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Introduction

Kanihan and Kinsey

Researchers in several social scicnce disciplines now have studied
political involvement, leading to various conceptual and operational
definitions of the term. Roser (1990) notes that involvement is not a
clear-cut concept and calls for thorough explication of the type of
involvement under investigation. In political communication research,
two separate theoretical traditions have developed in thc empirical
analysis of involvclnent: (1) Degree of involvement, a continuous
variable ranging from low to high, that describes trans-situational
individual differences, which interact with political message variables
(Calupbell, Convcrsc, Miller, & Stokes 1964); and (2) involvclnent
orientation, a catcgorical variable that distinguishes qualitative
differences in mcssage processing that are stinlulated by different
political situations.

The purpose of this study is to eXaInine whether qualitatively
different categories of involvement do exist. This study proposes that
people arc either actively involved or passively involved in a political
situation. For completeness in describing a total population, the
typology becomes trichotomous. That is, there are people who are
unillvolved (Hyman & Sheatsley, 1947; Price, 1992). If involvelnent
can be stimulated by a certain political situation, thcn involvement can
change over time for the same individual. This stands in contrast to the
conception of involvement as a deep-seatcd individual trait that differs
little over time.

Studies that assume involvement to be an individual trait regard
cognition, affect, and behavior as correlated indicators that, when
added, measure an exact level of enduring involvement (see Fiske &
Kinder, 1981). These indicators include political interest, c,lring about
politics, and campaigning for a candidate, respectively. In contrast, this
study proposes cognition, affect, and behavior to be distinct qualities
that can differentiate between categories of involvement. That is,
"passive involvement" doesn't mean a person is a little less active.
Passive involvement suggests a person is /lot active; it describes a
distinct way to follow a campaign, for cxan1ple, in the n1ass media.
Active involvement means active participation, especially interpersonal
discussion about politics.

A central focus of this study is the role of interpersonal discussion
in the conceptualization of "active involvement." This study proposes
that people who are actively involved talk about politics; those who arc
passively involved or uninvolved do not. In addition, the concept of
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advertent media attention will be used to differentiate between the
passive and uninvolved categories.

The purpose of this study is to answer the following question: Do
three categories of political involvement exist? If so, what are the
defining characteristics of each category? In addition, this study will
address the following: Is interpersonal discussion about politics the
distinguishing communication behavior that differentiates active
involvement from the other two categories? Does advertent media
attention distinguish passive involvement fronllhe uninvolved category?

Background

Involvement as a Continuous Variable

Calnpbell et ale (1964) define political involvement as an individual­
level, psychological engagement with politics that endures over time.
Many other scholars follow the Campbell et al. concept of involvement,
using survey measures from the University of Michigan Center for
Political Studies (AJnerican National Election Survey) to operationalize
involvement (Fiske & Kinder, 1981; Dennis, 1992; Marcus &
MacKuen, 1993). The authors of one of the earliest studies of political
communication also conceptualized involvement as a stable trait:
Lazarsfeld, Bere)son & Gaudet (1944) called involvement "political
interest." While these scholars and others (Verba ~ Nie, 1972) do
suggest situational infiuences of involvement, the concept appears to be
treated as a trait that rCI11ains stable over time.

Illvolveinenl as a Categorical Variable

When involvenlcnt is a categorical variable it differs in quality
instead of amount. Involvement, in this case, takes the form of distinct
conditions that will be called active involvement and passive involve­
ment. Each of these is also a variable; for example, one can be actively
involved to a greater or lesser extent. But communication is qualita­
tively a different kind of behavior when one is even slightly active than
when one is quite involved, but in a wholly passive orientation to
politics. The "uninvolved II category describes the person who is neither
actively not passively involved. We refrain from calling this category
ttlow" involvement or "little" involvement, labels that connote one end
of a continuum; these terms would suggest that being "little involved"
is like being "actively involved," but to a lesser degree.
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Some studies indicate that involvement is not a stable personal trait,
but a response to a situation, which is more in line with a categorical
definition of involvement (Rothschild & Ray, 1974; Milbrath & Goel,
1977; Kanihan & Chaffee, 1996).

Acti.'c Illvolvell,ellt

The distinguishing response for an actively involved person is
activity or behavior. The communication uses and gratifications
literature (Katz, 1959; Blumler, 1964) refers to it as "information­
seeking" behavior. McCombs (1972) distinguishes between three
categories of political involvement and ties this concept with informa­
tion-seeking behavior. Actively involved people seek political informa­
tion for their own use or for conversations with others (McColnbs,
1972; Atkin, 1973). These studies also indicate that the actively
involved selectively attcnd to political messages to support their vicws
and strengthen their arguments.

Rothschild and Ray (1974) and Garralnone (1984) found that
actively involved people are less likely to be affected by the media,
particularly by direct persuasive effects of a political advcrtisement.
Chaffee and Choe (1980) and Chaffee and Rimal (1996) consider "time
of vote decision" as another political outcolnc influcnccd by audience
involvement. People who are actively involved in an election are likely
to make their vote decision before the campaign heats up. Called "pre­
campaign deciders," these individuals tend to have strong predisposi­
tions toward candidates or issues and are not likely to change their vote
decision during the campaign.

In addition to behavioral responses such as information seeking,
political conversation, decision making, and voting intention, the
actively involved also think about politics (Lazarsfcld el al., 1944;
Levy & Windahl, 1984) and care about elections and issues (Gunther
& Lasorsa, 1986), cognitive and affective responses, respectively. A
persoll who is actively involved presulnably cares a great deal about
who wins or loses.

Interpersonal discussion is considered a behavioral component of
active involveillent and the key distinction between active involvement,
passive involvclnent and the uninvolved. While the communication
literature is rich with studies relating interpersonal discussion with
diffusion of information (Greenberg, 1964; Chaffee, 1982; Gantz,
1983), few sludics address interpersonal discussion and political
involvelncnt. In a survey accompanied by structured interviews,
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Troldahl and Van Dam (1965) found that one-third of respondents
discussed politics; the remaining two-thirds who did not were referred
to as "inactives." Tan (1980) found that interpersonal discussion about
politics leads to newspaper reading and that discussion was a character­
istic of active involvement. Kinsey and Chaffee (1996) found interper­
sonal discussion to be the strongest correlate of the declining evaluation
of a political figure. S. Greenberg (1975) found that when persuasion
is attempted in political conversations, references are made to media
information.

Passive Illvolvement

The passively involved are still engaged in the political process, but
not in a participatory sense. Political involvement in this category
comes primarily in the form of media use: some i~dividuals "seek
orientation or vote guidance" (McCombs, 1972; Garramone, 1985)
while others follow the campaign in the media as "spectators" (Price,
1992). In "time of vote decision" studies, the passively involved arc
considered "campaign deciders" (Chaffee & Rimal, 1996). They use the
campaign media to inform their vote decision and may change their
minds during the course of the race. Moreover, people seeking vote
guidance prefer news reports over editorials; that is, they prefer factual
infonnation (G"rranlone, 1985).

Those who are passively involved may be susceptible to persuasion,
but this persuasion is grounded in information they have learned from
substantive arguments in media messages (Ray, 1973; Chaiken, 1980;
Petty & Cacioppo, 1984). While "active" behavior appears to be the
hallmark of active involvement, political cognition (influenced by media
attention) may be the distinguishing feature of passive involvement.
And passive involvement may still contain an affeetive dimension.
Those who follow the campaign on television may care, to some extent,
about the outcome of the election.

Advertent media use is the characteristic that distinguishes between
the passively involved and the uninvolved. The passively involved
advertently use the media: these people either seek vote guidance, or
nttend to the campaign as spectators. Spectator-like involvement may
be characterized by following the campaign on television, an activity
that requires less cognitive effort than actively seeking.information in
a newspaper (see Krugman, 1965); hence, the term "passive involve­
ment." Inadvertent users, in contrast, do not have the same cognitive
needs as advertent users (McCombs, 1972). As such, they are not
considered part of the passive involvement category. "This voter does
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not actively seek [information] out," writes McCombs. "He simply
tolerates accidental or inadvertent exposure" (p. 186). Thus the
inadvertent user is considered "uninvolved."

U"i"volved

Those who are uninvolved in a political situation lack the cognitive,
affective, and behavioral responses that characterize either active or
passive involvement. Thcy pay little attention to an election or issue,
and are considered politically "apathetic" (Price, 1992). That is, they
do not think or care much about politics, and they do not "actively"
participate.

McCombs (1972) notes that people who arc not involved may be
exposed inadvertently to the campaign, especially on television. While
exposure is accidental, if it does occur, it can have powerful persuasive
effects on a person with little cognitive structure to guide its process­
ing. For example, Rothschild and Ray (1974) found that mere exposure
to a political advertise1l1cnt persuaded people who were not at all
involved in a low-visibilily campaign to vote for a particular candidate.
This persuasion was accomplished according to the "low involvement
hierarchy"-without changes in attitude, they found.

Sherif, Sherif, and Nebergall (1965) suggest that people who are
less involved with an issue have a wider range of acceptance for
different arguments, and thus may be more easily persuaded. While
those in the passive involvement category may be persuaded by
substantive arguments, people who are not involved may be influenced
"peripherally" (Petty & Cacioppo, 1984). Cues such as source
credibility, background scenery, or tone of the message may be
particularly effective.

Chaffee and Choe (1980) note that the uninvolved often make their
vote decisions at the last minute; Bowen (1992) found that such voters
are influenced as late as election day by a barrage of "attack ads."
Several researchers note that the political behavior of the uninvolved is
unpredictable, rather than grounded in deep cognitive thought, and is
responsive to idiosyncratic situational pressures (Lazarsfeld et al.,
1944; Calnpbell et al., 1966; Chaffee & Roser, 1986; Kruglnan, 1965).

Con,parillg Categories

To determine whether active, passive, and uninvolved categories of
involvenlcnt exist, the political orientation patterns of people will be
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compared. A group of California residents will be asked for their views
about a specific political situation: the 1994 primary election for
California governor. Topics will relate to political discussion, political
interest, and nledia use.

We propose that three categories of people will elnerge. (1) Those
who are actively involved will talk about the election, care about the
outcome of the election, and pay attention to news accounts about the
election. (2) Those who are passively involved will f~el an obligation
to vote, watch television to advertently keep up with the campaign, and
exhibit other characteristics of the passively involved person, as
discussed above. (3) Those who are uninvolved will not talk about
politics, not care about the election, and not attend to the political
media, except inadvertently.

Table 1
Proposed qualities of three involvement categories

Active Passive Uninvolved

Interpersonal discus~ion

Caring about election outcolue

Advertent media attention

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Metll0dology

Involvement orientation will be assessed using Q technique and its
methodology (Stephenson, 1953)-a method that examines the underly­
ing point of view of a person on a given topic, oftentimes regarding
politics (Brown, 1980). Q methodology examines these viewpoints by
asking respondents to sort a series of opinion statements (Q sample)
into piles typically along a disagree/agree scale. The data (Q sorts) are
correlated and factor analyzed using people-rather than variables-as
elements. Factors represent commonalties alllong respondents. For
more on Q methodology see Brown (1980; 1986) and McKeown and
Thomas (1988).

Data were collected from Santa Clara County residents in California
one week prior to the June 7, 1994 primary election for governor. Q
technique enabled the researchers to administer a fairly tilne consuming
and complex set of questions about political behavior, designed to tap
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the underlying political orientations of respondents. A purposive sample
of 29 people participated in the Q study. They were chosen to represent
a broad range of interest and involvement in politics-from political
activists to uninterested citizens. Respondents were asked to sort 52
disagree/agree statCI11cnts along a -5 (most disagree) to +5 (most
agree) scale.

Figure 1
Q Sort Distribution for Political Involveloent Q Study

Most Disagree Neutral Most Agree

Value -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 +4 +5

Frequency 245 5 6 8 6 5 5 4 2

These statements. based 011 the literature review and generated by
the authors of this study. were used to tap concepts described in this
study's background section, including interpersonal conversation.
advertent media attention. and caring about the outcome of the election.
These statements correspond to the theoretical definitions of active
involvement, passive involvement and the uninvolved. Statements are
shown in the Appendix and represent roughly equal numbers of
theoretically active, passive and uninvolved items. The three types of
statements were randomly numbered. The statements were pretested by
10 California residents, some with extensive political backgrounds,
others without. Eight redundant or unclear Q statements were dropped
before construction of the final 52 itenl Q sample.

Data Analysis and Illterpretatioll

Alla/ysis

The 29 Q sorts were correlated and factor analyzed. Centroid
extraction with varimax rotation was performed through the PCQ
software program (Stricklin, 1987-1996). Three factors emerged
accounting for 41 percent of the variance (See Table 2). The standard
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error for a factor loading is calculated by the expression IIV'N where
N equals the number of statements. For 52 statements, the SE = 11V'52
= .14. Loadings in excess of 2.58(SE) = .36 are significant at the .01
level. Factors of at least four or five persons each arc thought to
provide a well-defined orientation, while more subjects arc thought to
add very little (Brown, 1980).

Interpretatioll

Respondents should load onto three factors explaining active, passive
and uninvolved orientations. Factor interpretation will focus on items
that describe interpersonal conversations, advertent media exposure and
caring about the election outcome to examine if differences in the way
these items are ranked correspond to proposed differences in involve­
ment orientation. The items that comprise the factors should provide a
description of each category of involvement: The actively involved will
be distinguished by talking about politics, caring about the outcome of
the election, and following the campaign in the media, especially the
newspaper. The passive involvement factor should be distinguished by
items including following the campaign on TV and caring about the
election outcome. The uninvolved should be-distinguished by not caring
about the election and not following the campaign in the media.

Results

Of the 29 participants in our study, 17 were significantly loaded on
factor A, 11 were loaded on factor B (which is bipolar), and 10 where
significantly loaded on factor C. This adds to more than 29 because of
cross-loadings (see Table 2).

Factor A and Factor C: Passive 11Jvolved

Respondents who were loaded on factors A and C have to be
considered Passive Involved, based on our proposed criteria (Le., they
generally do not talk about politics, but they do care about the election
and attend to the media). Factor A and factor C are significantly
correlated (r = .55).

Factor A and factor C represent the Passive Invo~ved respondents
(see the Appendix)-they pay attention to election cov~rage to find out
where the candidates stand on the issues but they make it clear that they
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Table 2
Rotated Factor Matrix Cor Subjects

Factors2

Person A B C Sex Age POll Vote4 ActivityS

13 70 02 10 F 30 Rep. Yes 2
23 69 08 23 M 33 DeJn. Undo 5
27 64 06 18 M 46 DCln. Yes 4
2 57 03 35 F 38 Den1. Yes 2

25 43 -26 17 F 42 NA No 2
22 42 01 10 F NA NA No 3
1 37 16 34 F 26 Rep. No 4

14 36 -04 28 M 57 Rep. Yes 6
21 09 69 05 M 73 De.n Yes 4
6 02 57 16 F 33 Dean. Yes 3

17 30 -44 35 F 26 NA No 0
9 07 -51 31 F 21 NA No 0
4 23 -20 64 M 60 Dealt. Yes 2

10 35 -03 62 M 34 Rep. No 2
18 19 18 57 M 30 Oem. Yes 4
29 02 -20 55 M 30 NA No 2
16 01 08 40 F 57 Delll. Yes 2
26 56 33 38 F 29 Denl. Yes 5
3 50 -05 49 M 36 Rep. Undo 2

24 40 36 64 M 53 Oem. Yes 6
11 36 -14 41 F 32 Denl. Yes 3
15 51 63 -07 F 32 Deln. Yes 5
5 45 59 26 M 49 NA Yes 6

12 08 S6 38 F 31 Denl. Yes 3
28 39 -45 20 F 56 Deln. Und 3
20 42 -46 24 F 39 Ind. No 2

8 40 -61 10 F 35 Rep. No 2

19 35 -16 03 M 29 NA No 0

7 13 -02 32 F 35 NA Undo 0

Eigen-value 4.59 3.61 3.66 Total
% Variance 16 12 13 41%

lDecitnals to two places have been omitted. Factor loadings +I .36 are significant,
p. < .01.

'Political party registration.
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4Do you plan to vote in the June 7 primary.
'Political Activity Scale. We asked respondents to indicat~ if they had ever

participated in the following six activities: given out campaign leaflets. helped with voter
registration. put a bumper sticker on your car. persuaded others to vote for your
candidate. voted in a primary election, and voted in a generdl election. Each item was
scored as 1 or 0 and summed; scale ranged from 0-6.

also read other news besides politics. They do not resent the heavy
news coverage the election is getting because this information helps
thenl decide for whom to vote (scores in parentheses for factors A, n,
and C, respectively):

37. I pay attention to election coverage to learn where the candidates
stand on the issues. (5. 2. 4)

30. I read other news in the newspaper besides politics. (5. -2, 5)

6. Information in the news helps nle to decide whom I will vote for. (4,
-2,3)

They noted seeing ads and news about the election when watching
television. And, in the past few days they have read a newspaper article
about the election.

12. I sometimes see ads about the candidates when I'm watching TV. (4,
0.3)

10. I sometimes see news about this election when I'm watching TV. (4,
-2.2)

49. I have read a newspaper article about the campaign in the past few
days. (3, 2. 1)

Although they do not find this election very exciting, respondents on
factors A and C indicated that they keep up with the election because
it is their civic duty.

22. This election is exciting to me. (-4. 4, -4)

20. It is part of my civic duty to keep up with this election. (2. 3, 5)

Factor A and factor C respondents do not talk about this election
much. They do not seek political discussions with others or initiate
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conversations. This avoidance of political conversations is especially
indicative of factor C.

19. I talk about this election with others. (1, 4, 1)

7. I don't talk about this election very luuch with others. (-1, -2, 3)

28. I usually initiate conversations about this election. (0, 4, -3)

Not surprisingly, they don't look for inforlnation in the newspaper,
candidate ads, or polls as fodder for conversations about the election.

34. I read about the election in the paper so I can talk about it later with
others. (0, 2, -1)

48. Candidate ads for this election affect how I talk about it with other
people. (-3, 1, -2)

46. Polls about this election affect how I talk about it with other people.
(-4, 0, -5)

The Inajor differencc bctween factors A and C tends to be in their
relative use of television. Respondents on factor A tended to lean
heavily on television as a source of campaign news while factor C
respondents did not, as scores for statement nUlnbcrs 2, 52, and 17
indicate.

2. I keep up with this ckclion by watching news on television. (4, -5, ­
1)

52. I have watched clc~lion coverage on TV news in the past few d;lyS.
(3, -1, -3)

17. Following the c3ulpaign on television is sonlctilllCS like watching a
sporting event. (3, -3, 0)

Factor B: Tile Active IIlJ'olved alld tile Ullillvolved

As proposed, the actively involved are distinguished by talking about
politics, caring about the outcolne of the election, and following the
caulpaign in the media, especially the newspaper. Participants associat­
ed with factor B indicatcd that they care a lot about who wins the
election and were very interested in the election as indicated by their
high scoring of stateln(,l1ls nUJubcr 25 and 1 (scores in parentheses for
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factors A, B, and C, respectively):

25. I care a lot about who wins this election. (2, 5, 4)

1. I am very interested in this election. (-1, 5, -1)
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As proposed, these Active Involved respondents participated in
interpersonal discussions about the election. They indicated that they
talked about this election with others and that they usually initiated
these conversations. These respondents were the only ones to say that
they try to persuade others to vote for their candidate.

19. I talk about this election with others. (1, 4, 1)

28. I usually initiate conversations about this election. (0, 4, -3)

31. I will try to persuade others to vote for my candidate during this
election. (-3, 2, 0)

They also gave high scores to statements indicating that they think
about the election a lot and that the election is excitipg to them.

2. I think about this election a lot. (-3, 4, -4)

22. This election is exciting to me. (-4, 4, -4)

Not surprisingly, factor B respondents strongly rejected the idea that
they may not vote in this election. They indicated that it matters to
California and to them personally who wins.

18. I am not sure if I will vote in this election. (-4,-5, -2)

50. No matter who wins this election, California won't be affected
much. (-1, -4, -1)

47. No matter who wins this election, my life will be the same. (0, -4,
1)

These are not "last-minute deciders." Factor B respondents rejected
the idea that they are likely to decide for whom to vote right before the
election or that they may change their mind during the campaign about
whom to vote for.

15. I iun likely to decide how I will vote right before the election. (1, -
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4, -2)
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26. I may change my Inind during the campaign about who to vote for.
(0, -3, 0)

The election mediulll of choice for these participants appears to be
the newspaper. Factor B respondents indicated that following the
campaign in the newspaper is interesting, that they keep up \vith the
election by reading the newspaper t and when reading the newspaper
they look for articles about the election. Conversely, they strongly
rejected the idea that they are keeping up with the election by watching
news on television.

14. Following the c31upaign in the newspaper is interesting. (2, 3, 0)

4. I keep up with this election by reading the newspaper. (1, 3, 1)

16. \Vllen reading a newspaper, I look for articles about this election. (­
1,3,0)

2. Jkeep up with tbis election by watching news on television. (4, -5, ­
1)

Factor B is bipolar. Five people were negatively associated with this
factor. That is, their views are opposite of those positively associated
with factor B-they do not talk about politics, they do not care about
the outcolnc of thc election, and they do not follow the campaign in the
media. In other words, these respondents are our described Uninvolved
(see Table 1). Although we expected that the uninvolved would
c0111prise their own factor, it makes sense that they actualJy arc the
bipolar or negative end of the Active Involved factor.

The Active Involved respondents averaged 4.5 on the 6 point
political activity scale compared to the Uninvolved who averaged 1.4
(Table 2). Additionally, all of the Active Involved respondents indicated
that they planned on voting in the primary election while none of the
Uninvolved planncd on voting.

Concluding Remarks

By way of summary, a 52-item Q satnple' was used with 29 California
residents to exanline a categorical conceptualization of political
involvement. Three factors emerged-one active involvement factor and
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two passive involved factors. The active involved factor emerged as
hypothesized-characterized by talking about politics, caring about the
outcome of the election, and following the calnpaign in the media,
especially the newspaper. This factor was bi-polar. The negative end
of this factor represented the Uninvolved.

Evidence of our passive involved category is more complex than
previously thought. We proposed the existence of a single passive
involved factor-generally not talking about politics, but caring about
the election and attending to the media. I-Iowever, this description
extended to not one but two factors. And while these factors were
significantly correlated (r = .55), they nevertheless represent two
distinct views. Difference in media use seems to distinguish the two
passive involved factors. This distinction was not anticipated. A more
detailed "media" Q sample may help illuminate what we feel is a subtle
difference in our general understanding of passivc involvement. Or
perhaps a more detailed media Q sample will illuminate distinct
involvement categories, based on media preferencc, that we've not
anticipated.

Regardless of whether passive involvement is one or two categories,
this research suggests that political involvement can be viewed as
categorical and situational. Actively involved citizens are behaviorally
different than passively involved citizens and especially uninvolved
citizens. One of the most important behavioral distinctions is interper­
sonal communication-talking about politics. The relationship between
interpersonal communication and mass communication is a rich area of
research that is starting to attract attention (Chaffee & Mutz, 1988;
Kinsey & Chaffee, 1996) and that relationship combined with political
involvement offers many research possibilities.

Appendix

Factor Scores

Statclnents

1. I aln very interested in this election.
2. I keep up with this election by watching

news on television.
3. I think about this election a lot.
4. I keep up with this election by reading

the newspaper.
5. I am paying a lot of attention to this

ABC

-1 5-1

4 -S -1
-3 4-4

3 1
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election in the newspaper. -1 2 -2
6. Information in the news helps me to decide

whon1 I will vote for. 4 -2 3
7. I don't talk about this election very nluch

with others. -1 -2 3
8. I am paying a lot of attention to this

election on television. -2 o -3

9. Following the campaign 011 television is fun. 0 1 -1
10. I sonlelinles see news about this election when

I'm watching TV. 4 -2 2
11. Following the campaign on television is

interesting. 0 1 -5
12. I sOluetimes see ads about the candidates

when riD watching TV. 4 0 3
13. Once I decide who111 to vote for, I am not

likcly to change nly luind. 0 4
14. Following the calnpaign in the newspaper is

interesting. 2 3 0
15. I al11 likely to decide how I will votc right

before the election. -4 -2
16. When reading a newspaper, I look for articles

about this election. -1 3 0
17. Following the canlpaign on TV is sonlctilnes like

watching a sporting event. 3 -3 0
18. I aiD not sure if I will vote in this clection. -4 -5 -2
19. I talk about this election with others. 1 4 1
20. It is part of my civic duty to keep up with

this election. 2 3 5
21. I watch political ads on TV for the

entertainment value 111ostly. -4 0 0
22. This election is exciting to me. -4 4 -4
23. I all) likely to decidc whom to vote for

during the campaign. 3 0 1
24. I try to avoid talking about politics. -3 -3 1
25. I care a lot about who wins this election. 2 5 4
26. I .nay change Iny Inind during the calnpaign about

who to vote for. 0 -3 0
27. Politics is not very exciting. -3 -1 2

28. I usually initiate conversations about this election. 0 4 -3

29. I find candidate ads on television to be informative. -2 -2 -2

30. I read other news in the newspaper besides politics. 5 -2 5
31. I will try to persuade others to vote for my

candidate during this election. -3 2 0
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32. I am somewhat interested in the outcome of
this election. -1 3

33. I don't see much difference between the candidates
in this election. -2 -3 -4

34. I read about the election in the paper so I can
talk about it later with others. 0 2 -1

35. I prefer reading news articles, f:lther than
editorials, about the election. 2 4

36. I pay attention to campaign ads to learn the
strategy of the candidates. 0 o -3

37. I pay attention to election coverage to learn
where the candidates stand on the issues. 5 2 4

38. In this election, I will probably vote for my
party's candidate. 0 3

39. I pay attention to election coverage to learn
what the candidates are like as people. 3 0 0

40. Polls about the candidates might affect how I
will vote in this election. -2 -1 -3

41. I am less interested in political news than
other news on TV. -1 -4 2

42. Ads about the candidates might affect how I will
vote in this election. -2 -3 -4

43. Debates between the candidates might affect how
I will vote in this election. 2 -1 2

44. I resent the heavy news coverage this election
is getting. -5 -1 -1

45. If I give money to any candidate this year, it
will be for this election. -5 3 0

46. Polls about this election affect how I talk about
it with other people. -4 o -5

47. No matter who wins this election, my life will
be the same. 0 -4

48. Candidate ads for this election affect how I
talk about it with other people. -3 1 -2

49. I have read a newspaper article about the campaign
in the past few d'lYs. 3 2 1

50. No InaUer who wins this election, California won't
be affected much. -1 -4 -1

51. Debates between the candidates for this election
could affect how I talk about it with other people. 2

52. I have watched election coverage on TV news in
the past few days. 3 -1 -3
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