -

\ - . 1
- ]

’ advertisements. In the post-election survey, respondents were asked if they

. > Y . » . ’ . \ . .
paid attention to these advertisements, to recall specific themes *from the ) .
o advertlsements, ‘how much attentlon they pald to media coverage of the final R
. . v

weeks of the campaign, to recall the endorsements of the local ﬁewspapers

1n the pres1dent1al race, whether they had watched the Oct. 28 debate between

co B Pre51dent Carter and Ronald Reagan, whethexr they watched the debate to learn

! \ + @ . . ., 0

about the issues and backgrounds of the candldates and separater whether . ',
- they watched Ege debate becaqse it was the only thing on television that

night, and‘how often in the final weeks of the campaign.they talked ‘with
» : \
y ‘s\\famlly and friends abo‘g the pre51dent1al cand1datés.

-~ - - -~ -

General 1nformatlon need .and need for electhn spec1f1c information

RN

8“ ;
- o)
Vo



Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

LS

.~

) -
.%hat the varidus presiderttial-candidates would do once they were elected."y

were measured separately in' the October instrument. Two items were used

X . ~ . .

to measure general information need. ’Requndents were asked hoﬁ important
* . e

it was to them to "know what 1s:q$1ng on in government i washington

Y . I3

and around the- natlon" and "to keep up with the latest news events

around the nation." Follow1ng the questlons on pre31denbyal Vote choice

- . .

and vote ch01ce in other electlons on. the ballot, respondents were read

three statements and a§ked if thé feelings expressed were alse tfieir own. ~

- ¢
The first said "Some people say they would like more inﬁormation on how

the Presidentiql candidates...stan& on the issueq." The next item said

s .
. '

"'Some people also say they would like to know more about the personglities,
. . .
v . . ' Ao s .
eharacteribtics and backgrouan of the presidential candidates.", Finally,
. - N

t
- - s ¢

respondents werg told that "People hrfo say they just wish they knew-

.
’

. ~
. . . &
.

These five items and the two distinct variables they were intended to

.
.

measure are at the center of the analyses which follow.

v

‘~ . Results
AN

“rBefOre these five measu#®s were u;ed to form indices of—tne two
moti;atiOnal meaeures, they were subjected'to an.orthogonal factor analysis.
The resglts‘appear in Table I. As expected, the two generallitema éeotored
sep;rately from tne three campaign specific items,‘;resenting‘preTiminary

evidende‘of the empirical as dell'as conceptual distinctiveness of tne two .

-

concepts. Of the three items in 'the campaign specific iet,‘tbe thixd has
N f 2

-

- ~ » . R .
the weakest correlation with factor loading of .43. This alsp was the most

- s
- .

N .
endorsed item of the three,qas Table 1 indicates. 1In fact, the level of'

N . A . )
. . ~ A N
endorsement for all five high items is hign, ang the standard deviations .

are rather low. ' o , ' T

s

The index of. general information need was created simply by summing the

»

- ’ . w . .
scores on the first two ,items in Table 1. The index has an improved -

standard deviation of ,.98. The f1na1 three items were weighted by chtor




scores "and summed to Create the.index«of election information need. .The
) '\ . . s .

> " third item ih Table 1 recelved a welght of .35 on the 1ndex, the fount&ka . ?

weight of 49, and the fifth a weight of .19: The stané;rd deviation of ~

’

. . the new 1ndex is 1.86= As an 1ndex of internal reliability, an ORtega,
? \

‘coeffieient for each measure was computed. For the genéral infdrmation

) . A .

-need ‘measure, omega was .66, For election information need, omega.was .72.

. -
-
- 3

Renge of possible scores for omega is frqm 0.Q to 1.Q (Helse and Bohrnstedt,..

1970)- Th7 correlatlon between the .two 1nd1ces of 1nformat10n need was

C only .15. ¢ V' C o -

* Figure 1 presents the zero-oxrder relationshipé‘among the various

. - < -, . \ . RN
. variables in the model. The arrows indicate that & reladtionship was v
h ‘ .- ’ 3 ., ) <
o predicted. The variables on the left hand side of the table are these . .
. . . ;, . . . < ~ -

fabeled.ﬁaékground or-socfhl situationad variabies} and the variable
\.v ) ) ‘9( o A~ - v . ’
producing the. largest 'single,coefficient is frequency of public affairs |, \\\\74 .
; : N . »

-/ .

discussioh. . Those' persons with frequent discussions are more likely to * ~ «*

report high levels of need for information'in Jeneral than those with in-
. ) L , ‘ . .
. frequent discussions. ' Marital stasus, age, and housing unit also. are ~

. L ~

related to information need, though none pf these relationships‘is nearly .
< - ’ / .
B . [ Yo — . sy
as large as for the discusSion variable.. Those persons. less well attached

. .
< v .
[} .

to community (tﬁe'youhg, the single, the renters)*do report lower levels
‘ \' ) 1 .
of information need than do those with a stronger attachmeht to the ‘
v ’ > v ’ N

B - . .

* compunity. Sex of respendent ‘and education show significant but veig

-
v

slight.coefficients here. The better educated and the males report just

slighsly higher levels of, information need. Race “of respondent s of no

- .
v

consequence. . - - 1 S , ,v/’//
. R . L J

o As expectgd, general information need is.related tgﬁgeneral media use,

[ - f . .

habits. ' Those persons reporting high levéls of need for information are

¢ .
o - . . N >

/ mofa likely,t{'report‘reading'néws'ﬁégazines, watching the natiqdal
~ . 4 R : N Co-
’ Q televisidon news and-reading a daily Rewspaper. Radio listening is not-

“ [ . . . I3 -
ERIC L. . 10 :
s ) . ~ . i .
~ ~ . -
- . .
.

~~x -~
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-

‘\_"- . . . .' ' 4 . . . . ' . &
related tb this need, howeveér, reflecting, perhaps, the fﬁot that this

4 . .- -« " )y ) “a ’ €
medium is minimally useful”in ledrning about’ hational ‘news events,.though )
- > : ..
possibly of more value for learnlng about local evenﬁs- "General- informition -

LY . ~ LS .
IS

-need also is related to early .campaign media use and’watching_of the.first:

-~

.

. PR ~

débate. Perhaps these ‘last two‘relatlonshlps can be vibwed as 'something

LI ) . . N
like residuals, that is, the effects of general information need on campaign
specific media use regardless'ofothe,eﬁfecﬁs'of general information use.” Or_ -
- ] . ¢ - .

~
¢ >

perhaps they should be¥v1ewed simply as log1cal covariates of general ~\;

>

ihformatlon use up to this point in the campalgh . oL

il

VA

. . s - .

.

The correlatlons of the general medla use variables with vote un—g .

il ;- L . T,
certa1nty are surpr1s1ngly i:d d1sapp01ntingly small., Only the- two campaign
& ~ . -~ . -—

S

. meédia use variables show the'expected relation hip’with'uncertaintyﬁ and .
5 ~ i v T ’ *
here the relatlonshlp is significant but s11ght.. There is a tendency for .

!
[ . ®
. . .

those who watched the first debate and who followed=the early caméaign! . .

.
. *

news in the media to be less uncertain abolt their Vote choice than hose

-
2

I3

) Y
who did not watch the debate or follow the campalgn. WNone of the relationships
. \‘ . . \ )
for the-other media use var1ab1es is even s;gnlflcant" -

& . . M \,, ’ . ' N N \
«“ 7 There is no suppott 4t all for t] expectation thit vote uncertainty
- 3 ke u

) is'xelatéd to a need for election i formation. The correlation is & mere .02.

- . v

The ‘need , fbr election information,® on.the other hang, is related to all of

e R oy N 3. ¢ .
the subsequent'medja behaviors in the Ffashion expected. Those *persons .
- ' ' ’ b ’ ) Py ’ ¢ .‘ )
«-stating a 'need for information about the candidates also were more, likély ta

. . . . ¥ ~ ?

express an interest in a second debate and interest in the expected late
» L4 \ !

campaign advert;sements. They were more llkely than those. w1thout thisg

- need to correctly rec¢all she endorsements of the local neWspapers, suggestlng'

. . .

RN
they " actual}y followed these mater1als, more likely td’report watch1ng the

s .
ﬂ’i € ™

- debate to learn about the 1SSues and background of ‘the candldates, and less

llkely to report watchlng the debates because they were the only programs f

. Y ed - [y
on te&evisioq; These relationships were gggnlflcant even with the relatlvely

R T

BN




< . . . ’

- . N . . ty

small size of the post-election sample. Smaller relationships were shown
suggesting that those witH a need for campaign information also werepmore
N i “,

- " A}

likely to actually recall the themes in the advertisements and to pay

. bd IS
attention to late ‘campaign 5éws. ) - cot T
, . - . . .
(Y R B , ' . ! - )

While individual relationships €hown ‘fh Figure 1 are small, as is
usually-the case in analyseg employing meﬁia'motivational measures,, the

v

. cumylativeteffects of these variahles is somewhat more substantial, excepting

- those dealing with the unceytainty Variahle , Table 2-shpws,.fqr examplg,
. - e - C‘ V.' . . A FY e
. ' Lot . ~ ¢ 7‘
.¥" that the multiple correlation coefficient for/the regression'of,general
. Y . :‘ . . = .
w\ media use'On,the~antecedent variables in Figure 1 is .42. The canonigal s

v L ' , .

correlation coeff1c1ent which is somewhat _comparable to the multiple R,

H -~

* ‘ . is 49 for the relationship HetWeen general media Luse and‘the general medba

’ - . o
. . ’ - ~ . e . f‘“‘ . .

.. ( » ° behaviors. The canonical correlation for the relationship between campaign-

. - - !

inforzation need and the subsequent media‘behayiorg‘is 43 e

. .
° s
- [}

.
N . . ‘..
o

N 1th the dkception of the relationships 1n\olv1ng vbte uncertainty,

- '3

f .0 k
B < then, the theoretical relationshipsthypothes1zed haue some empirical supporq.
. e Thg data presented to this“pOint however:\ao not necessarily argue that the

-
¢ ‘ < [ -

key destinction made here between general in?drmalion meed and election
4 s

..

ER ’

. 0

information need isga cruc1al one, Two.rather simple analyses speak to .
7 Lt . SN L
‘e ‘ . .,‘l\ “ ° . ‘-5 € ’
L~ that pOint. . . ot \ * T : . .

-
- * - © N ) 2

. " > , ) o .
ot .. First, the position of each of the gratification variaﬁles was Switched
N ' ‘ v . - N .

&

. -

. . . . ' ' : . “ . t ~r * . .
-, in the model +to givejsome notion of the.comparability.of t¥e two, measures.
T~ ' : . C,_/- I i"' v . . - ‘.. .
-In other' words:, if nothing werg to change as a result of replacing geneyxal

-

-~ . * .o

. information'need with election information need in the model qnderl&ing .
PO . y v, . . ,‘& O
Figure 1, that would mean that there is no empirical distinctiveness to ‘the:
. . ?- .
M b ] .
two concepts “\In fact the multiple R*between the variables in the left most

] -

: colump in Figure 1 and neeq for electionlinformation is .23, rather than the

~ ~ -

K ' - . . . . " B
<R .42 shown in Tablé 2 for thig relationship.using general information need. .,
Q The relationship between electiorr—indéQrmation need and general media use
*ERIC . il ‘
P o o : ' .o
- . 12 - " e
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. L > - T . . .
behaviors preduces a canonical cor;elation of .11, ‘compared with the .49 .
for general information need. Generad .information need also produces a

. slightly smaller canonical corfelation with sybsequent media behaviors (. 39)

° . .
.
, . v

than'is shown for the election information need variable. And generxal

information need is'correlated -.04, rather than positive .02, with‘uncertainty.
. . . 1 -
In other words, both are unrelated, -though the sign is incorrect for the

B

generdl information measur\s. , . e
) ‘.

-
-

- ‘The second analysis involved a simple regression of need for election

~
°

information on each set of variables, moving leftward through the model in
- 14

+ Figure 1. The expectation was that once the variables posited as intervening -

~J between géheral information need and election informatibn need were entered
Py o oy -
‘into the equation, general information need itself would add+little new

-
e .

-

variance. ‘'In fact, that seems to beé the' case. The multiple R for the general

. e i - - - - «° >
media use measures and uncertainty, with.election infoimatign need as the

dependent variable, is .13. The R changes to .16 when general information
. ' < ' ' *

need is added. .The increased variance explained is significant at the .05
~ level, but the actual change im R is rather slight. Wheh the background .and

< - . L A
. v, ()

social si tion block of variables is added to the equation, the multfiple
~ 4 k3

R increases to .29, suggesting.that the effects of these variables nay not

* ~

be exclusively thfough the variables pdséd as interéening in Figure 1.
Closer ahalysis shows, however, that the relationship is:slightly more

complex than originally suggested. Educatidn is the Sinéle ‘strong variable

Y

N .,

in the final block related to. elegtion information needzxxthe final- regress10n

equation.‘ But the sign of the relationship in the final regressidn equation
: ) T ’ ‘ ) ® . ’ ‘-

. is opposite the simple, zero-order relationshfp. Education is negatiyelyrn -
. . ! . » < ’
related to need for election information at the zero-order (r=-+16) level,

' as the model in Figure 1 would suggest should be true. When the intervening

’

* variables are controlled, however, this relatienship becomes positive.

.
*

(standaidized‘beta = .20). So the intervening variables' are significant in

)

~ : ._ . 1:3 v : ‘ *

LY
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)

understanding even this ‘relationship between education ‘and need for election

s

informg;ibn need. oY ) “
N $
— : A it s
’ These two simple anal&ses, then, add increased.support to the model as

offered in Figure 1. 1In generai, a transposition of the need variables

suggests their original order is

.

»

-
.

the better one, And the regression analysis

sqégests that general information need has its effects indirectly, through

.

media use variables such as those shown here.

-

°

‘

These anglyses, however, do not clarify the problems in the data

*

»

relating to 'the uncertainty variable&. 4 Again, however, soTe‘additiohal analyses

, a ‘
are helpful. Respondents in the October survey were asked their .vote intention

i

.
3 . . .

on, two ather races, for a lecal égngressman and for one of the U.S. Senators.

race. And the meagures of uncertainty about the congressional race is

correlated .12 with a need for election information. While that is still a

, -
small correlation, it is a distinct improvement over what is shown in

Figure 1.and suggests that the problems witﬁ the original data may be more

L)
a result of measurement problems than weak theorizing. Perhaps the measures

R L
used to form.election uncertainty should be broadened in the future. The

& . . » . - -
narrow concentration on the presidehtial race, necessary here because of the

debate measures and the wording of many of the questipns, may have contributed

‘to some of the problems. ‘ T
- Conclusions ' .

] . B
1 b

The research reported here stemmed from a concern with existing work in
) -

I3
.
t

¢
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« v .

3;;the-usés‘and motives area which has failed to distinguish between a general
LI

need-for informatfon and!armed for information jin specific, decision-making

. - 2
,

contexts. The data which are repdrted are consistent with that concéptual o

. ~ « ’ . h .
distinction, L . :
- - . N . . '

Specifically, the ‘data indicate that a general need for informatfbn can

. be viewed as a product-of the respohdent's bapkgrdund and social situation,

o .

. while the need for information for a épeéifig election decjsion is the

. -

product of general media use habits ,and poessibly uncéqtainty about the °

. «

. . - - . :
election decision to be made. ' The conseguences of general information need
. - ' ] . .
[
are dgeneral media use behaviors, while the consequence of the specific
hne

- 3

decisional information_need is media use directed at satisfying that peed,

3
<

that is, media use of help in.making a decision.
1«* ) N ) )‘ * »r‘ ! *
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: \ 1. The omnibus survey was sponsored in part by one of the local
<4 "\‘ -
. - newspapers. Interviewers were students enrolled in an upper division and
¥l > .
» . . ,\\’ . . . ,
. graduate’ research methods:class. Return rate was 68.4%. The -assistance
. N . . . ) ’ . ’ h .
of Sharon Dunwoody in fielding the survey is acknowledged.
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T . b’ ‘ : ~ Table 1( .\
~~VérimaxARotated Factor Matrix for Five Motivation Items .
€ . = - o - N
. N ot
o . A
sy - \,:
~ LN - /\ " Factor 1 , Factor 2 Mean 1 SDh
Important to know what is ' : ’
going on in govt. in nation - .78 .07 24,66 .53
Imporﬁant to keep up with = . )
latest events in natien ° | .73~ .11 2.5 .56
t M . T
Need’ more, information ” : ) .
~ on candidates! stands : .12 59 .. 2.38 .76
< . - ‘ . ) * .
Need more information on . _ . , ° |
candidates' personalities . o
.and backgrounds ) .00 . .70 7~ 1.94 .76
Want to know what candidates \ .
would do if elected . .07 .43, - 2.55 .71
- ‘ . . . " L
N = 526
1. A ‘three point scale was used for each measure. ' ,
i . 3 .
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e
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?
Background and social
situation variables
to General information
need

General information ‘§$\\, . .

.need to general

k4 v

media use

. . ) . r
General media use .
to vote uncertainty .14

" e
Vote uncertainty
to E*gction ) ,
information need P .02
Election information
need to Campaign .
media use \ !
) -4 '
*Significant at the .05 level.
- .
- .
. f .-
' v . .

N .

»L ' ‘ '

v 'S .

- ' 18

! ‘ \ “ :‘“ Al .
\\ .
: - . . e
——— _Table.2 ’ '
Candnical Coefficients for Figure 1 ‘ ’
\ ' A ‘ Co-

. . " Canonjcal
" Multiple R Correlation
) Coefficient

.
,
X
) L)
- L3
S .43%
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L
.
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/
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.
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%
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Figure 1

~ . -‘\\_“1 . - ]

.

Zero-Order Relationships Among Variables in the Model

Frequency of - ‘ ) News - yInterest in
public affatys_ -38 magazine ‘ second ‘debate
discussions readershlp . ' ] ’
. _ _ . - ) .20 Inté;§§t in
Housing unit ) Natiohal campaign-ads
9 N .30 tv news  _ )
.4 . Marital status 12 General ___,__——””& viewing . .02 Election -—______;Attentlon ‘}
.. 07 information 4 Vo € ——————> information to ads
. Education : > a Radio uncertainty need 10 A
' 18 ee . . .
. news ) Recall of '
Age 1lsten1ng ‘ . ads themes s

Newspaper
readership

Early
campaign
media use

Watching
of debate 1

The correlation coefficients shown are Pearson coefficients.
eight in the far right-hand column is at or near 531.

The N for the remaining eight items is at or mear 110.
’ [N C .

-+
'
b

-.08

N l2

Attentiopn, to
late campaign
17 news

Recall of
.05 newspaper
. endorsements

2

Watching of
.35 Debate 2 -

Debate watching
for issues/
" background

e

Debate watching
because all
that was on

Time Epent
;69 talking about
@ o ' . candidates -

a

The N for all coefficients excepting the last

Coefficients of .07 are significant at the .05 level.
Coefficients of

.16 are significant at the .05 -level.

a f 3

-
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g
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