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CGHNUNICATION AND VOTER TURNOUT- IN BRITAIN

After two decades in which a "limited effects”'modél.hﬁs dominated
the study of- the mass mediz in polatics, the tide of scholerly opinion is

[
shiftih%kfowards the elaborafion of a more important, though more - .
differeﬁtiated, role for communication factors in the political process.

At this stoge the empiricnlldevelopment of this 'mew look' is zdmittedly
incomplete, for it still finds e#prcssion more often in critiqués of past
worlk, and_in the generation of hypotheticdl fra@gworks to guide future

studies, than in the:production of suppdrting evidence. Neverthecless,

its found~tions are by no mcans merely speculative, =nd its evolution is

~ e e

sufficiently advanced to sugggsf‘that a'défini%e turning point has row

been renched in the field of political communicztion research.

Ivlany_featur'es of the ”limited‘effects"' model origintting 28 2
set of tentative inferenceslin the pioneeriné investization of Lazarsfeld .
et 21 in the Prgsidential campaign of 1940,subéhggfntly became reified inﬁo-
”the status of_virtﬁalﬂlaws and at times_weré‘gcneralized into showing.iitfle_
:qr no effect a’c'c‘\ll.‘1 8ix mojor charzcteristicé of the “limited effects"
model c=zn be discerned., First, political communicﬁtion resgarchrwasl
regorded as virtumliy coterminous with pepsdnsioﬁ,researéh;'in&éstigntors
were chiefly concernéd with hssdcintions betWeen cdmmunicntidﬁ'nnd attitudes
underlying the direction of voté decisions.2 'Seéond, a reinforcement of
previous orientations waé regarded as the tYpiqzl éonsequence of exposure
to éoiiﬁicdl communic;tioné; even the sb—éallqd ”mediﬁtﬁﬁgf&&torsﬁ through
which cbﬁmunicatiéné operated, were regarded. as such that'théy_typicnlly
_'rendef'mass co;municﬁtions'd contributory cgent...in = procesé of rein-

. forcing the é#isting conditions“.z Third, these reinforcing tendencies

wére believed to derive largely from a mechanism of selective exposure
LS ' : : o

“~eby people "turn to the propagonda which affirms the validify_and
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wvisdom of their original decision.''  Fourth, the model wus part of an over-

211 weltanschauung which put far more cmphasis on the underlying stability

5

of the world of politics thun on its flux. Fifth, =lthough sone individuals

were unstable in outlook, their relative indiffercnce to politics ensured

that they nonitored few of the potentinlly persuasive political messages.

Finolly, in many influentisl studies the conception of a commmication
effect wos operationalized in relatively gross terms: 2ssociztionswere
exomined betwee 1o mwore thin two or three vari-bles; szmples werc dicho~

tomized between "higher’ and “'lower! cxposed rudience members; -nd

distinctions were rarely drawn between different individual media or

patterns of content within 2 given medium.

THE "Nm/ LOCK" I PCLITIC.L éOMKUNIC;TION RESLARCH
The '"new look' in politicsl comiaunication rescearch has bogun to
qnuestion aach of the traits of the "linited ceffects! model. First the
world of politics no longer appears So stable to contemporary roscarchers.
as it did to their predecessors. Dreyer's recent discovery of a steady
and steep downward trond across five successive Presidentinl eloctions
since 1952 in the c¢caprcity of party identification to predict vote

7

direcctlon grophicslly illustrates this trinsformation.” It has heen
suggested that 2 prime source of this trend may have been the substantial
increase in the éxposure oi voters through the coming of television to
short-term information flows msking for grester volatility. =snd as
treditionnl prty ties lose.their salience for more people, the potential

for noss communications influernice correspondingly widens,

Second, it is no longer taken for granted that selective cxposure is

the naturcl’ mechanism that guides ruch of the consumption of mass media
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naterinls about political affairs. leanzlysis of past survey evidence has

shovm that the extent of such sclectivity was nuch less thnn hod beeén

. supposed, while 2 review of experimental evideunce nas failed to uncover the

existence of a '"'general psychological preference for suypportive inforﬂntion.”7
The implicztion is that selective exposure hzos been downgraded to the status
of a variable frou its previous clevation into the dignity of 2 supposed

Moy,

‘Third, a siﬁilnr fzate has partly overtaken fhc proposition that rein-
forcement is the dominant outcome of exposure to political cormiunications.
It is not denied that pcople with stfongly eld attitudes on a given topic
are likely to emerge from corrunication cxposure adhering to what thoey
previously believed at least 25 tenaciously as beforc.. Rather, nore weight
is now bcingbgiven to the principle that when an individual's cgo-involvenment
in a topic is low, theﬁ his defenses against 00mﬁunicntion ahout it are
likely to be thin and wenk., 'The combination of a low degree df loyalty
and yet some exposure to election comrjunicntions has beéomc o nore probable

combingtion in the erz of television thanr ever before,!

Thifs, fourth, the aésumpﬁion thet the potentinlly unstable citizen is
unlikely to be re-ched by po}itical comuunications has also becorie more
dubious, Three different sumples studied by'the University of Lecds Centre
for Television Research have disclosed substantialvpr0portions fup to a
guarter of the clectorate) who posscssed each of four attributes: they
followed cuonpaign cormwnications 'to help make up my nind how to vote'';
they were relatively Imewledgeable about politiesj; they viewed news and‘

political prograns on television relatively ofteni and yet they discloscd

j

. voting patterns, whether ueasured in the short-term period of an clection

compaign or in the longer span between canpzign periods, of hisgh volatility.
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Tifth, therc arce some signs thnt more sophisticated nethods are veing

.

introduced.into nolitical cowraunic~tivn resc-rrch. Tor ex~uple, thoere is
nore intercst in trocing the influence of distinctive: charncteristics of
specific media in the ouploék of their heavy users. “ambley :ﬁd ride hove
recently listed o formidable array of television troits thgt lend support to
their belief that it may be qualitatively different iﬁ its cffect from
other news media;“9‘ Other evidence suggests that the readiness of ncewspaners
one and
cditorinlly to support particulzr parties or candidates mny at/the some tine
help to sustain the ﬁllegi:ncss of readers with proviously congruent
preforences and to undermine those of readers with originally divergent
loyalties.qo Sorie political cormmunication researchers are once agoin
ddoptinm pznél desipns in which commaunication can providé a dynanire clenent,
cmnvaign elinnge can bevisolntcé <4 effects of the loéai rmedia cnn be
assessed. -1 understanding of the dynamics of change is enhanced by using
in these longitndinal studies more sophisticated techniqﬁes of aeasurement
ond onolysis.  Cross-lsg correlation procedurcs have be:n used in mn attenpt
to extric~te us from the causation direction probleﬁ that arises vhen -
aesocintionas of coumiuniciotion with: other variall:»s wust be interpreted,
horg studies -rz resorting to multivarisble procedures to extract effects
of comnurnication from o host of associnted third varinbles., lkttempts to
speeify ﬁ wider cnd nore sensitive rrnge of independen£ variﬁblcé of

cormunicatlion cn ba znticipated,‘including nore gradunted indices of

exposure, the directicn or bias of content received, and the anount,

sourcés? heterogcgeity'or howogenelty of politically relevant interpersonal
coimunication engnged in. Wdith the recent burst of empirical investigatioﬁ
of :udience'gr:tific:tions, possibilities have 2lso crisen for injecting
mensures of nceds sought in political commuhication behavior s variables

. ] . 11
intervoning between exposure and effects,
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Last, bt oy no means leas the ”ﬁew look' has wmoved well beyond tho
arlier almost exclusive concorn of political cummurnication rescarch with
persunsion through attitude chonge to a consideration of other more likely,
if often nore subtle, dependent vorizbles as effccts, For voting behavior,
this involves = shift away from party directior os the main focus of interest
and towards such vossible criterina of cffccts as:

"
1) Informotion gain,

<4

2) Ferceptione of the state of najority opinion in the comimunity on
toplcs of current controversy.1

%) Copnitive shifts in the perceived importance of issues - the
porticularly nctive research front of ''armenda setting.'

4) #ltered perceptions of political reslity (c.ge. whether the U.S,. is
yiming the wor in Vietn~m, what it is like to be 2 Black .merican residing
in urban ghettos, the causes of strike behavior). 5 |

5) Cognitions about the nature of onc's political system or community

)16

L)

(e.e, Whether it works well, its leaders are credible, etc.

6) Turnout at the polls.

VOTER TURIIOUT RESIARCH

Flectoral turrnout proviides a particularly important criterion for
investicating communication effects in the spirit of the new anproach. the
ﬂanlfesc function of campaigning is to furnish citigzeas with motives for

casting a ballot and information on which to hase their voting decisions,

S

Hational campaigns invariably uniégsh a substantially stepped-up flood of
*

political messages into the homes of the media-attending public. HEspecially

where turnout levels te id to fall below near-universal participation rates,

Q Hr fluctuate over time, coumunication could be expected to exert an

ammmmdiafluence, And in sonme polities there has been recent cevidence of =
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sccular trend, in which commiinication factors may be implicated, towards
lower turnout levels; in Dritain, . for example, participation has declined

steadily from 84% at the 1950 General Elcction to 72% in 1970, Finally,
, < ‘ : -
the relgtionShip_of'communication'to turnout has a bearing on the great

divide between those authorities who regard t%c,mass nedia as agents of

17

and those who sce thenr as

instrunents of narcoticization and citizen apathy. -

politieal dinvolwment and citizen mobilization

The role of'communicaﬁiQn'in_turnbut has~feceived sémé atténtidn in
past réséarch;. foésibly”fqr technical reasons, hoﬁeverj'fivﬂings hévg been
divérgenttahd:difficult to_interpret;.,In.thdsélcircﬁmstanc}v Fhe Ulimited-
effects" thesis hés tendedlto.prevail - as in the recent statemcgt of Dowse_
and Hughés‘that '.;.at’besf the nature of the electoral coupaign. . .does not

19

very siepndfiesutly affect the turnout’,

It is true that in tho 1948 Pre81dcnt1al eloctlon cumpalgn Berelson

'et al found higher votiag rates among respondonts with 'hlgh' rather than

. 4 . ] . .o ' L. ; 20°
'low‘ medla exposure when prior interust’in the compaign was controlled. ™

Nevexthnlosu, in conceptualizing the role of the campaign they referred to
o process‘of ’impleméntation', whereby carly diqusitions wvere subseguently
translated into 'a respunse to the denonds of SOCletj for a votc in

© 21 L
Novenber!'. Lnls notlon dezlved in turn from the Lazarsfeld et al

discussion of the impact of a campalrn on votlng in fterms of 'activution‘

In their wosz,_'Polltlcﬁl cqqp“lgns are 1mportqrt prlmarlly bncquse they -

actlvate 1atcnt prcd18b081t10ns. The prbgess.Was Likened tb photographic

developlng, accordlng to which the. rhotowraph ex1sts on an’ exposed negxtlveA

_but dues not appear unt11 the developer ﬂcts to brlng 1t out.aav Of course

the ultlmzte 1mnllcat10n of thls view is that full 1nformﬂtlon about prlor

llSpOSltlon mogldureduce correlations betwcen communlcatlon and,turnout‘to

K
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near—-zero levels. ’ L e
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Sn%ruiunnﬁ1v; tha rodine of telovision pronpted fur:lier efforts to

.JAnnr.Fv ite Mistinchive: 1mpqrt oL VOtln” - largely with e (ns 11v6 retnlts,
lSimon and Stern reported dats from Jown SﬂOhlP” th t in cowities with a.high
density ol kalevision nclo turnon® "n‘.‘_'Ll:n.\. .‘l‘.l.w;.(:i-"lo'ul;.iln'l r-'Im:-i":i.'.nx l.'.L‘A:\".,-‘..; vt

2

: ‘ ' . : . RN )
110 greatér than -in those where tnlevision was less wvidely dliiused.
feie ity speaking,  however, this result merely indicated that ﬁggregate
turnout was-nnt,nugmented by the_nddition of = new pommuniCjtion channglfto-
those nlrenady in exislence. ”Glﬁéér;ﬁ ~nalyvais of untionbl snivey;data‘fo; the
1956 ~nd 1960 T}nsjdqnbin1 e1n¢tioms did disclose some nnsonﬁ{t1nns.bcbwenn
rnass médig use nnd'turnonf —‘gre ater for new&pn;el réﬂdiné than;fof felevision
v;nwinm o1 radio listening;':But it proved difficult'to resolve the conflict'
:nctWUuu Lwo rivni in&ofﬂuntnt{nns”nr Thosa ”%“CCl&tlonS. that commnnic:tion
Lot boorsked tnraout; or 81mply that the dlfferc 1t 11fe—styles of voters nnd

o ’ Lo 2k
nou-voktrra ineludsd different commnication bchaviors.

/'Aimore recent §tudy by leen‘did'involyetn multi-vari&te.nnsessnént of
divérsé influences on the-vdtinp rates.of'Indianapolis resiﬁénts in the 1966
On&lL~81onal and 1964 and 1960 Dre81ﬂent1al alcctlons. Thls showcd that -

eta correlatlons beLwnen nass mcdla use and turnout rates in thc three |
Iul‘ctlons fell to low and only barely 81gn1flcant lOVulS (a mean correlatlon
of .13 ) when controls for agc, cducatlon, deorec of organlzablonal
.partlc;paﬁloniand relevant. political orientgtiqns (party identification and'
'pplitiqgl infc?est)‘were:applied. llowever, contacts with local party
campaignern-nere_nixed,with masslmedia measures in the cbmmunication
”eprsnfe indéx;~énd'tne'depéndent variable was not cna1ge 1n'neSpondents'
-participationxintentiéns.over a cnmpaign feriod-but.whether in the end,they

25:

had recalled voting or not,

" Lyen such a brief review of the literature shows how- difficult it is

ERIC
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to arrive at anytiing bther than the ambilguous cornclusicn trat COAJ?hl“‘LlOE
nay or nay not affect turnout. The mairn obstacles to prorress scom to
include: the rarity of controls for the influence of othor non-comnuni-
cation varianles, desrite the plausibility of the acsumption that nany
gituationzl and dispositional choracteristics will determine ony form of
particinations lack bf precision in defining cowsunicstion veriablesi; and

2 fzilure adegrately to represent in study designs the dynanies of any

processes that might be involved in the impact of comnunication oh turnout.

INTRODUCTICH T0 A STUDY CF TURMOUT I A BRITISH LLECTION

The 3ritish General Dlection of- 1970 provided the Tocus for o study of
lolitical Communication and the Young Voter'! conducted by the Centre for
inlevision Resccrch of the Universify of Leods.26 Intervicus were held just
hefore and imnadintely following the 1d—u1y canpaipn with a nain scuple of
521 voung adult clectors (aged 18 to 2lt) and 2 control sample of 191 oldzr
sdults cdrawn from nones on the glectoral registers of the six coaustitucncies
of the city of Lieds. In addition, those panelmembers who were still
av2ilable were interviewed for o third time approximately eightecen months
later. 7The investig-tion was based on the =s suaption th-t mony youth-adult
differences in politic~l outlook =11 behavior wonld be found, including =n
expectation that first entrants to tie electorate vonld prove ::ore malleable
in their politic~l views than their elders -nd nore open to‘influence from

compoign comnunicotions.

Before going into other detrils of the study, certain differcnces betwecen

\

Dritish =nd Anerican clection compaisns should be mentioned. British
coipaigning is formally restricted to the 18 days prior to the designated

. Polling Doy. In the present cose, we ore dealing with o snap vlection called
<

ERIC

i by tho incumbent Labor goverrment only a few weeks before the outset of the
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camp2isng as o result, {he first round intervicws arc wore rurcly uns

»

by cipaisning than is possitle in studies of more extended lmerican

CIGétions. The Parlimentary system entails casting ~ vete for a party
. . . ) | ,than

andidate in a varticular constituencs; r~trer’ for the yarty leader; however,
the specific char-cteristics of the loczl candidntes :ppeﬁr to hnve 1littlc
effect on voting in =2 General Election. fiore significant is the ;reater
st~tusS polaorization of ‘the British political systen plus the exisience of a
noderately politicized nation=al presssysten that divides the zudicence shorply
nwlong zZocis]l class lines, The role of television is ernhnnced by 2 saturation
of Politiczl comunication during ﬁho short c-upaign th~t includes the primce-
tine showing of porty broadeasits on both DBBC chunnels =and oun the counercial

vorle s 27 . . L
network simpltancously.”™”  This undoubtedly makes televized politiczl
corrrmication nuch harder to avoid.

The cﬁmracteristics of the Leeds sarrlies also contrast sharply with
conparable groups of veters in the Tnited States. ¥or cxwmple, 77 ver cent
of th2 older adult szuple had left school before the aée of 16 :nd only 12
per cent were still in school when they were 17. Although the younger.
somple's cdue~tiontl level wasz well helow thwt of their mnericzn sge cohorts,
they aia reflecct the mnational trend toward increased c¢ducation in Dritain.
Thirty per cent were still in school ~t age 17 ~nd only 44 per cent had

dropped out hefore 6.

~long with the 1948 Presidentinl election in the United States, the
1970 British Genernl Zlection has beon « focus for hested controversy
regurding the validity of public opinion polling. In each case, the winner
was shown to be hehind in :jost polls taken even well it the coripaign.
~1lthough post mortens have reconmended modifications of polling practice,
it is also consldered tlint laté voting shifts account for:some portion of

28

the apparent discrepancy.
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It is clear that signs in pre-campaign opinion polls of 2 considerable
L~bor Party lead over the Conservatives nnd nuch to do with the decision of
the then Prine'ﬁinister, Harold /ilson, to ¢=il =2 snop election 2llowing
the ninismun veriod of ~ month between the annéuncement znd Polling Day,
However, thec snzp election strategy bockfired, ~nd tle L;bor-govornﬁent TN
wny to n Comservotive zdministrotion under Edward Heath, T-ble 1 gives soume

upport to the interpfetntion thxt Labor strength eroded Jduring the coopuign
(2t least in Leeds) as evidenced by 8 and 5 per cent Labor declines in the
two samples. It is iuportant to note, however, that Conscrvative Farty
suoport did not increcasc as ~ result of L.bor's weakness, Instead the net
direction of shift, when pre-cmapaipn vote intentious were compared with
Polling Doy reported votes, wwgs cway from participation, the provortions
~hstaining having sone up ffom 15 to 26 per cent in the routh s-uple =nd
fron 9 to 19 per cent anong clder adults. Inspectien of.puncl studics
cénducted in Britain since the war confirms this as an unpreccdented result,
nost previous research hrving reported sbout s mnny would-be participants

29

at the stort of the crmpnign as nctual voters 2t the end of it.
Table 1 about here

The 10 and 11 per cent shifts in participation rates shown in Table 1
a~rc, of conrse, net chunge proportions, The fotnl anount of movement is
hetter estimated in fable 2 which showus th .t 34 per cent of the young
electors mnd 24 per cent of the older respondents had chinged (switched
p:rtics; moved from abstention to wvotins, or did the reverse) during the
coapaign,  In both samples more than half the changes were nccounted for
by a srour whom ve hnve terﬁed.”conting nt ~bstainers', those individuzls

who hnd 2 pre-capailsn intention but failed to vote on Polling Day.

Teble 2 about here

v‘f‘-'ﬁ':"::"""’w



STUDY DESIGH

" The studyis ﬁdnel design‘ﬁade it pls:ible to class1fy variables in terms
ofltimeadimension relationships.t The key criterion for our =nalysis turn_
uut was divided into two difforent dependent v*riﬂbles, dcpe 1ding on a
conﬂrison of the reSUonde‘ts p“rt101pﬂt101 intentions at the outset ot the
cnmpaign WlCh their voting behavior. on- olling Day. Ode of tltse involved
the distinction, =mong pre-c: mpai gn intenders, betwccn those elcctors who

30

subsequently did and did not vote. Becruse of the large number of

continzent abstainers in the samples and-the lock of attention paid to dis-~

integra tinr voting’ 1ntentiors in oreVious resea zch, the first =nd mest
. . were -

'intensive analyses were dcvoted to this critcrion. The results/tnen compared

with those that encrged when 'late decision', that is novement from lack of
S 9 s

o pre-conpaign party proference to- ~ Polling Day vote, was treated as an
alternative necsure of the incidence of the campaign on turnout. Here the e
dependent varizble rested on the distinction, among pre-crmpazign 'don't

‘know's'! and ‘'won't votet!s', between those respondents who ultimately voted
o

or did not-vote. all cnaljses were performed for the first-time young

o

.cloctors; the numbers ~vailable meant that in the older adult sample only

a continben+ abstention analySis could be conducted.

The analytic separation of respondents hetween those with and without

voting intentions is analogous'to the distinction made in cognitive
consistency theory_between the-states of post-decisionai dissonance and pre-~
‘decisional conflict. Jit also implies that to some extent the”corresﬁonding
voting and abstaining groups yhich they produce on Polling Day should'differ
in various antecedent characteristics and behaviors;'for example, contingent
abstainers should differ.from consistent abstainers and late deciders should

differ from consistent voters. Table 3 shows data relevant to this

: supposition. Uhiie the two aroups of Polling Day non-voters are similar on

BIA 11701 Provided by ERiC:
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‘many characteristics, the contingent abstainers, asicontrasted to the
consistent abstainers, were more likely to come from working-class back-
grounds, to be male, to have stronger political dispositions, and to show’
highor levels of macs media and interpersonal communication brhavior during

thcncampaign. iaté decidefs, aé bontrasted to thosé héving:madc their
décisions prior‘to tﬁe_caﬁpaign; were rore likely to_be'occupﬁtionallyv
nobile, unmarried, less highly polificized énd.moré dependent upbn friends-
as sourcecs of info;matioﬁ during the campaign. In short, there was some
external evidence to justify s;paratébﬁnalySGS of voter turncut distinguisned
by pre-campaign intention. To put it another way, since contingent
shstainers, fo; exomple, ;é;ily did differ from consistent abstoiners at the
start of the campaign, itvbeéamc meaniﬁgfﬁl to enquire in further analySisv

&) why ‘their original voting intentions hod disintegrated and b) whether

campaign Communication factors had played ony part in this, - T Je
, S o :

Table 3 about hére
To-answer such questions, a mnber of independent variables that might
- have influenced turnout had to be built into the anolysis. These were-also

ordered by timc sequence differences. Thus, a broad distinction was drawn

between pre-campaign measures, the background and situational factors, and
the "usual'- attitudes and behaviors, thdt'tho person orings to the clectiong

compaign exposures, how the individual followed the election in mass media

f

and inter-personal ch&nnels;'and nost-clection reactions to the coupaign in

various respects,

The choice of individual predictor variakles was based on four criteriat

previous research had shown them to- be related to political participation
(cogs Strotification variables ~nd various political dispositions)s they
represented potentially important differences in the situations occupied

El{llcspecificfally by young people (e.z. maritol statis, politicization of the

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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parental home)} they uex sured ;X§Obare to varicus sources of communicﬂfioﬁ
about the-éamp igng “or tqey stood for morc specific orien tatloqs to pﬂrty
conflicf.- A'foﬁal_of.QQ_predictorrvarigbles wo.8 seleéted by thesg criteridt
of whiéh 26 weré‘cl;Ssified'ﬁsbpre—cnmﬁaign factors an&.thc remaindér'were
evenly dirided.betﬁéen'égmpaigh exposure and post—elcctionﬁreaction ﬁoﬁsures.
Slnce our 1nterest was in estina tlnv the relative 1mport mnce of types of '
variables. rather than in thc predictive powers_of any individual varicble,
the 40 items were findliy,subéumed-ﬁnder 12 morc genéral classes, which are
specified below. (The lettcors rnd nuibers beéideAthe~categqry headings
correspond to designations uéed in:all-subsequént tables éf'fhis paber.
Detulls of how each of the lﬂleldu 1 vwrlﬂbles was neasured are prcsented

in the Appendix.)

Pre-campoign Measures

4,) Parental characteristics -~ interest in politics; having 2 party -
- : : : - preference,

B1) Stratificition varinbles

owmn occupﬂtlon- father's occupatlon-
school-leaving oge.

sex; narital status; age.

B2) Other structural variables

knowledgé§‘interest: duty to vote$
. caring. ~bout election outcone nnd .
eight other attitude items.

.C1) Political systoem dispositions

CE) 'Party orientations - ,attltudcs to own . p“rty, to own pﬁrty
- ' . 1e&der-
_C3)- Issue salience , S - importance of issues in three dlffcrert

clustered areas,

CLk) Customary wedia behaviors - fxequency of telev181on viewing
: newspﬁper readings
D.) Cross-pressure vorisbles® " - reading of opposition newspaper,
R . : : political contacts with supporters of .
opposing partys llVlnE in comstituency
with predominance of ' opposing party.

ERIC
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Campaign  Bxposure Heasures

E1) Moss nedin exposure - ~ _pumker of party bro .dea. sts seen; TV
. i
news viewing during compoign; amount
of eclection ncws reading in the press.

E2) Interpersonzl discussion ~ freguency of coampaign discussion with:
: ' friends; family nembers; others.

“Jeasures of Post-~BElection Reaction

F.) Compaign chanoe in 1ssue - prices; taxes; standard of living.
salience

G.) Other post- mlectlon assess~ ~ evaluations of specific features of
nents _ ) " the c;npqlgn ('campoign reaction -

score'); noticing campnlvn promlseu
by the winning party; perceived
strength of the econony.

A zcro-dider correlation matrix of the associdtions in.the youth sample
botween these predictors ~nd the rgtention of discolution of original;voting
intentions dqnfirﬁed the need to bdée th@ anzlysis on multlv irixte
proccdureé. Nearly o half of the 40 1nde0endent vqu"bleu produced

blétlc lly 51gn1flcaﬁ£ corrclotlons with turnoub._'Somc'moderately high:-'
1nthtcorrclﬂtlons among some of the predictor varia bieu thcmselvcs-.lso
cqll“J for multiple controls. It wds decided; thercfore,~fh:t»thc direét
and 1ndepcndent contr:butlon to turnout of cwch of tbc predictor - v.ridblgs;

1d of the cla \Sses into whlch tney wad bccn groupcd shquld bc-assesscdibj X

mesns of o mvltlple llnenr renre<“10ﬁ one ly81s.

This decision entailed a umber of troublesone assumptlons. One is
that of a .continuous distribution<underlyihg the vﬁriible being measured,’
The criterion varinblc here, voter turnout, is measured as a dichotomy.

That 1s, the pcrson clther voted or fﬁlled to vote in uhe 1970 electlon. It

rmny.be argued that the llnear assunptlon of the regre881on model refers . to

an underlying propensity and hence to thc’conceptual definition of the
dependent varioble rather than to its rleasurenent. -Thus, a tendency to:vote

ratder than wbst in could still be thought of d-continuum on the
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oonceptual piane. It is true that the AID (~utomatic internction detector)
approaeh,whicn_Wnsidesigned‘especinlly to work with aichotomous categories
of varinbles snd their intefactions, could have been'adopted as an

ialtennntive; but 1t has features which disqua llfled it for usc in tnls caso.32
Itlfnnctions on theLprinciple of mnximising prediction among a given number
of foctors, without concern for the opcr tlon of pqrtlculqr sets of inde-
peadent v;rinbies; this weuld have been-at odds with our spécific intercst
in understanding the role of communication_influences ber sc. 'If_aiso
apnlie on iterative~nrocedure, whioh extracts 211 variance fron the

.strongest predictor ~nd then selects subsequent predictors- from the residual
variance, whereas. our goal required simultaneous rather than sequential

control techniques,

A second assuaption of regression annlysis is that all relationships .
are linear and that no 1nteractlov effects have been generated by the joint

'opcr“tlon of two or nore nredlctor varinbles, Yo the extent‘that the

‘regression nodel cou. nccount for subsfln ial proportlons oF v*rlince (as

.

Shown in data below) the extra vari~nce 1ikely to stem-froa‘interaéﬁions
oy be considered_negligible; In any case, the rcgression annlyses'presented

hero sbould be regarded as prov1ulo wal llneqr estlmmtcs' rore mprecise:

intera ctlon effccts will be ex: mlned 1n future cross~ta bulﬁr nnalyses of

two ‘nd three predlctor variables in their relations to votex turﬂout.

A

A final 1ssumpfion of concern is thot of.independcnce.among the

_ﬁfedicﬁor‘v;riibles. When.ﬁhere are high intor—correlatioﬂs'among o
. combinntion'of‘predictor variables, a condition of'muitioollinoarity occurs

in wnioh the estimote of tnc variance accounted-for_oy qny one of the
.‘vnfinbles.invoived roy - prove Unreliable.‘ This difficulty cnn be denlt_with

eitherjby c01b1n1ng the 1nter-correl vted vo rlnblcs 1nto o single- index or

33

. by tfeatinw then as o block or group in the - nﬁlys1s. _The latter coursc
o T . :

[[{L(: hs been followed here. were such qorrelations to be found ncross blocks
P v | o : }

i N
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(s2y, between 2 communication and 2 poTutical predisposition variable) =
surious problem would arise, Fortinntely, 21l cross-group correlations in
our ~nalysis fcll well withiin acceptable liuitse The lonc withia-group
correlntion of sizeable mognitude appeared in the set of stratificotion
varicbles, where occupational status was highly corrclated with school-
leaving age. These showld be considered =8 2 cormon stmtus vorinble, nd
no attention should be paid in the results to which one contributes to tiie

turnout vari-wnce ocnd which disapnezrs. -

Our rcgressionlan:lyses werc solely designed to cstimate the inde-
pendent power of a given vari-ble to predict voter turnout directly. Iron
the stundpoint of commumic~tion theory, however, we were :lso interested in
developing ~n wnderstanding of indirect paths to turnout - such as the
frectors that give rise to those communication behaviors th .t may in turn
affect voting r=otes, or the way in which cormunicstion bchavior; nay lead
to other consequences which have a direct connection to turnout. Such
indirect paths were ex~mihed by conducting 2 further series of regrassion
.nalyses centering on all variables found to hove sizeable direct paths to

- turnout, The implied time order sequencing of our predictor variables,
starting with c~rlicr parental influences and ending with campaign reactions,
allowed some systematization of our approach. e began with the direct
path latest in the time order and used 211 logieally prior vorinbles s&s
predictors. ‘e then worked our way back through the model attempting to
identify the nntecedents of all key varisbles. Standardized regression

cocfficients (beta weights) werc used to index the rcsultant pmths.

TURNOUT REGRESSION ANALYSES: YOUNG PRE-CAMPAICN VOTL INTENDEIRS

1 The first regression ~nalyses of the study sought to explore the sources
¢

[ERJ!:of contingent abstention in the youth sample, The dependent vardiable dis~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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. tinguished aniong original vote intendcrs between those wno had cventunlly

»voted ﬁnd'tnose_who had abstained. The numbers nvailablejin the sample
perhitted senarate analyses to be.nerformed.forrordginal Laobor =and
Conservntive'supporters,_respecti?ely{'tnereby allowing for tne'possibility
that different influences had'played-on'young voters depending on their
party of initiai preference.‘.The function<of the regression ~nalyses 1is to
show the associntion.of each predictor varinble with turnout‘when.the

| effects of the 39 other prodlotors ore removed, The,results gre expressed
'1n Tﬂbln Ly 8 proportlors of the variance: acoounted for: by eacn varlable

singly =ond by'the classes of voriables into Which they were‘grouped.
Table 4 about here

The inclusion of Lo predictor_vuriabies in a'regression 1nalysis
obviously incredses the likeiihood.thqt_chance alonelWould have produced
:u substantinl prediction of our turnout criterion.d For that reason:it was
important to test‘the‘results against chance. The total proportlonf of.

'varlance accounted for (43 per cent for Labor and 77 per cent for

3h

Conservwzlve young adults) were well in exéess of chance in each case.

(S . . ‘

O flrst concern in eyam1n1ng the detarled regress1on results shown

_in Table L yas to_see'whether_the coruunication variables used as'predictors

‘would'disappear;when other factors were controlled.. It is apparent that
they did not disappear. The amount of exposurc to’ certaln sources OI‘
po’ltlcal comuunicatlon sccmlngly acted, 1ndependently of other 1nfluences;

to promote youn" voter turnout and/or reduce abstentlon among party .

1dcrt1f1ers.

ot
-

[o—

that measured sone forn of connurlcatlon behav1or (1nclud1ns custonary :
media use and communication cross—pressures as well as variables of

. Q e ‘ PR — N
F l(TXposure to the. ¢campaign through mass media and inter-personal sources),
Commm T .

v

) Jhen in Table 5 we treat as a block all ten varlables 1n the analys1s"
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we find that the total variance accounted for_(13‘per cent for Labor and

4

28 per cent for Conservatives, both.statistically significant at the .01

level) is on average well above that of the other 30 non-comrunication
neasures. although on this reckoning a guarter of t1e varlables are
relevant to communication, they account for between a third and two fitths

of the c¢xplanatory pover of all 40 predictors in'tﬁe two sdmbles.
Table 5 about here

The relative power of communication factofs appears yet more imbressive
when we consider soue of the other variables in the analyéis that did not
nxed¢ct voter turnout., ultlough attitudes toward tHe two magor polltlcal
parties'and the'images of their leaders were both hinhly'related to
direction of vote at both the pre-cwmpalyn and post-elecLlon 1nterv1eWS,
these variables did not seem to produce’the'behaviofal result of actually

dgoing te the polls. Similarly, the.respondentis having grown up in a
political or non;politicql home- scems to have ﬁad little impact on turnout.

Age, narital status and sex also scem to be reldtlvely unipportant factors,

- 8o fzr 2s sex was concerned, it is worth noting, however, that somewhat -

more of thc contingent absttiners were pen. slthough this mo y have been a

chxnce result, it could 1lso signify. some diminution of sex-role reldted

beh\v1or among young people,

Pei‘lectlnb Brltaln s status~polar1zed political systen, the Iabor and
Conservatlve dlrectlon of voting 1ntcnt10n was rather strongly rclated to
ﬁe stratification variables used in the analysis (father's and own
occupdtion, school-leaving age), Thesc variables, hOWever,'played a
different role in identifyinw the contingent abstalners, the. three neasures
accounting . for 1” per cent of the Conservat1Ve turaout variance but only
thrce per cent among the Iabor 1ntender5.; frosion of the Conservative vote
cane heavily at the bottom of its status dlstrlbutlon whereas Labor's turn-

out PrOble was nore evenly_distributed. Thv s, the direct impact of
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stratification was mixed and certainly did not eliminate the communication

variablcs when -introduced as controls.

‘hereas the specific partisan political attitudes added littlcjto ou

understanding of '"'post-decision'' .youngz clector turnout, the more general
g 8 ’ .

Politicai systenm dispositions appeared td play .a niuch gregter rart,
Political knowledge and intcrest, & feclling of an obligétion to‘votéiand
céring about the election all werec associateé wi?h turnout on Polling b;y‘
For youn - people gt least, electoral ﬁggﬁggﬁ_éoéms tb represent a quite
different type of bchavior from voting SEQESE even Qbon.the hard-core
consistent abstainérs havc,bgen excluded fromn considoration. Direction seons:

to be more a matter of specific tiecs to a particular party,

while tnrnout is much more a function of diffuse attaclment to the political

systonm,

iﬁp to this point we have cstablished that the ten communication
varinbles considered as 2 block‘h:ve a direct and sizeable connection with
voter turnoué; however, we have»not:considered the role oflthe communicatioﬁ
neusures taken individudlly. In thezero—o;der correlationnl rnzlyses

conducted before turning to multivariate procedures, nll ten commmication

~ variables had produced statistic-lly significont associztions with turnout

for at least one party. The'regression‘rOSults, however, prcsent o nore

selective nnd differentisted picture. Compaign exposure variables (Zla-c

SN

2nd #2a-c) sccount for considerably nore variznce than j@gYpre-conpaign

communication behaviors (Cha, Chb);. interpersonnl communication assumes 2

\

: . : . A,
greater direct role than do mass media measures, clthough the latter show -

some influence; and Libor turnout was predicted by o rather different sub-

set of comrmmication vari-bles than was Conscrvative turnout, .

i

One'outstaﬁding‘feature of the smnlysis is its emphzsis on-frequency

of political discussion in the réspoﬁdentls fariily ‘as the nost effective

i e
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prop to participation ~non,; comuaunication factorzs and as one of the two
nost powerful predictors zmong the total set of 40 variables. The primacy
of frmily discussior imnlies, not only that interpersonnl vommimicstion is
more influential than mass communication, but -~lso th:t it is mowve 1ikaly
to provide -n effective stimulus when couriinic~tion trkes place within a
relntively homegeneous fuaily circle (:lthough alternative explnnations of

its superiority ray also nced to be entertauned).

Despite the prominence of interpersom:l commmnicrc.tion, mass nedina
varirbles also had sone effect on turnoute. The orizinnl Conservative
supporters, tor exarple, were exceptionally vulnerable to the detaching
in{lucnce of wh:t we have called "press cross-pressures’’ (D1), This
varinble was indexed by 2 conflict between the respondent's originzl vote
antunkﬁon ~nd the editorinl linc followed by his uorning ncwspaper. ..t this
point, it is not clexr :/hether the process underlying this apporent source
of influnnce was agonda setting'' - the content salience of a porticulor
set of issues = or some more direct form of persuasion through attitude
chaonge., Of course, it mny 21so roflect the vote-sustnining influence of
rexding . consonant newspaper by taose eventunlly going to the polls. ‘'hat-
ever tic process, it appears thnt press cross-pressures did not 2ffect young

L~bor sup;orters, The possible reasons for this will be discussed l-ter,

Tabhle 4 :lso indic-tes = very substantial difference in the oriszins of
voter turnout between the supporters of the two mzjor political narties.
Jhile ~Inost three-fourths of the variance accounted for in Conservative
turnout could be attributed to jpre-compripn v-riables (4,3,C,D), Labor
turnout was mﬁch more a function of the c-mpaign itself with h-~1f the
~ttributable variznce soing to fofces exerting influence zftur the start of

the election contest, ..s indiecoted especially by levels of post-election

ossessments (G), this meant thut a sizeable number of young Labor intenders,

&

having registered uniqueiy unfavornble impressions of the campaign,
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cventuzlly failed to vote on Poliing %2y, Ia fzct their crmainign
cvzluations werc not only more ecriticsl than thosc of the consistent Labor

voters wnd of the coasistent -nd econtingent Conservativesy they were oven

more negative than those of the consistent abst~iners. Ve will considec Lhe
significonze of tiidls point further in the discussion scction of this popoers
But overall the results validate the original decision to look ot inflvences
oil turnout in scparate porty sub-sroups. o greater sart of Conservotive
Tustintion could have been yredicted in advance from lnowledge of the

swnple membors! pru-Cﬁmyéign sitn-tions -nd dispesitions; Inbtor supovters
were nore affected by whnt, to some of them 2t least, had Troved to be 2

diserchanting c-npaisn,

TURNOUT PATI ..IL.LYSIS MONG YOUNZ PRI-CLLPLTGN IHUNDERS

Cur regression =nalyses sought to identify direct links betwceen various
groups of wredictor wvarisbles and the criterion of electoral turnout. The
rurpose of our subsequent path ~n-lyses was to .develop 2 tentzative extension

L d
of sc connections into a more elaborute cnusal network of various
indirect paths to turnout. ..lthough there is an slmost infinite number of
1lausible cousal sequences that could operate -—nong the varisbles, we were

fortuncte in being 2ble to reduce them to more nanageable Lroportions by

azain ordering them in time-scquence terms.

In each party sub-sonple, regression analyses were performed on eight
variables at three lcgiczi time points preceding.the final furnout criterion.
&hc dingran below illustrates the sequence that wns followed from right to
lefta Fi;st, ~1l rarental ~nd structural vari-~bles in the -n-lysis, (i,B)
were regressed on threc dispositional varisbles that had predicted turnout

directly (CB, Cl, and C1d); then the dispositional mensures were placed as

prediétors with the parental and structural variazbles ~nd regressed on-three
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—umd

different forms of exposurc to the cofipaipn (E1m B1b and $28); and finnlly

RN

all the nbove variibles were regrcessed on two different measures of compnden .
assessment ( G7 and G3 ) thot had baen implicated in the somple's turnout

“develoments.,

Duty to wvote.

Campaipgn

Pa i N .
rty election Reaclion Score

. Folitieal broadcas e
#11 parental lnowlodge ts seen . Lur zonh
and structural : 8¢ Fanily discussion assessrient of
“.variobles Caring ~bout ., . o the strongth
. . lection news- "
the elecction reading in +h es of the
2L 16 Y e, PLes!
outcorie _ € ¢ m ? econony

To index the strength of comnection between two virizbles, étﬁndardized
regression or path coefficieants (beta weights) were used. [lthough nony of
the results were stotisticnlly eignificant at the ,05-levol, they were often
of lower m=egnituds than woul&'bq fe@uired to nake strong causal st{tements
nbout the paths involved. Several reasons could account for.this: sore
neasures oy have been less potrerful thaﬁ‘they could have been; individual
vnriﬁblcthQQO not been coubined to strengthen asuocimtioﬁs {6.ie the tarce
stxxtﬁfinafﬁon mansuros‘might ﬁnve heen nersed intobonc index); or young
péople in the process of chnage nay in f;cf be sﬁbjoct to o diversze arxny
of only.ﬁqdernfely sfrong influences rather than to =~ smﬁll nurther of nmoxre

+ potent oncs.

Provisional puth‘mddelé foflthc Inhor and Conservative subésampléé
are prescnted in Figures 1.2nd 2. Lines of comnection hve been drawn where
the.pa ! cdefficients‘reabhed .15,‘but a few eiceptiOns to this thfeshold
zre included fof substantive interest, -The results nre besﬁ‘doscribed by
vorking our way héhronologically” through the models, coﬁMenting on the

. paths stemning from each set of variables of importance.
Figures 1 and 2 about here

The porental political charaéteristiés that had only negligible

j?[z i%:« direet connections with turnout reveal indirect paths such that high

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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! renbAl interest leads to both c,rlng about the c¢lection outcome and to
family d1scuss1o“. Both of these dispositions are associzted in turn with
& .

higher turnout,

The stratification variables, already shown to have = direct path to
Conservative turnout, 2lso reveal indirect paths to political knowledge
levels ~nd caring about the election outcoric in both parties. _It is

1ntcrest1ng to. note, however, that no indirect path connected the

stratifica tlon variables with any of the c‘mwalrn exposure neasures. In

that sense the campaign communication efrects on young elector turnout: could

be s2id to have been ''deriocratically' based.

auong other'structural varizbles, age is involvsd in the analysis

ltrgely through its connection with political knowledge in soth sub-samples
ond, among Conservatives, in the fact that older reSpondents»cared nore

2bout the election 1nd felt = gréater obllgﬂtlon to vote. Sex is iﬁteresting
here for its connection with two seemingly,contrndictory nithss males ﬁre
more likely to be polltlcﬂllj knowledgen ble, Wthh encourq es'turnoﬁt but
are less llkelj to feel 2 duty to vote, whlcb niokes votlnﬁ less llkely.
The chief indirect effect of N“rlt 1 stﬁtus arises fron thu fact that the *

narried respondents had entered into family discussions a%out the election

more often than did the single respondents.

A1l three political‘syStem‘disPositiohs had provided at least.

noderate direct paths to voting, In terms of indirect paths, polificul

knowledge encournged party orondc,st v1uw1ng, unlch in’ turn f¢0111t"ted

voting especizlly among the young L"bor sunportnrs. 4mong'thc-young,\

Conserv:tives, the better informed were 2lso inclined to discuss the clection

more often with other family members. Caring about the election was also

an indirect source of campaign communic:tion effects on voting, being

‘assqcizted with plrty brondcast: v1ew1ng in the,;mbor sub-snmnle Mnd.w1th

fanily discussion among thc'Conservatives. Duty to vote, however, is an
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1pterest1holy'iéolated dispositional variable. It is neither predicted by
antecedent variables nor predicts any consequent varinbles. Its ‘effect,
then, is direct, and its sources remain an intriguing ~rex for future) .

1nvest1¢ﬂblon.

ﬂltho ugh freguency of family discussion was associated with more positive
assessments of the campaign among the younb bonserV“tlves, there were no
indipect paths freﬁ the conmunlcwtlon va 1bles.to post—elecfipn reactions
in the cucial Lobor sub—eimple ﬁhefe such ;eseésments hzd beeh relatod to
turnout. Iﬁ,fact, two fe a2tures of these evaluations are cxcoatlonnlly
interestinr. Flrst, our so- called ”C“ﬂpllﬁn reaction score!' measure wa
uLllklngly unassoc1 ted with most oLher Vﬁrlﬂbles in tﬂe—inqu81s. The
zecrc581on of 19 prlor varin bles on cqapalpn reﬁctlon scores nanaged to
Giplain only ﬂ}_pef cent of Iabor and 15 per cent of Conserv-tive v;riwnce;
The circumstnnces which helped to determine the -mount of ‘exposure to campaign
commmmications, then,'were rennrkably unconnected with judgments of how
valuble the compaign had been. But second, the p%th analyses show thﬂt
in both sub s~mp1es it was dctunlly the rore knowlodgeﬂble respondents who
had nroduced the nore crltlcal cwnpelvn reaction scores. ..s we huve already-

seen, :mong the original L-bor supporters, these negative assessnents had

led in turn to abstention from voting.

OUNG VOTER VS OLDF R A DULT l"URI‘IOUT COnP: .quON'“ PRE-CAMPLIIGN INTENDERS

Looadl turnout :nalyses.up to this poin% haﬁe dealt eolely with first-time
eleeto“s unuer age 25 who had indicated = 1 party prcference 1n the pre-
camp:ign ihte?view. Fron thes; datualone, we have no woy of estlnatlng the
extent to whlch the Ilndlnvs are a) a function of youth or b) conflned 1n_f

~2pnlicntion to the post—decision situation; Extern*l' ~lidity requires a

(%)

Eligggpﬁrlson with older adults and with those who were und001ded chout pﬁrty,
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in the first round of interviews. Saumple size restricts our ability to do

this with.only 161 adults with pre-campaign party inten£ and only 76 young

and. 15 older adults with no such intent. The_émall number -of older

ré8p§ndents prevgnts analysis within thé two majqr‘political.parties;_how-
ever we can nake the'necessary age coﬁparisons by cémbining'the pre-clection
adherents of the two najor parties. The oﬁtcomes of:the fesulting "ixed"
regreséion.énalyses of contingent abgtention for the two age Samples are

presented in Table 6.

The uerging of the;party'grbups in the young adult sample pfoduced a

_sharp declinc in the predictive power of our 40'vafiables. The 36 per
cent of thevtotal'variance accpunted for is less than the explanatory

power of these sanc varinbles for each party .sub-srmple examined separately. .

This confifms that pre-c:mpaign party:préfercncé was itself a'sourcc.qf'
varisnce in the combined 1nnlyéis thxt is rem0ved-wheﬁ Labor and Consérvdtive
inteﬁders iﬁe Sepnrztéd. It is another indication Qf-the inference made
earlier that soméwhﬁt different forces acted on the supporters of thebtwo'v
porties in affebting turnout. The decline. was particularly noticeable fpr-

the stratification measures,
Vv " Tablé 6 about here

Table 6 provides a somewhat eguivocazl answer to the question of whether

the importance of communication for young elector turnout would be

‘replicated ~mong older voters. Compaign cxposure explained.ten per cent of

+the viriace in the merged young clector sample znd four per cent in its
older adult equiv#ient. For all ten comiunication variables, those'figurés
rose to 14 per cent and fivg per cént, respectively, a level that was
certginly'not'étatisticélly significant in the adult case. It is not
possible completely to dismiss the relevanée-of communication to the turn-

out of established voters on the basis of these dats, however, since some

~part of its impact may have been suppressed hy the nccessary merging of
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. prior party differences in a comsbined sample., Nevertkoless, communication
was clearly less important for the electoral participation of older voters. .

than for thoéevcoming on to the‘ﬁoting register for thé first timé;“an

outcone that is consistent with the investigation's original hypothesis

about the greater susceptibility of young people to influyence from campaign

cormunication sources.

ﬁyfﬁo other age diffprences of somec interest are evident in Table 6.
“Ti}st, the rolativé importancg of partisan and yolitical system dispoéiﬁiéns
T ds rcﬁerséd such.tﬁat the specific parfy atfitudés account for ruch more .
o . of the variance'ip tﬁrnout among-?he oiﬁer zdults; we have already seen
PA ' _vthaf the nore gen?ral political system.diSpoéitions vere very impoftgnt for

youns adults in centraét to'thc negligible'réle'of pé?fisan concerns,
uccond, the non—stratlflcatlon groun of structural varlablns Pproved
relatively important in the oldex adult a_alysis, whereas they,WQre of
:llttle olgnlflcance 1p the younger group. In fnét, much of the difference
_was duc to marital status, in the older sample the widowed; dlvorced and

81ngle respondents were much less llkcly to vote thnn the rnarried,

TURNOUT RUGRESSION ..N.LYS Iﬁ YOUNG PRE~C..MP:.IGN NON~INTENDERS

Perhaps the most striking result of the analysis of young voters
~without 2 party ureference at the start of the c:mpaign is.that their turn-
out on Polling Day was much better predlcted than was that of the pre-
campaign intenders. .5 shown in Table 7, ﬁbout three fourths of the non-
intehders' turnout variance was 2ccounted for by the 37 predicfor'variablos
comﬁon to the two regression analyses; this compares with a fijure of less
_ thmn_ﬁzlfrthnt_amounﬁ for those elocéors who had alreway chosen a party at
“the-time of the first interview. Stated znbther'way, we were nore succéss—

: E i?:‘ ful in measuring how ''pre~decision conflict® had been resolved than we were

KRR A v Provided by R
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in explaining “'‘post-decisional dissonance',

Table 7 zbout here

———

———

The previous finding of strong comaunication influenees on young vote

‘intenders is clearly replicnted for the non-intenders in Table 7., The

eisght communication voriables relevant to this group (cross-pressures
having been omitted from the wnzlysis for respondents without a.prior pariy
loyalty) occounted for a similor amount of the total varimnce: 14 per cent.

However, involvenent in ‘interpeisonsl discussion of the election mattered
’ k ) B

"less to the late deciders than to the contingent abstainers, while exposure

to crmpaign -communications in the mass nedic (gspccially‘in the press ond
té a lesser.ektent'xig televized party broadeasts) proved more influentinl.
Insofar'qs intcrpérson;l coﬁmﬁhication assumeé # role in late aecisioﬁ, it
centerea more on discussion with friénds.th;n:With famiiyvmembers. It is

also interesting to find some confirfintion in Table 7 of the importance of

,evglﬁ;ﬁions Qf'the.campaign itself in prompting electoral prrticip~tion,:

Just as critieal reactions to the c~mpoign had distinguished contingent
Lobor sbztainers from consistent party supporters, so too were rnore favor-
able assessments ossociated with the ultimate readiness of some npreviously

uvndecided clectors to vote,

The biggest difference between the regression analyses for original
intenders und non~intenders arises from the remarkably powerful effect of -
various politicnl system dispositions on the latter group, accounting in

21l for 39 per cent ¢ the varience, Three individunl measures stand out

here: a feeling that the 18~year-old vote would nake politicians pay more

atter.tion to young people (a variable unimportant in the contingent

abstention analysis); an interest in politicsj and caring ~bout the outcome

‘of the election. It may be.importtnt to note that politiecal knowledge is

no longer ~n effective predictor in this analysis, suggesting that moti~-

vation rather than cognitive competence is o key element in the hehnvior of
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lnte deciding young voters. Despite the doninance of these general

’prientations, however, Table 7 also shows that party vurizblés (chiefly

differences in wssessing the party leaders) predicted turnout among the

“initinlly undecided rore strongly thon nmong those with a pre-campaign

i - 0 v - N ’ - As -
preference., .. final arex of difference from the vote intender an-lyuis i«

the virtunlly complcte elimination of stratification -nd other structural
vorinbles as factors in predicting turnout directly. It zcvcems that late
decision‘among‘previously uncoumntitted voters is not organised ~long

traditional strotification or role~determined lines.

DISCUSSION

What conclusions may be reached from this study about the role of

_commuunication factors in voter turnout in the 1970 British General Eléétion?

It is cléar f£at communiqatién varizbles bqlked large ip the moin:
énmple mhtlysis ofvyoungffirst—tiﬁe electors. Bofﬁ interpersonél and mass
communication infiuéﬁces-ﬁad independently affected furnéut when many other
poésiblo contaminating or confounding variables had beeﬁvéontrqllcd. In
the analysis of fhoée young votérs wiﬁh a defiﬁite party'preference at thoe
starﬁ of the damﬁaign,,commﬁﬁiéatioh neasures took up 13 pefAcent of the
total variance for the turnout of original Labor supportersiand 28 per cent

of that for original Conservatives. .mong young electors without an

initial party preference, communication factors also- amounted to 14 per

- cent of the total., In fact thé strength of communication variables in

vredicting turnout compared favourably with that of all other types of
independent variables included in the invéstigation, being definitely
exceeded only hy measures of prior dispositions in the late decision

znalysis of young voters,

e
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. The inference tc be drawn here is important in ‘view of the insig-

- nificant parf typically allotted to communication by the "limited effects"

nodel, Vhen election participation behaviors .arc examined dynamically,

and especially for‘individuaié eligible to vote for the first tinme,

communication matters just as much a5 anything else does. hat is more, it

mat?eré béyond what would be ;sgribed.to it if it was merely involved in
dcéivating ﬁrior leanings and sentiments, whether rooted in social or |
psycholozical origins. This is not %hé place for a detailed analysis of
where the "limited effects' model‘Went wrong,.buf from other ?vidence at
our disposal we suspect.ﬁhat it exaggérated a) in general the homogenecity
of the world of politiczl influences, commuﬁication and extfdécommuniCQtion,
thgt play on the typiczi citize% and b) rore épccifically,'thé :mqunt of

selective exposure in which most people engage-in order to reinforce their

nrevious leanings.

In oddition, however, the role of communic~tion factors proved more

complex than ~ny single image of how they might be related to turnout could

adequntely convey. Trom this point of view an important lesson of the

study 1s the need in communication rescarch to identify and differentiate
the several different processes that may simultaneously impinge on'a
dependent varinble outcome. This need for ¢iscrimination may be illustruted

by éluboratiﬁg further conclusions of the analysis at three different levels.

One level concerns the group characteristics of the particular
individuals who may be exposed to politiczl messages. Accordiﬁg to our’
evidence communication foctors worked differently cmonyg young Conservative
and Labor supporters, only the forﬁef‘having proved'vulnernble to ''press
cross-pressures’', while only the latter were ﬁppnrently guided by their
subjective reactions to the quality of the campaizn. The complex of.
corriunication iﬁfluences varied yet ngain according to whether the group

under scrutiny. had been in a pre~decisionn]l or post-decisional frome of
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mind at the tgme othhe:pré-eémpaign intefview3 the.fofmer haviﬁg respondedﬁ
more'positively to’the mobilizing iﬁflueﬁce of mass media sources and_the
latter to the participation-sustaining impect of feﬁily discussipn (pérhaps'
because only in:the latter‘case vas if logicelly pqseible for the family's
varty leanlngs to be congruent Ultb the younw voter's prior prefcrerce) In
addition, tho cxtent of cormunicatzon 1nf1uence v&rlcd as betwLer rleribers oik

the noin youth sample and the adult controls, prov1ng far more powcrful in

the former case,

This last result was to some extent expected. It:may rcflecf ce;tain
features of the pqlitical_outlook of . young people - such'as their ;elatiyely
week partisan sentimeﬁts and a loose internal strueturing'of their various
political beliefs ; which mey stem in. turn from sucheexternal factors in
their situations as exposure to a diverSe.array ef SOqializatioﬁ agencies
.1n preadult years and the‘recency and incompleteness'of their oceuInney of

: e _ _
rniore adult statuses ;ﬁd roles, Iven so the resﬁlt noy nof be totally-}acking
in relevance for comnunication to older adults. As'oqcupatioﬁgl and geo- |
grophical mobility become rore cdmmon, rates of soeiai change accelerate,
znd public information flows increase, more and nore adults nay find them~
selves.in circumstances not entirely dissimilar from those thnt nade
comrvaicition effects on young voters ﬁossible'in the'i970 British General

Election.

"“A second level where the study ‘findings underline a need for
discrimination concerns the direct iﬁﬁaot.of coriiunication on ﬁﬁrhout.
Hére_ye hove been compelled to draw o distinction between three types 6£

- comrunication influencelthat nay be exerted in - given situation. One formv

of such influence is directly guantitativej it nanifests itself in a 'more-

‘the-nore' relationship, with higher eynosure rates 1ndepende‘tly produ01nh
1 higher turnout races. Particularly intcresting in this connection, Pperhaps,
¢ ‘ :

: Eﬂigg; was the powerful effect of pollclcal discussion inside the family circles
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of 'the young original vote intenders. Yet cven here a mass medium like

~  television did not.pﬂle into insignifi01nce, for it also transpired that in

this group p rty bro:dcast v1cw1ng “nd frequency. of foamily discussion were-

qulte closely associlated w1th each other (thc beta weights connecting theoe

1

. variszbles were .20 and 26 in the Lﬂbor and Conserv*tlve sub-sanples,

respectively). The 1mpresslon conveyed 1s_thnt-telev181on is = medlum which,
becouse of its eusentially domestic churacter, cnn injectrinto the home
environment nmaterials that may~bc.takcn up for further comuent - presunably

with consequences 1'or sustaining political pnrticipation afterwards.

Another form of communication. 1nflucnce nay be terned relatlona s it

stemns from congrucnt and 1ncongruent rcl tlonshlps betwocn the pwrty lcqnlng

“of un 1nd1v1du11 ﬂnd th*t which is' inherent in one of hlS rcrularly

- rececived sources ¢of ncssawes. According to our»nVidencc this highlights o

' }',,_T v o

sense in whlch a palty illgned press nay be polltlcally 1Hr;rt“nt.v it

helps to hold firnm thoze individuals whose pﬁrty prefercnces were initially
consistent-with its point of view and to loosen the loyaltics of those who
driginally divérgcd from its line. But why did the detaching influence of

re~ding the opposition press mike itself felt oniy ~nong our young

Conservative respondents? A likely explznation emerged when it was fouxrd

th-t subjection:to preés cross-pressures was positively and moderately
reluted to political Imowledge in £he Iobor subfgroup cnd inversely and
poﬁerfully related ﬁo information levels onong the young Conservatives. In
other words, the lbpser articulation of the political outlock cf the average

Tory reader of =z Labor Newsprper, 2s indexed by his limited stock of

_ political information, rnade hin exceptionally vulnercble to-influence.

Contrariwise, being better informed, the typical Lnbor rcader of
Conscrvntive papers could also draw on stronger internal dcfenécs against

their onslaughts on his convictions.
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Pefhaps the most novei and intriruing forn of communiqntion influence

_ répresented in éur findingé was cﬁalitgﬁizg in chrrocter - as Shown by the-
f;ct tﬁit;unfzvérmblo “comprign re~ction scores’' "h-d been significnntly
1nd‘iﬁde§eﬁdéﬁ£ly hésociated with the eventual'abstcntion of original ypup-
Laﬁor Sﬁpporters.anduthat favorzble ones hud accomprnied the conversion of
some'woulé;be abstainers into Polling Day voters. ‘This suggests th#t ;t
clection time sbme vbters nay not only be receiviné-the discrete‘bits‘of*
infofm{tion “bout issueé; policies and crndidntes tiat hupﬁeﬁ'éo comebthéir
ways ot fhe szre tine they nay also be fprming, sustaining or Qodifying

: imprcséions of politicians in.tﬁcir roios gg"campﬁignors and of the compaign
itself as a typical exzmple dfjtﬁc_country's political proceéses;
Obviouslybsuch perécptions.Mﬂj ary in favorability, =and at somc point the
érodtiqn df a positivé or megative impression mzy strengthcn or wezken the

- individual's inciination to vote, The foct that it wgs.thc bétter

5

inqumcd youth sniple moﬁbers who ﬁeré mpfe critical of ﬁrifiéh politicians!

conduct of the 1970 campeign is notéworthy in thié-connoctioﬁiﬂth?has

often becn suggested, but rarely dcmqnstraﬁed, that, iﬁ-addition to the mofe

typicnl band of apathetic abstﬁiners,réhere rnight be sowme citizens wvho will
“havc ﬁnken 2 gquite deliberate, aﬁd as it werevinformed; deqisién not to

votg. Ip the Lceds.youfh sxmnple of 1970 such an»element;nébwreﬁtly begon %o

moke its.presence felt.

Interprétttion of this point is ndditionzlly coriplicated by the fact
thnt oﬁly Lobor's rmnks of would-be supporters were thinngd by unfavorcble | .
qualitative reﬁctions to the camprign. We sre not in -« position to point
to any particular fezture of Labor prépgganda, 52y, th:t'could have
provoked this result. Nevertheless, we were conccrned to test furthef-tho
related assumptions a) that some original Labor suéporters eventually
beégﬁo disenchanted with the 1970 cnﬁpaign ~nd b) thﬁt fhey might well hove

Q

[ERJ!:foted if such disenchantnent had not intervened.

IText Provided by ERIC



T

”he ev1denco in Luble 8 is rclevaont to the first of tﬁese pr0pou1t10ns..

't‘ue reﬁsowed th~t the dlsenchuntment of the Labor contingent gbstainers

- . should huve been reflected in declining rntes of exposure to election

propugnndavas the 1970 cnmpaign wore on in time,, It so. hﬂppencd th't one

_of our cxposurc varinbles did =llow us to get inside the canpaign, 28 it’

“were, in terms of such 2 time dimension: our measure Of “the numbecr of party

brosdessks seon, which had been compiled from questions asked in the post-

. N . . . . . . . a . g ‘ .
eleckion inkmrview about cach prograr individually. Table S shows that the

~rate of exposure of the contingent Jahor supporters to the very fiz st Labor

" broidcast of the campalpn was nearly as high as that of the conblotent

tabor SHPLOLFOLS- but thereafter, and quite against all the viewing trends

prevalent in all,other'samp]m s1b--groups, their viewing of Lebor broadcasts

| geclined sFesdily wmtil st the end of the election period it had dropped to

approxinately br1f the level altained by‘the consistent Ilahor voters,
Table 8 about here
Then, as & further check on the voting propensities of various youth
sanple sub-grlups,~inc1uding he contingent Labor'abstainers, we looked at
the longer—term (18-month) dovelopment of their party preferences (drawing

on follow-up 1ntorv1cws W1th tle respondents in autumn 1971). The results,

+ which are prescented in Table 9, do tend to single out the contingent Labor

electors as individuels who could have been more interested in particinqtion
throughout their pOlltlcal carcers had not the 1970 cqmpalgn 'put them off'.
It con be scen that many members of the contingent Labor sub—group had
reverted to éh;ir Original stands at the time of the third interview, ohly'
five per cent having been uvnable to declere a party preferencef‘ In contrast
to this readiness to sﬁap back to their first round lo§£i%1;eiwthe ex—
Conservatives proved quite unstable, only 29 per cent having reterned to

the Tory fold, and as many as'3% per cent having becor: “dont't know's!

when asked about their party affiliations.
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Table 9 about here

-The‘adoption of péth analysié has opeﬁéd;ﬁp yet another lcvel where.
researchers should be alerf to the possible existence of distinctions
between diverse comm 1lcatlon ‘roles. In fact the evidence from this_bart'
of the study, though not Strongrin_tbe powver of the reported associations-
and certainly nceding wuch replication, sezenied to ideutify three relativeiy
Mislinct routes alonp vhich the forces making for participation or

inactivxty DPONE Jounr peopln night rva’mer moﬂentum. : 7 . _ -

One such path linked togethef.some of ‘the elenents that cou;d be Said
to favor,a rclativgly‘informod and competent stylc of participation;_\It
naln]y dcvclops cog DLLiVC oricntations to polltlcs, ar? ifs deepest roots-
_orlplqate in stratificstion dlsknnctlous, which correlate highly with |
knowlcdge, leadinﬁ in turn to communication bchaviors that stimﬁiate

urt1c1oa+1on. But stratlflcatlon vcllabies dld not nonopollse thls
‘avenue's point of doparture- the tendonCJ for men and the over—Z“s to be
netter informed'also assotiated sex and age with it. The mass meéia nay
occupy more of the center of this stream than do'interpersonal cormunication
sources} |

L sccond‘type of path stemmea from situations where a“circulation of
political materials, leading seemingly to more affective attachments to tﬁe
polltlc 1 system, is naturally encouraged, According to our evidence, the
Tonlly circle pleys a coentral part in blaiing this_particular trail. Thus,
despite the irre1e§1hcc of the porental fomily's political background to

turnout in o direct seuse, it was found thnt the products of the rore

politically minded housecholds hzod 2.) engaped wore-often in Ffanily

discussion about the elcctlon (1t%ulf a powcrful force for p2 rtlclpatlon)
aid b) cared morc about its cutcome, a disposition which was also tied in,

[:RJ}:«turn, both with family discussion ond with eleoctoral turnout nore

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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directly. "Alsc ossocivied with this set of forces uis marital statun,

which encouraged the narried voters ‘to t2lk about the election wore often

:nd =0 to go to the polls at the end of the cmprigne

A thi}cd path, tOWD-I‘,ds ‘politic-~1 &C'tivity 131‘0'v0r], _1':1'!:‘11(-7‘ more olwaiee, :I'(-':*
our feéults did little more than Suggcétjts cxistence withdut i@ontifying
many of its components. Hchrfheless,_in additioﬁ‘to certain cognitive and
affective avenues to participoation, there scems'tO'Be airoute which builds.
more on a scnse of qivic obligation. Represented in our study by the
influence on turnout of slectors' acceptance of o duty to vote, this
appeared to be nlmost = "free-floating'. factor, ncither strongly dependent
on mpecific bnckgr0und,vafi;bles inside the yoﬁth somple, nor mediated in
its‘impact on voting by pqﬁmunicntion varjnblcs.ﬂ.lt-waé sinply there in
the outlook of sone electors, and.whén it wnsipresent'it fj§ored‘partici-
pation. ‘Therc sre séme signs, however, that it develops stféngly in

35 ' . '

asgociation with advuincing age”” and that it sppeals more often to women

th~n to men. o : .
"In relation to all this an issue of cxternal validity nay be rgised:

how fz2r can the outcomes of a study of one election in 2 particular antion,

~~nd in 2 single city of that nation at that, be generalized to other

election situ~tions in other countries? To this question threc related

. responses -scem appropriate. - First, thore is .an impressive amount of in-~

study replication in the results. Communication factors, “though
d;fferentinlly 6perative,_were nevertheiess definitely involved.in turnout
dévelqpmeits anong several differcnt sub-groups in the Leeds south szmple.
.ssecona, the significance of the findings inheres less in the details of
their configurztioq than in the fact ﬁhat they embraced so mzny different
modes of comrmunicotion influence. If turnout ié not entirely deternined

by the operation of prior dispositions, then écope is afforded for

guantitative, relationnl -nd gqualitative comuunication forces to affect

pr==
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partiéipa@ipﬁ rafeé 28 well -.in which case efforté to tr;éc.thcir influence
in_other-Sitdations shoﬁid‘prove'worthwhile. Thus, fhifd,.doubté -hout
générﬁliz&bility can in the end pé résol&ed only by réplications + lsevhere.
From this point of view we look forwaid éo the_eyentudl puEiication of
findings-from on~going studies of the'reagtions of young Ameficahlvomcrs to

the 1972‘Presidentiﬁl élqction'campaign gurrently being conducted at the

Universities of Wisconsin .and. Denver.

“Wh=zt guidelines, if any, might be draww from the results of the Leeds
study for the conduct of future research in the politic-l communication

field?

Methodologic~lly, they support some of the tendencies that were
associnted in the opewing section of this paper-with the "neow look! in
politiczl communication research., They illustrate the value of panel

designs, in which campaign effects czn be separated from pre-cormpaign

.'influences, sensitive causal relationships between different types of

. varicbles can be troaced, 2nd key factors can be ordered by the passage of

time. They cbnfinn the_hced fér rultivariate antlysis, so siany variables:
having bgeﬁ initially related to turnout at the iéro-order level of
correlation. So fﬁr as the critcrion of effect, the depéﬁé;££ variable of
turnout, is cdﬁcorned, the path analyéeé suggés% thdt cven this seemingiy
simple and readily identifiabie act.of géing to the polls.may be regarded
as c. forn of mplti—fgceted behavior:  we wmay be dealing with ”inforﬁed
turnout“, ”¢oncernéd"turnout” znd ”obligatory turnoﬁt”, as it were. The
results also underwrite the necd to refine our independen% variable
reasures of exposure to political communication. Gross measures of total
amount of exposure, or of the nuﬁbof of media used;_would certainly hove
been too crude to capture the many interacting forces that opefated on our

samples. In the future additional refinements could be sought along the

lines of: exzmining the role of the gratific~tions that underlie politiczal
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communication use; toling more account of the heterogeneity/homogeneity of
~interpersonal communicution situations; and looking into the content of

such forms of connunication.:

'-Someisubstantive implic-tions of the Lﬁeds reSearch derive from thfcél
Qver&llp:ttéfns in the findinng First, ﬁ dchlopmcnfal meaning inheres in
the youth/adult differencc over the relative importingc for turnout ofh
feelings nbout the politiéﬁlAsysfem 2t lorge dnd ‘of attitudes to - specific
parties, Provioﬁs politicﬁl behavior resanch’ha'.already suggested that
”aaéieécents_and yéﬁng iﬁultsvh;ve not yet acquired thefrelmtivclquurablé

36

:partisﬁn 1ttnchﬁenté'more»chiracteristic of nature persons', Perh.ps a
further implication of our evidence is th;t.mﬁny'young people may first
'dévelop 2 sufficiently positive:attichment to the politicil system to feel
thnt, fof exﬁmﬁle, c¢lections are worth bothering 3bout xnd voting m-kes
sense. Socializaéion to specific party léydlties, however, is worc of a
lifc—loné process ~nd n~y start to yiéld riore entrenched qttitudes”after
the individusal has cast his first vote. 4s thié process Eéntinues,'fhcn,
-and pgople grquolder, party attitudes_gradu;liy take over frbm éygtem
dispositions as more cffcctivejdeterminﬁnts of electornl participation.

However, we still know little about the gommunication‘forces that are

involved in this developmentsl scquence.

Another pattern'in the evidence sounds a warning cgrinst relying
exclusively on stratificotion factors when exp;:ining conmunication
hechavior ~nd its politicnl consequences.  ~lthough social class distinctions
undoubtedly distribute differentialAopportunities to citizens to become
.effectively 2ctive in politics, severai other factors (marital status, sex,
age, membefship of ~ fimily circle in which some interest in politics is
.shown)'may nlso favor attention to politic:l communications and 2 readiness

1 to become involved in civic affqirs, If class horizontally stratifies
Q . , .

E}ﬁig;people into graduated ranks according to the adequacy of their preparation
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for. competent participation, a number of other forces also impinge on the
same individuals, as if from a vertical angle, sonevhat diluting the effects
of stratification on their rclationships to the political systém. Perhaps

thesc other forces are most likely to be rsalvanized at clection. time. -

This suggests'thét the rhythn of tHe politicalvcalehdar has temporal
inmplications of sone impoftgnbe; That is; elécﬁion campaigns may be-"
regarded nof only as. influential political eVentsabﬁt also_as distinctivg
communication events, Coﬁpared with the usual out—df—elcction pefiod, fhef
mass media transmit rore political mgsSagés to their audiences‘at ?leétiéﬁ‘
tine, Hore people are reached by_political.coﬁmunications, in sone casces

against the grain of their initial dispositions. There are wore stimuli.

to‘iﬁterpersonal discussion, and nore numerous'and purpoéive connections’
are forged between thé nass média‘and facefﬁo—fgce communicatidn chanhclsg;
It is as if an election cump;ign génerates'motivatiohé; béhgvioré and ;;r
processes of information acguisition that are less coririon ét other times.
It:follows that the campaign is probably = particulariy formative occasion -

for the politically less involved sector of the clectorate,

Findlly, the results of the Leeds studj provoke many unanswered
questions zbout pblitical cormmunication processésbwhich could profitably
be explored in detail as the flield develops: o

1) Does interpersonal snd mass cormunication RprISe lead to turnout or
is there =n interactién with.direction of content? The press crqés—
pressure result suggests the latter, but how far would tpis'tendency be
general%?ab?e to other comuunication sources, such as téievision, the family
envirgﬁment gnd friendship circles? . Is there, in fact, o mechanism of
seiecfive exposure which opérntes for certain individuals =cross diverse
communicztion channels, and, if so, dogs = high degree of such selectivity

have any bexring on participavion?
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- 2) Coumunication sources at odds with the individual's prior party

‘preference were conceptualized in this study as cross-pressurcs. How do

such comrmunication cross-pressures operate in relntion to others to which
the individual may bé exposed? iire they uniquely effective regardless of
other conditions, or docs the presence of at least one congruent source

render incongruent ones Qontent?

3) iy does fomily discussion act so powerfully to uphold electicn

—

participation? Is the fomily the sort of group in which nembers develop

a sense of joint responsibility and = shired decision to vote? Is it ~n

o
2

Does it.éffer
o circle in which people c~n be nore frece to express their politicai
emotioné, thus generating ﬁn affect for particip:tion?37 Or is its
chnrancteristic politiczl hbmogeﬁéity the trait that chiefly l.elps to .
sustain turnout?

L) In the imp@ct.of masS'commﬁnication;on turnout, what part'is‘played,
respcctively, by exposure that is‘délibérdtely notivated by political
concerns, and by more incidental exposuré éﬁemming largely from either
usual media use habits or av1ilabi1ity ficfors? Insofar:as incidental
exposure is involved; does it le~d to more informed. turnout (knowledge gain
allied to voting) or just direétly to voting of 2 péséibly less compctent.
kind? _Thc ques%ioﬁ hns policy implications, for in Britain, despité the
dislike of mnny viewers and producers, the avnilobility of party ﬂroadcasts

-

is moaximized by their simultuneous transmission on a1l ~vailable television

- channels.

5) Why was therc =z surplﬁs in the Leeds 1970 sdmples éflshifts“away

 from participation over shifts towords it? Regarded from the'standpoint

of this question, the results of this study are open to two interpretations.,

On the one:hdnd, they may be regarded qs 2 ''one~off" outcome of the 197

 coumpoign as’ such.@#Some elections, it might be said, are nore inspiring or
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nore dispiriting thon others; -nd Britein's 1970 exercise simply happened
fo be one of the more dreary oncs. On -the other hand, in light of the
known meements.of gross turnout rates since the end of the war, it is
tempting to discern the influence in the findings of soﬁe secular trends
that nay be helping to restructure either the political communiéatioh systen
itself or the way in which political messages trénsmitteq fhrough it are
received.38 Cf course data fron a éingle elecﬁidn stud&mggnnot resolve such
an issuc, Nevertheless, two factors have been identified in ouf analyses
which night help to determine whether electors at one time would be pfcpared
ts'go to the polls in the sare muibors as bn‘previous occasions. JTirst, we
cén say that therc is likely to be lcés participatipn vhen prior political
system dispositions arce less positive, This obser&ation would hypotheticélly
associate fallihg turnout rates with trend data suggesting that hany

political institutions in certain Vestern dermlocracies are less esteenied by

citizens noﬁadays than they used to be. Sccond, the discovery that

-'_”communication matters’! for turnout suzgests that clection participation

will falter if there is diminishing respect for political communication
as such, diluting and inhibiting the mobilizing boost that it could other-
wise administer, - Table 10 presents some cvidénce on this point from

British nationdl 'semples contacted oripinally by the .Sudience Reseorch

Departnent of the BBC, = This shows that over four successive General
Flections between 1959 and 1970 there has been o distinet dovmward tvend in
popular apprecintions of party broadcasts, possibly the prime vehicle of

political pfopagdnda in British canpoigns,
“Table 10 sbout here

In all'this is it far-fetched to discern the emergenf outlines of vhat.

tiight be termed .o "post-industrial! political communication’ syster?
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1. See Paul F. lazarsfcld, Bernard R. Berelson and Hazel Gaudet, The
People's Choice: How the Voter liakes Un His Mind in a hre81dcnt;a1
Cajapaign, Revised Edition, Columbia Un1v0r81tv Press, New York, 1948
as well as Berelson, Lagersfeld and Williem lcPhee, Voting: . Study
of Opinion Formation in a Presidential Campzign, University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, 1954, The results werc more {irmly solidified in the
literature review of Joseph Klapper, The uffects of rass Comrmunication,
I'ree FPress, Glencoe, 1961,

2. Tt is a striking fact that Part I of Klapper's hook (op. cit.) was sub-
titled ""The Effects of Persuasive Communication', 3ince the rest of
the volume dealt, respectively, with the effects of crime and violencs
in the media, the effects of escapist media materials, the effects of
edult TV fare on child audiences, and with audience passivity, it is
clear how completely .the author had identified the investigation of
political communications phenomena with research into persuasion.

3. Tazarsfeld et al (op. cit.) calculated that 53% of their Frie County

ssmple had been been reinforced by the 1940 election campaign by virtue of
- the stability of their vote intentions across several interviews.

--lthough the authors also entered the explicit caveat that, /e camnot
say for sure whether all the constants were really relnforced by the
campaigni' (p. 103), by Klapper's day the rescarch was said to have
found” without gqualification that "exposure to months of campaipgn
propaganda...rnlnforccd the original pre—canpalgn intentions of 53%'

(p. 16).
L{'a Iamrsfcld et al, OoPs Cit- pclgoo

5. One of the first points made in the Freface to the Second Tdition of
The Pcople's Choice (Ilazarsfeld et al, op. cit., p. xx) Yconcerns the
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subjects in our study +endeﬂ to vote as tboy alvays had, in fact as
thelr families always had.™
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‘Occasion’’, Political Studies, Vol, 19, 1971, pp. 149-71. Scc also the
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Social Psychology, Vol. &4, 1966, pp. 295-306. Subtle dimensions,of
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adolescent political socialization by researchers at the lMass Communications
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of Sociology, Vol. 77, 1972, pp. 1087-1110. '
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ILymon Bryson (¥d.), mhe Communication of Ideas, larper & Bros., New
York, 1948,
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FOOTIIOTES (contd,)

The most strictly comparable studies were those conducted in Leeds

during the 1959 and 1964 General Tlections, for which findings were
repcrted in Joseph Trenaman and Denis Mcuail, Television and the
Political Image, Methuen, London, 1971 and Jay G, Blumler and

Denis lcQuail, Television in Folitics: Its Uses and Influence, University
of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1969.

Since the anzalysis was concerned with turnout rother than direction,
intev-party switchers wer: merged with consistent party voters (after all
their original intention to porticipate in the election had been

followed by the casting of a 'vote). They omounted, however to only 10%
of the category of stable participants in the vovth sample.

Cross-pressures constituted an cmbiguous category in timc-dinensiqn
terms. Though initially classified with the pre-canpaign varisbles, their
role in the 2nalysis suggested = closer affinity with campoign influences.,

See J. Sonquist, E, Boker and J. iforgan, Searching for Structure,’
Institute for Sociel Research, ..nn arbor, 1971.

N, Blalock, Socinl Ststistics, Second Edition, McGraw-Hill, New York,

1972, p. 503,

Small proportions withii these toitals (six per cent and four per cent,
respectively) represent aberrant results in the form of reverse outcones
for an individusl variable within o cluster of related and consistent
criables. This could be cxpected when so many interrelatcd variables
arc introduvced -s controls. To nwvoid confusicn, we have elininated such
minor reversals from 2ll regression analysis tables, treating them as 1if
they had contrlbuted noting to the criterion variance.

Only 33 per cent of the Leeds youn@ elector sample accepted a duty to
vote comparcd with 66 per cent of the older adult controls.

David O. S,Ars, “Political Behavior'', The Handbook of Socizl Psycholopy,
Second Zdition, edited by Gardner Llndzey and 21liott ..ronson, Vol, 5,

p. 338,

This hypotheésis is provoked by comiments to be found in %.J, Scheff,
“Inter-subjectivity »nd Emotion®, .mericzn Behavioral Scientist, Vol. 16,
1973, pp. 501~12. ' ' .

For further discussion of recent developments affecting democratic

politicnl communic~tion systems, see Harold lendelsohn -nd Irving Crespi,
Polls, Television and the New Politics, Chundler, Zcronton, 1970,




T.BLE 1
Pre~campaign Voting Intention and Post-election Voting Report in the

1970 General Election, Leecds Young ..dult znd Older idult Simplcs

Young Adults Older .»dults
Pre- Post~ Pre- Post-
Part ' campaign election  Net canipaign election  Net
, ¥y ..~ Intent Report Change Intent Report  Change
: ' ' % G o %4
Labor ' - 48 Lo -8 L2 27 -5
Conservitive - 28 26 ~2 ' Lo Lo 0
Iiberal ' 9 8 -~ 9 k4 -5
Don't know, 4 .
] 0 .
no vote 15 26 +11 9 19 +1
Total , 00 . 100 100 100
] }
(m) | (Lok)? (176)%

Qs . . s .
Individuzls unwilling to :nswer guestions about vote intention =nd vote
were onitted from these xnd subseguent tables,




TABLE 2

Voting Patterns Formed by Pre-campoign Intent and Post-election Report

in the 1970 General Election, Leeds Young Adult and Older ~dult Saomples

o ~ s o - s
xre—ggﬁgalgn xosge;iiztlon | g;zizgn fg;?%s fégigs
Intention? as Voted? Jo %0

Yes - Yes Consistent Voters2 - 58 71

Yes ' Yes . Switching Voters® 8 6

Né Yes . Latc Deciders ' g L

Yes No Contingent ..bstainers 18 1L

- No ' No Consistent ..bstainers - g 5

Total R -100 100

aw (hol)  (176)

2 Both groups stated an intention in the pre~campaign interview and
reported voting in the post-election survey; however Consistent
Voters reported voting for the party originally chosen vhile the

Switching Voters voted for a different party.




Tf: 3
Various Fiedictor Variables by \uu»ng FPatterns, Leeds

Young idult Sample (as erccntagos)

Voting Pattern

Predicto? Variable Consistert Switchipg Late Contingent, Consistent

Voters—= Voters— Deciders .ibstainers™ ibstainers
s.,larental Characteristics
1.7arental interest, political
at least fairly 74 72 76 .72 , 31
2.Parental party preference : , : o
with party . : 83 79 Sh 77 ‘ 58
o ,
- B.Structural Variables
1.Father's occupatlon _ .
i non-manual . ' : Le - Ly 30 25 ba .
1.0vm occupation ' , ' ‘ _
non-manual 62 - 66 - 78 38 58
1.5chool~leaving age _
16 or later - 58 60 73 39 S k2
230X : ' '
nen 48 . 33 - h6 - 58 39
2.,arital status : . ;
married . 32 . . L2 14 28 . 25
2..280 : ' , .
over 21 Lp. - Lo 32 50 38
CLPolitical System Dispositions
a.buty to vote .
£l a duty L 37 "2k 18 6
c.interest in politics . :
at least fairly 76 60 57 . bz 14.
d.caring about outcone ' oo
“at least somevhat ' 8o Lo 51 .. 139 11
e, liotivation to follow campaign - )
strong . 43 Lg 72 21 6
e..ltruism of pOllthlanu ¢ C-
try to serve community 52 ha Lz - 30 22
e.5fficacy of elections S
at least some 59 -~ 60 - 32 43 38
e.iffect of lowering voting age : ' '
‘has effect on politicians 73 65 76 71 39 .
“e,-ttention to campaign arguments ' ’ -
’ hould pay at least some 35 - 88 -8 82 70
Ch.CustomarJ Media Use
a.'eight of viewing o ) :
light or moderate 73 70 81 " 60 76
“b.Freguency of ncwspaper readlng : '
daily ’ . _ 65 65 kg - 53 32

cont...



TARLE 3 (contdl)

e — ——— ———— e o i 4 L s s A S8 A Y it

Voting Pattern

Predictor Varlable (onsistgnt Switching Late Contingent, Consistent
Voters™ Voters> Deciders uhstalpersg shstainers
D.Cross-pressure Varizbles
1.Press
not reading ovwposition 67 c Lh c
2.Political contacts o
without dissent 51 16 c 3h ‘c
3.Constituency '
living in own party const, 58 56 c 52 c
E.Campaign fxposure Varisbles
ja.Party broadcasts seen. )
at least one S 80 81 62 70 k6
“Me.Television news . .
4 or more days per week Lg Lo 27 2L 1M
2a.¥Family discussion _
at least occasionally 67 50 51 33 23
" 2h.I'ricnds discussion '
at least occasionally 75 81 - 81 62 L6
2c.,0ther discussion
at least occa81onallJ 78 79 83 6l k9
. Campsign Issue Change
1. Taxes .
net change (in very important)+7 '
important) : +7 +9 -5 +19 +17
T 2,8tandard of living ' :
‘net chonge , ~1 +9 . +8 . 419 0
. 3,FPrices : - .
net change +8 +5 . +3 +15. +23

G.Campaisn Reaction

2.,¥oticing of promises by winner

woticed 33 79 83 o8 . Gl

ZeStrength of cconomy
at least fairly strong - 72 57 68 S, 57
(&) ~ (220) (43) (37) (86) (7)

Only those predictor variazbles capable of being represented in terms of
percentages are shown here; nine otler variahles are included in subseouent
anzlysesd, .

(o

b  These patterns‘include only thosﬂ choosing iHn Labor and Conservative parties in
the pre-campaipgn interviews; Libersl party intenders have been. ollnlnated from
these =nalyses beceause of the smell nwibers involved. :

‘lO

Croos—pressure verishles are not~ relevant to thesc¢ respondents,




TAiBLE 4
Proportion of Total Variance in Vote Turnout ..ccouanted for by Grouped and

Individual Veriables by Pre-campaign Vote Intention, Leeds Young ..dult Somple

. . .a
Pre~campaign Vote Intention

Predictor Variable Type

Lebor Conscrvative
9% & g4 @
" i..Parents). Political Chrracteristics (2)° . 0.6 © 0.0
B.Structural Varinbles (6) o b7 79.3**
1.5trmtification (3) : 3.2 » (e
2.Cther: sex, morital.-status, age (3) 1.5 % 1.9
C.Uispositional Vzriables )
1.Political Sygéem Dispositions (10) 118" 16,8
a.Duty to vote (1) 2.5 | 3.2
b.Political lmowledge (1) : 1.3 5.7
c.Interest in politics Tob 1.2
d.Caring ahout clection outcome (1) - b3 2.4
e.Other political dispositions (6) S 245 4,3
- 2,Party Varisbles (2) ) 0.2 Lk
Z.Prior Issue Orientations (3) o W= ' 0.7
L ,Customary ¥edia Use (2) - 0.9 - 3.8
a.deight of TV,viewing'(iipht)(1) ‘ 0.3. L 2.4
h.requency of newspaper reading (1) 0.6 - 1.h4
D.Cross~pressure Variables (3) - ‘ 2.7 o '6.0:‘k
1.Press: opposition paper (1) ' , - ' 6.0 |
2.Political contacts: dissenting (1) - 2.6 ‘ -
3.Constituency: OppOSitiOﬁ4(1> o 0.1 | -
E.Campaign ExpoSure Variables .
1.Hass Hedia (3) : - 3.2 . 4,5
a.Party broadcasts seen (1) . 2.8 ' 0.3
b.l'ress election reading (1), Ok ' -
¢.Television news (1) . - 4,2
2.Interpersonal (3) - ' - : 6.2** -13.3**
2. Family b | 1.6
b.Friends (1) y - ' 1.0
c.Other (1) L : 2.1 0.7

E;BJ!;A o _ - | - B | . ' - = . ‘Vcont...L.



T.BLE 4 (contd.)

. ;8
Pre-campaign Vote Intention

. Predictor Veriable Type -
abor Conservative
% % % %
T, Campaign Issue Change (3) _ ' : 2.0 1.2
| ' ) X I .
G.Tost-election .ssessments (3) , 5.k Ok
1,Compnign reaction. score (1) 2.3 -
~2.Noted Conservative promises (1) 0.2 o 0.3
3.Strength of the economy 1) 2.9 © 0.1
Total Accounted For 37.7 67,4
(v) o (215) (128).

10

Table includes only young adult respondents choosing Labor or Conservative
Darties in the pre-campaign interview., Liberal party intencders were

B .. excluded because‘of the small‘nﬁmbers involveda

b Numﬁérs‘in bruckeﬁs indicate how many individual variables have buen
included in the particular cafegofy. |

proportion of variance accougted for is significant st the .05 1evel'for
this group of variibles. .

** proportion of veurinance ~ccounted for is significant at the .01 level for

£his group of varichbles.
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5
Proportion of Total Variance in Vote Turnout iccounted
for by Communication Variables by Pre-Conpaign

Vote Intention, Lecds Young .idult Sample

Pre-Coripaign Vote Intention

Tabor - Conservative
% "o
Cli, Medin Predispositions (2) - 0.9 : 3.8
D1. Press Cross-pressures (1) - | 6.0
D2, Political Contacts Cross-Pressures (1) 2.6 ' -
1. Compeign Exposufe Nass Médi&y(3) 3.2 N 4,5
T2, Compnign Exposure Interpersonnl (3) . 6.2 1343

12,9 : 27.6




T.BLE 6

Proportion of Vzriaonce "in Turnout of Pre-campaign

Vote Intenders .ccounted for by Grouped

Voriables: Levds Young ~nd Older ..dult Samples Compared .

Predictor Variable Type

*

A.DParental Political Characteristics (2)
B,3tructural Variables (6)
1.5tratification (3)
2.0ther: sex, marital status, age (3)°
C.Dispoéitidﬁﬁl Varicbles
1.Politienl System Dispositions (10)
. 2.Party variables. (2)
3,Prior Issue Orientations (3)
4,Customary Media Use (2)
D.Cross-pressure Varinbles (3) -
%,Compaign Dxposure Variables (6)
1.Mass Media (3)
- 2.Interpersonnl (3)
F.Compnign Issue Chaonge (3)”
- G.Fost-Blection .ssessments (3)
Total dccounted For

(M)

_ Sample
Young adults Older Adults
¢ 5 % 6
0.2 0.9
b7 10.8
3.5 242
1.2 8.6
13,0 3.6
0.3 3,0
0.6 ° 5.1
1.5 0.1
2.4 ' 1.3
9.6 2.9
2.9 1.6
6.7 . 2'3 .
1.7 0.2
.6 0.1
35.6 29.0

b3 (130




TABLE 7

o it e

Pre-campaizn Vote Intenders and Won-intenders Comparison: Proportion of Varisnce

accounted for by Grouped and Individual Variables, Leeds Young ..dult Sample

™~

- -, a
Predictor Variable Type’ Pre-campaism Report

Vote Intenders Non-vote Intenders

= o o7 ; o
B A.Parental Political Characteristics (2)° i 072 - 1T1
B.Structural Variables (6) 4 L7 - 0.8
1.8tratification (%) 3.5 0.8
2.0ther: sex, marital status, age (3) 1.2 -
C.Dispositional Varizbles
1.Folitical System Dispositions (10) ' 15.0 38.9
. a.Duty to vote (1) . . . 2.9 3.5
. h.l'olitical knowledge (1) 2.3 Lo
- c.Interest ir polities (1) 1.6 10.7
. d.Caring about clection outcorme (1) 3.7 9.0
c.Other political dispositions (6) 2.5 - 15.7 ,
2.Party. Varinbles (2) | : 0.2 6.9
3.Prior Issuc Orientations (3) _ . 0.6 ' , 161
4 ,Customary ledia Use . 0.1 " 0.h
a.lleight of TV viewing (1) - 0.2
b.Fféﬁﬁéncy“df nevspaper reading(1) 0.1 0.2
L, Campaipn Exﬁosufe Variables
1.iass Hedia - ' 2.9 9.2
a.Tarty broadc#sts seen (1) : 1.6 3.7
b.Fress eclection resding (1) - : 5.2
é.Television news (1) 1.3 0.3
2.Interpersonsl (3) R 6.7, k.2
a2 Family (1) 5.7 . 1.2
mmmmw({)- L ‘ - 3.0
~c.Other (1) ‘ | 1.0 -
F.Campaipgn Issuc Change (3) - | 1.7 6.6

contesees




T.3LE 7 (contd.)

o .
Pre-cnmpaign Rgport

: . b
Predictor Varinble Type , : .
_ yP . Vote Intenders Hon~vote Intenders

‘ _ R %~ % %o - %
G.Post~clection .issessments (3) : 1:9 0 L8
1.Compzign reaction scores (1) o 0.9 - 2.3
2,Noted Conservative promises (1) 0.3 142
3.Strength of the economy (1) - 0.7 163
Total Varisnce .iccounted For - _ 32.0 o 7h,0
(M) 33y - (73)

2

The vote intenders include those young adult respondents who chose either

e

the Labor or Conservmtive pmrtigs‘in.the pre-éﬁmpaign intérviow; the vote
turnout for them is between tﬁose\who’remiined voters and those wh§_k
~bstained on election dny. vNon—véte inteﬁdérs are young respondents who
hod no pnrty-éhoice in the pre~campaign inter&iew; for theﬁ thé_compjrisonb
is between the lote deciders Qho'voted 6n_election dxy :ﬁd the_cpnsisteLt
~bst~iners. _ -

Zince the cross-pressure vari~bles were not relevant to the non-intenders,

[o

they have not been included-in .this table for either sub~s~mple.

1o

Humbers in braockets indicate how many individuzl veriables have been

included in the particular eatepory.

ERIC : | | .
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Order of Party Election Proodcnsts Viewed during Comnoipn by Consistent
; Yo £ palpn oy :

and Contingent lzjor Farty Supiorters,

Young Aqult Sanmple

Brondcasts in Yhole Consistent . Contingent Consistent Contingent

Order of Sanple Conservntives Conservatives — Labor Labor
Tropsmission % 5 % R %
' Labor 1 S350 k2 o 29 o 43 ."  36
2. 25 2 10 29 b

3 0 . 28 215

s 32 36 16 4o, 22

s 39w 3 b 18

Con. 1. T .36 b5 | 19 33 16
2 % 3 . 18 9

3 26 m1 13 6 16
w38 48 19 by 20

5 3. 60 26 b 33

Lib. 1 oL .26 6:“;i ' 33 | 26
2 19 23 19 it 22 o

3 35 . . 3k 29 . " 40 " oh




T..BLE 9
Party Preferences of Youth Sample Members, sutumn 1971,

by 1970 Campaign Developnents from Voting Intent to Reported Vote

e e 2
1971 Party Profereéfices

- 1970 Compaign Don't know/

Developments | Qonservative Lobor Libgral Nome u
B % % S %
Consistent Conscrvatives'* 73 . = 15 3 .9 78
Consistent Lﬁbqr o _ : 5 &7 2 : %7 - 131
ConSistentLibernl‘ | - -  ‘ 5 _ 10 © 76 | 10 21
Contiﬁzent‘CQﬁscrvativeg - 29 33 5 - 33 21
Continéent Lﬁﬁor‘ ' ' 13- | 9 '3' -5 58
Contiﬁgent Liberal o - R 25 25 u 50 4;
. Inter-party switchers 25 Ll 25 ' .' 6 _ 32
. LﬁtebDeéiders : . | 12 ;'; - 32 | 12 : b . 25
ilconsistent .bstainers : : 3 31 - _‘ . 66 '

29

a Fercentages total 100% rcadingfﬁrom left to right



th 10
average Rezction Indices for Pnrty. Election Broadcasts

ce ol SR A . a
of B.B.C.. Viewing Ponels in Four British Ilections

Rotings by:

"7 Party broad-

Supparters_ . Cpponents o Uncommitted
casts by: » . : . . — :
. - 1959 1964_1966 1970 1959 1964 1966 1970 1959v1964-1966 1970.
Tabor . - 7% 72 67 63 Mh k2 38 32 57 57 48 |k

: Consérvative .'73 66 '.65. 65 ks, 28 38 34 55 -53, 43 -.41

iberal 69 71 66 60 51 55 50 42 .55 58 55 47

L 4

a Reaction indices are‘célculated from the panel members' use of a rating
scale and range from O to 100,

The data above have been abstracted from four separate reports, prepared
after each election campaign by the .iudience Research Department of the
BBC, on the basis of guestionnaires completed by memLers of its Viewing
and Listening Panels.:_




FICGURE 1 o

- . : - . - - a
Indirect Paths Towards Electoral Participation - Labor Intenders

Duty to ’ J . s . Campaign
- R =10 Zeaction
4 ’ Score
Party :
Zlection K
Broadcasts “
Q\\\\\\momw
Marital Stetus . 20"
- \\\\\\W\\ w
Political a
A L — ¥nowledge 1o
‘Stratification = *7
(School-leavin; A .18
. ..mev / “ .
_ . , .21 Caring : .
. //////rcomﬁ Family SR
" Alection : Discussion o
S Cutcone Aqi\l\\\|\W\lt\\
_ : .

wmwezﬁmw_ .
Background \\\\\\\\\\.
(Political - u
Interest)

~a .oiong the variables depicted.in this figure, the main direct contribntors to Labor turnout wer: duty,.
imowledge, caring about the election, family discussion,. party broadcasts scen and campaign reiction
scores. . A : .

IC
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3 y s het] 1 ™ .4. . . . . — a
Indirect Faths Towards Tlectoral Participation - Conservative “nienders

.20 — Campaign
. Reaction
- — Zcora
- NWT\\.\\ /
. i
. i

Sex

(nale) \
. I ion /
-~ Broedcasts : /
\\\\\\\\ Secn v
Marital . . .
Status T~ .19

PRy

Stratification -
(3chool~leaving

Age) . /I//I//A

/omwwwm ) : \
-bout 26 Family = .
¥lection - 7 Discussion \

Parental gl .rO\\\\\\.\ Cutcone . -A@\\\\!\.\\ . | | .Am . .
Background \\\\\\\l\\\\\\l\\\s\\\\t. o A {\\\\\\\\\\

(Political ——= —
Interest) o - A : o - : . :

stratification, duty, knowledge, caring chout the election and family discussion, -

<

a Jmong the variables depicted in this figure the main direct contributors to Conserveiive turmout were
n ;

IC
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Moasures Used as Frediciors

Sunmary of |
of Turnout, Leeds Young and Older .~ dult Samples
Predictor Variable Type How leasured

o Farental Politicel Lhuractnrlstlcs

1. Parental interest in politics

2, Parcents' parties

B. Structural Varicbles

To

~

Stratification

2. Father's occupation
b.

Ce

Cun occupation
uC'OOl lenving age
: 2. Other
2. Sex
be Marital status

C. .8
C.1. Political S

Doty to

System Dispositions

Qe vote

b. Politicol knowledge

Ce Lnterest in polltlcs

d. Caring awout electlon outcome

e. .Jltruism of politicians

e. Motivation to follow crmpaign

e. Bfficacy of élections

e. IZffect of lowering voting age

e, nttention to campoign
Q : ~—-2rguments
ERIC o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Very, fairly, not much interested

One poarent with preferonce or not

on-manual or ponucl
Hon-rianual and: student or manual

15, 16, 17+

lizle or female ‘
Married or single/widowed/divorccd -

Continuum: 18-24

"You should vote only if you want to”
or "Everybody has a duty to vote'

Score 0-9 for correct answers to
questions on party politicians =wnd
policies znd on politicnl-concepts

Very, foirly, not much

Care who wins gredt deal, somewh2t,
“ not very much

"Mogt politicinsns are out to serve
the commurity” or are ‘more out for.
themselves'.

Index of no, of reasons for wntching
party. brondcusts endorsed to no. of
rezsons for »voiding them endorsed
strong; medium, wealk.

Give
52y,
run.

ordinary people blg say, some
little say in how cozntrJ is

Will mzlkce pOllt“011nS py more attention
to young peoplels views or not.

Voters should pay a lot, some or

‘little/no- attention.



——————r e, st . S— - — - ———— —— - — ———

:reiictor Varinkle Type oW L nsure

Te il@nue coumsitivity Jota cer tout of o i) 0i issues
C.ora ) o v A0 ortant for next

- : . . 2
2e Frrty J-ri-tles

+

2o ERitede to oun narty seors +7 Lo =0 T rzel ol avnlieniion

i thre o rosicive ool wvo ne ntive
Cctotononits oos tomoSat tron oof pmrto,

Do Lomitude to own lender Tcore +% % on ooninntic
ALl fcrenti-1 iy of Yiree senles
lo-lims Ri-f. din foctor I {ov lu~tdionl:
streisitiorward, likenhle, warm,

Yo irior Issue Cricnt-tiors

"o urend ~nedl butteor inoues score + to dines ne wer:s
invortart i-sucs .VLO’I“*Pu in clucter
“n~1reist vrieces, toues, Jobs, roncingg,
welfmre service, rncloesr var,

e 0Cisl welf-re icsucs “core i to +& lor clustercd icsues

of: educttionzl oprortunity,
sospit=l spending, improving race
rel-tiors, =dvc-tion lsprnding.

Ce I~w -nd order issuecs core +h to +§ for clustered itsuen

of: c¢~pital nunicoment, unoificial
strikes, stwdenb dﬁﬂo 13tr-tions,
colored imi.-r-tion.
e Suntomers Tedin Use
LWV vicwing cenvy or not, tascd on wunbur of
ni Qits ver w.ock -ud riior of hour
ver night usunlly watceh

T ("i:n:l‘v (o]

e irciuency of newsprper Ty, some or none, toed on oaiher
e ling of days vrurlly rezd,

te LrOSu—iTesSsUre Vorinkles

Te iTreus C"l read oprosition rayer, read no
party paper or retud rapers of hoth
sides, wnd only rexd owm paper.

2e 10litical contmcts ' C=3 crosc-vrussurcs 1f 2 narent or
srouse support onvosingt porty -nad if
have opposition friend(s) without
supportins onels)

2o -oustituency mesides in constituency won v
opposition

—

Se vmmiptim oxmosure V-ori-hles

1. 288 ledia
&) . .
ERIC a. Farty bro-dcnsts I'lo, of rarty bro~dczsts scen of 1+,
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conide

- —— - —— . oo e S ot i i i s — gy . + g

——————— . o a—— T it

—— - a———— ——

I e o A 1 e i - ot | et ®

. redictor Varishle Type

Tow oA Ted

—————p. = S -—— -

o

Telebs .liction news re-ding

ce inlevision ncws

e ttnnd-rd of living
Ze : Iiccs
Ge Jont=cluction ..ssecoments

1. tmanmin re-ction score

2e oted Conscrvative proiises

e Ltrernptl: of the economy

N bl

"| s - - - Py
Jeore U=0 Tased on csiinotoed Ireguoenc:

o: rezuinz of crmnaisn storics and
~mount of :ttentlon poid.

LVera e 0. of moin v olimy awuB
bulletins,

)

Urezuiney of woeokly
witlh famils nrnmbors:
tines, ocecnsionnlly,

Yroeguency of wuokly Lalk with friond

-~ -

core O=Z [or mentions of _l.oction
sion with worizintes/schoolians -

‘zrarded immort: it post/not pre, no
chinsme, or r«~'ru.1 ivort.rt »ro/
not rost.

oookove

.8 aove

Zcore 8=24 tolking account of how
felt -~hout five nep~tive nd thr
positive st-tements -~lLout noliti
crupaign bebavior: felt ctron.ly,
crosscd mind, never occurred to nic.

ee
cians!

Consider winnirs party had made 'firm
pronises durins the c¢- AD.an, which
it is now com:itted to carrying out”’

Yery strons, fairly s
wealk, very wenk.

8 For the late decision analysis, party varisbles were measured by sub-
tracting the score for one side from that of the other.
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