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This study. examines data from several national ?olls
about press coverage during the Watergate scandal, in order to assess
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C;iticism of the Press:

Iis Sociai:\R;ychological and Political Origins

-

« It is probably a truism that the press systems of modern societies are

the products of current movements within the societies they serve as well as

historical forces. Yet the dynamics of the relationship-between popular support

of the press and the functioning of that press system are not well understood.
. d - -

It js’)ikely, however, that the prg¢ss cannot function without some minimal
y . 0

level of public confidence. .

B

The historical bases for the modern press systems have been identified
, ’ ‘
by Siebert, Peterson and Schramm, who argue that two major va;&énts in press

| . . . 1 .
systems ha isted for at least the last five centuries.” Modern communica-

tions was born into an authoritariar society, they have written, and an authori-
«© - .
] P .

tarian philosophy has continued as the most widespread force shaping press

. : -
. systems to this day. A libertarian approach to the press, on the other hand,

began to develop in the 16thfand 17th centuries in Europe. It was nurtured by

the political revolutions of the period and incorporates their populism.

=

The Siebert, Petefson and Schramm typology of press systems £Z§Umes the
' - ‘ -

functiondlity of the press for the societies they serve--a linkage made exp11c1t

-

by functional theorists such as Lasswellz, Wr1ght3, and others, Thgffunction-

alists have attempted ta inventory mass ,communications activities éhd thereby
- : . I :
gain. an understanding of the role of these activities in maintgining and mod-

ifying the social order. Wright, for/eXamﬁle has specified four major activities

of the press: surveillance of the env1ronment int pretatio and prescrip)n

- .

oP’soc1ety s activities, transmi sion of culture, aﬂd entert 1nment Each is




-
S
X
S
‘ s .-
The role of the presij’the h}storical and functional analyses underscore,’

is not a static-one. Changes 1n the technology of the press itself, the act1v1t1es

and styuctures of other 1n§t1tutions within the social fabric, and the need¥ of

;////// "+ the social system itself change the comnunications - system. Public opinion

[

regarding the press, in this view, may set limitati?%snon press performance.

~ ‘ » v

r d *
<

!
Support fof the U.S. Press

In the u.s. public op1nion 1n general is supportive of the pr1nc1ple of

.

a free press. A suyrvey of opinion polls from 1936 through 1970, for example,

found that for the most part a maJority of those surveyed supported various

.

* aspects of press freedom, suth as the right to criticize govemnment officials
.« . ~ and decisions 6 In practice, hdwever, the people are fairly critical.. A CBS -
. poll in 1970 found only 42 per Cent of the people felt the news media should

L
have the right in peace time tJ report any story even if the government felt

it harmful to the national 1nterest The number opposed was 55 per cent.

A Gallup poll in 1973 showed that only 39 per cent of the population said they

had "a. great deal" or "quite a lot“ .of respect and conf1dence in newspapers 8
A Harris ppll in 1976 found that 24 per cent of those surveyed had Y'a great

<9
deal of confidence" in the press. Television news received a”32 per cent

v .

mark in the.Harris survey. /A 1976 Gallup poll on honeéty and ethical standards

of various occupations showed 33 per cent of the people g1v1ng Jjournalists a

"very high" or "high" ratihg ¥ )

’

'

Evidence of any chadge in evaluations of the press 1s limited. Whe Roper

Organization has found that betupen "1959 and 1971 the _number of people g1V1ng

. e

local newspapers an "excellent" or " ood" rating in terms of performance dro ped }
ﬁ 4 g P

o

N/

t . . ' . ¢ e .
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1 11
from 64 per cent to 48 per cent., -

back to 59 per cent,

4

from 59 $er cent to 70 per cent during the 1959 to 1976 period. The

-

National

\

Local television stations actually improved their ratihgs
. M :

)

By 1976, however, thg\gress rating -had climbed

'\u

Opinion Research Center General Social Surveys also suggest support for the press

\

increased slightly in the 1970s. In 1973, 23 per cent of those interviewed said they

had a "great deal of confidence" ih]people running the press. The figure was 28-
: : & .
per cent in 1976. There was no ‘change in confidence in people running TV.12
Various other poll findings bolster the notion that support of the press

. is somewhat inconsistent and liable to fluctuate. Bower has found that slightly

more than half of the bopula;ion think péople who report television news '"give

it straight.'" On the other hand only 41 per cent are satisfied with the amount

of programming on-social problems (27 per cent want more and 32 per cent want
!

-

.. less), and 57 ﬁer~centkzii253;he coverage of the 1968 presidential campaign

1
was "excellent'" or ''good." g

-
.

' »
v

. One of the most exhaustive studies of reactions to the press was conducted

¢ . . 14
by Gallup during the height of the Nixon Administration attacks on the press.
. i .
While the percentage of those interviewed giving '"excellent" or ‘''good" ratings

. -

n "keeping people informed on important probleh;" was high (40 per cent for

newspaper, 65 per cent for'fglevision news, 41 per cent for newsmagazines, and
59 per cent for. radio news), some of the Nixon-Agnew criticism hit heme.
>
{
. a third of those po}led said the media were doing too littde to present ‘the

[ . i e

Roughly

, administration's views. Forty- f1ve per cent said the news out of Washlngton was
A s .
slanted. And slightly less than a quarter of those interviewed said the meaia

~ ' f

they used contained a liberal bias. A third of those interviewed agreed with
. e . \ . -

the‘édminispration’s view that there is too much power congentrated in the hands ° -
o , ' : T 15

l of a small group of men who direct radio-and television news.

. \‘\\4" ‘ - . )

. ' ! T
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The Press and Watergate

N . One of the:difficdlties in assessing the,méaﬁing oé many of, the polis on .
. . . ) . . - s |
- press evalua£io;s is that tpéy’deal witthlgfitudes ér “reified feaétions of N j
- . ' - ‘
the public. Yet the media are, for_ the most part local institutions. As such,
1 .
they are varlable in® auallty and subJect to differing ratings. National polls

.
. “

on the media, as”a consequence, may well be measuring1react10n to quite differ-

ent. institutions operating within the larger social system. Questiions_about
specific press behavior avoid this problem and can provide a cledrer,understanding;

. . . .

L -

) . .
-, of‘publickacceptan;i,of the assigned role of the press. . . |
. J * : ) " . .

.\\\gi Several national polls conductéd during the Wategxgatg period provide

N l‘

data which come close to_meetiﬁg,thiS*cTiterioﬁ. Becaubb the scdndal was .
covered for the jnost.part by the national arms of thé,ﬁedia;[theomajor newspapers,:’
' which offer néwé‘servié&%, the major wire services themstlve§, and the television ‘
and radio networks--i;égy %gal variationbin.;ed%a performan;e is less of a problem.16 (

In add1t10n the admlnlstratlonsreactlons to the scandal as well as much‘of the
. » - ¢ -
natiqnal coverage itself tended to focus on She role of the press in uncovering

\) ~ - * o ¥ - ¢ e . .
~ . N , -
the scandal. * . . - . .
A o : £ .

- . « -
.

An additional advantage of examining the public's‘reactions to press behavior
- A . Y

<

<
eral of those theoreticians, suchr as
AN

in the formatign of the U.S. constitution. : . o

’ N
omas Jefferson, also were central figures
. ‘ 4 .

.
. - . .
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The picture presentei by. the poll data isn't particularly supportive of the

-

.press, despite the feeling by many in the media that Watergate was one of the

finest hours. Ir late August of 1973, after the major part of the Senate hear-

1ngs, a Harris poll found that 66 per tent of the populace agreed that, had it

& ay ™

nqt been for the press, the Watergate seandal wouldn't have been exposed At

the same tine, 50 per cent of those surveyed said the press and television had

: . < : . - .
given more attention to the scandal than it.deserved. In July of 1974, shortly

.
’

-before Nixon's resignation, 47 per cent of those polled by Harris 'said that the

pre51dent had been the victim of’unfair attacks by the news media: 18

\ v s

. Other polls“tended to show the same pattern. Gallup “found in June of 1974.
»

- L . .
that. 44 per cent of those interviewed still felt the mass media were_giz}ng too

) LI
*

much coverage to'Watergate 13 In August of that year after the Nixon re51gna-

’ :
tion, 24 per cent of those polled by Roper said the‘press lowked bad in the%’,

Watergate affair.%o, In the 1974/edection Study conducted by the Center for

8. .
f

Political Studies-at the University of Michigan, 19 per cént'pf those 1nterv1ewed
‘ . N : .

2 - ! ' N
said media coverage of Watergate was not very fair.Z% .
a Even the live broadcast of the Senate WNatergate hearings by the Eeltyisioh

networks was criticizediby a sizcable number of persons. AgRoper survey in late

! ’ . 3 5 " " ’
September and early October of 1974 fourid that 32 per cént of those polled said

the broadcasts had been a bad 1dea of this group, 69 per- cent said they didn' t

A or R

want the hearings on telev151on bécause they shouldn t be conducted in pub11c22

Alpost half of these surveyed in June of the follpw1ng&year said they didn't want °®
iMpéachment héarings'broadcast should it comg to that.

-




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_: Their pessimism “about 1ife and the state of affairs has led them to criticize

£l . ~ ’-
’ . ’ , P \ N . A
(M . \ \ Ne
\ ) ’
¢ "~ ) N .’
) .. ¢ . s ~
. 2sExplanations for the Poll F1nd1ngs i - - .
There are at deast three posslble otlglns of press critieism durlng .

the Watergate era. First, critics of themedia may simply be those in a social
. \

.

posftion which puts them at odds with many of society's institutions. ‘This is
. X e o L : s

a sociological explanation for the poll findings. It argues that those at

. "the bottom'of the 'sécial ladder would be expected to criticize the media-as

. ; PR v

L} . -
an institution which has not served their social position well.
. - " * . N §
. - N —- !
The second explanation is that the press critics may be alienated indivi-
. . N r o

¥ duals drawn from various social strata who are cyniés or critics at large.

“

L3

-
. -

. the media. , This, then, is‘a psychological explanation of press criticism.

. The third explanation is‘perhaps the most oMious. The press critics
during the Waterga?e era ﬁdght well by pértiséns unhappy with the atiacké‘df

the press on thelr leaders. This is a Eolitical explanation for ‘the poll datd.

']

One can take a reductlonlst p01nt of view regarding: these three explana-
. »
tions, arguing that the politigal stance is merely the concrete ‘manifestation

*

of the psychological and sociological pesitions. Such a View,A'owever, ignoresﬂ
the potential 1ndependence of the p051t10ns . The sociplogical explanatlon, for

example, argues that soc1a1 p051t10n not 1nd1v1dua1 attitudes; is the important
. ¥ ‘
" variable. The psychological explanatien holds that general attitudes and.orien-
" P .

- P
tations, not political ones, are determinants of press criticism. The reductionist
. A o

position, then becomes empf&ically testable. . <

) ' ' ' g, . . 2
EMC./ : ;
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e Polls Sele;ted for Secondgry ﬁnalysis

The raw poll findings p(gyide few clues «as to which of these?{bree
S . . e e L

possible explanatlo{s of press criticism is most parsimonious.  The responses
.. . < . L] -
g . to questions regarding press behavior during Watergate must be linked to -

. relevant sociological, psychological and political variables to provide
. . ' . . <N
" that answer. )' .

*To ﬁﬁat end, an examination of the.QUestionnaiyeE\qsed by Gallup,

’ N ~
Harris and Roper during the Watergate years was undertaken to determine which
" v >t o N4
organfzatlon included the best quesﬁTﬁns for such an analysis. Thrée Roper

bl

R §urveys were chosen. These are the only Roper data publlcly ava11ab1e which
7 ’ R -
include *questions on press performance during Watergate b

. ’ \. ' . ’ /\ i . e
. The first Roper data file was the prodhct of interviews‘with a national,
) 1
? modified probability sampié\of persons 18 years old or older, Conducted between ‘

September 28 and October 6, 1973. This was after the major, portlon of the- -

Senate hearings had ended. A totallpf 1263 respondents were 1ncTuded in the

data set. The second data f;le 1nc1uded data on 1987 respondents inter- ‘\

. \ .
v viewed in June of 1974, dur1ng the helght of the Watergate period. Agaln, the\ g

4

sample was a national, modified probabilify one. .1he final data set 'was for
1nterv1ews in August of 1974 immediately af\er the rf51gnat10n-of Pre51dent ’

Nixon. In this set, 2002 respondents were included; the;sample was national

) ’ i) e . . . &N ' .i '

and selected probabilisticzlly. ST ) T
y ' N . S ot

- s . - . '
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September 28-October 6, 1973, Survey s

-

The/Roper survey conducted in late Septcmber and early October of 1973,

after the maJor part of the Senate hearings had ended, 1ncruded the folfow1ng

' {

N . r e

i ’

questions: / ,

_The. Watergate hearlngs have been shown fu11y on television. Do you think
N this has becen a good idea, not a. good idea, or don' t you have any
particular fgeling one way or thie 'other? ™~ : .

b
- [y

(ASKED OF THOSE THINKING HEARINGS NOT A GOOD IDEA) Is that because you -
.don't think the hearings should be conducted in public or because you'd

“ rather see otheT things on te1ev151on°
4

“f
Almost 22 per cent of the Roper sample indicated they did not think the hearings

-

’

4
a good 1dea specifically because they didn' t th1nk such proceedings should be

\
.

public. s )

Together, these questlons examlne public 5upport for a central role of the

the specific behaV1or of the media which probably, more than.any other single

activity, made'Watergate:the household word it rcmatns today. Those 22 per

. . -« ®

cent "of the_ sample became the focus of analyses of the 1973 data set.

Questions 6n the 1973 questionnaire were examined to "determine what .

measurds, if any, were likely to be functiqgally related to criticism of the

media's role in making the Senate hearings public. Measures'were grouped.into

three types corr%spondlng to the three posslble exp]anatlons of press cr1t1clsm
. -

posited. - Measures were labeled sgc1olog1cal if, in general they 1nd1cated the.

.soc1a1 p051t10n of the sample responde{t Var1ablcs were labeled psycholog1ca1

press—-prov161ng pub11c access to governmental act1v1t1es They also centér on

<

o . o

if they tepped the part1cb1ar psychological state of the respondent Political

. -

variables were those measures which dealt with the respondent s reaction to

the political system or political lcaders. These var1ab es were the 1ndependeﬁt

|
S . -
‘ -
|
i

v%riables used in the analysis.

» ' 3




Sociological Variables . T A

-

‘»Interviewers rated the Socio-economic status of each respondent on the basis

*

. of observatipns and information obtained in the interVview. .

- . . . . . ]

— Education was measured via the following question: o

What was the last gradq;of Tegular school that you completed——not countlng
specialized schools like secretar1a1 art or trade schools? . .

.
w

A ) Y
Respondents also were asked to 1nd1cate the state of.personal finances

-
. .

5 " compared with a year carlier as follows:

s ]

’Taklng all things into con51derat10n, money you may have made or lost
changes in your income, what you have. done about savings or 1nve$tments,
your present-day living expenses—-all\§’n51defed—-do ydbu feel you are
better off now than you were'a year ago, worse off, or about the same?

“Age of the respondent was coded into one of five categories.

5 e , Al “m B
s Respondents were asked abe~\\their viewing of new tele&ision programs.

. -~ 4

- - L

Though it is somcwhat undrthodox to consider thls a_s6chplogical varlable, it

[N}

o~ is so classified here because it provides some evidence of the position of the
' - . . ¢ .

. \ individual in the sgcial setting. The specific question was L .-
\ ( : There are a number of ney programs on TV this season. How many hgve , -
you seen--quite a humber, only, some of them, very few of them, or
none of:‘them? . . . (
~ . . .
. \ . - -
‘PsychologicanVariables .

> -
- -
*e The respondent's'feelings about thé future were mcasured as follows:
P M . . .
- Now I'd like to ask you how you feel about the futare. Considering

everything, would you sdy you feel generally opt1m15t1c about the future
of our country, or generallyype551mlst1c, or that you're uncertain about‘k N
. ’ our country.'s future? i .

» .
- % ¢ [y

The°f0110wing question tapped feelings about the direction thg country is -
] s ) . . 'S

moving in: . .
- N )" B ', °

) ’ -~ . .
‘ : Do you feel things in this country are generally going in the right
direction ®today, dr do you feel that thlhgs have pretty seriously gotten
off on the wrong track” . ’

. - [

-

. - ¢
v .
&,
O ‘ ’ .- 11 ’ . .
ERIC ‘ ! L _
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Respondents were ashed to indicateprobable causcs of some of the country's

‘.
N 1

problem$ through the following question: ’
« . h‘ ’ -

“ -

L 4

Now here is a list of possible -causes d€>some of our problemé iA th}s \‘—;\;

country. Would you call off the ones you think are the major cau&gs
of pur problems today?
o ) . ’
Checking of the folloﬁing items was determined via item #nalysis to be
. N . - ' ¢

related and is considered here to be an ‘indicant of considering the country's

problems as due to a moral decline: permissivenéss in the .coutts; permissiveness

‘.' A IS ’ R IS

of parents; selfishness, people not thinking of others; too much emphasis of

money and materialismj; and a let down in moral values. An index was formed by

.

sumwing the number of checks.

Political Variables, ; .

<
. N
¢ . -

The question on direction the country is moving.in also included the

°

following two items, considered to be indicants of thinking the coumtry's

problems due to leadership: lack of goBQ.léadéTship,and wfongdoing in govern-

. ' \ N

. . . \ ) . .
merit. Responses to the two items were found to be related. A summed index
: ] . s . :

e ]
was formed. .

s N

In addition, confidence in government leadersh_E_was measured as follows

-

Now, - taklng some specific aspects of~our llfe,.ue'd like :to know how
confident you feel about them. Do you feel very confident, only fairly
confldent, or not at all confident that we can generally depend on
,what we are told by-government -leaders. ) ,

s ‘ ’ '3 .
Pol1t1ca1 and social ideology was measured as fgllous o .

-

\om, thinking p011t1ca11y and socially, how would you describe your
general outlook--as being very conservatlve, moderately conservatlve,
..middle-of-the-road, moderately liberal, or very 11ber§1?”//

.

N -
. ’

N hd LY ; .

/The ideoleogy question was followed by one designed to tap_party affiliation:

% .

Regardless of how you may have voted in ;he past, what do” you usually
consider yourse1f~-a Democrat, a Republlcan, some other party, or what?

. . - <

’ 4 . . A

¥

&

-l /"‘
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. .Finally, the questionnaire included the following item to measure support’
.of Richard Nixon: : ! >
K —_— A
. . /
T AT [ .
. How do you feel about President Nixon? At the present time, weuld you

. +describe yourself ds a stron Nixon supporter, a moderate Nixon supportér*\

a moderate critic oF Nixpn,/0r a strong critic of Nixon? ¢ ~

-\
’ Al ’
& ) ‘ -
5 . . R . . Dl

Results ’ . .

.
2 v .

o

In Table 1, the dependent measure, is Eroken.by each’'of the indépendsnt

»

. . 4 o . . :
variables in order to get a look at the relative 1mportance of each of the types

v v

-~

.of independent variables. The pattern which emerges’ is rather'ftriking.
‘ .

a

0f the sociologichl variables, only two, age and number of television'pro-

* grams seen, are significant using the Chi Square tést, and none -of the Cramer's V

[ (4

\\g?rrclation coefficients are greater than .1024 Two of the three psychological

vawfablgs are.significant at the .05 level, but only for the measure of

€ ‘

percbptigﬁs\of moral decline 1is the correlation coefficient over .1025 There

. - P .
does seem to be some evidence those persons seceing

°

hg{al decline are also
. \
eritical of the press. * '

P
+

‘The politieal variables, by contrast, show rather marked relationships
S -
o »

s problems as due to

. 4 .
with the ,dependent variable. -Those who see” the country'

lgadership, for example, tend'to be those least critical of the press. Persons
. v . s - .
considering themselves to be conservati®e are more critical, as are the persons
identifying vitﬁithe Bepublican paxrty.- The stronée;t relationshiﬁ is witﬁ the -
RN A
support of Nixon measure. Nixon!s”suppdrters.are press critics.

. £

« * The strength of the support of Nixon'relationship to press criticism

7,* .

suggests that pgrhaps othe® relationships in'Table 1 might be different had

.

that measure been,controlled. That, ho%ever, is not the Ea§e. Support gf Niiqn

analyses not' tabled here show. Nor did it

=

did not suppress other relationships,
explain ‘away the relationships shown in Table 1.
’ - BN ,

. . A3
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June”’ 1974 Survey : e

- The June survey was conducted during a month of -important developmgnts in

“the final summer of Watergate. Perhaps the most important revelation was that

+ . .

Nixog had been named as an unindicted eo-consp%ratqr«by the gramyl jury ghaf‘had

.

delivered rhe cover-up indictments. ’ The‘story was broken on June 6 by the Los

N

.

.

\

Angeles Times.

“The June Roper Survey included two

A
-

items dealing with the media: ’

>
If there is a trial by the Senate, there is disagreement on the merits
of whether to ‘televise it or not. Some people favor2the trial being
carried on telev151on because they say the American public has a rlght‘ ‘) -
. . to see and hear what is brought out in the trial. Others are opposed ) .

becausé they say the atmosphere with TV cameras would prevent a fair
trial. How dé you feel--do you think a Senate trial, of the Pre51dent
should or should not be carried on television? '

In the Watergate Situation, do you feel the news media have generally

been more considérate of the Presidént~ than they should be because he

is the president, or that they have beemproperly balanced -in their ‘
coverage and treatment, or that they hav been very unfair to him?

E

Q

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The items allow for -tho separate tests o

cisnf. The first variable is similar to the one in the 1973 survey.

¥

Y

-

*

the explanatlons of press criti-

A surprising

49 per cent of those polled did not want the hearings public.

The second extends
<

the analyses to more specific questlons about overall press performance durlng

v

the scandal of those surveyed, 31 per cent sald‘the EEQEE was unfair. Critics
are defined as those not wanting the hearlngs pub11C¢for the first set of \*qh ( .
enalysese In the second set of analyses, ¢ritics-are those thlnklng the

» »media treeted Nixon unfairly.26 The Cramer's V bethen gge two measuree K <’
of criticism is .20. o ; oo ’* ' \

] * t

Sociological Variables ‘ ' - o

=
N ‘ N <

b3
&

A 3 » 1 3 > 4 LS »
Socio-economic status, education and age were'measured the samé way as 1n,

\'\

. . S . .- » ¢ -
the.1973 study. : . : X ' .
N Lot * ) “ 'x?. - *
' ' ' ’ * ' » ' :
,Psychological Variables ' ) % ‘ . ) .
Satisfaction with consumer goods was measured as follows: o T

r - . - - i W . :!.‘




. . \\ s : ‘ 13.
%, ‘ i ' - . -
Now, here is a list of some different kinds of things most' people buy or
spend money for. Thinking of what.you get for what you pay, would you
*reéad down that list and for eaclt one tell me whether in most 1nstances
you get excellent value for the dollar, or good value, or only fair
Yalue for the dollar, or poOI’ value for}the dollar? -
v : N b  anc bR biles
, IsemS”on the list included clothing, food stuffs, appliances, automob1iess

\; . ~prescripfion drugs. and toiletri€s. Factor analyses showed-no'diséernible pattern,

*y

'so an indéx was formed by a simple summing of responses.

& LS *

Folitical Variables ~

. . Y
Satisfaction with the political system was measured as f6110ws:

s
+

I'd like to ask you about specific aspects of .American life. First, our
pelitical system. Which of these descriptions do you feel best applies
to our political Syiir?ﬂ Basically sound and essentially good. Basically
*  sound but needs somd®improvepent. Not too sound, needs many improvements.
Basically unsound,-needs fundamental overhauling. '

+

Ideology and party affiliation were measured as in-the 1973 survey.

» -

’

Results

- .The crossbreaks for the two dependent variables are, presented in Tables 2

-

and 3. Neither the sociological nor psychological variables show much of a re-’

I ’ °

lationship to press criticism in either Table 2 or Table.3. “The three political

- s ) : ] .
nfasures all have correlatiops -over .10. | . « 7

Because s@pport of Nixon was.Tiot included in this study, party affiliation
was used as a" controlsto determine if partisan atfitude was suppressing rela-

. Lo 27 / ) ‘
tionships. Party seemed to have nQ noticeable effect on the other relationships.
& -

— The.comparability of findings in Tables 2 and 3 provides evidence criticism

-t

of the press was not media specific and supports the contention that the criti-  --

cism of public hearings 1is telated to other types of rpress criticism.
o

-

August 1974 Survey .

O | In August of 1974, aftéfoichhrd Nixon had resigned but before he was pér—»

. : , ' . ¥ . .
doned by Gerald Ford, the Roper Organization tonducted its most detailed survey

- - ¥ >

on Watergate. In¢luded was\the following question: -

~

4 '

o

. e .
3 .o° L J ' !

A}
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A ruimex: proviea by enic:
f

N &
Here is'a list of individuals and grbups that were involved
in Watergate in one way or another. For each one, would you tell mé““\\
if you think they looked quite good'ﬁg the whole affair, ‘or looked
rather bad, or were'somewhere in betwéen? _' .

Included on the list was the press, which 24 per cgnt of the pe0p1e‘said looked
: 3 . ,

bad during the! Watergate scandal. The press question is somewhat. comparable to the

.

. ‘o .
second question from the June 1974 survey, where 31 per cent said the media were

very unfair. This overall .evaluation of pf§s§,behavior during Watergate serves
as the dependent variable for analyses’ of' the August data set.Y . '
. . P -

-

}

Sociological Variables

. , ‘
Socio-economic status, education and -age were measured as in the two
L * ’ ‘ @
earlier questionnaires.

.
)

I

“Attention to news events.was measured in the following way’
. .
» E

Everyone is fmore interested in some things being carried inYthe news than

others. To take some different kinds of examples--ig.news gbout (read A’
each item from list) something you have recently been‘ﬁollo ing faigly ﬁ/f\\\’

closely, ar Just following casually, or not paying mutR att nt10n to°

¥
.

Items on the list gncluded news events such as the energy crlsls, reports ‘

. on‘bu%égess proflts, storleg on Pre51dent Ford and hlS new admlnlstratlon,

A

“’Ps}chologicq@ Variables

forelgn news items, and p011t10a1 ‘'stories. A summ d 1ndex of hté%nt1on paid

%)

- .

these items was formed.

e
.

Optimism about the future was measuréd in the August 1974 questionnaire
. N (4 ' L . .

..through the following item: . . ’ R

Which of the things on this list do you feel generally optimistic about
as far as the future is concerned, wliich do you feel generally pessimistic

about, and which do you feel uncertain about?
-




. ‘ 'y
- e - -
) n N . - . ¥ \/ ““
- . 15.
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. .\\ The list included:, Our system of government and how well it works; morgl
. * * i . . N It

and ethicai §tandards‘in.ohr.country; thefqgglitﬁﬁof 1ife in the country; eco- -

nomic outlook; our ability to get along-with othg§ countries in the w%rld., .

*

Factor analyses™showed no~interpretable pattern-of responses, so the igems

[y

= : N ! -
were summed to form a sjngle index. K @

-

Eeelings about the likelihood of 'economic!.depression were mea
s N 4

. . c {L’\
.following way: ‘ o

o

~ i Vi
What do you’}hiﬁk the chances are that iﬂgéMe next year or
country will suffer a depression like the ofte in the 1930'§C-very

likely, somewhat likely, somewhat wnlikely’ or very unlikely?
!‘ v 7 \

. . . b L . .
The August questionnaire included several ‘questions on charitable organiza-
' i\ \ 1 N
e \ '{\ v .
tions. One of them is particularly helpful in,(indexing the kind of suspicions

réspondehts had about such societal groups. ft,asked: . ..

) N P e

All organizations 'such as those we've been discussing have cértain ex- .
penses they must cover in administrationand other things before "they
can provide funds for theirvcause. In most charitable ,organizations,
how much of the money raised through contribugions would you think |
’ actually goes to the cause--less than ong-quarter, or more like half,

or more like three-quarters? i o . . .

. Lo
1y .
K s T f

. “ i )
Political Variables T ..

Willingness to run for public office was measured in the following way:

: z . \ %

H

People feel differently about running ?br or holding various kinds of

T political offices. If the gpportunity arose, how willingly would you “

‘ ot~ £y n I3 ¥ "~ - . * »
- i ... ~ personally be to run for a place on the.local city or /town council-- -
- - very willing, fairly willing, not very willing, or not at all willang
? M .
to run? . o . ~ .
. Respondents dlso were asked about willingness to run for the state’legislature, .
. t '
o Coﬂkress and the Senate. Answers were summed to form an index. : \
. Ideology, party affiliation and Support of Nixon were measured as on
: : < R i
: the 1973 questionnairé. . o o , .
\ . ' , . .
. . N . » .‘.
. - M (23] * .
. Q - . : . ].( AR -
E MC o . . ! - - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: °
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
.

/
- ERIC

In addition to the support question, a large pumber of .related items were

‘.included on the August questionnaire. - . C *

A

Id

Restilts . i 7

<

In considering whether Nixon #hould be removed -#from office, there were ‘two
_decisions to make--whether~the charges -against him were serious enough ana

whether or' not he was guilty of the charges. I want to ask you about both.
- First, do you feel the charges against him were extremely serious, quite

.« serious, nFt oo serious or not at all serious?

.

Do you thﬂnk he was cLe;rly*guilty of the more serious of the charge
against hfm, probably guilty, probably not guilty, or definitely not ilty.

Some people feel that former President Nixon should be vigorously prgseJ
cuted on the .charges against him just as any citizen would be, and sent to
" jail if convicted -0T it will mean we have two standards of justice in this
", country. Others feel he has paid an extremely high penalty algsady by
! leaving the Presidencyhand no further action should be taken against him.
Still others feel-he should'be prosecuted on at least some charges. to
establish-his guilt or 'innocence and given a light or suspended sentence
if found guilty. Do -you think he should be, prosecuted fully, prosecuted
lightly, or not prosecuted at all? . _ '

, The week of August S5th was a momentous week. 1In a period of eight days,

férier President Nixon adm¥tted he had not told everything he knew. He
. became the first Président in history to-resign from office. Gerald -Ford

' wa§’sworn in as President and he made his first two speeches to the nation.
Some feel it was one of the darkest weeks in the country's histdry. Others
feel it was the rebifth ofs the nation. ‘Do you regard it as a black week
or a bright weeﬁ‘in our history? :

- How*do you feelﬁﬁpout President Ford--at the present time, would you de+
scribe yourself .as a strong Ford supporter, a moderate Ford supporter, a

~moderate critic of ‘Ford, or a strong critic of Ford? !

. < -~

We've heard a lot about honesty and dishonésty during the whole Watergate
period. Do you think Gerald Ford is a very honest man, a réasonably honest
man, not too honest, or mot at.all honest? . . ;

- 3 .

3 Th%gg measures are labeled descriptively in Table 4,.which presents the

findings for the analyses of the August.1974 data.

As was trué %n the carlier taples, neither th sociological nor the psycho-
[4 ' " e ., )
logical variables are strongly refatgd tQ criticism of the%ﬁressi Controlling

M .
. N . e
] ™

. J ip el . . A
forisupport of Nixon did not alter this conclusion,
N ’ ¢

- . . *

*

<
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Whi}? willingness Jo run- for public office is not related to press critii\
Clsm, ideology, party and support of Nixon show ‘relationships eomparable to
those shown in earlier tables. The pértisén nature of the %5355 criticism is
relnforced by examination of several of the .other varlab%%aﬁghown in Table 4.
Those thinking .the charges agalnst Nixon were not serious as well as those

thinking hih not guilty of the charge;‘were most likely to think the press looked

~-
¥ . . .

bad in the Watergate affair. Those not wanting Nixon prosecuted as well as those 0

~

thinking the week of reslgnation a black one in U.S& history also were most

> A
. .
1 Al

critical of the press. ] .

There is some evidence in Table 4 that support of Nixon Specifically rather
than support of conservat1ve or Republ1can candidates in general was the impor- ”‘Q’\\

LY
N g et

tant determinant of press criticism. Whlle those strongly supportlng President-
\

_Ford, for example, were more likely to be critics of the press than those 1ess

strong in their support, the relatlonshlp is not a particularly strong,one. The

same is”true for the perceived honesty of Ford measure. In Table 4, as well as

Table 1, the relationship between criticism of the press and the suﬁbort of
- . N Q
Ni‘on measure is stronger than the relationship between criticismﬂ?nd party . ) .
. ‘ 1

affiliation. ) : S

- Hh

The question used on the August .1974 questionhaire to elicit eriticism L
14 - -
or praise of the press also sought evaluatiogg,o? other'individuals and groups

. . §

involved in Watergate. In order to get a !ftter p1cture of the natgre of press

<

.

N .
.criticism, evaluat1ons of these parties as well as the prdss are shown in

Table -5. g N ‘ ' '
Nixon, as would be expected was most criticized, followed by the Republlcan

#
Party and politicians, leon's‘lawyer James St. Clair, and} the press. Least

5
o iore ,
PR T e '

S ' . ' ' . : \

‘ L3 "
J/ i 19 ! -
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L e . . ) a . : ]
criticieed were-the §pec1a1~prosecutor, the House Judiciary Gommittee, federal .

courts and the Senate zateféate committee.

B

-—A factor analysis of the responses to this question, however, shows that

' P R . \

level of pritiqism doesn't tell the full(story. Cn1t1c1sm of the press tends
2 b : LY
_to be related to criticism (or support) of other prosecutors oT investigators
in the scaééal._ It is less well related to evaluation of the parties and prod
*» A% - . N

y . . : N ) . 28

fessions, and megatively related to evalufition of Nixon and St. Clair. In
: ; :

general, the press was thought of in somewhat the same way as\the other inves-

tigators. of the scandal, though it was given more negative ratings than the other
investiga}ing groups. The irony is that the press did the initiél'groundwgrk
c 4 . — ¥

-
-

on ﬂatergate, often prodding the other iﬁvéstigators of the scandal. .

~
]
14 3

In order to further untang%e the relatlonshap between.support of Nixon as
"4n individual and suppert of h1m as a reppesentatlve of the Requllcan Party

and c0nservative causes, measures of these three variables weTe used in &

[N
.

regression_ analyses, shown in Table 6. Both the 1973 and August 1974 surveys

Y
' .

were examined. . N— ; \ :

-, . »

The fifdings for -the two data sets are tomparablet' Support of Nixon,

rather than, support of party or ideology, continues to be the most important

determinant ef press criticism. ,P@;;y and ideology each .make a éignif}cant and

L .
-

almost equal contributions to explaining varlance in the dependent variables.

[ J AN

)

. »

+ Nine per cent of the“variance in the 1973 dependent var1ab1e and 17'per cent

- N\

"of the variance in the 1974 depeqd%nf>variab1e are explained by these three

0

L - ’ < a
variables. -l 5 -
‘ P . .
\ .
) .(\ . i
Pl - . ¢
<0
4 - » - *
. 3 .
% ’ ' ‘ .
. . \ 4 s \
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St

Three var1ab1es ~Sstand oﬁ these analyses as being the most 1mportant

’ -

.;,-.’a

'determinants of press criticisrrn/ during the Wa\tergaUe p}?rlod-_ 'I'hey are SUPI}OTt

of Nixon (average .correlation of .30), party affiliation (average correlation

df .18Y, and ideology‘(average cortelation of .14). 'No'other variables match
T s in inagnitude these rvelzationship,s.. - E . ' . )
7 .o ‘ In fact onl); one noh-,pol-iti”cal variable has a,cof‘?elation with any I “'.'
T of th\e criticism variables exceeding 6ixr .10 cut off innt D'I'hat correlation

Y

. S~
. (between feeling tﬁq‘country s problems dre due to a moral decline and cr1t—

z .

s icism in the first data set) is only ".11. -While other variables do show_signi- .

ficant ,(a't _‘.-05 leyel) reiationships (such -as—age in-Tables 1 through 4 apd SES

.. in Tables 2 through 4, eddcation in Tables 2;\and 3), the magnitude of, the rela- ¢

S AN tionshipi\is not great. Q‘ ' - . .

N [3

s ﬁe data ‘then.,, seem to arg%e that p011t1ca1 varfables, part1cu1ar1y

/ >

att1tudes regardlng leon party affiliation,, and 1de010gy, were the most

@ , *

-

—_— important determina'nts of press criticism during the Watergate period.

. . »

Sociological and non-political psychological "va.riab_lels SeeM to bé of lesser

.

.

»&

consequence. . -

- -

9‘—2—-———» - - 2 €

)

‘ There is 11tt1e ev1dence however, that a reductionist stance fits ‘the

data. In genenal the relationships of the soc1010g1ca1 variables and the

-~ . -

psychologlcal var1a,bles with s Bport of . leon par X and ideology are “hot "large’ i

In fact, contr0111ng for age and SES (the most consistent sociological pred1c-
- R »
Y tors of criticism) in a regressional analys:tS‘smilar to one presented in’ ‘

. ) ) .

— Table 6 does not appremably alter the magnltude of the regression coeff1c1entsj

. : "shown. - Nor does 1t reduce 51gn1f1cantb\he contributions of age and LES
] ‘ * :

’ : . A .,
. ., . R . . v
- h . 1
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- ) + N .
\ those Sodiological and psychological variables would still be eﬁpected to show -
. ‘. . . . © g Lo .
s L4 * ' . . 0 . » - N M
relationships to criticism when the political variables are uncontrolled. - That“
~ « . N ’ s . $ o
doesn't ,seem to be the case here. . ‘. ve 7

s . . B B . N
N \‘ g
- R roa

And what .is .more impqrtant the zero-order rélationships shown’ihsTables 1 .

.
. .*

«
through 4 do not support suqh a reduct10n1$t ?nterpretafion.q If sociologlcal

Ve
.

and psychokoglcal variables 1nf1uenced criticism through ¢the polltlcéiﬁgarlables,

e~

4

? . -
- - .

s - -
'-_Q 55.0 [l k L«
The possibility exists, of course, that other soc{sﬂgg1cag or psychological
variablesﬁnot measured in these data sets make a signifiéahtﬂéontribuxion to -

- w o~

criticism. A variety of measure, however, were employed across the .four repli-
- “ . - . & .

cations gat three points in time) of the basic.anaiyses.° If sotiologiéai or

-
s

psychologlcal variables were of major significance, , it would seem they would .
. ° :"f ™ S
“have’ emerged from at least one of these repllcatlons . e *
7 ‘*, “ v o
\ L g Yo

Perhaps the more 1mportant limitation results frdm the fact that the -

W’ 7«‘3

data come from only one period and deal excluslv21y w1t§’Watergate Tﬁhx {i 5"' oy

deal with press performance rega#dlng a specifit story, ;hen@by el1m1nat1ng maqx

H

problems of nonspecificity But thlS attribute also means the,concfu51ons may. X
B ¢ ~ -
£4 P = -
* be témporally and”%oplcally bqund . v 'y'\ ¢ R S

r;_‘e“ X '

, the only publlc&yyavarlable which deal with 5

e

this isn't the case. These dat

‘ S

urfaced in Jhe Watergate analyses i% a_general
. ) v s e
re 1 ought to show a relatﬁzylyvsﬁmplg pattern.

[

'evaluatlon of %ﬂ? press “which

2
one, the data presented in Fi

ecreases, evaluatlon of the press should increase.

. R X
)

13 .
" As evaluation of the leaders

And the reverse should be tru

.
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¥ - Flgure 1 shows .the eva%yatlon of the people running the executlve branch P

i
- of §he federal government declined sharply durrngzthe 1973 through 1976 perlod
ESOEL - “
Wh11e»the slope is not as str1k1ng, the evaluat1on of the press 1ncreased during

. < X ¢

x this Same_perigd. "It {s horth“notlng, as well, that.the evaluatlon of Congress ,

R
P J

shows the same pattern as that of the executive branch-—a pattern opp051te that
A - v ® .

) : ‘}.‘ " C oz ' - ' ~: - .
) of the press. Lk ‘ . . - TR \
. ‘ oo .
A ‘e >/_ . i .
’ LWhat is maybe even mose str1k1ng in ngure 1 is the relat1ve 1ndependence'

-~ .

3= of the press eValuathg, as well as those of the executlve branch and C0ngress,

%, . of the evaluat1onsnof th& other inStitutions. The dom1nant _pattern in F1gure 1 %
S~ )( S . '
«is for inggeased confidence,in the‘1nst1tut10ns from 1973 to 1974, followed by a
. \

,\

4 N

-sharp decrease.the follow1ng year,,anﬁ’)P iﬁorease again from 1975 to 1976. berhaps

T > -~

educatloﬁ and organlzed rellglon show th1s most clearly The pattetn for the press
g . . . . v N

is qu1te'H1fferent * #'$~ : l

N

e 4(. 7,« }' » {\ . .
) The Supreme C0urt anJ&TV do show paxterns similar to that of the press. The

ES
o R N Y ok . By .,

Pt R J7~ . 2 .

%

from that exper1ence. TV may have galned.for the same reasons. ‘The TV question
-

X

. ¢ " . . )
A gﬂ?“amgiguous, of course, hecause pedple in TV ptoduce entertainment fare as well .

¥

A ' . ol y ’ ’
-~ . g @s news.ma%erials. . A - - '
' i "“‘1« ‘S N »

: b Thls¢f1nd1ng of an 1nverse relatiofiship between support of the press -and
. * )

. € R & 2 K

bt T ° 3 » - 3 » . 3 »

) evaluat1onxbf national leadersh1p‘has important implications. To the exte‘t the
; A .t ’
S relatlonshlp holds ovér t1me (the four years examlned here form a relatlvely -

~

) 1) e

£ .y short perlod)% the dafh suggest the press may be limited in its abllaty tq crltr

+ o3 B <l /
) icize popular: government and p011t1ca1 leadérs. ’ 2%
- g *" ‘ i ) ¥y .
If this 1s t;ue, the press must 1nvest1gate a popular leader slowa, much
4 ~
e A .
as 1t;dld dur1ng Watergate 4 The revelatlons must be used to erode support of

\}
Y

)

L 4
that;leader. - Fot only whgn~the-1ea&§& is weak is the press able.to play out : 1

’

- ; ‘fully its xole as governmental watc og and protecfor of the public interest.

R o ' \ . -y ) o -4\?"“

R
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former mér haVie ga1ned from the Watergate per1od Just as the press seemed to, ga1n o
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such restrictions. This p051f10n has bqggtzzpported by the-work of Donald L.

Shaw and Stephen W. Bfauer, "Press Freedom and War Constraints: Case Testing
Siebert's Broposition II," Jobrnalism Quarterly, 46:243-54 (1969), and John D.
Stevens, "Press and Community*Toleration}kﬁisgsnsip in World War I," Journdlism.

. Quarterly, 46:255-59 (1969). (¢

A\d

A0 e
oy -

. 6Hazel Erskine, "'The Poll i Oplnlon'ef the News Medla," Public 0p1n10n .
Quarterly, 34:630-43 (19@0-71)_Y . \ é{
. [ ; .

.
v . ot

E

y

7Cited in Erskine, ibid. It is interesting to note that in the summer of
1971, prior to the Supreme Court's ruling in favor of the media ‘in tlge Pentagon
Papers cdse, 58 per cent of those polled by Gallup who knew of the case supported
the press '(Gallup Opinion Index, 74, sAugust 1971).

) ; ‘. . r
8 , i

Gallup Opinion Index, 97, July 1973, . -

! ) . - . ww -
9Thé Harris findings are reppféed in ANPA Public Affairs Newsletter, 17:3 '
(January 1977). ~ ) ' .
. :} .’ v, ' :
) ) 4

10Gallup Opimion Index, 134, September..1976. oo
11 SR S : . "\

Roper Organization; Changing Public Attitudes Toward Television and

Other Mass Medié,'1%59-76, TelevisionfInformation Office (New York, 1977).
p N - .
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} *:* ~a--  ‘The NORC dgha were made available by the Roper Public Opinidn Research *

v . Center, Williams College, Williamstown, Massachusetts. A 1977 Harris Poll"
. 1(§Y2§Cgse Herald—Jdufnal, March 14, p. 12) found 18 per cent -of those inter-
v i1Ylcwed expressing confidence in the press.% In 1973, the figure for a Harris
— «..-polls had been 30 per cent. These data suggest a decrease from 1973 to 1977.

'r‘s.}f 1s possible the increase in support found byrthe NORC study was simply « S
.+ »_imissed by H?fffgtjﬁﬁo did not ask the question on the press during the period.;.' .
. T * ~ . (' . -
I i . £ , .
A * «.. Robert.T. Bower, Television and the Public (New York: Holt, Rinehart -
£ ‘ A\Zland Winston, 1973). . \ , - , ]
S ' e Ve - ° ' M : ~
. \ . . 5 . . . v . . 3
~ L .;‘lgNewsweek, November 9, 1970, pp~ 22-25. Additional-data of this sort are ”’T
“. +, reported in "The Public Appraises the Newspaper: A Report to Client Newspapers

+ of the Gallup Poll on the Credibility &f the Press," ANPA News Research Bulletin,
-- No. 2, Feébruary, 1974. The most exhaustive study of the relationship between
" the Nixon administration and the: press is by William-E. Porter, Assualt on the

~ " Media (Ann Arbor, University ?fﬁMibhigan Pressq 1976). . =
o ~. ° 15 i i : R ¢ ¥ -
T . {7« 27Another irony the poll findings is- that a majoritX of~the people
N support’ the prass in"what is assumed 'ta be.one of the presX's most controversial

wi<activities--protecting ,the confidentialityfof sources. A Gallup poll in late
*i"1972 found that 57 per-.cent of those sampYed said reporters should not be .
nciforced to reveal sources in court' if the source requested "anorymity; only 34 _-*

ol per cent said thé reporter should testify about the sources. "Y(Gallup Opinion
o Index, .90, December 1972). ! . . .

N

’ -
[y ¢ .

X

Voo 16This isn't to argue there was no Variation in-the way the various media ¢
) outlets played the story, particularly.in the early days of the scandal. These
s 1 "differences have been recounted by Ben H. Bagdikian, "The ‘Fruits of Agnewism,"

: ... Columbia Journalism Review,-pp. 9-21 (January/February, 1973).

K
> . -
»

: , ¢
. ) 17Siebert, Peterson and Schramm, op. cit. - ) : : :
L o _ . ’ . , . oL '
. o ‘318Thé Harris data are archived at the Institute for Research in Social s
: ‘Science, University of- North Caroling,‘ Chapel Hill The authors, acknowledge _
" the assistance of the IRSS staff and Professor *Donald L. Shaw of the UNC faculty
-in compiling these data. . . .z o

£ . . ;
- lgcallug‘gpinion Index, 109, July 1974. . 3
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0The. Roper data are archived at the Roper Public Opinion Research Center,
.~Williams Collége, Williamstowr, Mass. T 3 . »
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These data %e¥e made avallable~by the Inter-University Consortium for .
P011t1ca1 Research, The University of Michigan. " *
3 N / \ - ‘

9 . “

22 T
A Gallup poll in early August of 1973, however, found that 88 -per cent gf
the pcople had watched some ‘of the hear1ngs, .either live or on rebroadcast
(Ga)lup Opinion Index, 99, September 1973).

. “d
# - .o -~ ,
The data were weighted before archiving in the Roper Center, and precise -
in ation on the rat1ondTe for, weighting is no longer availablei - Indications
are, however, the’ we1ght1ng was ‘relatively minor. - For the 1973 wave, 10 per cent
of the cases were weighted ones. For June 74, the figure is 1 per cent.” Fog v

August 1974 it is 4 per cent. See Norval D Glenn, "Trend Studies with Available
Survey Data: Opportunities and Pitfalls,” in P. Hastings and J. Southwick (eds.)
Survey Data for Trend Analysis (Williamstown, Massachusetts: The Roper Public
OpiniammRescarch Center, 19%4) for a discussion of sample designs 1n national

poll data. =~ ] .

3

s *
'S

24Cramer'as‘v, sy@gxéric correlation coefficient for nominal data, is pfesentéd
here. This étzt1st1 vas found to closely match the Pearson correlation coeffi- v

s

cient, which 1s more appropr1ate for high level analyses, . o

3

k’\,‘tl’ .

25 Because of the large number of respondents - used for these ahalyses, ’mostt N
< 1nterpre{at1ons rely on the size of the correlation coefficient rather than
traditidnal significance levels as a decisioh rule. Correlations greater than
.10 were considered important. S1gn1f1cance levels are presented in the tables,
so readers can make their own 1Pterpretat10ns - ‘¢
26, ¢ . L . . ol N
Those who- thought the media had gone too easily on Nixon also are a type of
press critic. Analyses showed that those thinking the media had been too consid- -
erate were much like those thinking. qhe media properly balanced in their coverage.
The critics thinking the media had beén unfair to Nixon stood out as the- dlscrepant
group. - - . .o . . .. . ©
27
In the 1973 data set, Support of Nixon was more hlghly co1related w1th .
party than ideology. N
’-' ! R . )
. 1
28, ‘ ) . :

The factor structure shown here for the most part parallels the structure
reported for somewhat similar items by Jack M. McLeod, Jane D. Brown and Lee_ B.
Becker, ”hatergate and the 1974 Congressional Elections,'" Public Opinion .
Quarterly, '1977.
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I.

.

Sociological Variables
A

Socip-Economic Status

Lower ) (N=

%pwer Middle * (N2
pper Middle (N=~
Upper (N=
N, . ~ .

Education .

0-8 Years (N
9-12 Years (N
13+ Years .

¢

%

T@iel‘

- ”

: _,jPer Cent Not Wanting

230)
526)
292)
106)

= 210)
= 688) ©
= 361)

a

Year Ago

Personal Finantes Today vs. One
VWorse Off (N=
Same (N=.
Better Off (N=

-7

Agk
18-21 (N=
22-29 (N=
30-44 (N=
35-59 (N=
60+ L (N=

) . - -

!
. ‘sz;;_' ' .

4p1)
56¢
298)

93)
242)
369)
308)

= 249)

Criticism of Televising.the Senate Hearings (Sept.-Oct. 1973)

L]

Hearings Pdblic '

L]

20.
19.
24.
‘25.

[ RN O e E

-22.4
21.
22.7

F-S

e

©20.

20.

12.

¢ 16.

. 21,
25.

26.

- o sV

pae
(
.

o5

¢ ' -

©

\

*Cramer's V= .05
Probability of XZ >.05

<

" Cramer's V= .01 .
Probakility of X% >.05

-~

-

-
~

Cramer's V= .03 5
Probability of X“>.05

2

€

"‘

Eramer's V= .10

_Probability of X2<.05




¢
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Table 1

(continued)

[}

% Per. Cent Not Wanting

Hearings Public

AN
Number of New .Television Programs Seen *~

*

e A Number IN= 17Q) -
. Some e (N= 316)
Few (N= 592)
None (N= 163)
II. Psychological yariables '
-Feelings About Future . ‘
Pessimistic - (N= 136)
& Uncertain ' (N= 623)
.Optimistic ‘ . (N= 500)
N ' N .
4 ‘ ‘. a , -
Direction Country is Moving .
Wrong Direction (N= 945)
Don't Know S v «(N= 107)
- Right Direction ' (N= 199)
Country's Problems Due to Moral Decline " s
Generally Agree (N= 242)
Uncertain " (N= 624)
Generally Disagree (N= 395)

v

~

I11. Political Variables ".

- . ?

" Country's Problems Due to Leadership

Generally Agree (N= 395) .
. Un¢ertain (N= 454)
(N= 412)

Disagree AN

15.
22.
21.
28.

19.
20.
24.

20.
24.
29.

29.
22.
15.

17.
18.
29.

o N TR

O -

W AW

v n

-

Cramer's V= .09 .

Probability of X2< .

Cr;%er's V= .0S

-~

LT 2
Probability of X >:5Ei“"d

Cramer's V= .08
Probability of X
1 4

2 <

.

Cramer's V= .11 2
Probability of X*< .

4
‘

’ ~
Cramer's V= ;13 2
Probability of X°<

05




N
’ 1)
)
Confidence in Government, Leadership
Not At All Confident (N= 639)
Only Fairly Confident (N= 534)
Very Comfident (N= 81)
1deology
- Very Conservative - (N= 97)
Moderately Consefvative (N= 426).
Middle-0f-The-Road (N= 364)
Moderately Liberal (N= 243)
Very Liberal (N= 62)
o Party Affiliation
Republican (N= 327)
Independent (N= 327)
Democrat (N= 579)
¢ Suﬁport of Nixon
Strong Supporter ) (N= 132)
,Moderate Supporter (N= 321)
Don't Know (N= 52) °
Moderate Critic (N= 363)
Strong Critic (N= 391)
"TOTAL , (N=1261)
. ’ _L

Table' 1

(continued)

Per Cent Not Wanting.

Hearings Public

-~ 30.
28.
21,
10.
.14,

..
.
.
< 13

2.

21.
20.
32.

32.
25.
14.

51.
30.
13.
16.
10.

21.

(VAN BN B S Vo] — N

[on—y

N ot

A

Cramer's V=
Probability

Cramer's V=
Probability

Cramer's V=
Probability

Cramer's V=
Probability

.07,
of X .05

17
of X2K .01

19
of X°< .01

31,
of X*<=01




Criticism of Proposed

~

\

I. Sociological Variables

e

3 M -
.Socio-Economic Status

LoweT
PR Lower Middle
Upper Miidle

Upper

iducation

0-8 Years
9-12 Yegrs
=13+ Years

Age P

18-21
22-29
30-44
45-59
60 and Over

(= 359)
(N=. 796)
(N= 521)
(N= 258)

(N= 298)
s (N=1063)
(N= 604)

(N= 194) .

(N= 380)
(N= 541)
(N= 475)
(N= 392)

II. Psychological Variables

.

Satisfaction With Consumer Goods

-3 g

Low
Moderate
High -

o

(N= 695) .

. (N= 677)
(] . (N= 601)

Table 2

Televising of Impeachment (June 1974)

Per Cént'Not'Wgnting o

Trial Public

240.7
48.2
54.1

a1.
50
. 49.

~ O Y

46.
49,
53.
50.

[T X We ¥,

44.

’

A}
-

Qramer's V= .06 2
Probability of X“<.05

-

Cramer's,V= .06
Probability of X2<.01 ,

>

Cramer's V= .09 o

Probability of *Xx2< 701
J

-

*

Cramer's V= .05
Probability of X%>.05




Table 2

(continued)

.

. . Per Ceﬁt Not Wanting
JI1. Political Variables . Trial Public

Satisfaction With Political System

Needs' Fundamental , . . ) ‘ -
Overhauling (N= 389) ) o S

Needs Many Improvements (N= 562) ) Cramer's V= .11

Don't Know - (N= 54) .4, . Probability of %x2<.01

Needs Some Improvements (N= 824) : "

Essentlally Good "(N= 153)

Ideology

Very Conservative )

Moderately, Conservative . Cramer's V= .11
Middle-Of-The-Road - . . Probability. of X< .01,
Moderately Liberal ' .o

Very Liberal

Party Affiliation

Republican (N= 474)« . . .
Independent (N= 531). . . Cramer's V= .11

+ Democrat (N= 930) - = . . Probability of X2<I%01

~ ~

TOTAL - " (N=1982)




~ 7\\
3 . -Table 3 , )
‘ »
Criticism of News Media Coverage of Nixon (June 1974) K
{:—4(&’ et ' . €
! , ., » : Per Cent Saying n %
I. Sociological Variables f Very Unfair ° . . .
|‘\ ‘
Socio-Economic Status J\
i ' r
Lower . ) (N= 360) '+ 22.5. : ©.
Lower Middle (N= 797) 28.2 \ Cramer's V= .09 .
Upper Middle (N= 521) L 36.3 Probability of X2< .01
Upper (N= 255) 40.4 A
A h LY
. ‘ A
Education g
! 0-8 Years ©o(N=300) . 31.3 . IR
. 9-12 Years (N=1061) . 27.7 . N Cramer's V= .10
13+ Yéars (N= 603) . 35.5 ' Probability of X2< .01
- b.. . ,
Age ) i ‘ a
18-21 ‘ (N= 194) t25.3 . _
22-29 (N= 380) 24.2 Cramer's V= .09
30-44 ) (N= 539) Y273 Probability of X<.01
&' 45-59 (N= 474) 35.2 - ,
60 and Over A (N= 394)° 38.1 '
t * ! N < .
I1I. _Psychological Variables ‘
‘ . ' -~
Satisfaction With Consumer Goods -
‘\ Low : (N= 697) © 258
Moderate (N= 676) . 31.8 Lramer's V= .08
High ' (N= 599) 34.7 Probability of X2< .01
® . .
T 1
DS 2 A
. ( '




' - Table 3
» ’ (continued)
P P
.0
z >
III. Political Variables
, iy i
Satisfaction With Political System
Necds Fundamental ) ' N
Overhauling (N= 388) 23.2”
Necds Many Improvements (N= 563) 26.1
Don't Know (N= 56) 17.9
Needs Some Improvements (N= 822) . 34.9
Essentially Good (N=_152) 46.7
Ideology . -
. Very Conservative (N= 128) 43.0
Moderately Conservative = 552) 42.9
Midd1lc-0f-The-Road (N= 641) 29.0
Moderately Liberal (N= 414) - “19.§
Very Liberal (N= 138) 16.7
Party Affiliation
Republican ) (N= 473) 56,7
Independent (N= 530) 27.5
Democrat T (N= 932) 19.2 -
“ . TOTAL | (N=1981) //‘S 30.5
- . )
[ . .
o / )

{

Cramer's V= .13 2
Probability of X < .01

&

4

.
. [

Cramer's V= .14
Probability of X2<'.01

1
—

' .

Cramer's V= .24
Probability of X2<.01
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- © .Table'4 ‘ g
. i . -
Criticism of the Press During\tatergate (Aufust 1974)
Per Cent Saying the ) , . e
I. Sociological Variables - Press Looked Bad S S ‘
-~ \ M : )
,Socio-Economic Status —_
Lower * - (N= 407) ' 15.2 ) _— =
Loyer Middle (N= 868) 25.0 Cramer's V= .09 5 Y
- Upper Middle . (N= 478) 26.6 . . Probability rof X°< .01
Upper (N= 163) 35.6 *
. - : "
‘Educaxion ¢ ]
0-8 Years . (N= 316) 19.9 . .
_9-12 Years (N=1024) 24.2 Cramer's V= .04
13+ Year's . (N= 610) 2%.0 s Probability of X2 >.05
" 'Age ' ' ’ o .
18-21 (N= 182) £ 18.7 . (
22-29 (M= 390) 19.7 Cramer's V= .07
30-44 . (K= 505) 24.0 Probability of X%<.05
45-59 SRR (N= 490) 26.1"
» 60 and Over - (N= 401) 30.2
- r . i o N
, c \ . ~
. \ ’
\ *
34 \

N



Attention to News Events

, Low ‘ 638)
Moderate . 565)
High

II. Psychological Variables

,Optimism About Future

Low ‘ (N= 204) -

Moderate = (N= 485)
High (N=1147)
. AN

Likelihood of FEconomic Depression

Very Likely
Somewhat Likely . . (N= 682)
Uncertain " . (N= 135)
Somewhat Unlikely (N= 523)
Very Unlikely (N= 305)

’

668

(N= 302) -

~\
Table 4

(continued) ~

-
Per Cent Saying the °

Press Looked Bad

22.9
23.9
26.0

24.8
21.4
21.5
26,6
28.5

" " Per Cent of Charitable Contributions Going to Cause

Aboutione;?surthi> - (N= 496)
About one-half - "(N= 815)
About three-fourths (N= 277)

.

Cramer"s V=
Probability

Crémer's’y=
Probability

.

e ’.

.
Cramer's %=
Probability

Cramer's V=
Probability




| 5 ) 4
3.
.. e ' e N
. , .
"Table 4 .
RO T (continued) \
“ . . ) . Per Cent Saying the
III. Political Variables ' . Press Looked Bad
- T ; 8
Willingness to Run for Public Office
. . ". . .
Not Willing ' (N=1092) . 23.7 Cramer's V= .02 Q
Willing (N2 824) . 2504 Probability of X% >.05
N H \ N N ’(‘ . R . - + ,
Ideology ) a
Very Conservative (N= 151) 3R :
Moderately Conservative (N= 608) ' 32.6 _ Cramer's V=..15 >
. Middle-Of-The-Road = 559) 22.07 . Probability of X*<7
) Moderately Liberal (N= 397) 14..6 ' , : wl
Véry Liberal (N= 141) - 14.2 - - ;
I - ‘ , ¢ <y
, ' . .
Party Affiliation . . . ;
? SN )
Republicans , (N4 452) . 42.3 .
Independents " (N{ 578) 2.0 - ¢ Cramer's V= . 8"; R
L Democrats . (N 90'0) 15.3 ) Probability of X“<.01
“ » ::;,'. . ) B . e ». B
Support of Nixon- ' . . - -
" Strong Supporter ' (N= 239) 628 >
Moderate Supporter (N= 380) 35.5 .Crar;\erf;§oy= .30 5
Don't Know .(N= 56) . 17.9 . Probability of.X<<.01
Moderdte Critic. - (N=S06) - 211, T,
. Strong Critic | . (N= 783)" 10.0 - ‘.
L g : - .
' .
y . :\
36 . L
0 2 . 1
\\ % "\ “
< ( - . [




»

Seriousness of Charges Against Nixon

* Table 4

(continued)

Per Cent Saying the

Press Looked Bad

Not at All Serious = . (N= 89)
Not/Tho Serious (N= 260)
DonﬁgbKnow . - (N= 64)
Quite Serious (N= 613)
Extremely Serious (N= 936)

¥

Perceived Guil”of Nixon

Definitely Not Guilty (N=53)

Probably NQ}-Guilpy (N= 166)
Don't Know e (N= 127)
Probably Gyilty* ’ (N= 748) -
Clearly Guilty (N= 872)
/

Prosecution of Nixon

Should Not Be Prosecuted (N= 627)

Don't Know -(N= 104)
Prosecuted Lightly (N= 385)
Prosecuted Fully (N= 829)

Y

Feelings: About Week of Resignation

Black Week (N= 541)
Unsure (N= 511)
Bright Week . (N= 904)

<

/

o5

!

)—lr'\)I\-)U'IO\

{
64.0 o,
50.4. Ctamer's V=
1275 Probability
23.3 °
15.2
9.8
9.0 Cramer's V= .
2.8 . Probability
5.5 °
4.4 .
42.4 ‘ -
21.2 x@raﬁer's V=
21.8 . Probability
12.8. ¢ L
37.7
24,1 *+  Cramer's V=
\\Probability

16.7 -i‘k‘

.26
of X

26
of X

>

2< 91"

I

Z< .01,
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Table 4

« (continued)

Per Cent Sayigf the )
Press Looked/Bad ;

" Support of Ford

Strong Suppoxter (N= 451) 3.3 '
Moderate Supporter (N= 998) 3.1 . Cramer's V= .10
Don't Know (N= 254) 1.7 Probability of X2<.01
Moderate Critic (N= 195) 6.4
Strong Critic (N= 56) Q.1
Perceived Honesty of Ford )
~ Very Honest (N= 851) 28.4 o
Reasonably Honest (N= 835) )\ 23.5 Cramer's V= .12
Don't Know (N= 219) 12.8&\ Probability of x2< .01
Not Too Hgnest (N= 34) 14.7
8

Not at All Honest

N
TOTAL
:
-
g

(N=1968) . 24.4

Nz 13) N\ 30.

36.
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. Table 5 ‘ ,
0 0 ' ‘\
Criticism of Watergate Principals (August 1974)
, Per "Cent Saying Factor 1: . Factor 2: Factor 3: »
. _ Looked Bad and Investigators* Parties § _ ‘pixon §
o~ -« - Rank . - L. Professions Aide
- . M i
Federal Courts 10.5 (9) .77 . w100 12
" ! . ’
Special Prosecutor Jaworski 8.4 (11) .76 .21 .00
Senate Watergate Committce . 14.9 (8) .75 .17 -.08
‘House Judiciary Committee 8.8 (10) .73 .30 .00
Press . . 24.4 (5) .49 + 39 -.36
Politicians > 29.3 (3) 12 -7 .13
Pbcratic Party 1671 (7) .35 - .71 —157
Republican Party 37.3 (2) .04 ( .59 ° > .50
. ~ e

Legal Profession 21,7 (6) .37 . .52 .17
St. Clair . 24.8 (4) .39 .00 . .75
Nixon 69.0 (1) =27 . .15 .71

-

* The thre fac(oré accqunf for 60.3 per ceit of the total variance. The N's for these
questions| range from 1961 to 1978. ] LT

’




i . - Table 6

Standaréiv&iﬁegression Coefficients for Three Major Political

Variables (Séptember-October 1973; August 1974)
‘ <N

Support of Party Ideology
Nixon Affiliation

Rejection of Public N .
Hearings (Sept.-Oct. 1973) .22 . 09 fkg .09 -,

o : (P> 49.7) .- (F=-7.9)  (F=11.3) (F= 38.3)
(p <.01) (p <.01) (p <.01) (p <.01)

Criticism of the Press
During Watergate (Aug. 1974) .33 . .08 .09 .17
. - (F=201.8) (F= 18.2) (F= 12.0)  (F=121.6) °
- ®<.01) © (p<ol) . (p<.0D (p <.01)

o
N

1

%




