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The document exawmines the influence of’ polltlcal . "

_telev;szon commercials oh voting behavior. In additign, the paper’
' reports new data cqncerning the role of voter-oriente ads in :
socializing ¢hildren to the political environment. Par ' ' /

characterizes political ads and presents flndzngs and concluszons of
three voter surveys recently published in '"Public 091nion Quarterly." . 4
" The wethod used in the reported»surveys was to condict interviews '
with-'835 reprasentatiye voters in Hlscons1n, Colporado, and Michigan )
gubernatorial and- congresszonal campaigns. Findings indicated that:

. significant cognitive changes occurred among votets\uhc watched
political TV ads, but that attitude changes weie related to S
preexisting b_eological orientations and to thé degree of attentlbn —_—
paid by the voter_ to the ads. Relationships-between voter attitudes,

. knowledge, exposure and attention to political ads, and voter turnout ,

- are discussed. Part II focuses on. the relationship betueen canpazgn '
advertising and pollticaﬂ sotialization of children. It was ’ -

’ hypothesbzed that children who view: polit1ca1 .conmercials would know
more about'a candidate and like the candidate ‘better than chlldren//////
who vere less exposed to-the messagesy randzngs from a survex/of’120
elelentaryéschopl students indicated moderate to etrongﬁ/elatlonships_ ]
between vikwing of political ads and.knowledge/abcut .and positive S

: a€t1tnaes toward the advertised.candidate. It wvas-concluded that ' :

' canpazgn advertising directed at adult VOtGGS’IaY play a significant

role in socializing- ch;ldren to the politlcal enV1ronnent. o -
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POLITICAL: ADVERTISING EFFECTS ON VOTERS AND CHILUREN
. . » oV - . . .

. L N .. . b N
In the_past'decade,’polmtlcal candldaggsﬁhave 1ncreas1ngly-relred sn

o
3

television advertising as the primary méans'of commun i catlng w1th the )

electorate. There 1s llttle prec1se evidence regardlng the 1mpact~of

. ’

these paid messages on the voter, however. This paper presents a model ¢,

- - \ .

of political advert1s1ng effects and describes f1nd1ngs and con us1ons

based on survey 1nvest1gat1ons,recently publlshed in Public Opln on Quar-
terly (Atkin.and Heald; 19763 Atkin, Bowen, Nayman and Sheinkopf, 1973).

i ’ : SNt .
In addition, the paper reports new.data.concerning the role of these

i

voter-oriented ads inﬁsocializing children.to the politicgl environment.

T

Political ads are typ1cally d1sseminated dur1ng the final two-to-s1x
. ?

N

.weeks of an election campalgn. The impact‘is jointly determined by an~inter-

3

act1on between the qualitative and quantltatlve nature of the adver-

. t1s1ng messages and the affectlve pred1spos1t1ons of the rece1vers ;h

the aud1ence. The advertlsements are de51gned to move the sponsorlng

candldate s 1mage toward the positive extreme of an implicit evaluatxve
. rd v
continuum 1n the voter s m1nd~(and/or move, the opponent 1n a negatlve

D Y

dlrectlon), ahd to translate th1s 1nternal preference 1nto overt behav1or

at‘the polls, The voter s objectlve 1s ‘to d1st1nguish between competlng

— B

candidates and “Form- a preferentlal ranking cons1stent w1th h1s exlstlng

att1tud1nal structure, and to dec1de whether to'Vote .on electlon day.
’ %%a

s

- Attltude. Spec1f1c att1tude towar
X #— v 44

pegsonal attrlbutescof an offlce holder (competence, trustworthyness,'

T '-':s

Y

(f~

.
et
L RPN

b St g e e 3 1<

raceg regibn) and 1deolog1cal orlentatlons %gward other relevant polltl~\‘ v

%ﬁﬁf

S *éﬁ: i
~sallence prlorltle




. among these attributes and objects in the campiign context, and (c) the - .
PR N '\ - h .

e knowledge'and‘beliefs linking the candidate to ‘the attributes an%ﬂﬂ;lec’\f B

2. -

\ \]

,{ - N \ - - )
- ¢ before attitu nal effects are produced. ‘ :5

L3 !

x’ Since these ‘elements are multlplled all three Tust have a noh-zéro valuei’

Y
. \
~ . .

Personal valﬁes and ideology ar ”developed slowly.over a perlod of

)
~- years as the 1nd1v;dual is exposed to soc1a1 cultgrqf and med1a 1nflu-

. \ SN .
. i .. ences. Slnce most of ' these pred1spos1tlons are flrmly established and t:_

L N ] N .
’ -
\3’ ’ stable polltlcal advert1s1ng is not llkely to change them s1gn1f1cantly, L

Y

. . the direct impact of ads occnrs Primarily at the cognitive level.. Adver-. . “
tising can be effective in creating or changing knowledge/belief linkages
\ . S . - P - te

. ' ¢ ' . s N . P ot :‘ !
A} N and in altering the relative sallence of the object/attrlbute criteria ‘.

E \E\ #.  for judginé the candidate. These altered cognltlons then comblne with * .

the affectlve pred1spos1t10ns to trlgger 1nd1rect change 1nscand1date °e
- N\ - L

attitude. - . _ ‘ R e

- ' o It‘ES\ciEar frop this model that’ the same dvertising can'have.both'
i'_ - N - b . * '

pos1t1ve and. negatlve att1tud1nal consequences, dependlng on who 1s‘re-

o ~ ce1V1ng the message. The pragmatlcally sobhlstlcated advert1s1ng stra-

-

RS tegzst w1ll attempt to establzsh llnkages between the candidate and .

s . 4

- N T T PR

thdse personal qualltles and 1deolog1ca

sitionS'favéned by a sub~ -,
K . , ", Pl o ~ ..

, s - % - .

stantzal majority of the ‘targ e audlence. Slnce some oF these assoc1a-

-

N .

thns wzil not be favofably v1ewed by someovoters %eached by the, adver-

L., N x * T < ’

* o - 4' s \', ’7‘
R tzsang, co nterproductlve antagonzségc—nesponses a7e 1nev1table. ST A

H »

. ° 1

ehavlor. The votlng turnout dec1s1on 1& determlned by a number of

=i
:

s cion Tt

“ anat

8 .
Cpe - ro. @ e

A

h{factors, 1nclud1ng campaign 1nterest, candldate attltudey dzscrepancy

; S - £
g

between candldates, and ca’&Zen duty_norms Advertlslng can dlrectly'"




i . ' /\( . o E . ) : . ) - . e
R ’ ) . . oA : . ’ . .
' indireetly contribute to each of these variables, although the affect may

. not necessarily be in the direction of increased turmout. ' <ot

. : , h . » \

a A hypothetical example of these various types'of influence can be . &

. 3
S i

- dravmn from the upcoming presidential contest. Jlmmy Carter's advertisa.p_g R
- \..——-«——""‘M’
I might attempt to produce a Jgneffavorabr" 5{{{{5&2 by claiming that he is

L4

-

sincere and administratively experienced . (thes‘e are unz.‘Versally valued

personal attributes of a pnesident if a voter believes messages linking ‘

- N A

~ N -

a candidate to such .subjective qualities, positive' affective movement
. ' should result) and by portraying him as’a’ constantly smiling Southerner
) . (presidential characteristics. positively valted ‘by some and negatively .

valued by othe,rs; voters should readily attain knowledge about these ob-

A

. : ~ jective attributes but change attitudinally in a poSitive or negative

A
[y

3 direction) according to their value system).

)
.

i that Pord is associated with high unemployment negatiVe att tudina;l'. move-

v

w ’ - portance of the Nixon pardon ( an ideological object toward whic ,the major-

“f N N 4 A

ity bf the electorate has a negatLVe ori“entation and already ass ‘c;.a:te With '

»E‘ord; if elevated “in sal:.ence to the highest -‘priority in the vote s' think-a '

ference for Carter' should 1ncreaSe) °Another Carter advertising st ategy

:
_0"\ - t !

mxght be to 1ncreasé turnout behavior by remindmng voters o go to tl'\e <

- . :,u" », .
'é d . B . .\... o S

polls (by heighten:mg the sens,e_,gfw citizem duty, voteps should be mo-pe




.
i

likely.todgct upon thé&r internalized preferences that tend to favor Carter). .

.
- ~ }

To- the extent that the prevlously dlschssed 1mage changes move Carter atti-

et

~ tude towardfthe -extrefie or widen the d1screpancy between the att1tudes to-
ward each candldate, gregtetr turnout should also result.

Although the overali model of advert1s1ng.effects has nidt beén tested

ev1dence from three research ‘studies bears on, important components. know-

.
.

ledge effects, salience effedts, liking. effects, preference effects, in-

’ . d 3 -

terest effects, and- turnout effects. In addition, there are findings pér-

talnlng to an important pre-requ;s;te for advertising impact, exposure

N\

e .

and attentlon to the messages. ' B : o,

o - . H »

Data ﬁase. Thé evidence summarxzed 1n fhls section of the _paper is

drawn from three survey lnvestlgatlons directed by the apthor. .In one

- pair ‘of studies, 1nterv1ews were conducted w1§h representative samples

. . -

" of 262 Wlsconsmn'voters .and 250“Colorado voters" durlng the final days of 45
* N

the 1970 gubernatorlal ‘campaigns in each state. In the othér survey, 323

Mlchlgan voters were 1nterviewed about a congressignal race 1n the 1974
v~y.

. campa:.gnr Each 1nvest1gatlon used a lSumlnute suryey 1nstrument to mea-

suré patterns of voter receptlon and response to televlslon advertlslng '

-0’

for the competlng candldates. Lucey vi‘ Olson for Wlsconsth governor,

S * .

.Love ys. Hogan for Colorado governor, and Carr vs. Taylorsfor»mld-Mlchlgan
. 9 .

»

W (WlSCOﬁSIH) \\\ICOlprad ) or' M (Mlchlgan) will refer tbsthe elect'on
N . .95':&5‘.,‘,“

where the data ‘were gath red.. jl R .

, N S .

Exposure and,attent;on to p_lltlcal ads.ﬁsAveraglng across the Sl&,

LR

‘,’3"{#

{e

., .. V%_*n_ amem Crpe p-llv. Wi
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,ﬂ,,ﬂﬂadverfis*"p(W—C-H) This rate of penetration is higher than for any other T

B _ - . .
. . £,

form oﬁ-polltlcal stlmul 'n‘the mass media. Frequency of exposure-(number ,

° _ ?’ of ads noticed) is primarily influenced by accessibility factorswl heavy _

v

. e e

. TV Viewdrs see more political ads than iight-viewers, and ‘the candidate-

-
. .~ X -»’ﬁc.-.a‘~

presentlng relatlvely-more commercials than h1s opponent ach1eves a h1gher . .

'-h-. -

Py .

amount of exposure (W-C-H) ¢ _ P - B -

"

o L Exposed voters were also asked how nuch attention<they .paid to candi- . ////”
. Y é

4

. — . L . L |
. date ads.' On the average, 28% say they devote "close attention", 40%.re-

R S —

Y -

! port giving "some attention" and the rest.fall in the "little attenti:n://

*category (WsC-M) Unlike’ raw”exposure, attent1veness isn't related - %

1]
. v

S f ¢ “ .
R .

. frequency of advertlsement presentat;ognpr amount of voter view1n§: it is

‘polltlcal pred1sp6s1tlons of the recelvers. Those who feel that a cand1-
. : Ny :
. —t . . N .
L. date s advert1s1ng is enterta1n1ng pay much more attentlon, partlcularly

uncommltted voters (W-C) Although most part1san voters are equally atten-

., ﬁ -

- . ‘tive (or 1nattent1ve) to each contestant's TV ads,.those partlsans with .

~&

‘;> i unbalanced attentlon patterns d1sp1ay a strong tendency tq_selectlvely - o

oy ) attend ads for their preferred cand1date (w-C).. Voters who are 1nterested

~ - . . g, ""““: LY

@ in theﬁcampalgn g1ve moderately-more attentlon to ads for both‘candldates

o L0 . . . .

g L -(WLC-M) The strongest predlctor of attentiveness is "informatlon-seeklng

¥ . .
. * n -

mode," a measure of whz_thg voter watches polit;cal advertlslng. The half n' g
".:‘ . o;?the‘respondentsqwho aresunlntent;onally exposed (saylng they watch~JUSt -
' because the‘ads are prominently avallable ;ndghard to escape) _pay llttle

atteptaon, while those c1t1ng pos1t1ve 1nformat;;n;i reasons fo§%91ew1ng ’ } ‘

R SR TV, .
N f ‘e N \.




e . . A \" e _g; . ’/f‘ -
.

- .. a J
. . .

Lt educaxion,'occupetion,'age, and sex are only weakly related to attentiveness = .

. - - N A . . 3 :
‘ ’ (w-C). ’ 3 N - R 11
o N A o . . :

Active av01dance of, candldate advertlslng is reported by o7ly one-tenth

- ' 7,

of the samplq; most avoiders are- motlvated moreaby boredom rather than par-

]

A -

, tisan defensiveness (W-C)> . .

. | Knoﬁiedge effects. Two-thirds'of the voters éercei&e\thaé ehey learn
‘something about each.cendidefe's qualifications for office; and more tﬁani ' N
) '"half say they éain-a greaf%r underetanding'about.candidate posit%ons on . .
- J major issuee. 'l;here 5:s-less self-reported impect on the personality d&M

v “

sion, as two-fifths say they become better acquainted with each candidate

- _ as a persen (W-C). The enteﬁtainment value of the commercials is most

- closely related to these learnlng 1tems (W-C). In one survey, knowledge

-~

I
r, .

. was ob]ectlvely measured by recall of candldate names and 1dent1flcatlon
L4
. of their issue positions; this is mederately related to TV adveftising -
s . . -
viewing (M).

Saleence\effects.J There is a‘mild‘iﬁbéct of edvertising on voter prior-

N 1t1es among candidate attrlbutes and»campaiqulssues. THose highly exposed

R to TV ads are somewhat more llkely to percelve the 1mportance of 1ssues - ’ .

ia. B and attrzbutes most _heavily empha51zed in commerc1als (M) It is s;gnifl—

°

cant to note that -viewing of political ads 1s not related to percelved 1m-

} . -
: . portance of ‘other conventional, issues tﬂﬁt'énen’t mentigned in the adVebw .
. o ] . e o -ﬁfﬁf}\:\ ! . -
tising campaigns. - . .- [
Iersonal llklng effects. Attractlon toward aq 1nd1v1dual candldate as 5 f
‘ . . PR

= Fam, sy
e a person, as;de from 1deolog¥éel cons;deratlons, is somewhat 1nfluéhced by ’
. ~ . .

A

. TY edyentis;gg., both frequency of exposuve and degree of attentlon to a

[
,o-.




-7- . -
. . B
l“ .—.-,t- ‘ N ? . . - \i\\ :
—candidate' s ads mildly relates to personal affective orientation toward
. /
e the candidate (M). - - ) : | ‘

H

Preference effects. In the gubernatorial surveys, three-fourths o{
¢ ) q, o ) N

the: voters indicated that they had decided on a candidate before the ad- ~ ‘

-

vertising campaign began. For these persons,~the ddvertising can poten

e

< 'tially have a reinforcement or an erosion effect: According to self- ..
reports, one~third of this group feel that ads for theirfgﬁeferred can- o

didate "strengthened your intention to vote for him" while'a handful say

that ads served to. weaken their preference. On the other hand, one-fourtm\ e

~

of thése voters report that the non-preferred candidate s commercials
o . . a"‘&

)

v e s vas . & . .

! + .stiffened their oppositidn to him, andegnertenth say that the competing
- 3 . ) . .‘ . §-J- O ) R -~

. w. ' 'dds increased-‘their prefefence for him (the rest of the early deciders \

say that ads have no perceptible impact). Several factors are closely ’

A
- R ~

v . ° . ,xl
: associated with favorable shifts in voting intention:' entertainment value ~

- Ty,

wy, 'OF the ads, information-seeking motivation for Vlerng, level of attention,

-~ . » 5 ) e

. ~ and infonnation-gain (W-C). o _— A .
Among those making up their mind during the adv\rtising campaign period, i e

oo - three-fifths indicate that their’ chosen candidate~s commercials "helped
« ';\. ‘ - « - \l ~ » e e .,
-__.you in making your decision to ‘yote for him", Half of‘these;late—deciders -

i -t also report that the unchosen candidate Saads *are helpful in dediding not
: ‘ [E . - X . - o . . . . ‘
B 'v’ . JO T . . .

U to support him (w-C). o R L Lo .
:‘: f ' * ' T ¥ : - ’ - o vﬁ?‘:w N i,:%

Interest effects. It was reported earlier that attentiOn to- TV ads is

~

related positively to interest in the campaign.*‘While this relatxonship

! may be partially due to preViously interested voters seeking out closely e s

'.sl ' -~ N¢

‘wfri aftending ads, at least a modest contribution of advertasing to interest,

N

can also be inferred.

L QPO
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3

/

.

o
ids "uncorrelated.

fdegree (M).

examined at'high and low levels of exposure to non-advertiSing messages

2!

L . ‘ . ,
Turnout effects. According to introspective reports, one-seventh of

the voters indicate that political ads tehd to "increase the likelihood

that you Twill go out anﬁ vote on election day“ (W—C) This\suggests

. .

that a candidate 3 ads may have & limited aqtivation effect on,some po-

o

tential supporters who might not‘otherwise bother to turn out.

Other influences gn_voters. Obviously. television ads are not’ the only

communication messa;es.reaching the voter doring an election‘campaign.

‘ . ’ .
The electorate is exposed to newspaper articles and editorials, tele~ .
vision news and, documentaries, informal 'co‘;versations, and‘_direﬂct con-
tact by candidates-and campaign workers. In the congressional campaign
survey, indices were created to represent overall news exposure and in-
¢ ' ] . . 4 .
terpersonal exposure. Knowledge of, the candidates and their positions

!
to news or interpersénal
i .. ! R - . ) .om

eQual extent with news and advertiéing, but interp rSonal<communication

~

‘
- N b - ‘}h

;w\

Each factor is correlated with interest to a similar

Y
» -

atgn " ’ -

In this study, the contingent relationship.between advertiSing expo- N

sure and the knowledge, salience, interest and liking variables was

v v\ . ¢ é - .

.

. 5.xv~ > LR v -
and at high and low levels of pre-campaign familiarﬁty with the candi~ - .
‘ dates, In general, somewhat stronger correlations are fbund ‘for thoge U s
~ - , ’ " * ' ‘ :
‘ voters ho were inattentive “to other campaign cpmmuniiations or those ol fﬁ
p R N X

who were least well informed prior to the .campaign (M

. ~

. Summary and~DiscuSSion. SaturatiOn

) . . ~ c. . .
1 " . ol

ieleViSion adve ising duripg an ., -

W R 3
’

ssages; salience priorities are related to an - ¢

.
kL
2 e B i 1

y
Farr

2Lk e

S el Sl
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e . . . N
n
s ¢ \ . % . .
A . Yy . . . ' . t‘él 4 . .
5 R [y e . . . ° .
. . . . . ' Lt . '
‘ . -9- Tt % »
. " A 0 . i ) K )
o . election campaign is noticed by almost all voters, and.most pay some atten-
. . : . . ’ . .. ,
. . “tion to the messages. These' ads have strong direct cognitive effects on -
: : ’ f . . - ° . . . J N

voters' knowledge and beliefs about cafididate ‘attributes and issue, posi- °

A} '

. . V¥ions.: There is a mild-tendency~foptattribuﬁes:and issues~emphasizedein —- -

° 1 . v .

.. advertising to cause re-ordering of agenda saliences among decisional
~ . R ) r £

‘ criteria. Substantial att}tude creation and chasge‘can be traced to.ad-
.- ) . - . N
T R vertising infl&ehces; the effect is primarily indirect as cognitive learn- v
. , < . . e
iﬁé combines with ;asic affective predispositions. Depending on the
values and ideological orientations of the voter,.changes in beliefsiand .
. saliences may be\transiated into either posicive or negative‘attitudihal . e
movement. “To a limited extent, political‘ads alsolscimulate'campaign .

v o

. B .o -
~ fhterest and tend to he@ghten turnout -on election daw, . : -
i It is-apparent ;hat'a relatively greater fréquency of message presentatisn * _

. -

.o ’ ieads to a relatively greater fiequency of exposure, but not to a grea%er

level of attention. Qualf%aﬁive characteristics .of the advertisements, "7 :

. such as their entertainment value, may be more important in Seéuring an Ce .

attentive audi%pce."The role of this tyﬁe of variablé should be mobe L ea
‘ . ‘%{‘A . 0 - ° o ) ’
; . fully éxamined in future'lnvestlgatlons. o e e -
. . The spot ad tends to overcome. ‘the barrier of predlsp081tlonal selec- o

. . : A\ A o <. .
tivityix Sheep availabi;ity overwhelmed any paytisan defenses at the . -
v R Do . S \ o c R -
exposure‘level of messagé reception,, and only a small‘minority of the . ‘ B

‘/ - ‘ -
' voters gave closer attentlon to thelr favored candldate 8 ads or selec- L ‘;
‘» & . . L.
/’ &,/f - - ;‘!, N
. tlvely avo;ded the opp081t10n4pand1date s ads,, Host partlsans are. appar- , ..

' ~ B . oy

- ‘73 \ently w1111ng to- glve the ofher s1de a hearlng, but thls exposure to o

P > -

oppos;t;én messages does not mean uncnltlcal acceptance of the‘material'
_ r :

offered.‘,
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. also appears to contribute to ‘increases in knowledge.

a

-.l QP;

o~

~

Canﬁldate quallflcatlons and\\ssue stands seem to be the content most °

f&
wld y learned from thege polifical ads.

\

-

The finding thatsthe personal

ad

-~

dlmenslon was least affected while "hard" 1nformatlon was acqulredaby a -~

2 Ld

“tary scorlng polltlcal advavt§s1ng as. an 1mage-or1ented and unlnformatxve

\'-1

means of 1nfluenc1ng voters:

-

. The quallty of attentlon is much

\ -

-

[

N

-

y

N

‘Q .

~ majority of the viewers 1s 1ncons1stent with much of the cr1t1cal commen-

re strongly related to learnlng

than the quantity of eXposure. Entertalnmq\t value of a candidate's ads

[

-

‘

{

L ]

« The evidence shows that v spots may be a contributing factor in the
v . . DO -

decision-making process of, thése voters who make

the campaign périod

N
ads for Both the chosen and the unchosen candldates helped them arrive at

their decision.

In addltlon, many of the partlsans who had decided be- \

More than half of thls group sdid that politlcag@

»

N

-

vm'their'minds during

,Ty

2

,.'\.‘.

fore the. campaign began reported that they vere reinforced in théeir de-

' cisibn byethe-ads.'

'vn

The f1nd1ng that voters make use of the unchosen candldate S8 messages

»

-

N
-

“

.

~

-

k2

suggests a counterproductlve llablllty in the spot advertlsing approach'

-the same ads that‘serVe to strengfhen the commltment of the party fa1th-«

~

’ ¢
;ful may s1multaneously offend voters who .are sllghtly 1n favor of the

A S

-

opponent and motivate them to move further,away from the advertised can- -

dldate. .

[y

’

Thls'%endency to- react to ads of both candidates can be 1nterpreted

"as evidence of a posltlve'functlon of campalgn advertxsxng. The frequent

Juigapos1tlon of the two sets of spot ads prOV1desfy1ewe

Y .

“"‘1?"’?!’ '

N

k

-

rs. thh an ’
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POLITICAL ADVERTISING EPFECTS ON VOTERS AND 'CHILDREN: PART TWO

. H P
. o ° . CAHPAIGN ADVERTISING AND POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION ’ {
T : oo - . . L e . ‘ﬂ‘g

WHileiﬁani studies -have demonstnated that cﬁildren learn a wide range

of behavior from watching television, littlle research attention has focused
A - ‘ . \ : ’
. P . e L. ; . 2 [ .
on the role of TV in political socialization. Recent research indicates .

°

-‘that informa¥ional progﬁamming can have important consequences for the

chlld's development of cognltlve ‘and affectlve orientations toward poli- .

-

tical actors, 1ssues, and 1nst1td§mns~ ‘This study extends the analys1s

v [ -
to advertising messages, examining the impact of political campaign com- ,

., fnercials on youthful audiences. K . e < ‘
Since televised political advertising intrusively presents simplified

1

and concrete information in an entertaining style with freqpent?fepetition,

» . °
. it is reasonable to expect that children may acqulre knawledge and.develop -

. - . i

B ‘ attxtudes about the cand1dates featured in the commerclals.k Thus, perl— T

Yy L «.‘

]

o - . odic ifvert1S1ng campaigns may make a significant contribution to child-

ren's basic political learning. ,' - -t T o
. 4, ' \\; /. e o
' There is’an 1ncreasxng body of ev1dence demonstratlng that 81m11ar . )

foﬁms of non-polltlcal telev1saon advert1s1ng has a major 1mpact on chlad r o ’,
N .5,. . ., ) ;
‘ . ren's consumer soclallzatlon ‘(Ward, 1971 " Atkin, 1975). Bcth product oo, f}:a

. . R .

commercials’and,public service announcements designed for adults have

o

;o ., ' substantial effects on knowledge, attitudes,-and behavior patteﬁns of.

H - ’/ . L “ N Iy . PSR , . ."" - . R
S S o . R : . A ot 4. . -7
S . -young- viewers. i oo . ‘e 4 o
Lo h . . . M ¢ N . V4 . . . .
> \

d\‘ Polit1ca1~Soc1allzatlon. Polltical soclallzatlon is a: developmental
. . 1 3 . .

i

process by‘whlch chzldreﬂ’and adolescents acqplre cognltlons, attltudes -

-l e SE e x

. and behaV1ors relating to thelr polztlcal enVIronment GHyman, 1959 Lang-
2 PN N1 > :?v,

<'.G ton, 1969) Several spcletal‘agents have been 1dent1fled as- transmltters L
) %fff‘ L o 'Z R f,‘ lew 3 N o .‘, b ., 'x“; .
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. ‘sc¢hools. -

- : Early political socialization researchufocused narrowly on the family . .
! - ) ° " , . - . ) L L.
;.4___.__..‘._,as the major agent of polltlcal learnlng The family’environment appears

~ L T
]

~ .

[

to play an 1mportant role 1n the development of certaln polltlcal vapiables o

- -0

such as party 1dent1f1cat10n kpowledge,‘“artlc;patlon, and eff1cacy (Hyman,

4959; Greenstein, 1965; Chaffee, McLeod and Wackman, 1973). Nevertheless, '

~ recent scholars have presented evidence which indicates that the.potency

[

of parental influence is Qzerraied, particularly regarding the transmis—

2 h .

s . sion of part1san attltudes and oplnlons acrosg~generations (Hess and Tor-

. . - . . '
: R . . o R PR ;

ney, 1967 Connell 1972), ’
ST ‘,}‘The second major agent-of socialization examined in the research lit- . .
: ; . . )
erature has been the school.ﬁ Accordlng to Hess ‘and Torney (1967) the ele-

et - . : .

. \ ‘;egi;,,‘ mentary schpol plays a cruclal roleiln teachlng conceptlons, bel;efo and
S ' -fattltpdes about“the opena tion of the political system However, Langton
‘f1969)freports‘compelling—evldence,fhat formal neivies" training in the
;$ "#:?; ’ secondary school has a mlnlmal 1mpact on most soclallzatlon indlces.«,w‘ -
. N AN ] s, o
:2 \L" ) T :' Medla Effects. Untll the‘l970s‘ most researchers did n?t cons1der the
- FE :

®

.. Lo , mass media as a. potentlal agent of pOIltlcal’SOClallZathn. waever, re- .

T cent Studies of‘chlldren s mass- med1a ‘usagé atterns demonStrate a consi~-. : .o
P .

-
o

R ) - ‘ Sy
derable amount of exposure to polltlcally relevant 1nformat10n, especlally ] )
k. [P " ° \' / ’ ] ’ - ,9

S in older age groups-‘(Lyle and Hoffman, 1Q72, Hawkins, Plngree and Roberts, - f )

4
,

-
. .
. P N s

N IR Y (P Atkln, 1976) B

. t . ':" ‘Qéi « o

, . ' : . . g ' N o,
e To examine. thé consequences of mass medla expospre Chaffee, Ward and N
N B ' - / 4 - ) :;
A Tipton (1970) admlnlsxered qnestlonnalres to 1300 adolescents tn both May T
s , R — & "‘%& - . :
- and November of the 1968 presmdentlal campalgn They found that publlc»f s o H
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- L

affairs.media exposure was correlated noderately with 1evel-of political -

knowledge at each polnt 1n tlme. Examlnlhg cross—lagged correlatlons

across the six-month period, they dlscovered that public affalrs medla ;
© b . x roy
" use ;anay correlated +§33 with November %olltlcal knpwledge;tthls%ex-' *-

< . <
N ) N N ;

ceeded both the opposite time{order relat%onship and a "baseline" figure

\

representing chance’association,~indica&ing a causal inflpe%ce, f S ‘
- R f : LT ‘
. Atkin and Gantz (1975) conducted survey interviews with 700 elemen-

« o

tary school children to determine the 1mpact of news viewing. Political

‘ » « -

1
t
knowledge, measured by 1tems asklng forrldentlflcatuon of leaders (i. €., ¢
- leon, Ford‘eK1ss1nger), cities and oountrles in the news il e., Washlng-’ ) 1

‘ ton, China, Vletnam) andsissues (i ey /Watergate, POW's, 1nflatlon;, was - .
mlldly assoc1ated wlth news v1ew1ng. &héfbartlal correlatlon for»natlonal ,.-j -
I . - -5

o : news viewing was 4.23 among oldgr chiﬂdréniand +.03 for the'younger group; 2

.o o {} N
T ~ Saturday morning news exposure correl;t%; +.12 for .the older group and .
R ) { ¢ ¢

1
y, +. 06 for tggigouﬂger group (partlal dorrelatlon controlled for gnade, sex,

)~

SR race and abllltyf '~f' y# I é T, y - ";
R , *,’ Hawklns, Plngree and Roberts (19?5) reported that pre-adolescents who
l; ‘ were hea;% userslof the mass médla fpr,polltlcal 1nformatlon in the 1972 “
‘w. - - - ’ -

;.'vc N

ampaign dlSpl&de substantlally greater knowledge about Watergate the .
S --following sbrlng, compared to" 1ess exposed respondents. In a study of S .;
upper elementary school students, Conway, Stevens and Smith (1975) showed . ,‘ e
P J" N A N N N

RY oo

, that exposure to televlslon news programm;ng was moderatelytassoclated with,

N e oos . . % ~ ;{ 2t
gi; weoo . < -
perceptions of policy dlfferences betWeen pohatlcal partles, awareness of

rk: 5 ’v ;“’ ) - -

":'1 ) st . L
law-makzng process %gﬂgovernment, and§know1edge Sf gOVernmental»roles. -
N s ook =
Domln;ck (1972) m%asured self-repoft perceptlons of the role!of the
I ’1 . '3* R 'F}4 "’ L .}“ Sﬁ,“' {2
mass medxa,Versus other SQClallzaIlOn agencles among Junlor hlgh school
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primarily‘limited to naws content and to cognitive learning, the findings

_ cal learnlngaamong chlldren. i g )

: Byrhe (1969) examlned affe tlve feelxngs toward governme t in a sur-

. . - IR .
gh school students. He d1scovered
B . ;t& -, v

Mu
.

?

~

,celve government as performlng effectively.
TS
Although this research llterature has been

v -

Pol;xlcal Advert1s1ng.

3
e

/ a
demonstrate the 1mportant polltlcal effects that, ,are produced by telev1- -
7 R - .

sion. g‘; assessment’of»the nature of polltlcal advertlsing indicates T
; N T [ R N
that, these commercial messages may also be a significant source of politi-
. - ’ ) > )
51 8 . . et
. e d - . )
ﬂ‘, Flrst, polltlcal ads are. des1gned to attract attentlon from less in- *° | .

X .
volved sectors “of the public through the use of generally entertalnlng
1
o T
productlon technlques and 1ntruszve placementv
s ‘" * .
This 1noreases the probaﬁ;llty that children uill view - the messages where- ';

[Y . -

as they might not watch extended speeches’ documentarles or article$ 1n 'Z

>

the pﬁint medla.
3 5
v1ew advert1s1ng,messages than extended speeches, documentarles, on:news =0
ti e N } - gL A ’ w o
e~ . > “ “‘\ L. : W . g halad , P
o . _~:3 S . C "’ o -‘ “
A PR w .. Yu-

2., o ’

Lo v = e

between popular programs. o,
1

s 2,

Thus Mt is mére llkely thatiénmotlvated chlldren w1ll S

i . -
i gw v v 4“ I 4 - . RV

s

peclals‘

Sécond, the»substantlve o ntent of the ads

“ward, uncompllcated and explic@t, emphas121ng‘3ust one

L3

o . A
- f§‘~ (&‘,

""

* ")

?2
ThlS should facilatate acqulsltlon of 1nformatxon by’c

o,

v ﬂ‘S

-‘ﬁ' _ Ll A K "3
typlcally stralght for- PR

or “two' basic 1deas._iﬁ
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v alIbw more opportunlty for knowledge galn, and helghten development of . )

\ -

‘(: . "-;‘, e

:'4’-'; . t_;/} . ,w,“g,‘ A o

I'L_,:

A s
‘f}au
e

v v
.

) ! N ' . ' o . <
sticated children. ' Cus . -

4

A}

‘
-
e

- C . ¢ o . ir | - ‘e R .
'Third,'mhe genérally attractive visual presentation of the candidate" *

e
.

] %
- - w

and the pos:r.t:.ve 1mages assoc1ated W‘J.'th his ?candldacy should - 1léad to faxf‘s T

‘ i

b :
orable aff(e‘ct'lve react:.ons on the part of the child aud:.er.ce. SJ.nce young . - 1

o AY ?i % b3 . S
people have few well developed attJ.tudes and values relevant to polJ.tJ.cs,

A

a - (YN ‘. N . .
defens:.ve negat:.véf r-e‘sponses aiﬁe not as. 13 kély a.e with adult vo’ters. i

-

Pourth, pollt:.eal ‘ads. are presen‘ted repet1t1vely,w1th;n a short per- ' W
® . < » . o v ¢ wa - (54 h ‘0 ) N ; '»)
iod dur:.ng a campalgn. ThlS repetJ.tJ.on shonld produce more exposure, © . - T ”

R

-,

H" &

. B / B
zed thést chJ.ldren wh!&v:.ew o R
' C. !
polJ.tJ.cal commerclals for a candJ.date will ’i‘hold more knowledge"about that R4 4

a
e . i‘TI
: - &

posJ.tJ.ve affectx among young uewers . .

R ‘qﬁ*f?' T

Based on th:.s rat:.onale 1t 1s hypothes

ey

. . \ >

o
candldate and have greater. lJ.kJ.ng toward .the cand:.date R compared to those . , ~

ey . .- R

who are “less sexposed to these messages. D - : ’
. - e

- A x .4 :

Since - younger “children are at. a more pr.un:.t:.ve stage of cogm.t:.ve de- e

0‘ R l‘\-o * [ VC«
«y“

velopment, »11'» a.s. expected that they w:.ll ga‘;u{ less knowledge from v:.ew:mg . ‘-w_‘,,

*u

114 ' ri

pdi:.t:.cal ads “than the more capable older ch:.ldren. On, the ‘Bﬁ:her hand‘”“ s

.,,' » g -

g £
these youngexr 't:h:.ldren are predlf:ted to beg?inore «J.nfluenced .along the “}*;

N

’ by
affect:.ve dJ.mensJ.on than older chn.ldren, s:znce they have le%sg;ﬂell formed

- o . "m ’ . h\‘{‘ T
att:.tudmal pre?z;s};os:.t:.ons.» O U A S

12

'§.' ; n«’" " . (,,;, " SE
{:H .. ._ ko PR : -~ e

" to- test these hypothe’ses under actual~ campalgn cond:.t:.ons, the MJ.Ch;L-
'? e B DS S f* -
al ”Pr:.mary 'ﬁlect:.on *was selected for study ‘,“I‘h‘fe‘ nvest:.ga- .

£ SE - s 13"“’(

,,u

e

~“tion assesses “the relat:.oqsh:.p between advertlsmg v:.evung \,and ,both know-

. 1e ,, . = S
-, B ’~ @,ﬁ c~ .u

3 ledge and lJ.kJ.ng 1n a sampler of elementarywsohool, ohild,ren :m éns:.ng,ﬁ

; . ERE
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.o : S “,METHOD : / ~
: . ‘ . [ . R - ) p s,
L, - g 0 p C o N . - & - X ‘:ff
’ . The study employed a s:.mp{e surVey des:.gn to- measure several’ bas:.c pol:.-

tJ.cal var:.ables@'m a fJ.ve-page quest:.onna:.re. On the day after the pr:.mary 7

te

electJ.on 1n “May 1976, A20 students in the thJ.rd through s1xth grades éom-

pleted the instrument‘while a research assistant read* each, iten aloud %’or- ’ ,‘\

v - ‘. -~ * ‘ ’ - -

N ’ each of the three! magor presldentllal prlmary‘ candldates, a separate ’!et of" | / )
- . . P \ ) \1

oo quest:;ons was 1ntroduced w:.th the stafement, "One of the men who st ru.hnmg '

. ]

oo for pres:.dent is (Gerald Ford/Ronald Reagan/JJ.mmy Carter). He has Lhacqu lots* =~ v

i : PN N R
Sy Al
. 4

,}“ of’ commerc:.als on TV in the las‘t few day,s. 'I"hese ads show his pi-cture and

2 ’ L . .
7 £ I o R . 5
j L d .

tell why people ‘should” vote for hJ.m; .." ~ ‘ ’ R

L ~ RN N <. ) !

'y -

The uestionna:.re measured two . red:. ton var:.ables assess:.n v:.ew:.n
g

-

patterns frequency $f advert:.s:Lng Eosu ("How many tJ.mes have you®seen

.

e, . ‘ cormnerc:.als Jfor Pord/Reaga"n/Car'Eer?") and degnee cof attent:.on ("When you saw: -
P : 7 yo. T
o ) ‘a commerc:.al ‘for Pord/Reagan/Carter, d:.d you watch all of.:.t or some sofit,
LR Y | " Il

- A or rrcee of 1t?") ’I'hese two measures were then - cohb:.ned ﬂ.nto a. mult:.pl:.ca-; .

N # + tive 1ndex of _commerc:.a13 v:.ewmg : T e

2 S COURIES o .

o '_'T.’he .twozgg:mterlon variables: ﬁvere cand:.date , w@é"and afict. To tap y
Lol L %

N ' Lo [ o -

knowledge out each cand:.date, there were 1tems a‘sk:.ng wh'J.ch party he repre- Ty

. ‘L . 4
I f

e sented (a key element of pol:.t:.cal ungerstandmg), wh:.ch"’state the man came

t
-t »
-

" from (since each ha:.led from a ézstlnctlvely dJ.fferent areaf of the cbuntry), o 4‘
. q) e ;" . :;
0 ’ whether he had v:.s:.ted Lansmg recently (Pord had made au wh:.stle-:-stdp appear- .

w

¥ .
-
SAI

f’}%’ ance), and whether r}e thought the ',’/government was d.o:.ng a good Job" (since o
P L /
L R . -
,uv—,

:I
. wé . . ‘”.a RS

:, S
was defendlng hlS pres:.dency and the other two were efnphas:.zs—

\..1

g ‘—,, - 14‘}
I . N

c\ . e

A, pr:.orf’page of the surVey presented sét‘, of i - ,
”, .(’ ] . 3%‘.‘{* "‘ '5:}- . ',J,» f;? ; :1.\}"‘::
', ,er an\d of Reagan, ask:.ng respondents ta. 1dent:.fy his.
f e R A ” .’ . $[ r\ . . .' N
¥ 1_ 5 - .

"M ~ sl 4

P o P ”~ <
- of seven polJ.tJ.cal leaders (almost all /children‘ .
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0 ‘,_ ~ + ' ) !
. . : - . e =
. -recognize Ford's p}cture). For all of these questions, a res- ";
« . . « 3 . H U"
. . ponse of “nq sure“ _was available in additlon to the mul- : "~Q
. ) tiple-choice response categorles. For scor1ng purposes, 1ncorrect and
. .8 .
unsureyansw?rs were scored as O‘and correct answers counted as'1; the 2
\ - ¢ y . ..' .
\ - T
;knowledge r%ems were’ summed: 1nto separate indices for each candldate. The
Washlngton issue, perceptlon quest;on was ellmlnated from thd. 1ndex becaﬁSe
. . e R ' . : '_'\:
it did not load w1th the other‘knowledge 1tems. : ' ﬁ‘\" m?”
" . Affect toward each candidate was measured ‘with an item asklng "How7
arzect
I . -
. much do you like Ford/Reagan/Carter’" The scallng ranged 1n five Steps . ’
PN ' i m}
. : from "like very much to "don't like," scored s-u-s 2-1, A
. ’ / . A
= " For purposes of statistica; control, the~questionnaipe‘also tappedj' ,
Y amount of general exposure td national news programs (along a four-step
bt k. " stale from “almost every day" to "almoSt never") and frequency oﬁ ébecl-
fﬂ . -» flc viewing of news stories. about the pres1dent1al candadates (from Nvery.

. often" to "never"¥.’ These two 1tems were comblned 1n (ymultiplicative

2 N N IS nE
,p

index, and used as a control varzable to e11m1nate the contrlbutlon of

:
A

[ * ' 2 s H i
, non-advertlslng mass medla learnlng about the candldates., : . .-

) N . [

N s
:# ' tlon to- advertlslng messages. _Then the relatlonshlp between viewing and

o P

; -

Y i
S f the‘crlterion’varlables is eiEmlned,»w1th age as both’a control and«con--
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-t Carter. Among those exposed most 8;tended closely: averaglng across -

the three candxdates, 48% of the respondents sald they_deyoted full atten-

tlon{ 36% paid partial attention, and 16% gave no attentionlto the“ads. .
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' the othep candidates; the average intercorrelation of the exposure jtems .. - -

is +.38. .
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Partialfcorrelations'were computed betwgen
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correspondlng viewing and knowledge measures for éach candldate, con-
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o trolling for the 1nfluence of the chlldfs grade in school
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Table"ﬂ ‘shows .

that the multlpllcatlveﬁﬁndlces of overall viewing are correlated + 25 ,

with Ford knowledge + 13 wlth Redgan knowledge and +. 37 w1th Cartep
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knowledge; the average correlatlon~across the three;candidafes is ¥.25.
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L. cﬁat}ons drop sllghtly to an average part1al of +.21, ‘Frequency of expo-
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«sure to commerclals is- related to knowledge somewhat»less strongly than is

»

degree of aftentlon, wzth average correlatlons of +.19 vs. +»26. . - f¥~ .
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viewing is controlled. On the average frequency of seelng cgmmerc1als

is correlated*+ 32 with 11k1ng, while attenflon and 11k1ng are correlated
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To illustate the ndture of this relationship, Table 2 displays “the
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mean liking of EaEh candidate at four levels of eﬁposﬁre_}Qeqﬁency to his
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commercials. It can be seen that affect r1ses steadily as the rate of v

exposure increases: across the three candldates, mean llklng on the flve-
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step scale ]umps from 1 99 among unexposéd chlldren to;3 65 for, those see-’
ing flve,oramore qommercials. These data can also be examined in perqgn—
tage terms. Exclpdlng respondents who have no opinion, 33 ‘of the‘nnex-
posed group are p081t1ve toyard a candldate and 67° are negatlbe. Amogg
:those seelng one or two ads, 54% are pos1t1re and 46°.are zegatlve. The,
pos1t1ve-negat1ve margln w1dens to 73 -27% for the . group exposed totthree
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or four commerc1als, and reaches 91%—9% among the heav11y exposed chlldren.,
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.; runnlng in the prlmary campaign, and very few were totally unexposed.‘
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- . About half of the viewers sald they pald full attentmon to the ads.
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The correﬂatmonaf“evmdence shows moderate to strong relatlonshlps be—
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e tween v1ew1ng of polltlcal ads and both llklng for the advertlsed canqi-\
» N i‘.} -“ ‘jl
‘ ‘ dates and knowledge about these men:' To test for spurmohsness of these 1
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T '.\ assoclatlons, the age’of the respondents and the1r vuew1ng of news 1nfcn—
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' - mation was controlled, the partlal correlatlons ranged form lQ to +$31
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. ’ }for knowledge and,from ¥. 36 to +.48 For llklﬁg Consmderlng the problem'
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of unrelmable measurement wlth such yeung respondents,‘the strength pf
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_across. the three candldacles studxed Slnce the v1ew1ng-affect correla-
- ST
tlons are hlghly smmllar for ‘Ford, Reagan,.and Carter, the generallzablllty
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of the relaglonshlp can be more conf1dently extrapolated
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s1ty in the magn;tude of v1ew1ng-knowledge assoclatlons, although all are
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< ) pos1t1ve.a fhe external valldlty of the lnvestlgat&on is-also strengthened ’
" \ by the natuge of the»election stud;ed it had” element of a classlggpre-
CT e s1dent1al campalgn éhe to.the noterlety of the candldates» yet closely cor-
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morecoften due %o av=ilaBility and enterfainment quality of‘the message'
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a question concerning the direction of causality. In many mass communica-

v .

tion studies, correlational data between exposure and either knowledge or

» '

?

affect have been found to be at lg ast partially_due_xo_re1erse_gausaxions______________,

‘as-previously knowledgeable pegsons seek more media content Lor attitudinally )

. -

predisposed perSons selectively expose themselves to supportive messages, .
‘l . ; [
This.would seem to he an Un’ikely explana ion in the case of politvcal ad- N
~N
vertising,and children, however, -Yourg people possess minimal prior know-
) M 19 o “ . 1~
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ledge about poligical candidates, and few have established predispositions
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that they desiré to reinforce. Furthermore exposure to. commercials is
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rather than motivated by substantive or.ideological content factors.
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There<
.. , . J
fore, the most tenable inference in the. absence of panel evidence is that
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the primary caudal_flow is }rom viewing to knowledge and'liking. Subse—

.

quent research.oan explore this issue more closely with an over-time design.

o
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Tﬁe patterﬁ“of findings»for exposure frequency vs. attention intensity

.

)

shows that the“nUmber of commercials seen is less important than the degree
Y N
of inyolvement»un the message."The stronger correlations for the attention’

<

item agaip demonstrates the importance qf atracting active interest among
b

receigers mere*repetition<of presentation achieves limited response.
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The pattern of’comparative effects oh children of different ages. is con-
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Sistent with theories “of child development and political socialization. §
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The.more intellectually capable older children learned the most knowledge
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per unit of Vlerng3 while the more’ malleable younger children developed
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the most pOSitive affect during while watching the ads.
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