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As “Geopolitics” assumes, people in different places have different ways of thinking, 

personalities, and behaviors because they experience and are exposed to different social and 

political environment.  In addition, as selective exposure and hostile media phenomena assume, 

individuals have a tendency to prefer information corresponding to and avoid information 

inconsistent with their own beliefs.  For these reasons, individuals perceive even the same 

political information differently based on where they are placed.   

If individuals are placed in a political battle ground, they are naturally exposed to 

multiple sources and types of political information, while other individuals in strong Democrat or 

Republican districts would have smaller amounts of campaign information.  Liking and disliking 

candidates is strongly associated with individuals’ political predispositions, but media exposure 

tends to reinforce or decrease their political beliefs towards targeting political candidates and 

issues they are interested in.  Therefore, by knowing the media dynamics on political preferences 

among people within certain political boundaries, we are able to predict with a better explanatory 

power. 

This study particularly looks at the dynamics between the amounts of political 

information available and individuals’ political attitudes in battle and non-battle ground states.  
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Using experiment data (N=2965) gathered by the Uvote research team during the 2004 

presidential election at multiple locations, this study compares two groups of individuals who 

have been exposed to multiple campaign information in battle-grounds and who have been 

exposed to limited, no, or indirect campaigning information in non-battle grounds to measure 

individuals’ political attitudes based on political information availability.  In addition, this study 

also measures how these individuals with various levels of information accessibility evaluate 

political candidates, recognize issues, and perceive media messages differently by equally given 

sets of political ads and debates.  The study found that individuals in battle-ground states with 

multiple political information are more likely to have higher levels of information efficacy and 

lower levels of cynicism, tend to evaluate candidates positively, more easily change their 

previous opinions, and tend to have a broader range of issue awareness than people in non-battle 

ground states with limited or no campaigning information, with some variations within 

demographic factors.    
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Geopolitics 

The Republican candidates’ red swept across the South, the Great Plains, and most of the 

Rocky Mountain West, while the Democratic candidates’ blue covered almost all of New 

England, the Mid-Atlantic, and the West Coast in the 2004 presidential election (Marlantes, 

2004).   There are various scholarly approaches to exploring the causes of the divided nation.  A 

number of scholars explain the red and blue division through the preexisting bipartisan political 

system.  Other people argue that it is because of the voters’ strategic political tendency toward 

balancing a two party system.   Some other scholars argue that it is the sum of local political 

characteristics and decisions (Burden & Kimball, 2000, p.13).   

Although different scholars argue with different explanations, they admit that territorial 

and geographical units are the basic concept of societal and political transmission.  Geographical 

boundaries determine characteristics of members within the group, societal form, and functional 

capability based on given economic, sociological, or political assets and the patterns (Arensberg, 

1961, p.248).   Especially, during campaigning season, hundreds of millions of dollars are 

poured into political communication; however, these amounts of money are spent unevenly 

across different political regions (Ansolabehere & Iyengar, 1995).  Current scholars have started 

to realize the implication of geographic location as one of crucial variable to measure political 

phenomena (Miron & Bryant, 2007, p.399).   

Political ideology and political region of a physical boundary are interchangeable in U.S. 

politics.  “As long as political boundaries remain fixed and population movements are modest, 

we expect that the political characteristics will stay nearly constant . . . and it is also unlikely 

voters’ preferences [will] shift markedly between elections” (Burden & Kimball, 2000, pp.39, 
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96).  As “Geopolitics” assumes, people in different places have different ways of perceiving, 

interpreting, and behaving (Schultz, 2000, pp. 85-87).  Value appeals that resonate with 

individuals’ predispositions are more likely to have influence on political audience as seen in 

their attitude and behavior changes (Gordon & Miller, 2004).   Differences in societal status in 

wealth, occupation, education, and political experience also shape individuals’ traits and beliefs 

among a particular group in particular places (Leighley, 2004, p.148). 

Media Politics 

Media and politics interact for special interests especially during campaigning season.  

Politicians want to allocate particular information in particular locations.  Political parties 

intentionally present themselves through media to gain supports from various audiences.  

Campaigners strategically choose to access different political market to persuade various types of 

national audiences.  Media often reflect these demands in the amount of information and 

programming and thus provide “an environment where political adverting and propaganda can be 

advantageously deployed” (Nightungale, 2004, p. 233). 

The media provide citizens both objective factual and subjective commentary information, 

and citizens make political decisions based on given information that is more accessible and 

available for them.  “Information about politics is mediated or learned through the press and we 

look to them to inform us.”   The media have set current agendas, interpret the cause of events, 

and predict possible results (Schultz, 2000, pp.15-16).  Therefore, “media information is never 

pure and simple”, especially in politics (Miron & Bryant, 2007, p.392).   

There are a significant number of scholarly findings about the dynamics of political 

information exchanges between voters and the media.  First, political audiences consume 

political information through various but accessible media sources.  Second, citizens are simple 

minded if they do not have a strong preference or ideology when they enter the political arena.  
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Political audiences perceive either pure or manifested political information through the media’s 

view (Schultz, 2000, p.53; Schumpeter, 1993, p.85).  Therefore, “citizens need the media to 

provide a broader range of viewpoints, an awareness of the complexity of politics, and a richer 

contextual understanding of politics” in order to appropriately grasp current politics (Schultz, 

2000, p.68).   

However, mass media today do not “deliver a mass audience.”   There are also particular 

media structures that represent “the relatively constant array of channels, choices, and contents” 

in different places, given individuals’ affinity for political choice, preference, interests, habits, 

and expectation (McQuail, 1997, p.67; McDonald, 1990).  Politicians tend to “offer piecemeal 

bits of policy proposal a little bit for everyone” (Leighley, 2004, p.32).  Media themselves select 

specific types of contents and narrow the scope of information for local audiences based on the 

political interests and partially audience agreements (McDowell & Lee, 2006, pp.179, 185).  

Political information seen through the media, thus, is often a set of “differentiated messages that 

are more complex and [that] force receivers to search for cues about which messages to believe.”   

Therefore, as an alternative, individuals often use their preexisting political cues to filter 

the external information (Dalton, Beck, & Huckfeldt, 1998, p112).  In addition, individuals are 

exposed to different levels of political information and opinion based on individuals’ patterns of 

social interaction and political predisposition (Huckfeldt, et al., 1995).  Therefore, factors like 

who you are and where you belong determine the actual level of information exposure and the 

ways of perceiving or interpreting given information.  For instance, people are much more 

vulnerable to political exposure when they do not have preexisting political characteristics, but 

individuals who are occupied by strong political beliefs are less likely to be influenced by given 

political information.  The media may not directly influence individuals’ perceptions for those 
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whose political identities were previously established, thus less likely to change those previous 

attitudes; but, at least in part, media exposure still “stimulates voters’ interests and involvement 

in issues” (McCombs, 1994, p.9) and interact with audiences’ political characteristics in political 

communication.   

There should be a combined political outcome of geopolitical factors, media, and political 

audiences (Mcquail, 1997, p.68).  However, the connection between media information, politics, 

and the impact on citizens has not been explored with any conceptual clarification (Miron & 

Bryant, 2007, p.398).  A number of previous scholars have failed to provide a concrete way of 

understanding geopolitical patterns either by only taking a snap shot of a certain political event at 

a particular time at the state level, looking at particular groups of individuals in a specific 

location or by considering one type of media effect on an audience.   

For instance, although Benoit and his colleagues (2004) found different audience issue 

salience by different levels of information exposure in battleground and non-battleground states,  

they have not looked at how media information and audience’ political predispositions interact, 

thus even the same amount of political information may induce differently individuals’ attitude 

changes.   In addition, the majority of research in the macro perspectives of political systems and 

governments often ignore media as the primary connection between an individual and the 

political system in the political communication processes (Semetko, 2004, p.355).   

In order to overcome such limitations, we need to provide a connection between the 

macro-level of the bipolar political system and the micro-level of individuals’ political 

preferences and ideological pattern and then consider mediating factors, such as media, bridging 

macro and micro levels of political dynamics (Burden & Kimball, 2000, pp.32, 34).  Multilevel 



 

17 

analyses allow researcher to investigate how the dynamics of each layer interact and influence 

political consequences in a more transparent way (Steenbergen & Jones, 2002).  

Therefore, this study intends to answer the question of “why do individuals who are in 

different geopolitical locations perceive and interpret political information variously?”  Thus, it 

tests the interaction between individuals’ political predispositions and political information 

availability in different political geography of states as the cause of various political 

campaigning effects.  For a more concrete finding of the theoretical connection of geopolitics, 

we should understand different levels of units not only at individuals and the nation but also at 

state and local districts.  Such an approach is theoretically logical since election outcomes are 

determined by aggregating votes within those geographical electoral units.  Voters within each 

geographic boundary are critical political units for red vs. blue and battleground vs. non-

battleground state compositions in the U.S. (Wright, 1998).   Therefore, this study adopts 

geographical regions as a given factor for campaigning information availability that influences 

individuals’ political attitudes and differentiates the effects of incoming political information.      
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Selective Exposure and the Dynamics in Political Communication 

An audience is a non-scientific social behavioral concept.  Audiences develop identities 

sharing cultural meaning and generate the meaning in the process of constructing and 

reproducing culture, meanings, and ideas.  In order to understand the complexity and diversity of 

an audience in a “media dominated world” for political information, it is important to understand 

“the nature of audience engagement with the practice of everyday media life.”  For the audience, 

“the real-world meaning systems” are generated “where media information is debated, discussed, 

and enacted” (Nightungale, 2004, p. 239). 

There are multiple media channels and various audience interests.  According to the PEW 

research center (2004), audiences tend to use different media sources for their political 

information.  Overall, local TV news (57%), daily newspapers (41%), and radio news (41%) are 

the most popular media, but network TV news (32%), the Internet (25%), and talk radio (17%) 

are alternative media sources for political information.  In terms of audience interests, local or 

national political news (22%) ranked 5th place following general community news (31%), crime 

(30%), health news (26%), and sports (25%).   

Audiences are not very selective in their attention, but they are very “selective in 

perception and resistant to unwanted influence” (McQuail, 1997, p.59).  With relatively lower 

levels of political interests, the audiences are more likely to use convenient sources for political 

information search based on their predispositions rather than being exposed to the mainstream 

news (Leighley, 2004, p.83).  In addition, individuals’ political knowledge often does not match 

the available information.  Audiences realize important issues based on their own interests and 

pre-exposures to various life experience; thus, they gather political issues or policy positions that 
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stand for their own perspectives and relevance (Leighley, 2004, p.143; McQuail, 1997, p.118).  

For that reason, media often reflectively “encourage individuality by offering ideas that are 

congenial to a person’s self-interests” rather than transmitting all messages they deliver into 

random audiences (McDonald, 2004, p.184).   

Individuals have tendencies to expose themselves to messages and retain information that 

is consistent with their own beliefs, and they are likely to interpret messages in a way they 

already believe (Klapper, 1960).  Individuals are more likely to prefer information corresponding 

to, and avoid information inconsistent with, their own beliefs and attitudes (Festinger, 1957).  

Audiences watch what they like and like what they watch (Barwise & Ehrenberg, 1988).  

Therefore, individuals who are exposed to multiple viewpoints presumably select a piece of 

information that fits their point of view and react to the same information differently based on 

their own interests and perceptions.   

Although some scholars argue that there are limited effects of selective exposure in 

political attitude or behavior changes (Chaffee; Saphir; Sandvig, &; Hahn, 2001; Klapper, 1960; 

Lazarsfeld, Berelson, & Gaudet, 1948), individuals who have different levels of political 

information and different selective tendencies have different political perspectives (Klapper, 

1960; Milburn, 1979).  Moreover, individuals decode the meaning of media messages in order to 

fit their own perspectives and values (Hall, 1980).  In other words, although political audiences 

may not be completely free from unwanted information and block themselves from changes in 

their attitudes and behaviors from such information, they have particular tendencies to focus on 

political appeals from their preferred candidates or parties.  If individuals are exposed to counter-

attitudinal information, they consider the message as distorted information, and they only 

remember information that supports their initial political beliefs (Iyengar, Hahn, & Prior, 2001; 
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Milburn, 1979).  Individuals’ motivation for selective exposure often reinforces the effects of the 

political campaign messages that they prefer (Klapper, 1960).   

Previous research on selective political campaign exposure can be broadly summarized 

into three results.  First, short-term media campaigns are inefficient at changing individuals’ 

preexisting political beliefs.  Second, campaigning is primarily a diffusion effect rather than 

increasing knowledge levels or changing specific attitudes.  Third, various media and diverse 

political individuals have dynamic interrelations; thus, research has mixed results (Milburn, 

1979, p. 510).  However, if researchers understand not only campaigning materials but also 

individuals’ beliefs, values, mass media habits, and environmental factors such as surrounding 

political moods, they would have a better chance to see clearer phenomenon of media and 

audience effects (Mendelsohn, 1973).   

Information Accessibility in Polarized Political Communication 

In an ideal world, political audiences are exposed to various pieces of information through 

multiple sources.  However, in practical political campaigning with numerous intervening 

factors, political audiences are exposed to different types and levels of information.  Political 

polarization influences local media to be reflective of political interests of politicians and 

audiences in their coverage.  Media localism induces different types of program selection and 

quantity of political information (McDowell & Lee, 2006, p.177; Nightungale, 2004, p. 234).  

Therefore, the “media have been criticized for not offering a wide range of political viewpoints” 

(Semetko, 2004, p.356).  For example, if an individual is placed in a political battleground, he or 

she is naturally exposed to multiple sources of political information while another individual in a 

strongly Democrat or Republican district would be exposed to limited and one-sided campaign 

messages.  Media facilitate and manipulate “communication across lines of political difference” 

(Mutz, 1998, p.270), and control the flow of political information (Semetko, 2004, p.356).  Thus, 
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it is necessary to understand how media make certain political information available for 

particular audiences and how those different levels of information availability influence 

individuals’ political attitudes in order to measure the theoretical connection between selectivity 

and given accessibility.  

Media distribute information based on the cost-efficiency calculations, and the levels and 

types of information are determined by the demands of information providers and preference of 

the target audiences (McQuail, 1997, pp. 52-55).  One of the most popular strategies of media 

planning, presentation, and editorial orientation is to respond to ‘a specific social-demographic 

category or to a taste of culture’ (McQuail, 1997, p. 85).  Politicians, media, and audiences want 

to maximize their own utilities in the process of political communication.  Whereas politicians 

wish to gain further support by distributing their agendas, the media want to satisfy information 

sources and attract more audiences, and audiences want to obtain the type of information they 

need and prefer (Nightungale, 2004, pp. 234-35).  Therefore, the levels and types of information 

in a particular place are determined by these three contributors to the point that meets all 

efficiency and preferences.  In other words, a different political environment or geographical 

location has different information available by the interaction of political interests, media 

efficiency, and audience predispositions.   

 According to an experimental study on restricted versus unrestricted availability of 

information, individuals with limited information are more selective than people without such 

restriction.  “If the information search is restricted, people experience scarcity and increase their 

cognitive activity in order to achieve their goal of finding the best pieces of information, either 

by testing information more critically or by being more strongly oriented towards information 

quality” (Fischer et al., 2005, p.482).  Therefore, information quality is very important, 
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especially in the situation where limited information is accessible (Fischer et al., 2005, p. 488).  

Individuals who have a high orientation for political information, but have limited or indirect 

political resources, tend to find alternative ways to obtain necessary information such as 

interpersonal communication (Mutz & Marin, 2001). 

Media information availability interacts with political demographic factors such as 

political ideologies rather than one influencing another in communication processes.  For 

instance, strong partisans are more likely to be selective in their information choice (Lowin, 

1967).  Republicans are more selective in information filtering and more actively engaged in 

assessing previously selected political information (Barlett, Drew, Fahle, & Watts, 1974, p.269).  

From views of media, Republicans tend to have more dissimilar political information from 

television and newspaper sources than Democrats (Mutz & Martin, 2001, p.102).  Therefore, 

political attitudes are more likely to be determined by mixture of individuals’ political 

characteristics, purposive selectivity, and given information accessibility.  

Information Trap between Media, Politics, and the Public  

Media are core elements in political communication like an engine for a car.  In terms of 

functionality, media serve as channels for information delivery, and they also serve as a system 

for information exchanges.  In terms of effects, some argue that the audience perceives media 

information directly without any filtering mechanism.  The hypodermic needle model or magic 

bullet theory assumes homogenous and significant influence of mass media on the mass public.  

According to the assumptions, individuals are passive information receivers.  These theoretical 

approaches were very appealing in understanding media and audience dynamics during the WWI 

and WWII eras, from which there were very limited information sources with highly committed 

national political agendas.  However, scholars began fairly quickly to recognize limited media 
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effects.  Rather than viewing media as “propaganda” producers, the researchers in the limited 

media effect paradigm started to see various levels of influence on different types of individuals.    

The media definitely influence the public by providing factual information about events 

occurring in the current world, commentary interpretation about people, objects, and issues, and 

sets of norms and values that are necessary to sustain societies.  Likewise, the public also 

influence the media by not only favoring certain information the media provide, but also by 

avoiding certain information with which they do not agree.  Communications are operated when 

both communicators and audiences are balanced and supported by a shared outlook and common 

beliefs (Mcquail, 1997, p.116).  Therefore, the media industries try to provide information the 

audience prefer to attract rather than being correct, fair, and educational (Leighley, 2004, pp.13-

15).  As a result, media, politics, and audiences are trapped by each other in political 

communication process.  

Hostile Media Phenomenon: Geopolitics and Media 

At the Micro-Level 

Media information is interpreted variously in different social and political contexts 

(Neuman, 1991, p.96).  Even when media messages are balanced, individuals believe that 

perceived media are biased if the contents are against their own attitudes or beliefs (Eveland & 

Shah, 2003; Vallone, et al., 1985).  Attitudes are very stable, consequential, and very difficult to 

change.  Thus, it is very rare that individuals change their attitudes in the course of normal daily 

life (Hovland, 1959; Hyman & Sheatsley, 1947). The attitudes of individuals are significantly 

affected by their previous experience and emotion to relevant arguments regardless of whether 

the true credibility of the source is high or not (Heesacker, Petty, & Cacioppo, 1983).   

As a result, the impact of political advertising varies across different cultural and societal 

structures (Kaid & Holtz-Bacha, 1995).  Individuals’ preexisting political preferences mediate 
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individuals’ perceptions of media and even distinguish between different media outlets, and 

these are not easily changed (Gussin & Baum, 2004).  Individuals’ assessments of source 

credibility are determined by their internal factors such as political awareness or partisanship.  

Individuals who have a particular political tendency are likely to evaluate or interpret media 

coverage accordingly.  For instance, strong partisans believe that media tend to be biased and 

perceive different implication from the same sort of messages; thus, they tend to be more 

selective for information and strengthen pro and con attitudes than weak partisans (Schmitt, 

Gunther, & Liebhart, 2004, pp.623-41).  

The more committed an individual is to an attitude, the greater he or she is to resist 

attempts to change it (Hovland, Campbell, & Brock, 1957).  The more knowledgeable a person 

becomes about an attitude abject, the harder it will likely be to change his or her attitude toward 

the object because there is so much support for the existing viewpoint (Petty & Krosnick, 1995, 

p.4).   

Political audiences who have strong attitudes are actively involved in the processing of 

political information.  If they perceive counter-attitudinal messages from media, they tend to 

think the media message is biased.  “It is not just a difference of the opinion but a difference of 

perception” (http://www.answers.com/topic/ hostile-media-effect).  Thus, either multiple 

political messages or a limited single piece of information can be faulty facts as long as the 

media messages contain information that discomfort audiences’ preexisting political beliefs and 

preferences.  Audiences’ political beliefs do influence their perception of media messages.  

Vallone, Ross and Lepper (1985) illustrated that Arab and Israeli students both felt broadcast 

news on the Middle East conflict was biased against them.  
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According to an empirical study, Republican audiences are more likely to see news 

coverage as leaning to Democratic candidates, but Democratic identifiers are more likely to see 

the coverage as leaning to the Republican candidates.  As the hostile media effects theory 

assumes, partisans may see even neutral political information as hostile to their own viewpoint 

(Gunther & Schmitt, 2004; Schmitt, Gunther, &Liebhart, 2004).  Another empirical study found 

that each individual reacts to the same media messages differently based on their preexisting 

political preferences and issue relevance.  When two groups on opposite points of the Middle 

East issue were exposed to an identical news story about the conflict, both groups evaluated the 

content as biased against to their views (Dalton, Beck, & Huckfeldt, 1998).   

According to belief congruence theory by Rokeach and Rothman (1965), audiences’ 

previously built values, attitude, and belief system serve as protection layers for external 

influence.  Krosnick et al.’s (1993) estimates of correlations between latent attitude dimensions, 

talking and thinking (R=.84), previous knowledge and talking (R=.79), and previous knowledge 

and thinking (R=.76) are highly correlated.  Thus, hostile media effect at the level of the 

individual needs to be considered as a precondition for political communication.  

At the Macro-Level 

Hovland, Irving, and Kelley (1953) argued that individuals’ conforming tendencies are 

highly influenced by expectations or perspectives of committed groups with whom they are 

associated.  Consequently, political candidates use various strategies to appeal their positions in 

order to get political support from different groups of people.  Different communication channels 

have different effects on contrasting types of people.  Various political audiences find different 

types of media to acquire desirable information (Schooler, Chaffee, Flora, & Roser, 1998).  

Hence, effective campaigns use more than one type of media, combine mass media with other 

types of activities, such as interpersonal interactions, and represent their view through experts of 
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various fields for more effective political appeals to various political audiences (Hofstetter, 

Shultze, & Mulvihill, 1992).   

Eveland and Shah (2003) found that perception of media bias was more likely related to 

consistent information exchange among ideologically similar individuals rather than amount of 

discussion.  Group preferences are another important factor for exploring media effects.  For 

instance, their study found that such a phenomenon is more prominent among Republicans than 

Democrats (Eveland & Shah, 2003).  Therefore, by understanding dissimilarity between groups 

of people who share different political characteristics in different political boundaries, we are 

able predict media effects with a better explanatory power.  Thus, this study particularly looks at 

the dynamics between the amount of political information availability and possible political 

perspectives of individuals across different political boundaries. 

Demographics and Media Geopolitics 

Political audiences exist in different geographical spaces, and this factor interacts with 

various individuals’ predispositions such as gender, social context, and subculture (McQuail, 

1997, pp.50-52).  Where an individual belongs is a crucial indicator in predicting political 

behavior.  According to USA TODAY’s survey results in the 2004 presidential election, party 

identification and ethnicity as well as previous voting behavior were important factors for 

potential political behaviors.  In fact, 89% of Democrats voted for Kerry, and 93% of 

Republicans voted for Bush.  White voters (57%) selected Bush while Hispanics (55%) and 

Asians (57%) voted for Kerry.  Considering 90% of people who voted for a certain party in the 

previous presidential election voted for the same party for the 2004 presidential election, political 

demographics should be considered, or at least be controlled, to understand media geopolitics  

(USA Today, 2004). 
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In addition, people’s media reach and the interaction with diverse individual traits caused 

different political consequences.  People tend to get certain types of information from particular 

media and filter the given media information based on their various tastes, beliefs, and 

preferences.  Hence, although national audiences are heterogeneous, there are stable patterns of 

media interaction with certain types of audiences (McQuail, 1997, p.54-55). 

Dynamics of Political Attitudes in Political Information Availability  

Attitudes refer to persistence, resistance, impact on information processing and judgments, 

and guiding behavior (Petty & Krosnick, 1995, p.4).  The media’s effect can be cognitive, 

attitudinal, or behavioral.  Nonetheless, it is difficult to track when audiences shift across these 

three different consequential lines.  Thus, this study addresses only attitudinal changes resulting 

from media information.  Previous scholarly research has already focused on individuals’ 

changes in political attitudes by direct media information exposure; however, they concentrated 

on psychological factors at the micro level of the individual, ignoring external factors such as 

surrounding political mood and patterns of information distribution or vice versa.  Therefore, 

results were somewhat inconsistent based on what factor each particular study looked at.   

Converse (1964) argued that citizens rarely or randomly change their attitudes when they 

have lower levels of belief and information exposure, but they tend not to, or only systemically, 

change their attitude if they have strong beliefs with high levels of information exposure.  

Individuals with middle levels of beliefs are most likely to change their attitudes by given 

information (Converse, 1964).  There would be “perfect stability where information input is zero 

. . . .Beyond this minimum, of course stability would increase as a function of involvement” 

(Converse, 1962, p.587). 

Similarly, Zaller (1991 & 1992) argued a nonlinear relationship between attitude changes 

and political awareness.  According to Zaller (1991 & 1992), citizens with intermediate levels of 
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knowledge are most likely to change their previous attitudes by information.  In contrast, people 

who have low or high levels of knowledge are more likely to be stable in their attitudes.  

Moreover, individuals with higher levels of exposure and interests tend to associate with 

more active political evaluations with “a greater ability to interpret, encode, store, and retrieve 

new information” (Semetko, 2004, p.361).  Benoit et al. (2004) also found that individuals who 

live in battleground states had greater levels of understanding on issues and stronger standpoints 

compared to people in non-battleground states. 

 Atkin and Heald (1976) found that voters who were highly exposed to media messages 

were somewhat more likely to attach higher agenda priorities.  The frequency of political 

information exposure was associated with positive candidate evaluations.  As expected, 

individuals who were exposed to more political media information were more likely to have 

higher or more accurate political knowledge.  Liking and disliking candidates were strongly 

associated with individuals’ political predispositions but media exposure tended to help positive 

evaluations towards targeting political candidates.  Interestingly, individuals who were less 

exposed to campaigning political information and have stronger motivation to obtain information 

tend to be politically more polarized by attaining increased advertising exposure (Atkin & Heald, 

1976, pp.217, 220, & 227). 

Although there are great levels of controversy with the effects of content types, timing, and 

strategies, political ads definitely influence political audiences.  Campaign information obtained 

through political ads or candidate visits often “help crystallize existing attitudes by sharpening 

and elaborating them” by providing more information and intangible impressions about political 

candidates and stimulating emotional reaction.  In addition, “political advertising reinforce 

existing attitudes in voters to ‘keep in the fold’ a voter who is leaning toward a candidate but not 
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strongly committed” (Harris, 1989, p.170).    Of course, such reinforcement is liable to be 

translated into actual political behaviors and creates political consequences (Harris, 1989, p.171).   

However, due to inconsistent measurement and validity, studies in the field still persist 

with a great deal of disagreement (Semetko, 2004, p.359).  In addition, limitation in approaches 

at the individual level overlooked macro levels of systemic impact and constrains of politics and 

media on individuals’ attitudes changes.  Therefore, this study intends to explore attitudinal 

dynamics by different levels of political information bridging micro levels of individual 

tendencies and macro levels of geopolitical media structure.        

Political Information Efficacy  

Political information efficacy refers to how confident an individual is that he or she has 

sufficient information to engage in the political process (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2007).  

This concept is closely related to internal efficacy, which Neimi, Craig, and Mattei (1991, 

p.1407) define as “beliefs about one’s own competence to understand, and to participate 

effectively in, politics.”  However, political information efficacy differs from internal efficacy, in 

that it focuses solely on the voter's confidence in his or her own political knowledge and its 

sufficiency to engage the political process (to vote).   

In terms of demographic factor relevance, previous research found that voters who are 

more engaged in politics and have stronger partisanship tend to have higher levels of political 

information efficacy (Kaid, McKinney & Tedesco, 2004, 2007). Efficacy and political 

participations are learned through a socialization process based on informal norms and values 

and formal information exchange (Easton, 1965; Dennis, 1967, pp25-38). 

Moreover, individuals’ levels of information confidence are highly related to information 

accessibility and exposure.  Political information and the discussion of political issues increase 

general confidence in individuals’ own political capability that is positively related to active 
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political participations (Lane, 1969, p. 152; Almond and Verba, 1963, p257; Dahl, 1961, p. 286; 

Campbell et al., 1960, p 105).  Specifically, political campaigning information is positively 

correlated to political information efficacy, which possibly leads to active voting behaviors 

(Clarke & Acock, 1989, pp.551-55).  According to another experimental study, both political 

advertising and televised debate exposure increase individuals’ confidence in their level of 

political knowledge (Kaid, Landreville, Postelnicu, and Martin, 2005) 

People reported the lack of information about candidates as one of the top reasons for not 

participating in politics (Declare Yourself, 2003).  Regarding this rationale, this study assumes 

that the factors of information variability and accessibility are important indicators that 

determine individuals’ level of confidence in their political knowledge and capability, and thus 

finally leading them to be good citizens.      

Political Cynicism 

Political Cynicism is disbelief in politics and mistrust of political actors (Levin & Eden, 

1962).  Contrasted to political information efficacy, political cynicism has negative implication 

in democracy.  Political cynicism could lead to “lower voter turnout and to a lessening of 

information seeking about political issues and candidates” (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2000, 

p.680).  Voters feel powerlessness and insignificance (Miron & Bryant, 2007, p. 395).  The level 

of cynicism has been quite high in American politics.   

Previous scholars have argued about the undesirable phenomenon with different 

theoretical perspectives.  Cognitively, American publics believe that political participation such 

as voting does not make any significant difference (Agger, Goldstein, & Pearl, 1961). 

Systemically, even more scholars discuss the unsatisfactory outcomes of the political process as 

the cause of American citizens’ political cynicism (Levin & Eden, 1962).    
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Structurally, some argue that prevalent political cynicism is highly related to the way the 

media deal with political events, candidates, and system (Cappella & Jamieson, 1997).  Some 

suggest political and media structures are alienating the political citizen, and others bring in the 

prevailing trend of negative belief about politics as the reason of political cynicism.  Political 

audiences who are exposed to negative political information, such as negative advertising, 

become politically more negative, and positive ads reinforce positive political expectations 

(Kaid, McKinney, and Tedesco, 2000).  Moreover, distorted, biased, or unfair media information 

or coverage about politics turns audiences off from any further attentions to political information 

(Ansolabehere, Iyengar, Simon, & Valentino, 1994).  Therefore, the media’s negativity and 

malfunction magnifies prevalent cynical attitudes among American citizens.   

Recent scholars have focused on political information function as both the cause of and 

solution for political cynicism.  For instance, while political advertising viewing has mixed 

effects on political cynicism based on types of advertising, televised debates tend to significantly 

reduce audiences’ cynical attitudes (Kaid, Landreville, Postelnicu, & Martin, 2005). Scholarly 

research found that political cynicism is curable and treatable by efficient political 

communication strategies (Berman, 1997).  For instance, ‘persistent, diverse, and consistent 

information campaigns’ are efficient ways to reduce disbelief in politics and increase awareness 

of government tasks (Wheeler, 1994; Garnett, 1992; Denton &Woodward, 1990).   Political 

communication with a broad range of information is necessary to perceive positive political 

services, issues, and processes (Stipak, 1977; Berman, 1997, p.110).   Such political information 

is provided by various strategies in various ways (Berman, 1997, p.107).  Berman’s study (1997) 

argued that “cities that use frequent information strategies experience less cynicism (p.111).  
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Therefore, the political information should be explored in order to determine an 

appropriate explanation related to political cynicism.  Therefore, my study looks particularly at 

the interaction between information accessibility and constraints and the preexisting political 

characteristics crossing different political locations.  

Two counter-attitudinal measurements of political information efficacy and cynicism are 

highly related to the level of individuals’ information exposure, information accessibility, and 

external information constraints (Cappella & Jamieson, 1997; Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 

2000; Shearer, 2005).  Therefore, rather than looking at types of media or specific contents to 

predict a single or limited political attitude, this research investigates the amount of political 

information that is available for individuals in different geopolitical regions and its multiple 

functions across contradictory and procedurally different political attitudes.    

Candidate Evaluations 

Previous research argues that political information exposures through political ads or 

debates influence audiences’ candidate evaluations.  Although there is a mixture of evidence, the 

“valence of information influence candidate evaluations” (Funk, 1999, p.701).  According to 

Kaid, political information exposure, such as political advertising, shapes audiences’ perceptions 

of targeted candidates’ image, inform them about candidates’ issues, and influences general 

political attitudes about political systems and voting choice (Kaid, 1995).  Benoit, McKinney, 

and Holbert (2001) argue that exposure to direct political information, such as debates, changes 

viewers’ evaluations of the candidates and strengthens confidence in preferred candidates, as 

well as the factors that determine vote choice.  These studies have also found a positive 

correlation between political information and candidate evaluations.  Exposures to political 

advertising, TV debates, and candidate visits increase positive evaluations of political candidates 
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(Kaid, 2004; Shaw, 1999).  Individuals who have more information available for their political 

decisions are inclined to be supportive of their political leaders (Berman, 1997, p.110). 

In addition, individuals who are less informed about politics more frequently shift their 

political position or preference than individuals who have more political information (Converse, 

1962).  However, at the same time, very detailed political information about candidates’ traits 

could create more complex ways of processing information, and thus lead to multiple political 

interpretations (Funk, 1999, p.715). 

Nonetheless, we still need to consider the strength of party affiliations as an important 

factor in determining candidate evaluations.  Strong partisans are distinctly supporting the same 

party candidates across multiple levels of political information availability (Erikson & Tedin, 

2007, pp.84, 119, & 278; Funk, 1999, p.715; Rahn, 1993).  Political information about 

candidates and preexisting political preferences or external political contexts interact in 

determining voters’ evaluations on candidates (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). “A mixture of information 

available” for a given political sector and the level of individuals’ political attention co-

determine and allow for the identification of like-minded candidates (Funk, 1999, p.716) 

Although some empirical inconsistence exist, such as no evidence of 1976 debate 

influence on candidates’ image evaluations (Chaffee, 1978), but clear evidence of 1960 debate 

on different evaluations toward Nixon and Kennedy (Katz & Feldman, 1962), the influence of 

political information exposure has been an important factor and had been at least an interacting 

indicator with other demographic in determining candidates evaluations (Kaid, 2000; Payne, 

Golden, Marlier, & Ratzan, 1989). 

Issue Awareness. 

Individuals learn important political issues by given media, the political elite, or people 

around them.  Particularly, media discourse shapes public awareness of political issues and helps 
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individuals’ interpretation of issue thus reducing the gap between individuals’ diverse attitudes 

toward a public issue (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989; Shaw & Maxwell, 1977).  The concept of 

issue awareness here is consistent with the theoretical arguments of MaCombs and Shaw’s 

‘agenda setting’ (1972) that looked at the interaction between media coverage on issues and 

audiences’ issue salience.  However, rather than investigating the direct correlations between the 

amount of media coverage on particular issues and audience’s issues, this study intends to look at 

how the range of mixture of political information during the campaigning period determines 

individuals’ perceptions of important issues varied in different political locations.     

Such media information interacts with individuals’ levels of information in determining 

public issue awareness.  According to empirical research, the public tend to easily become aware 

of currently prominent issues over a relatively short period of time.  Instant issue awareness is 

more likely to occur among people who have low and medium levels of political information.  

Moderately aware citizens are more flexible in their attitudes toward particular political issues 

(Koch, 1998, pp.224-27; Zaller, 1992).  Citizens’ awareness of important political issues has 

changed substantially by given political attentions to certain political issues.   Therefore, the 

relationship between the political elites, the media, and public opinion are more critically 

interacted in determining overall issue awareness by given political information than for any 

other political consequence. The media’s interpretative package of a given range of scope and 

symbols on fluctuating and time-sensitive issues, such as the nuclear weapons issue, tend to 

reduce different schemas and ambivalence among individuals and induce more homogenous 

tendency of issue awareness and simultaneous reactions of people who experience different life 

events (Gamson & Modigliani, 1989, pp.3, 33-36). 
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Moreover, newly received information tend to activate “information already at the 

recipients’ disposal, stored in long-term memory” (Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997, p.225).  

High knowledge levels and personal sophistication on issues determine the levels of attitude 

changes by new information.  For instance, people who are exposed to previous information are 

more likely to be familiar with an issue provided by media; thus, the additional information tend 

to be trivial than the effect of new information for individuals with low levels of previous 

information (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; McGuire, 1968 & 1985; Zaller, 1991 & 1992).  In other 

words, a new piece of information for individuals who were already exposed to previous 

information “should not be affected to such a degree” of less informed individuals by the new 

information (Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997, p.228).    

Although previous scholars studying agenda-setting and framing argued about the 

relationship between the media aspects of issue presentation and the public issue salience 

(McCombs and Shaw, 1972; Rogers and Dearing, 1994), these studies overlooked the 

importance of individuals’ political predisposition and the variations of media information 

availability in the different political environments.  Therefore, this study investigates the 

interaction of individuals’ given political characteristics within a political region and the amount 

of information accessibility at the regional level in order to observe issue awareness determined 

at multiple stages. 

Voting Intention.  

Political audiences are “sensitive to contextual cues when they make decisions, 

formulated judgments, or express opinions” (Iyengar, 1991, p.11).  Individuals are vacillating in 

voting decision especially during campaigning periods (Converse, 1962, p.579).  A large amount 

of political information supplied by media stimulates voters to be more active; however, limited 

information gives voters no meaningful difference between different candidates (Converse, 1962, 
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p.586).  Furthermore, individuals with less information tend to retrieve a piece of information 

from “information retained from the past,” but individuals with higher levels of information 

“operate with a large storage of political lore;” thus, different levels of political information 

differentiate individuals’ political decision making processes in various degrees (Converse, 1962, 

p.583).   

Information processing is always involved in an attitudinal decision (Bassili, 1993, p.55) 

Therefore, “if the flow of information is strong, no particular prediction is safe” because diverse 

information inputs have a great potential for any direction of changes for voters, but “if the flow 

of information is weak, the vote will be a pure party vote” because there are few chances of 

defections and voting indecisiveness (Converse, 1962, p.586-87).  Therefore, “the more remote 

the respondent was from the flow of information, the more stable his vote intention” (Converse, 

1962, p.590).  The lack of information is directly related to decrease of the probability of voting 

in presidential elections (Bartels, 1996).  Overall, we can infer that although the volume of 

information cannot fully determine voting tendency; at least, it magnifies or oscillates floating 

voting tendencies (Converse, 1962, p.591).
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CHAPTER 3 
HYPOTHESES & METHOD 

Hypotheses 

Political Information Efficacy  

H1: Individuals in the political information rich states tend to have higher levels of political 

information efficacy than individuals in the political information poor states, controlling other 

demographic variables.   

H2: After a series of political information exposures, individuals in information poor states are 

more likely to increase their levels of political information efficacy than individuals already in 

the information rich states. 

Cynicism  

H3: Individuals in the political information rich states tend to have lower levels of political 

cynicism than individuals in the political information poor states, controlling other demographic 

variables.   

H4: After a series of political information exposures, individuals in the political information poor 

states are more likely to reduce their levels of cynicism than individuals already in information 

rich states. 

Candidate Evaluations  

H5: Different levels of political information availability influence individuals’ evaluations of 

different candidates.  

H6: After a series of political information exposures, individuals in limited political campaign 

information states are more likely to increase their positive evaluation towards political 

candidates than individuals already in information rich states. 



 

38 

H7: After a series of political information exposures, individuals in information rich states are 

more likely to reinforce their perceptions of candidates’ personal traits than individuals in the 

information poor states. 

Issue Awareness 

H8:  Individuals in the political information rich states tend to recognize larger numbers of 

important issues than individuals in the political information poor states, controlling for other 

demographic variables.   

H9: After a series of political information exposures, important issues become more comparable 

between individuals in limited political campaign information states and individuals already in 

information rich states. 

Media Bias 

H10: Individuals in information poor states are more likely to think that media are biased than 

individuals in information rich states. 

Behavior Intention 

H11: Different levels of political information availability influence individuals’ voting intention. 

Method 

Purpose 

There are various concepts in measuring political attitude, such as accessibility, 

ambivalence, preference, certainty, elaboration, importance, perception, and knowledge.  There 

are also various factors that influence attitude formation, including personality, direct personal 

experience, family influence, group influence, and interpersonal/small group/mass 

communication.  In this study, in order to observe variability of individuals’ political attitudes 

depending on the level of political information individuals can possess, information availability 

at the state level and the information effects on individuals bridging two different levels of 
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approaches were investigated.  In other words, levels of political information accessibility and 

availability in each state that constrains the amount of information available for political 

audiences within the political regions were considered at the macro level.  At the micro level, 

individuals’ political attitudes and evaluations under different information circumstance and 

degrees of attitude changes after exposure to the same set of political information in different 

political regions were measured.   

A theoretical connection between micro levels of individual attitudes and macro levels of 

mass communication was established by looking at how individuals who are in information rich 

states differ from individuals who are in information poor states in their political attitudes and 

information perceptions.  These connections of micro and macro level approaches are recently 

recognized by many mass communication scholars and are useful ways to deal with a more 

concrete pattern of political communication (Mutz et al., 1996).   

Samples  

This research used experimental data conducted and collected by the Uvote 2004 research 

group, a non-partisan, inter-university research team, during the peak campaigning season of the 

2004 presidential election from September to November across 22 different locations in the U.S. 

(Note A).  Respondents (n=2965) were enrolled at the participating universities in various 

courses and voluntarily participated in the study.  The average age of participants is 20.78 years.  

The sample consists of 43% males and 57% females and about equal numbers of Republicans 

(37%) and Democrats (40%), but lesser numbers for Independents/Others (23.2%) in their party 

ID.   

Since the majority of participants were young adults, there could be particular political 

tendencies reflective of younger people’s political characteristics.  Considering the noticeable 

increase of young adults’ participation in the 2004 presidential election, the sample would be 
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more meaningful and representative of the particular political tendencies and outcomes of the 

election year.  According to the 2004 presidential election result, a large majority (85%) of 

young people declared that they were paying close attention to the campaign, 80% registered to 

vote, and 42% actually showed up and voted.  These figures were significantly higher among the 

college student population, a group that reached a 66% voter turnout rate (Circle, 2004). 

However, there could still be possibilities for excessive presenting of cynical attitudes 

and insufficient presenting of political information efficacy using young Americans who have 

been known as politically ignorant, highly cynical, and highly apathetic throughout American 

history (Deli Carpini, 2000; Mann, 1997; Third Millenium, 1999).  Thus, this study may have 

some limitation to track age variations in different political tendencies and the effects of 

information exposure in different political regions. 

Measurement 

 The survey asked a series of questions about participants’ demographic factors, such as 

age, gender, party ID, race, and political and media tendencies, such as levels of cynicism, 

information efficacy, candidate feeling thermometers, perceptions on candidates’ personal 

attributes, issue awareness, media consumption patterns, media bias, and voting intentions.  To 

measure individuals’ cynical attitudes in a more consistent way, eight different questions 

measuring individuals’ levels of trust on government, political leaders, and general political 

systems were adopted from reliable previous research, such as the American National Election 

Panel Studies (ANES) and many other journal articles (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2000; 

Rosenstone et al, 1997).  These eight categories were moderately correlated based on Cronbach’s 

Alpha reliability score1 of .66. Based on the general acceptance level of .70 for Cronbach Alpha 

                                                 
1 Cronbach’s alpha reliability score indicates a coefficient of consistency among different variables.  High 
Cronbach’s alpha reliability refers to how well various different items can be constructed into a single 
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test, it did not have a very satisfactory level of reliability.  However, this study still created a 

measurement of cynicism on a scale of 5 by averaging those eight variables giving high credits to 

previous studies’ repeated reliable tests on these categories (Appendix D).  

In measuring political information efficacy, four items asking the levels of respondents’ 

confidence on their political knowledge and information were also adopted from previous 

studies, and these items have been asked in the series of ANES (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 

2000; Rosenstone et al, 1997).  They are also measured on 5-point agree-disagree scales and 

comprised the political information efficacy scale, which achieved a high Cronbach’s alpha level 

of .85 (Appendix C).   

For candidate evaluation measurement, the survey asked respondents to give any number 

of degrees between 0 and 100 for each presidential candidate.   This measure was adopted from a 

“feeling thermometer” traditionally used by ANES studies (Rosenstone et al.,1997).   A higher 

number is referenced to a more positive evaluation towards the candidate.  The measurement of 

candidate favorability was also proved as a very reliable indicator for a comparison of relative 

evaluations for different candidates (Kaid, 2004b).   

Besides overall feeling thermometers toward candidates, the survey also measured 

individuals’ perception about various personal traits of each candidate.  These personal attribute 

scales were adopted from Lynda Lee Kaid and her colleagues’ series of national election surveys 

and have been proved as excellent measurements with multiple reliability tests (Kaid, 1995 & 

2004).  These scales were well incorporated into this experimental research in order to measure 

how each individual in multiple locations with multiple levels of information perceives 

candidates’ personal attributes in various ways and how much direct information exposure 

                                                                                                                                                             
unidimensional scale.  A reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is considered  "acceptable" in most social science 
research (http://www.ats.ucla.edu/STAT/SPSS/faq/alpha.html). 
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changes an individual’s perception on candidates’ personal attributes.  The twelve different pairs 

of personal traits on a scale of seven each in qualification, sophistication, honesty, believability, 

successfulness, attractiveness, friendliness, sincerity, excitement, aggressiveness, strength, and 

activeness were measured.  These measures achieved high Cronbach’s Alpha scores for Bush’s 

(.866) and Kerry’s (.794) multiple personal attributes; thus, a single indicator of personal traits 

was created for each candidate. 

Issue attentiveness has also been one important measurement in exploring political 

communication effects.  In order to measure individual’s issue awareness in different levels of 

political information availability, the survey asked participants to write down all issues they 

believed to be the most important issues the country faced.  In the data cleaning process, the 

Uvote research team created twelve exhaustive and exclusive issue categories of health, war, 

economic, crime, terror, education, environment, elderly, foreign policy, children, tax, and 

welfare, and marked all categories each individual indicated.  The total numbers of issues in each 

individual’s list were used to track how an individual who was from an information rich region is 

different from an individual from an information poor state in terms of range of issue 

recognitions.  In addition, the ranks of important issues in the information rich and poor regions 

were used to explore the aggregate levels of issue awareness in different political information 

circumstances.   

In order to measure media bias, the survey adopted seven different questions asking 

individuals’ perceptions on media fairness, objectiveness, and normative contribution to the 

society.  These questions have been asked in multiple national surveys such ANES and GSS for 

the last several decades.  A measurement of media bias on the scale of 5 was created with 
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Cronbach’s Alpha reliability score of .84 to analyze how individuals in different geopolitical 

boundaries perceive the same kind of political information variously (Appendix E).  

Demographic factors, such as gender, age, party ID, and ethnicity, and previous 

campaign information exposure were controlled in order to examine a more transparent 

relationship between audiences’ political attitudes and political information availability.  

Particularly, past week political information exposure2 was adopted to control individuals’ 

amount of previous political information exposure, rather than directly looking at multiple 

channel exposures or total amount of media consumption time because my study intends to look 

at only the dynamics of political information over overall media consumption patterns.   

As we recognized in previous research, political information exposure is somewhat a 

troublesome concept in the new and multi-media era.  There are different levels of accessibilities 

to and desire of political information.  Some individuals are unintentionally exposed to political 

messages, but some others intentionally search for political information.  In other words, an 

individual who is very interested in elections in non-battleground states still would look for 

political advertisings and candidates’ agendas through the Internet, other cable channels, national 

news, or interpersonal communication.  In contrast, there could be a possibility for audiences to 

be exposed unintended political spots and candidate speeches due to a great amount of political 

information available while turning media channels on.  A more problematic issue to track 

political information consumption is that different medium cannot be comparable in terms of 

amount of political information since the unit of coverage is different and the effects vary.  

                                                 
2 A combined scale with 1) Level of media exposure of presidential campaign in the past week and 2) Level of talk 
with other people about presidential campaign in the past week (0 Never – 5 A lot).  There were no statistical 
differences between using the combined scale of the two ways of campaign information exposures and using each 
indicator separately as control variables in the main analyses.  Therefore, I used the combined indicator for a more 
cohesive and parsimonious measurement of the main effect of regional information availability by simplifying other 
control variables. 
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Therefore, it is more appropriate to control each individual’s previous political information 

exposure regardless of channels or sources than controlling particular media consumption 

patterns or sum of media time span. 

Procedures  

Participants were asked to fill out a pre-test asking about general political tendencies such 

as party ID, ideology, cynicism, information efficacy, and candidate evaluations.  Following the 

pretest, respondents were then exposed to sets of political advertisements or one of the 

presidential TV debates.  The ad spots shown consisted of a series of Bush and Kerry spots, 

consisting of a mixture of positive and negative spots for each candidate (Appendix B).  The first 

advertising experiments took place during September 28-30, just prior to the first presidential 

debate, and the second advertising experiments were held from October 28-29.  Presidential 

debates were shown in real time as the events occurred.  The participants completed a pre-test 

questionnaire and then viewed first, second, and third presidential debates in real time as it 

occurred in Miami, Missouri, and Arizona on September 30, October 8, and October 13 

respectively.   

After viewing, respondents completed post-test questionnaires asking about the same 

categories of political characteristics, attitudes, and candidate evaluations.  The experimental 

setting that allowed both single or multiple information exposure(s) were more appropriate to 

reflect the reality of individuals’ political information receptions since general audiences were 

exposed to some mixture of these political information.   

Analyses 

The study mainly measured media exposure diversity and the attitudinal diversity by 

different geopolitical regions.  This study compares two groups of individuals who are able to 

directly access multiple campaign information and who can obtain only limited, indirect, or no 



 

45 

campaign information because of their political geographic constraint.  Based on media localism 

and different levels of political information reach, this study compares individuals’ political 

attitudes in battle versus non-battleground states using political information availability.  

Adopting the 2004 peak season campaign attention index (Fairvote, 2004)3, individuals in the 

top 15 campaign attention states (Iowa, Ohio, New Hampshire, Wisconsin, New Mexico, 

Florida, Nevada, Pennsylvania, Minnesota, Colorado, Michigan, Maine, Oregon, West Virginia, 

and Missouri) are compared to individuals in the rest of the states where there was low campaign 

attention.  Those top 15 campaign attention states had 94.14% of candidate visits, 98.45% of TV 

political ads, and 98.48% of campaign money expenditure during the 2004 presidential 

campaigning period (Fairvote, 2004).  Besides these top attention states, unfortunately, the rest 

of the states obtained almost no campaign attention.    

This study’s sample consists of some variations of demographic groups in two different 

regions of high and low political information.  1694 participants (57.1%) in the sample were 

from information poor states and 1271 participants (42.9%) were from information rich states.  

Among individuals in information poor states, 46.5% (n=772) were males and 53.5% (n=889) 

were females; 38.5% (n=653) were ethnic minorities and 61.5% (n=1041) were ethnic 

majorities; and 41.2% (n=659) were Democrats, 40.8%(n=653) were Republicans, and 17.9% 

(n=287) were Independents.  Among individuals in information rich states, 37.9% (n=481) were 

males and 62.1% (n=787) were females; 20.5%(n=261) were ethnic minorities and 79.5% 

(n=1010) were ethnic majorities; lastly, 42.5% (n=514) were Democrats, 38.8% (n=1088) were 

Republicans, and 19.5% (n=546) were Independents.  There were statistical differences in the 

                                                 
3 The document was reported by FairVote-The Center for Voting and Democracy’s Presidential Elections Reform 
Program.  The index was calculated by total campaigning funding, total candidate visits, and total TV ads aired in 
each state. 
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composition of sub-populations of gender (χ2=21.445, p≤.001), ethnicity (χ2=110.493, p≤.001), 

and partisans (χ2=8.749, p≤.013) between information rich and poor states.  In other words, there 

were higher proportion of female, ethnic majority, and political Independents in battle-ground, 

information rich states.  In order to avoid statistical noise from these sub-population variations, I 

controlled for them in each set of main analyses.   

In the first set of analyses, individuals’ political attitudes, such as political cynicism, 

information efficacy, candidate evaluations, and issue awareness, were compared in battleground 

and non-battleground states.  In the second set of analyses, individuals’ changes in their political 

cynicism, information efficacy, candidate evaluations, issue awareness, perception on media 

bias, and voting intention were compared by determining equally given sets of political 

advertising and debates to see how people interpret the same message in various ways based on 

their preexisting information levels, controlling for all demographic variables and political 

interests and attentions. 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Political Information Efficacy  

Individuals who were older (t=4.508, p≤.001) and consumed more political information 

in the previous week (t=33.599, p≤.001) had higher levels of political information efficacy.  In 

general, females (M=3.16, SD=.60) tended to be more confident about their levels of political 

knowledge than males (M=3.12, SD=.63) (F[1, 2686]=81.610, P≤.001). 

On average, individuals’ levels of confidence on political information were similar 

between information rich states (M=3.53, SD=1.01) and information poor states (M=3.38, 

SD=1.01), while controlling other demographic and media variables such as campaigning 

information attention, gender, party ID, age, and ethnicity.  Thus, the first hypothesis was not 

confirmed. 

When the geopolitical factor was combined with political party identification, however, 

the interaction effect had a statistical significance.  For instance, Republicans in information rich 

states (M=3.66, SD=0.98) tended to have higher levels of political information efficacy than 

Republicans in information poor states (M=3.48, SD=1.00).  However, political Independents in 

information poor states (M=3.41, SD=0.96) had higher levels of political information efficacy 

than the Independents in information rich states (M=3.14, SD=1.08) (F[2, 2708]=7.635, 

P≤0.001).   

More interestingly, individuals who had strong political identification, regardless of their 

direction of partisanship, were more likely to have higher levels of confidence on their political 

information efficacy than individuals with low or no degrees of political leaning in both 

information rich and poor states (F[2, 2708]=14.831, P≤0.001) (Figure 4-1, Tables 4-1 & 4-5).    
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After viewing a series of political ads and debates, younger people were more likely to 

increase their levels of information efficacy (t=-3.590, P≤.001), and females (M=0.21, SD=0.51) 

were more likely to increase their confidence in their political knowledge than males (M=0.16, 

SD=.45) (F[1, 2686]=4.264, P≤.039).  However, individuals who consumed more political 

information in the previous week were less likely increased their confidence in their political 

knowledge by a given set of political information compared to people who had previously 

consumed less campaign information (t=-7.240, P≤.001) 

As the second hypothesis predicted, exposure to political campaigning information 

changed individuals’ previous political attitudes differently according to the geographical factor 

of political information availability and other demographic factors.  In terms of information 

confidence, although the geographical factor solely did not have any statistical significance in 

changes in political information efficacy, it had an interaction effect with other demographic 

factors.  After seeing political ads and debates, different ethnic groups in different levels of 

political information availability changed their levels of political information efficacy variously.  

Ethnic minorities in political information poor states (M=0.25, SD=0.56) tended to more 

significantly increase their levels of information efficacy than any minority in the information 

rich states (M=0.18, SD=0.46) and ethnic majorities in both information poor (M=0.16, 

SD=0.46) and rich states (M=0.19, SD=0.46), while controlling other demographic variables 

(F[1, 2686]=3.756, P≤.053).   Thus, we can infer that political ads and campaigning messages 

could be more influential for ethnic minorities who do not have enough political information in 

non-battleground states (Figure 4-2 & Tables 4-2 & 4-5).   

Political Cynicism  

In general, ethnic minorities, such as Blacks, Asians, and Hispanics, (M=3.27, SD=.58) 

tended to be more cynical than those belonging to the ethnic majority, Whites (M=3.09, SD=.61) 
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(F[1, 2686]=6.013, P≤.014).  Political Independents were more likely to be cynical (M=3.26, 

SD=.58) than Democrats (M=3.18, SD=.61) and Republicans (M=3.06, SD=.62). (F [1, 

2686] = 16.704, P≤.001).   People who had higher levels of information about the campaigns 

from previous weeks tended to be less cynical than those that had lower levels of previous 

political information exposure (t=-13.398, P≤.001). 

The factor of information availability by different regions had a strong effect on 

individuals’ political cynicism.  Individuals in information poor states (M=3.22, SD=0.60) 

tended to be more cynical than those in political information rich states (M=3.05, SD=0.62), 

while controlling all individual media consumption, party ID, age, gender, and race (F[1, 2620] 

=12.237, P≤0.001).  Thus, this result confirmed the third hypothesis.  At the same time, 

information availability is also interacted with other demographic factors, such as party ID, in 

determining the cynicism level.  Although political Independents tended to be more cynical than 

Democrats and Republicans in both information poor and rich states, the Independents in 

information poor states (M=3.32, SD=0.57) were more likely to be cynical than Independents in 

information rich states (M=3.19, SD=0.58) (F[2, 2620] =4.038, P≤0.018) (Figure 4-3 & Tables 

4-3 & 4-5).   

After exposure to a mixture of positive and negative political spots and candidate debates 

in an experiment setting,  participants, who already consumed certain levels of campaigning 

information from the previous week, increased their levels of cynicism more significantly than 

people with lower previous campaign information (t=2.772, P≤.006).  In addition, ethnic 

minorities reduced more significantly their previous levels of cynicism (M=-.07, SD=.44) 

compared to ethnic majority after viewing sets of political information (.M=0, SD=.39) (F[1, 

2580] =7.939, P≤0.005) 
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However, unlike the fourth hypothesis predicted, direct information exposure did not 

make any difference in change of political cynicism between people from information rich and 

poor states.  Nonetheless, the information availability is again interacted with individuals’ party 

identification in changing individuals’ cynical attitudes.  After political information exposure, 

Democrats (M=-0.05, SD=0.44) and Independents (M=-0.05, SD=0.39) in the political 

information rich states reduced their levels of cynicism, but Democrats (M=-0.01, SD=0.40) and 

Independents (M=0.01, SD=0.39) in the information poor states remained at their previous level 

of political cynicism, while controlling other demographic variables (F[2, 2580]=3.076, P≤.046) 

(Figure 4-4 & Tables 4-4 & 4-5).   

Candidate Evaluations 

Overall, older adults were more supportive of Bush (t=2.914, P≤.004), and younger 

adults were more supportive of Kerry (t=-4.398, P≤.001). Ethnic majorities (M=54.45, 

SD=34.89) evaluated Bush more positively than ethnic minorities (M=39.40, SD=31.67) (F[1, 

2657]=11.373, P≤.001), however, ethnic minorities (M=58.69, SD=26.84) evaluated Kerry more 

positively than ethnic majorities (M=45.96, SD=30.64) (F[1, 2596]=11.971, P≤.001).  As 

expected, Republicans were strong supporters of Bush (M=81.50, SD=18.57), but Democrats 

evaluated Bush relatively negatively (M=24.11, SD=23.68) (F[2, 2657]=798.540, P≤.001).  In 

contrasts, Democrats were strong supporters of Kerry (M=71.39, SD=20.03), but Republicans 

evaluated Kerry significantly more negatively (M=25.54, SD=23.45) (F[2, 2596]=524.947, 

P≤.001).  In addition, previous political information consumption induced the tendency of 

negative evaluation toward Bush (t=-3.253, P≤.001). 

Hypothesis 5 arguing that different levels of political information availability influence 

individuals’ candidate evaluations was partially confirmed, in that it appeared true for the 

Democrat candidate, Challenger Kerry, but not for the Republican candidate, incumbent Bush.  
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Although information availability was not strongly influential on evaluation towards Bush, 

individuals who were in information low states (M=51.57, SD=34.32) seemed to evaluate Bush a 

little more positively than people in information rich states (M=47.97, SD=34.99) (F[1, 

2657]=2.855, P≤.091).  However, the factor of information availability, once again, interacted 

with other demographic factors, such as ethnicity and gender, in influencing candidate 

evaluations.  Ethnic minorities in information rich states (M=31.97, SD=29.21) tended to 

evaluate Bush more negatively than ethnic minorities in information poor states (M=42.34, 

SD=32.15).  However, ethnic majorities in either information rich (M=51.77, SD=35.19) or poor 

states (M=57.15, SD=34.41) evaluated Bush in similar degrees (F[1, 2657]=3.742, P≤.053) 

(Figure 4-5 & Tables 4-6 & 4-8).  In addition, males who belonged to ethnic majorities in 

information poor states (M=60.61, SD=33.84) evaluated Bush most positively and females who 

belonged to ethnic minorities in information rich states tended to have the least positive Bush 

evaluations (M=28.03, SD=27.97) compared to other people with different combinations of these 

demographic factors (Tables 4-6 & 4-8).   

Geographic variances in political information availability significantly influenced 

evaluations of Democratic Party candidate, Challenger Kerry.  Individuals in the political 

information rich states (M=51.36, SD=31.03) were more likely to evaluate Kerry positively than 

individuals in political information poor states (M=48.35, SD=29.37), while controlling for other 

demographic factors (F[1, 2596]=6.028, P≤.014).   

In addition, even under unequal information availability, Democrats were always more 

supportive of Democratic Party candidate, Kerry.  However, the geopolitical factor of 

information availability influenced the effect of party ID for candidate support.  Democrats in 

information rich states (M=73.78, SD=18.72) more positively evaluated Kerry than other 
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Democrats in information low states (M=69.41, SD=20.85).  Interestingly, Independents showed 

similar tendency.  Political Independents in information rich states (M=53.01, SD=23.99) 

evaluated Kerry more positively compared to other Independents in information poor states 

(M=50.02, SD=21.70) (F[2, 2596]=3.010, P≤.049) (Figure 4-7 & Tables 4-7 & 4-8).   

Moreover, females who belonged to ethnic minorities in information rich states 

(M=66.52, SD=22.77) were more likely to be Kerry supporters and males who belonged to 

ethnic majorities in information poor states (M=39.72, SD=28.78) were less likely to be Kerry 

supporters (F[1, 2596]=7.081, P≤.008) (Tables 4-8 & 4-10) 

However, direct political information exposure had no effect on changes in candidate 

evaluations between individuals who were from low and high political information availability 

states.  Again, however, there were interaction effects regarding information availability and 

other demographic factors.  After viewing political ads and debates, females who belonged to 

ethnic minorities in information rich states (M=2.09, SD=13.73) were most likely to increase 

their positive evaluation toward Bush, but males who belonged to ethnic minorities in 

information rich regions were most likely to reduce their positive attitudes toward Bush (M=-

2.36, SD=17.07) compared to individuals with some other combinations of those three 

demographic factors (F[1, 2646]=5.079,  P≤.024) (Tables 4-9 & 4-10).   

Despite no influence of direct information exposure in changes of individuals’ overall 

feeling thermometer toward candidates in different regions, the information exposure changed 

individuals’ perceptions on candidate personal traits especially for challenger, Kerry.  When the 

survey asked series of personal attributes of Bush and Kerry, individuals in battleground states 

with high levels of information (M=1.94, SD=6.91) were more likely to increase positive 

perception about Kerry’s personal traits than people in information poor states (M=1.18, 
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SD=7.82) after controlled all demographic factors such as previous political information 

exposure, age, gender, party ID, and ethnicity (F[1, 2636]=7.215, P≤.007) (Table 4-11).   

Issue Awareness 

As hypothesis 8 posited, individuals who were in information rich states (M=3.23, 

SD=1.17) tended to be aware of broader range of important issues than people from information 

poor states (M=3.12, SD=1.17) (F[1, 2082]=4.977, P≤.026).  However, as hypothesis 9 

predicted, exposures to a series of political information messages reduced the gap in policy issue 

awareness between those individuals from information rich and poor states; thus, the different 

levels of issue awareness faded away (F[1, 2294]=.278, P≤.598) (Table 4-12). 

Regardless of the regional difference in political information availability, during the 2004 

presidential campaigning period, people believed that “war” and “economy” were the most 

important issues the country faced.  However, there were some variations in importance of each 

policy issue according to different regions.  The rank order correlation between low and high 

information regions was .958.  However, after exposure to the same sets of political information, 

the correlation between issue importance among individuals from information rich and poor 

states became .993.  In order to see whether there is a statistical difference between two different 

correlations of the pre correlation between information rich and poor states and of the post 

correlation between information rich and poor states, I adopted a technique of Fisher’s r-to-z 

transformation that overcomes non-normality independent correlation problems (Blalock, 1972,  

406-407).    The combination of  Spearman’s rho rank order correlation tests and Fishers’ r-to-z 

transformation test proved that a series of political information exposures made issue importance 

become more identical among individuals from limited political campaign information states and 

from information rich states.    According to Fishers’ r-to-z transformation statistical test, the 

difference between the .958 on the pre-test and the .993 on the post-test was proved to be 
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significant.  In other words, the post test correlation is statistically higher than the pre-test 

correlation (Z'=-2.2172, P≤.001). 4  Therefore, we can infer that political information do change 

the perceptions of important policy issues and the sets of political information make individuals’ 

issue recognition more identical (Table 4-13).  

Media Bias  

As the hypothesis 10 predicted, information availability determined individuals’ 

perception about media.  After seeing a series of balanced political ads or a candidate TV debate, 

individuals who were in information poor states (M=3.62, SD=0.64) were more likely to think 

that media were biased compared to individuals who were originally in information rich states 

(M=3.53, SD=0.68) (F[1, 2726]=10.613, P≤.001) (Figure 4-7 & 4-8 & Table 4-14 & 4-15).  

People who have limited previous information with strong political characteristics in non-

battleground states tended to believe that counter-attitudinal information was biased, unfair, and 

exaggerated, although the information were correct and balanced.  Although there is “no 

systematic and pervasive ideological bias in the media”, the preexisting media pattern and the 

audiences’ routine in interpreting media messages deviate the perception of given political 

information (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, pp.236-7)   

Voting Intentions 

When the survey asked participants for whom they planned to vote in the coming 2004 

presidential election, participants in different levels of information availability had differing 

                                                 
4 Fisher’s z' (called r-to-z transformation) is used for computing confidence intervals on correlation and difference 
between correlations.  This technique transfers r to z-score in order different sets of correlations to be compared 
statistically.   In the first step, z scores are calculated based on the formula, Z' = ln[|(r+1)/r-1)|]/2 using r scores 
(Z'1=1/2 ln (1+.958/ 1-.958)=1.921, Z'2=1/2 ln (1+.993/ 1-.993)=2.826).  In the second step, the standard error of 
difference between the two correlations is estimated based on formula, SE = SQRT[(1/(n1 - 3) + (1/(n2 - 
3)].(≈.SQRT (.0833+.0833)=.408).  In the third step, the difference between two z-scores is divided by the standard 
error (Z'=1.921-2.826/.408)=-2.218).  Since the absolute z-score is higher 1.96. Therefore, it is statistically 
significant at α=.05.  In other words, the post test correlation between information rich and poor states is statically 
higher than the pre test correlation between information rich and poor states.   



 

55 

voting intentions.  Voters from political information poor states were equally likely to vote for 

both Bush (44%) and Kerry (44%); however, people from information rich states were more 

likely to vote for Kerry (51%) over Bush (37%) (χ2= 15.765, P≤.001).  Therefore, hypothesis 11 

on different voting intentions by geopolitical variance of information availability was confirmed 

(Table 4-16). 
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Table 4-1. Information Availability & Party Affiliation on Political Information Efficacy  
Campaign Attention Indexa Party IDb Mean (SD) 
Low Attention States Democrat 3.53 (1.03) 
 Independent 3.41 (0.96) 
  Republican 3.48 (1.00) 
High Attention States Democrat 3.49 (0.99) 
 Independent 3.14 (1.08) 
  Republican 3.66 (0.98) 
a. Not significant, a*b. F[2, 2708]=7.635, P≤0.001, c. Min=1, Max=5 

 
Table 4-2. Information Availability & Ethnicity on Changes in Political Information Efficacy 
Campaign Attention Indexa Ethnicityb Mean (SD) 
Low Attention States Minority 0.25 (0.56)
  Majority 0.16 (0.46)
High Attention States Minority 0.18 (0.46)
  Majority 0.19 (0.46)
a. Not significant, a*b. F[1, 2686]=3.756, P≤.053 

 
Table 4-3. Information Availability & Party Affiliation on Political Cynicism 
Campaign Attention Indexa Party IDb Mean (SD) 
Low Attention States Democrat 3.24 (0.59)
 Independent 3.32 (0.57)
 Republican 3.16 (0.61)
  total 3.22 (0.60)
High Attention States Democrat 3.11 (0.63)
 Independent 3.19 (0.58)
 Republican 2.92 (0.61)
  total 3.05 (0.62)
a. F[1, 2620] =12.237, P≤0.001, a*b. F[2, 2620] =4.038, P≤0.018,  
c. Min=1, Max=5 

 
Table 4-4. Information availability & Party affiliation on Changes in Political Cynicism 
Campaign Attention Indexa Party IDb Mean(SD) 
Low Attention States Democrat -0.01 (0.40)
 Independent  0.01 (0.39)
  Republican -0.02 (0.39)
High Attention States Democrat -0.05 (0.44)
 Independent -0.05 (0.39)
  Republican -0.02 (0.42)
a. Not significant, a*b. F[2, 2580]=3.076, P≤.046 
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Table 4-5. ANCOVA Tests of  Political Information Efficacy and Cynicism 

  
Political Information 

Efficacy 
Political Information 

Efficacy Changes Cynicism Cynicism Changes 
  F(Sig.) F(Sig.) F(Sig.) F(Sig.) 
Intercept 369.099(.001)*** 104.752(.001)*** 3878.160(.001)*** 1.064(.302) 
Political Information 1050.172(.001)*** 40.350(.001)*** 118.437(.001)*** 4.221(.040)** 
Age 16.152(.001)*** 10.389(.001)***             1.150(.273) 1.217(.270) 
Information Availability             0.886(.347)             0.001(.971) 12.237(.001)*** 1.348(.246) 
Party ID 14.831(.001)*** 0.001(.999) 16.704(.001)*** 0.437(.646) 
Ethnicity 1.036(.309) 0.903(.342) 6.013(.014)** 7.939(.005)***
Gender 81.610(.001)*** 4.264(.039)** 0.644(.422) 0.550(.459) 
Information Availability 
* Party ID 7.635(.001)*** 1.649(.192) 

   
            4.038 (.018)** 3.076(.046)** 

Information Availability 
* Race 0.008(.930) 3.756(.053)* 0.816(.366) 1.241(.265) 
Party ID* Race 6.037(.002)*** 1.886(.152) 4.096(.017)** 2.299(.101) 
Information Availability 
* Party ID* Race  5.122(.006)*** 0.815(.443) 1.737(.176) 1.701(.183) 
Information Availability* 
Gender 0.191(.662) 0.019(.890) 0.886(.347) 0.279(.598) 
Party ID* Gender 1.550(.213) 0.901(.406) 0.205(.815) 0.463(.629) 
Information Availability* 
Party ID *Gender 1.152(.316) 0.386(.680) 0.912(.402) 0.413(.662) 
Race * Gender 0.085(.771) 0.256(.613) 3.269(.071)* 0.504(.478) 
Information Availability* 
race *Gender 0.749(.387) 0.074(.786) 2.658(.103) 1.652(.199) 
Party ID* Race *Gender 0.065(.937) 2.121(.120) 0.342(.710) 1.237(.290) 
Information 
Availability*Party 
ID*Race *Gender 0.691(.501) 2.069(.126) 1.836(.160) 1.432(.239) 

***p≤.01, **p≤.05, * p≤.10 
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Table 4-6. Information Availability, Ethnicity & Gender on Bush Evaluation 
Campaign Attention Indexa Ethnicityb Genderc Mean (SD) 
Low Attention States Minority Male 41.91 (30.68) 
  Female 42.72 (33.44) 
  Total 42.34 (32.15) 
 Majority Male 60.61 (33.84) 
  Female 54.37 (34.64) 
  Total 57.15 (34.41) 
  Total   51.57 (34.32) 
High Attention States Minority Male 39.25 (30.22) 
  Female 28.03 (27.97) 
  Total 31.97 (29.21) 
 Majority Male 49.30 (34.56) 
  Female 53.33 (35.52) 
  Total 51.77 (35.19) 
  Total   47.97 (34.99) 
a. F[1, 2657]=2.855, P≤.091, a*b. F[1, 2657]=3.742, P≤.053,  
a*b*c F[1, 2657]=9.592,  P≤.002, c. Min=0, Max=100 

 
Table 4-7. Information Availability & Party Affiliations on Kerry Evaluations 
Campaign Attention Indexa Party IDb Mean(SD) 
Low Attention States Democrat 69.41 (20.85) 
 Independent 50.02 (21.70) 
 Republican 26.77 (23.35) 
  Total 48.35 (29.37) 
High Attention States Democrat 73.78 (18.72) 
 Independent 53.01 (23.99) 
 Republican 23.76 (23.51) 
  Total 51.36 (31.03) 
a. F[1, 2596]=6.028, P≤.014, a*b. F[2, 2596]=3.010, P≤.049, c. Min=0, Max=100 
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Table 4-8. Information Availability, Ethnicity & Gender on Kerry Evaluation 
Campaign Attention Indexa Ethnicityb Genderc Mean (SD) 
Low Attention States Minority Male 56.69 (25.33) 
  Female 56.58 (29.25) 
  Total 56.63 (27.41) 
 Majority Male 39.72 (28.78) 
  Female 46.50 (29.57) 
  Total 43.48 (29.40) 
  Total   48.35 (29.37) 
High Attention States Minority Male 58.48 (27.44) 
  Female 66.52 (22.77) 
  Total 63.73 (24.73) 
 Majority Male 48.57 (30.49) 
  Female 49.32 (32.40) 
  Total 48.42 (31.65) 
  Total   51.36 (31.03) 
a. F[1, 2596]=6.028, P≤.014, a*b. Not Significant, a*b*c F[1, 
2596]=7.081,  P≤.009, c. Min=0, Max=100 

 
Table 4-9. Information Availability, Ethnicity & Gender on Changes in Bush Evaluation 
Campaign Attention Indexa Ethnicityb Genderc Mean (SD) 
Low Attention States Minority Male 0.48 (15.50) 
  Female -0.08 (15.12) 
  Total 0.18 (15.29) 
 Majority Male -0.42 (14.89) 
  Female -0.12 (12.72) 
  Total -0.26 (13.22) 
  Total   -0.09 (14.03) 
High Attention States Minority Male -2.36 (17.07) 
  Female 2.09 (13.73) 
  Total 0.55 (15.08) 
 Majority Male 0.30 (14.06) 
  Female -1.27 (14.18) 
  Total -0.77 (14.14) 
  Total   -0.52 (14.33) 
a. Not Significant, a*b. Not Significant, a*b*c F[1, 2646]=5.079,  P≤.024, 
c. Min=0, Max=100 
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Table 4-10. ANCOVA Tests of Candidate Evaluations 

  
Bush feeling 
thermometer 

Kerry feeling 
thermometer 

Changes in Bush 
Evolutions 

Changes in Kerry 
Evaluations 

Source F(Sig.) F(Sig.) F(Sig.) F(Sig.) 
Intercept 437.780(.001)*** 590.181(.001)***  3.856(.050)* 0.968(.325) 
Political Information 5.652(.018)** 3.402(.065)* 3.591(.058)* 0.680(.410) 
Age 4.117(.043)** 11.904(.001)*** 1.578(.209) 0.257(.612) 
Information Availability 2.855(.091)* 6.028(.014)** 0.014(.905) 0.581(.446) 
Party ID 798.540(.001)*** 524.947(.001)*** 1.006(.366) 2.944(.053)*
Ethnicity   11.373(.001)*** 11.971(.001)*** 0.321(.571) 1.181(.277) 
Gender              1.880(.170) 0.009(.923) 1.285(.257) 1.010(.315) 
Information Availability * 
Party ID 2.323(.098)*                3.010(.049)** 0.263(.769) 0.503(.605) 
Information Availability * 
Race 3.742(.053)* 1.970(.161) 0.104(.747) 0.434(.510) 
Party ID* Race     7.632(.001)*** 6.153(.002)** 0.260(.771) 0.119(.888) 
Information Availability * 
Party ID* Race               0.517(.596) 1.265(.282) 0.290(.749) 0.234(.791) 
Information Availability* 
Gender              0.090(.765) 1.366(.243) 0.414(.520) 0.026(.872) 
Party ID* Gender 6.385(.002)** 2.647(.071)* 0.111(.895) 2.469(.085)*
Information Availability* 
Party ID *Gender 2.584(.076)* 2.415(.090)* 0.748(.474) 0.727(.483) 
Race * Gender              0.311(.577) 2.860(.091)* 3.578(.059)* 1.340(.247) 
Information Availability* 
race *Gender    9.592(.002)*** 7.081(.008)*** 5.079(.024)** 0.032(.858) 
Party ID* Race *Gender              0.874(.418) 1.555(.211) 0.073(.930) 0.906(.404) 
Information 
Availability*Party 
ID*Race *Gender             0.373(.689) 1.999(.136) 0.393(.675) 0.309(.743) 

***p≤.01, **p≤.05, * p≤.10 
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Table 4-11.  Information Availability on Personal Attribute Evaluation 
  Bush  Kerry Change in Bush's Trait  Change in Kerry Trait 
Low Attention States M=51.90 (SD=13.74) M=52.30 (SD=12.49) M=0.49 (SD=6.59) M=1.18 (SD=7.82)
High Attention States M=53.04 (SD=14.89) M=53.49 (SD=11.56) M=0.54 (SD=5.92) M=1.94 (SD=6.91)
 Not significant Not significant Not significant F[1, 2636]=7.215, P≤.007
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Table 4-12.  Information Availability on the Range of Issue Awareness  
Campaign Attention Index Information Exposure Mean (SD) 
Low Attention States Pre 3.12 (1.17)
 Post 3.26 (1.22)
High Attention States Pre 3.23 (1.17)
  Post 3.20 (1.91)
Pre issue comparison: F[1, 2082]=4.977, P≤.026, Post issue comparison: Not significant 

 
Table 4-13. Information Availability on Issue Salience   
  Low Attention High Attention 
Rank Prea Postb Prec Postd 

1 War War Economy War 
2 Economy Economy War Economy 
3 Terrorism Health Education Health 
4 Education Terrorism Health Education 
5 Health Education Terrorism Terrorism 
6 Tax Tax Foreign policy Tax 
7 Foreign policy Foreign policy Education Foreign policy 
8 Elderly Elderly Elderly Elderly 
9 Environment Environment Environment Environment 

10 Welfare Welfare Crime Welfare 
11 Crime Crime Welfare Crime 
12 Children Children Children Children 

Spearman's rho R (a*b)=.979, Spearman's rho R (c*d)=.972, Spearman's rho R 
(a*c)=.958, Spearman's rho R (b*d)=.993 

 
Table 4-14. Information Availability on Media Bias 
Campaign Attention Index Mean(SD) 
Low Attention States 3.62 (0.64)
High Attention States 3.53 (0.68)
F[1, 2726]=10.613, P≤.001 
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Table 4-15. ANCOVA Test of Media Bias 
Media Bias F(Sig.) 
Intercept 2492.537(.001)*** 
Media consumption     10.749(.001)*** 
Age     24.100(.001)*** 
Information Availability     10.613(.001)*** 
Party ID  2.596(.075)* 
Ethnicity 0.002(.965) 
Sex     11.420(.001)*** 
Campaign Attention* Party ID 0.148(.863) 
Campaign Attention* Race 0.020(.887) 
Party ID* Race   2.353(.095)* 
Information Availability * Party ID* Race  0.159(.853) 
Information Availability* Gender 0.637(.425) 
Party ID* Gender 0.407(.665) 
Information Availability* Party ID *Gender 0.211(.810) 
Race * Gender 0.505(.477) 
Information Availability* race *Gender 0.165(.684) 
Party ID* Race *Gender        0.342(711) 
Information Availability*Party ID*Race *Gender  0.101(.904) 

 
Table 4-16. Information Availability on Pre-Vote Intention 
 Kerry Bush Undecided Other 
Low Attention States 43.98% 44.22% 9.41% 2.40% 
High Attention States 50.67% 37.19% 9.91% 2.22% 
χ2= 15.765, P≤.001     
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Figure 4-1. Interaction of Information availability & Party ID 
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Figure 4-2. Changes in Political information Efficacy 
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Figure 4-3. Political Cynicism 
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Figure 4-4. Changes in Political Cynicism 
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Figure 4-5. Bush Evaluation & Ethnicity 
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Figure 4-6. Kerry Evaluations 
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Figure 4-7. Media Bias  
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Figure 4-8. Media Bias 
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CHAPTER.5 
DISCUSSION/ INTERPRETATION 

My research examined the co-effects of media information availability and political 

predisposition within different geopolitical boundaries in predicting individuals’ political 

attitudes and media perceptions.  Individuals’ previous beliefs or attitude and external political 

information circumstances co-affect their political attitudes, preferences, and changes in their 

previously existing political characteristics.  As expected, individuals’ cynical attitudes and 

perception of media bias were more prevalent in information poor states, and the level of 

political information efficacy for strong partisans was much higher in information rich states.  

Geopolitical constraint over information availability or accessibility even influences candidate 

evaluations, issue awareness, and voting intentions.  High information availability increased 

positive evaluations and voting intention for the challenger and more comprehensive issue 

awareness.  Various demographic factors were also influenced by information availability in 

influencing political attitudes and preferences.  Certain demographic groups, such as political 

Democrats and Independents in battleground states with high levels of information availability 

and ethnic minorities in non-battleground states with low campaigning information, were more 

vulnerable to newly received political information.  The implication of each finding will be 

discussed in the following sections. 

Political Information Efficacy 

When the relationships between information availability and political information 

efficacy were measured, different levels of information availability in batter- and non-battle 

ground states solely did not influence individuals’ political information efficacy and the changes 

after direct information exposure.  However, the combined effect with party identification, one of 

the strong indicators in political characteristics of individuals, differentiated individuals’ 
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confidence on their political knowledge.  For instance, Republicans in information rich states had 

higher levels of political information efficacy than Republicans in information poor states, but 

Democrats and Independents in information poor states had higher levels of efficacy than other 

Democrats and Independents in information rich regions.  Overall, strong partisanship increased 

the levels of individuals’ confidence on their levels of political information.   

In addition, after seeing political ads and debates, the geographical factor solely did not 

have any statistical significance in changes in political information efficacy. In other words, 

although direct political information exposure increased overall audiences’ information efficacy, 

the differences between the level of change in people who were in information rich and poor 

states was very marginal.  However, it had an interaction effect with ethnicity.  Ethnic minorities 

in political information poor states tended to more significantly increase their levels of 

information efficacy than any minority in the information rich states and ethnic majorities in both 

information poor and rich states, while controlling other demographic variables 

Throughout previous research, individuals’ self-perception that they are capable of 

understating politics was not easily changeable and often turned out as a given factor in political 

communication processes (Rudolph, Gangl, & Stevens, 2000).  There could be both theoretical 

and methodological reasons for the constant levels of political information efficacy.  

Theoretically, individuals’ political dispositions and characteristics are established by primary 

groups of people, such as family, school, and peer group.  These primary groups develop solid 

levels of individuals’ political knowledge and efficacy; thus, political efficacy is not easily 

changeable by temporally available levels of political information (Langton & Karns, 1969, 

pp.813-14).  Methodologically, experimental studies theorizing stimulus effects have difficulties 

in finding statistically significant results because of complicating components of main effects 
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and peripheral interaction with multiple social properties of individuals (McClelland & Judd, 

1993).     

One of the critical intervening factors in the relationship between political information 

availability in different political regions and political attitudes was party identification.  It has 

been well documented that the level of political information was strongly related to party 

identification in determining individuals’ political tendencies (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, pp.216-

17).  One of the interesting results is that Democrats and Independents in information rich states 

somehow had lower levels of political information efficacy than the same partisans in 

information poor states could be interpreted by uneasiness with available information.  As issue 

ownership assumes, Republicans can easily handle hard issues, and Democrats are perceived as 

more capable of dealing with soft issues (Campbell et al. 1960; Petrocik, 1997; Damore, 2004).  

Recalling that the 2004 presidential election was a war-related election, political information on 

hard issues such as security, war, and terrorism were less familiar to or discomforted people who 

lean to the left or distinguish themselves from either side of the political tendencies (Source 

Watch, 2005; Layman & Carsey, 2002).  Therefore, Democrats and Independents who were 

exposed to a great degree of uncomfortable discussions felt less confident of their knowledge 

levels on such issues. 

In addition, in terms of party ID strength and information efficacy, party identifiers 

recognize the levels of political knowledge that are consistent with their political disciplines 

(Layman & Carsey, 2002).  “Party loyalists . . . tend to be interested in and pay attention to 

campaigns, follow government and public affairs, possess knowledge about politics, watch 

debated between candidates on television, register to vote, and turn out to vote” (Kamieniecki, 

1988, p.373).  Therefore, there is a higher correlation between strength of partisan affiliation and 
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the level of information (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, pp.87-8), and strong partisans tend to believe 

that they have higher levels of political information than politically independent people 

(Coleman, 1996).   

Ethnicity was another important interacting factor.  Ethnic minorities who are often 

isolated from the mainstream media coverage and political attention tend to be more vulnerable 

to newly incoming information (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, pp.204-5).  Therefore, ethnic minorities, 

such as Asians, Hispanics, Blacks, and other mixed groups in information poor states changed 

their attitudes more significantly after exposure to new political information compared to ethnic 

majority or other ethnic minority in information rich states.  It tells us that it would be more 

efficient for politicians and campaigners to provide campaigning information for minority people 

in low of political information environments.   

Cynicism  

As predicted, the factor of information availability determined individuals’ levels of 

political cynicism.  Individuals in information poor states were more cynical than those in 

political information rich states regardless of other demographic factors.  Less informed 

individuals tend to be cynical than individuals who have access to multiple political information 

(Rosenberg, 1955).  Frequent information exposures decease citizens’ cynical attitudes and 

increase trust toward general political process and outcomes (Berman, 1997, p.111; Cappella & 

Jamieson, 1997, p.83).  Therefore, one of the best strategies to reduce public cynicism is to 

provide “persistent, divers and consistent information campaigns” (Berman, 1997, p.106).   

However, information availability still interacted with other demographic factors, such as 

party identification, in determining the cynicism level.  Interestingly, political Independents 

tended to be more cynical than Democrats and Republicans in both information poor and rich 

states and Independents in information poor states were more likely to be cynical than 
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Independents in information rich states.  Political Independents tend to be cynical about political 

views of both sides of Democratic and Republican parties.  Independents distinguish themselves 

by rejecting the major parties.  Recalling American history, unrest among youth, civil right 

groups, and disengaged people from strong party ties, especially related to issues of war and 

human rights, have been political Independents.  Therefore, these groups tend to be naturally 

more cynical, but somewhat flexible in their political choice since they use policy issues that are 

given for each particular election in order to make political decisions (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, 

pp.84, 119, & 270).  

Again, although direct information exposure did not make any difference in change of 

political cynicism between people from information rich and poor states, information availability 

interacts with individuals’ party identification in changing individuals’ cynical attitudes.  After 

political information exposure, Democrats and Independents in the political information rich 

states reduced their levels of cynicism, but Democrats and Independents in the information poor 

states remained with their previous level of political cynicism.  This tendency suggests that 

although the high level of political information always tends to reduce political cynicism, 

individuals with low political information often have no particular tendency or motivation to 

change their previous attitudes (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, p.86). 

Candidate Evaluations  

This study found that different levels of political information availability influence 

individuals’ candidate evaluations for Democrat candidate, Kerry, but not for the Republican 

candidate, Bush.  More specifically, individuals in the political information rich states were more 

likely to evaluate Kerry positively than individuals in political information poor states.   

In terms of candidate evaluation, although political information tends to increase 

candidates’ evaluations (Berman, 1997; Shaw, 1999), there have been somewhat consistent 
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political outcomes throughout American presidential elections that individuals having higher 

level of political information were more likely to support the challengers, but people with lower 

levels of information tended to support incumbents who were often better known.   Incumbents 

are often well known to even politically ignorant people through multiple media coverage, but at 

the same time, those incumbents are also more vulnerable to negative attacks on their previous 

political history.  Therefore, more negative issue ads targeting incumbents’ failing policies and 

other mistakes are prevalent in media coverage.  The campaigning of the 2004 presidential 

election repeated the tendency (Kaid, et al, 2007).  As a result, individuals who obtained more 

political information could be more likely to be exposed to negative messages about Bush, thus 

evaluating him more negatively and less likely to vote for him than individuals who were in low 

political information states.  This tendency is more apparent for ethnic minorities who were 

originally more political Democratic and isolated from mainstream information (Jasperson & 

Yun, 2007).  

Interestingly, individuals did not change their feeling thermometers toward both 

candidates, Bush & Kerry, by a series of political information; however, the information 

exposure changed their perceptions on candidate personal traits, especially for challenger.   

Individuals in battleground states with high levels of information were more likely to increase 

positive perception about Kerry’s personal traits than people in information poor states.  This 

result is well supported by previous research arguing that the political audience tend to learn 

about the candidates’ personal traits and issue, but they are less likely to change their attitudes 

toward candidates by campaigning information (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2007; Shaw, 

1999; Kaid & Chanslor, 1995; Funk, 1999; Kenney & Rice 1988;).  Moreover, Kerry’s advanced 
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personal trait appeal can also be explained by a new and fresh image of a challenger above 

heavily negative tags on the incumbent (Romero, 1996). 

Issue Awareness 

As expected, information availability influenced the range of political issues recognition.  

Individuals who were in information rich states listed larger numbers of issues that they believed 

important than people from information poor state.  Direct information exposures to a series of 

political information reduced the gap in range of policy issues awareness and the rank of issue 

importance among individuals in different political regions (Shaw, 1999; Funk, 1999; Atkin & 

Gary Heald,1976).  

There have been consistent findings that the political audience learned candidates’ 

substantive policy issues and image through paid campaign ads (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 

2007; Freedman, Franz, & Goldstein, 2004).  Less informed individuals are more likely to be 

susceptible to new information than well-informed individuals, thus easily perceiving new issues 

(Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997, p.233).  With higher levels of information, individuals who 

are in battleground states are more likely to understand current issues comprehensively (Benoit 

et al., 2004).  In other words, opinion consistency on political issues is higher among more 

politically informed individuals than the less knowledgeable (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, p.81).  The 

result proved that media and the interaction with geopolitical constraints on level of information 

shape individuals’ perception of current issues (Iyengar & Kinder, 1987).   

Media Bias 

As hostile media phenomena assume, individuals with strong political preference in non-

battleground states are more likely to think that media are biased than individuals in flexible and 

moderate political tendencies in battleground states.  Even when media messages are neutral, 

individuals believe that perceived media contents are biased if the contents discomfort them 
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(Eveland & Shah, 2003; Vallone et al., 1985).  Strong partisans tend to be more selective for 

information and strengthen pro and con attitudes than weak partisans; therefore, the hostile 

media phenomena is more prevalent in non-battleground states with limited political information 

availability and strong political tendencies (Schmitt, Gunther, & Liebhart, 2004). 

Behavior Intention 

Interestingly, voters from political information poor states were equally likely to vote for 

both Bush and Kerry, while people from information rich states were more likely to vote for 

Kerry over Bush.  This tendency relies on information flow.  With low information flow, 

individuals are more likely to be stable in their political choices.  Therefore, individuals in non-

battleground states with low political information tend to stick with their previous preference.  

However, individuals with high information flow are more likely to be flexible in their political 

attitudes (Converse, 1962).  Excessive negativity directed at an incumbent could again increase 

positive reaction to the opposite challenger (Romero, 1996). And, it leads to anti-candidate 

voting from “a desire to vote against one of the two presidential candidates” (Sigelman & Gant, 

1989, p.84).  Thus, we can infer that political information reinforcement is liable to be translated 

into actual political behaviors (Harris, 1989, p.171; Clarke & Acock, 1989).   

The level of political information does lead to active participation in election and makes 

the American democracy better functional.  According to 2004 NES data, 92% of highly 

informed voters voted while only 65% of less informed voters voted (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, 

p.270-72, & 336).  Therefore, higher political information tends to reduce political audiences’ 

cynical attitudes and behaviors.  In addition, geopolitics reflect both media discriminations and 

audiences’ ideological critics.  Thus, political information is the necessary condition for working 

democracy. 
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In order to understand the field of political communication, we need to deal with 

interactive dynamics of media, political structure, and audiences’ predispositions.  As my study 

observed, there are multiple interactions in the geopolitical phenomenon.   As scholars, such as 

Gerbner, Gross, Morgen, and Signiorelli, examined about the relationship between the amount of 

TV viewing and political attitudes, overall individuals who were exposed to heavy amounts of 

TV viewing were more likely to consider themselves as politically moderates, while the light 

viewers tend to be either strong conservative or liberal opinion holders.  Therefore, there was a 

more significant gap between individuals who were exposed to limited amount of political 

information compared to those who were exposed to large amount of information in different 

political locations (Harris, 1989, p.171).  However, we also need to aware of facts that higher 

media exposure tends to have lower quality of attention.  With heavy viewing, audiences are less 

alert, and the experiences are less rewarding (Kubey &, Csikszentmihalyi, 1991).  

Limitation/ Importance  

This research intended to build a theoretical connection between the micro-level of 

individuals’ political attitudes and the macro-level of the media and political structures.  

Although this study showed evidence that political information levels “depend considerably on 

the intensity of the campaign and the flow of information” and determine degrees of audiences’ 

political attitude changes, it has its own empirical and theoretical limitations. 

Empirically, despite the broad range of samples across twenty two different locations in 

the U.S., the samples consisted of voluntary participants in a university setting.  In other words, 

the data were not gathered through a random sampling of all possible sub-populations.  

Therefore, the possibility exists that the results over- or under-represent certain sub-populations.  

In addition, in the index scaling process, although all categories I adopted were repeatedly 

proven as reliable indicators by national survey data such as NES, thus legitimizing their use, 
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one of the indexes, cynicism, had a relatively low level of Cronbach’s score (.66); this could lead 

to less significant results.  

Theoretically, political psychologists stress the mechanisms that shape political opinions 

by the way information is processed (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, p.66).  With multiple media 

channel choices and specialized media contents, political audiences could be both homogeneous 

and heterogeneous.  The one obvious phenomenon is segmentation and fragmentation of 

audiences.  In the results, media tend to be much more diverse to manage different consumers 

with appropriate products and provide more individualized contents.  Such segmentation and 

fragmentation create difficulties for media with extensiveness and unpredictability to reach both 

the larger general public and smaller target groups (Mcquail, 1997, p.133; Barnes & Thomson, 

1994, p.89).  Hence, political information becomes more partisan and sensationalistic.  

Interpretative journalism is unavoidable phenomenon.  As a mediator, the media is in the middle 

of political communication between politicians and public, and control the content types and size 

of political information for the public (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, pp.229-35). 

Therefore, the theoretical generalization of this study faces some limitation by inherent 

elements of media information and individual diversity.  In the multimedia era, if there is no 

direct political information available, citizens use other channels of informal political 

information such interpersonal political discussion.  In other words, individuals who are in lack 

of political information somehow fill the vacuum by increasing informal communication about 

politics (Converse, 1962, p.595-97) 

In addition, there might be a great dimension of individual differences that any theoretical 

research cannot completely track.  As we age, individuals exposed to different components of 

media, symbolic roles, and life patterns adopt different processes of information perception.  
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Therefore, many academic generalizations may not work perfectly for each single individual 

(Mcquail, 1997, p.121).  For that reason, further research can be strengthened with a more 

qualitative approach by investigating personal motivation and life experience.   

Although there has been evidence that regional impact on politics has diminished because 

of easier mobility, universal media penetration, citizenship delusion and the arrival of new media 

era, the long-term trend of distinctive political geographic phenomenon has persisted  (Erikson & 

Tedin, 2007, pp.216-7).  Despite the fact that political audiences immunize themselves from 

political information influence from media using personal beliefs (Druckman & Nelson, 2003), 

previous research has confirmed that political information exposure influences political 

audiences (Erikson & Tedin, 2007, p.251).   

Political audiences, politicians, and media are within triangular relations in political 

communication processes.  Although there are evidence of minimal effects, political information 

exposure through TV ads and candidates events do affect political audience (Ansolabehere & 

Iyengar, 1995).  The geopolitical factor of information availability is a crucial predictor for 

political attitudes, candidate preferences, issue awareness, and voting intentions.  The 

relationships between media, geopolitics, and political attitudes at multiple levels of individual, 

local, and national needs further scholarly research for more concrete theoretical developments 

and sophisticated empirical approaches.   
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APPENDIX A 
UNIVERSITIES AT WHICH DATA WERE COLLECTED  

• Consumnes River College 
• Dominican University 
• Elon University 
• Emerson College 
• Iowa State University 
• New York University 
• North East Oklahoma State University. 
• Northeastern State University 
• Ohio University 
• Saint Cloude State University 
• Texas A&M 
• University of Akron 
• University of Colorado at Denver 
• University of Florida 
• University of Kansas 
• University of Missouri 
• University of New Haven 
• University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill 
• University of Oklahoma 
• University of South Dakota 
• University of Texas at San Antonio 
• Virginia Tech
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APPENDIX B 
SPOTS USED IN THE AD EXPERIMENT IN THE FOLLOWING ORDER 

First Ads Spots 

• Bush positive ad - Speaks on camera, Laura seats next to him, which child 
to pick first on 9/11 

• Kerry positive ad - I defended this country 

• Kerry negative ad - 10 million jobs 

• Bush negative ad - Taxing our economy 

• Kerry positive ad - Prescription drugs 

• Bush negative ad - Practical vs.  big government 

• Kerry negative ad - Wrong choices 

• RNC negative ad - Now Kerry promises (Intelligence budget reforms) 

• RNC positive ad - Agenda for America 

• DNC positive ad - Stronger (endorsement by Gen.  Merrill McPeak 

 
 

Second Ads Spots 

 
• Bush negative ad- After September 11 our world has changed. 

• Kerry negative ad – Clip of Bush from plane carrier with the “mission accomplished 
banner” 

• Bush positive ad – Homeland security and fighting terrorism 

• Kerry positive ad – Economy (creating jobs, helping small business, tax cuts, cutting down 
on dependence on middle east oil) 

• Independent positive ad – Pro Bush with Ashley’s story 

• DNC negative ad – Bush’s mistakes in Iraq 

• Bush negative ad – Kerry’s flip-flop on Iraq 
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• Independent (the Media Fund) negative ad – Connection between Bush’s family and Saudi 
Arabian oil business 

• Bush negative ad – Kerry’s issue on healthcare 

• DNC negative ad – Bush’s healthcare  
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APPENDIX C 
POLITICAL INFORMATION EFFICACY 

• I consider myself well-qualified to participate in politics 

• I think I am better informed about government and politics than most people 

• I feel that I have a pretty good understanding of the important political issues facing our 
country 

• If a friend asked me about the presidential election, I feel I would have enough information 
to help my friend figure out who to vote for 
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APPENDIX D 
POLITICAL CYNICISM 

• Vote has no influence on what politicians do 
• One never knows what politicians really think 
• People like me don’t have any say about what government does 
• Politicians and government seem complicated for a person like me 
• One can be confident politicians will always do right thing 
• Politicians often forget election promises after campaign 
• Politicians are more interested in power than what people think 
• One cannot always trust what politicians say 
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APPENDIX E 
MEDIA BIAS  

• News organizations, such as newspapers and television news, try to manipulate public 
opinion 

• News organizations often fail to get all of the facts straight. 

• News organizations often don't deal fairly with all sides of a political or social issue. 

• News organizations do a poor job of separating facts from opinions. 

• News organizations are concerned with the community's well-being. 

• News organizations watch out for my interests. 

• News organizations are concerned mainly about the public welfare. 



 

85 

APPENDIX F 
MEDIA CONSUMPTION  

• Level of media exposure of presidential campaign in past week 
• Level of talk with other people about presidential campaign in past week 
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