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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to observe the attitudes of
children toward political authority. The data from the current study
were compared to the data from similar investigations conducted in
1962 and 1973 in order to determine the direction and magnitude of
changes in children's political attitudes over time. 1In 1962, images
of the President were highly idealistic. Opinions of government were
also generally favorable. A precipitous drop to extremely negative
images of the President was recorded in 1973, presumably as a result
of Watergate. Attitudes toward the government also declined in 1973,
illustrating a possible spillover of negative affect from the image
of the President.

In this 1975 study, it was hypothesized that:

1. Affective images of the President weould remain at the
same low 1973 levels,

2., Attitudes toward government would also remain dramatically
lower than in 1962.

3. Children would demonstrate their ability to differentiate
between the President and the presidency by responding differently to
questions about the President, President Ford, and former-President
Nixon.

A paper-and-pencil questionnaire, with items similar to those
used in the 1962 and 1973 studies, was administered to each child in
grades four, five, and six of a private school in Williamsburg,
Virginia. The data revealed that images of the President were still
negative and significantly lower than in 1962; but also significantly
higher than in 1973. This improvement in attitudes toward the
President was not accompanied by a parallel rise in responses to
government. Opinions of govermnment remained as low as in 1973. The
evidence as to whether children differentiate between an individual
President and the office of the presidency was inconclusive.

The results suggest that the continual, gradual decline in
attitudes toward the government may be more important for the future
of the political system than the widely fluctuating image of the
President. It also appears that contemporary political stimuli,
including the incumbent President, play a more prominent role in the
political learning of children than suggested by some earlier
researchers.
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INTRODUCTION

Although of interest since the time of the Greeks, the actual
study of political socialization is more closely associated with
modern political and social developments. The growth of industrialism
and democracy, particularly during the 1800s, heightened social
theorists' awareness of and concern for the views and opinions of the
masses. It was recognized that social and political order depends
as much upon the mood of the people as on formal laws and elite
behavior. It is important, therefore, to explore the means by which
citizens acquire political beliefs and the consequences which these
orientations may have for the political system.

The term socialization refers to the process by which a person
comes to adopt the norms, values, attitudes, and beh;viors that are
accepted and practiced in his social milieu. 1In a stricter sense,
political socialization may be defined as ". . . those developmental
processes through which persons acquire political orientations and
patterns of behavior."2 As these descriptions imply, socialization

is an ongoing process that may take place throughout a person's

1Richard E. Dawson and Kenneth Prewitt, Political Socialization
(Boston, Massachusetts: Little, Brown and Co., 1969), pp. vii~viii,

2David Easton and Jack Dennis, Children in the Political
System: Origins of Political Legitimacy (New York: NMecGraw-Hill Book
Co., 1969), p. 7. Hereafter cited asChildren in the Political System.

2



lifetime. The process also provides a mechanism by which knowledge
is passed from generation to genmeration. It is commonly held that
.some form of socialization is essential to the long~term maintenance
of any political system. The basic theoretical significance of the

study of political socialization, then, lies in the contribution
it may make to the understanding of how political systems are able

to endure.

Since political socialization is a continuous process, it
follows that cne may study its effects and principles at any point
in the life of the individual. The study of children, however,
appears to be a particularly attractive point of investigation.
Political philosophers from Plato toRousseau have given some
attention to early political education, and childhood has. always been
regarded as perhaps the most formative period of human development.
To be sure, adult experiences are often vivid and significant,
yet the conscicus and subconscious lessons learned and attitudes
acquired in early life appear to be powerful instruments in molding

future character and coloring many adult perceptions. In any

3David Easton and Jack Dennis, "The Child's Image of
Government,' in Learning about Politics: A Reader in Political
Socialization, ed. Roberta S. Sigel (New York: Random House, 1970),
pp. 31-39 [ see especially p. 31 ] (hereafter cited as Easton and
Dennis, Learning about Politics).

4The works of these thinkers are well known. For general source
see, e.g., Dr. Gez Engelman, Political Philosophy from Plato to Jeremy
Bentham, trans. by Karl Frederick Geiser (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1927); and John A, Stoops, Philosophy and Education in
Western Civilization (Danville, Illinois: 1Interstate, 1971).




developmental scheme, one must be mindful of the past if the present
is toc be effectively understood. 1t is reasonable, therefore, to

suspect that the origins of adult political behavior and feelings of
legitimacy may be found in the earliest stages of political
awareness.,

This paper will attempt to explore the roots of political
support and legitimacy by surveying the attitudes and reactions of
young children in an American grade school. Studies have shown that
by the time these children finish their primary education they will
have acquired a wide battery of political orientations.5 It is also
known that the American child's first link with government is
through an awareness of certaip authority figures, most prominently
the President. The persistent finding has been that children view

 the President in highly idealistic terms as benevolent, protective,
and powerful.6 This positive affect toward the figure of the
President is believed by some to generalize in time to the political
system as a whole.7 Research conducted by Arterton in 1273, however,

seems to indicate that events surrounding the Watergate scandals

5Joseph Adelson and Robert P. O0'Neill, "Growth of Political
Ideas in Adolescence: The Sense of Community,'" in Learning about
Politics: A Reader in Political Socialization, ed. Roberta S. Sigel
(New York: Random House, 1970), pp. 50-61 [ on this point, see p. 50 ]
(hereafter cited as Adelson and 0'Neill, "Growth of Political Ideas'").

6F. Christopher Arterton, '"The Impact of Watergate on
Children's Attitudes toward Political Authority," Political Science
uarterly, 89 (June 1974): 269-88 [ see especially pp. Z276-81 ]
iEe f

reafter cited as Arterton, '"Impact of Watergate'').

7Ibid.



have led to a significant change in children's images of the
President to a largely negative view.8 Furthermore, Arterton's
data seem to indicate that there has been a smaller significant
spill-over to other authority figures and the government in general.
In an effort to reproduce these findings, the present study
will address itself to several questions relating to children's
political attitudes and the impact of Watergate on these attitudes:
Did Watergate have a damaging effect on children's attitudes
toward authority?
Were these permanent effects on the way children think about
the President and government, or was the damage relatively temporary?
With the passing of time and the swearing in of a new President
will we see affect return to the previous high levels?
The answers to these questions may aid in determining if children's
attitudes are stable encugh to serve as the bases for adult orien-
tations, or fairly shallow and superficial reactions to political
events.
Before turning to these questions, however, it may be helpful
to the overall understanding to explore some background material in
the area. Particulariy relevant are some preliminary thoughts on the

nature of the socialization process, the psychology of learning, and

theories of political socialization.

Ibid.

Ibid.



Socialization

There is one conception of political socialization which is
that it involves more than acquiring the appropriate knowledge about
A . . 10 . .
the political environment of a society. it also requires that to
‘be truly effective the individual must internalize values so that he
sincerely believes them to be just, right, and moral. The process,
therefore, calls for affective commitment as well as cognitive skills.
The goal of political socialization, insofar as it is a consciously
planned activity or a "system maintenance' strategy, is to train
. ‘s ) . 11 P
effective citizens along these two dimensions. The definition of
an effective citizen may vary among different systems, but in
general it will be one who internalizes the appropriate political
norms and transfers them to future generations.
In actuality, of course, socialization occurs unconsciously
for most people and is usually incidental to other types of
. . . . 12 . ;
experiences and learning situations. Although deliberate indoc-
trination may take place, as in propaganda, national holidays, and
government classes, most political socialization is more subtle. The

methods are not coercive and the individuals are not resistant. The

1OEaston and Dennis, Children in the Political System, p. 87.

11William C. Mitchell, Sociological Analysis and Politics: The
Theories of Talcott Parsons (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-

Hall, 1967), pp. 125-33.

12Roberta S. Sigel, ed., Learning about Politics: A Reader in
Political Socialization (New York: Random House, 1970), pp. xii-xiii
(hereafter cited as Sigel, Learning about Politics). '




child born into the system experiences the culture through his con-
tact with people and institutions naturally engaged in the practic
of norms and roles. These behaviors are transmitted largely by
example and observation., In this respect, early peclitical social-
ization is different from childhood socialization in general. The
young child disciplined to share his toys is being forced to curb
activity that he feels is desirable, and the situation may readily
produce conflict between the socializer and the socialized. But the
child who is told at home and in school of the virtues and advantages
of voting and majority rule will likely encounter little or no
resistance from previously acquired contrary beliefs or feelings.1
It would be an oversimplification, however, to characterize
the process of political socialization as a smooth and fixed pattern
.in which the same values are transmitted in the same ways from
generation to generation.14 Considering the large and varied number
of socializing agents in society, it is not difficult to imagine that
the individual will inevitably receive some discordant stimuli. The
rapid social and technological changes common in the world of today
make some values and behaviors obsolete with dizzying speed. The
tension, change, and éonflict that is part of life is also part of
socialization. Even so, successful systems are able to maintain

relatively stable procedures. The recurring and basic assumption of

13Ibid., p. xiii.

141014,



all studies of pclitical socialization is that some form of social-
ization to essential roles and values is in fact fundamental to

political stability and legitimacy.

Learning and Development

Despite the fact that political socialization generally has
been conceived as a learning process, comparatively little systematic
study has been devoted to improving the understanding of the actual
procedure by which political attitudes and orientations are acquired.
This omission is not vital here, however, since the main interest at
this point is in the consequences of what is learned for the political
system. Still, any full understanding of how political attitudes
are acquired must attempt to identify the relevant aspects of the
learning process.

Learning may be defined as a relatively permanent modification
of behavior as a result of experience or practice. There are two
specific types cf learning which seem to have special significance for
political socialization, namely, imitation and identification.
Imitation is the copying or modeling of the behavior of others.
Identification normally involves more than imitation in that the indi-

vidual actually incorporates into his own value system the feelings

Lipia., p. 3.

16Joseph Church and L. Joseph Stone, Childhood and Adolescence:

A Psychology of the Growing Person (New York: Random House, 1968),
pp. l164-74.




9
and beliefs of others. Both these learning processes may be mctivated
by a variety of forces--such as admiration, approval, or status--and
also proceed subconsciously,

Along with basic skills like reading and writing, a child
gains knowledge of the political system and its institutions,
processes, and principles. This activity involves the formation of
such ideas as democracy, political parties, and elections. As these
ideas become clear, they form a framework for accumulating knowledge
about the political system. But the ability to handle such abstrac-
tions is preceded by the mastery of simpler notions. Studies have
shown that very young children often lack the ability to use general
concepts, such as community welfare, to evaluate specific problems.17
This faculty is, however, well developed by adolescence. It is
thought that young children are essentially egocentric.18 it takes
time to think in sociocentric terms. According to Adelson and
O'Neill, the largest gain in this process occurs between the ages of
eleven and thirteen. By adolescence, the process is virtually
ccmplete.,

Easton and Dennis have argued that children's notions of

government increase in complexity and abstraction as they mature.

17)delson and 0'Neill, "Growth of Political Ideas," pp. 62-63.
18Ibid., p. 64.

ypia.

20

Easton and Dennis, Children in the Political System, pp. 127-28.
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The child first becomes aware of govermment through the recogniticn
of certain salient figures of authority, such as policemen and the
President. Gradually, he learns to distinguish principles and
institutions independent of the office holders. The implication is
that the chiid's understanding of political phenomena is closely
linked to stages of cognitive development, and that the young child's
initially naive impression of pelitical institutions and events is
fairly complex by the time he reaches adolescence.

As stated, however, political socialization involves more
than the accumulation of cognitive skills. The individual must
also accept what he has learned as gonod and proper and incorporate
it into his own system of beliefs. He must acquire an affective
preference for the values and behaviors deemed appropriate in his
society. The effectiveness of political socialization depends largely
on the extent to which the individual internalizes the system norms.
In the United States, for example, it seems reasonable to assume that
few candidates who had internalized the principles of majority rule
and free elections would resort to violence to reverse the results of
an unsuccessful campaign, whereas the same might not be true in a
culture less thoroughly committed to this particular system of

values.

21Sigel, Learning about Politics, p. 10.
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Theories of Political Socialization

From a thecretical standpoint, the study of socialization
may be approached from a number of perspectives. ZEaston and Dennis
provide three possibilities: A general theory of socialization, a
theory of political socialization, and a political theory of
political socialization.22 A general theory of socialization would
attempt to describe and explain in broad compass the ways in which
socialization occurs in all facets of society. Such a theory, say
Easton and Dennis, may be of use to political scientists at some
future date. At this point, it could only distract researchers from
their major interest in political phenomena.

Political socialization theory would be concerned specifi-
cally with how the socialization process operates in the political
world. Already something is known about the relationship of political
socialization and such agents as the family, the peer group, and
certain institutions. It appears, for example, that childhood 1is
the period for acquiring basic orientations and diffuse political
support which will influence adults in specific policy decisions.
Political scientists are still waiting, however, for empirical
evidence to substantiate this and other longitudinal relationships.
Until the actual effects of early socialization can be demonstrated

in the adult, no truly satisfactory theory of pclitical socialization

22Easton and Dennis, Children in the Political System, pp. 18-19.
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can be developed.

As a third alternative, Easton and Dennis offer what they
call a political theory of political socialization. Before it is
possible to construct a relevant theory of political socialization or
a general theory of socialization, it is necessary to establish that
political socialization does in fact play an important part in the
political system. Easton and Dennis propose a systems-persistence
function as the primary role of political socialization.23 Although
it is recognized that systems theory, as such, cannot be called a true
theory, the conceptual framework it provides may be valuable in
examining the relation of political socialization to the system as
a whole. Despite the lack of general agreement as to which variables
and functions should be included in the systems model, the persistence
of the system itself would seem to be a matter of undeniable and
universal concern. Within this context, political socialization is
seen as an essential element in generating support and legitimacy
and, therefore, closely associated with stability and persistence.

There are limits, however, to the systems framework and the
particular concept of political socialization thus far presented. If
one presumes the presence of some preexisting structure for which
the socialized individual is being groomed, the model may lead to
the formulation of judgments as to the adequacy of the process for

training persons to assume static roles. A view of the process as one

231bid., pp. 48-49.
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designed solely to perpetuate the existing regime may thus result in

-a conservative bias. To avoid this, one may turn to a neutral con-

ception of political socialization as strictly the ". . . acquisition
. . . . n2b .

of political orientations and patterns of behavior, . . . without

regard to the appropriateness of the results of the system. Such a

view allows one to concentrate on the consequences of political

socialization, whether they be for strict conformity, general

stability, or drastic change.

Perspectives of the Present Study

This study, then, is an attempt to explore the importance of
the impact of political socialization on the political system,
“. . . free of preconceptions about what the consequences should be."25
The question most fundamental to this inquiry concerns the stability
and longevity of the political attitudes and images of children. If
these perceptions are shown to be durable, the results may support
the widely accepted contention that early political images channel
and form later adult attitudes of support and legitimacy. If,
however, one finds that children's political views are subject to rela-
tively large and rapid fluctuations, one may question whether these

attitudes are suitable foundations for the develcopment of long-term

orientations.

241bid., p. 42.

251pbid.



CHAPTER I

A REVIEW OF SOME RELEVANT STUDIES IN

POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION

A systems persistence model favoring neither change nor
stability offers one possible theoretical significance of studies in
political socialization. There is cone condition of persistence which
is the capacity of the system to mobilize at least a minimum of
support. A substantial amount of recent empirical research has been
dedicated to seeking the roots of adult feelings of legitimacy and
support in the political orientations of children. By this time, it
is well documented that children acquire a reservoir of politicail
beliefs very early in 1ife.26 Before considering the relationship of
childhood orientations to adult behavior, it is important that the
discipline answer several questions about the nature of these early
political attitudes: At what stage of life do members of a society
first become capable of forming meaningful political opinions? At
what points in the system does the child make his initial choice
with government and to what sorts of stimuli does he react in forming

his beliefs? What kinds of perceptions does the child have of the

26David Easton and Jack Dennis, Children in the Political
System: Origins of Political Legitimacy (New York: McGraw-Hill Book

Co., 1969), p. &.

14
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various elements of the political system that he encounters?27 The
works cited in this section represent the attempts of earlier
researchers to deal with these and similar questions. The present
study is built upon the findings, methods, and assumptions of these
earlier investigations. A relatively brief survey of the findings of
previous studies of childhood political socialization is therefore
necessary to develop the conceptual and empirical framework in which
the particular hypotheses of the present study will become meaningful.

Before reviewing this literature, however, one should
recognize the existence of several theories that would deemphasize
altogether the role of childhood socialization in the development of
adult political attitudes. Easton and Dennis refer to these groups

' and the "state

as the "personality school,' the "proximity theorists,’
of readiness" theorists.28 The personality school views childhood
‘as a period in which only prepolitical personality takes shape.
Authentic political reactions come later in life, although they may
then be affected by basic personality traits. According to the
proximity theorists, children do learn something about politics, but
what is learned later in life eclipses any earlier experiences. 1In
adulthood, recent events are most vivid and ;herefore decisive in

affecting attitudes. The state of readiness theory asserts that

children are not capable of absorbing much in the way of significant

27Ibid., pp. 73-74.

281bid., pp. 66-67.
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political knowledge or beliefs until they reach certain critical
levels of develbpment. Children who have not reached the readiness
stage show little interest in politics and so it follows that they
cannot be deeply affected.

Easton and Dennis argue that these three viewpoints all share
a common, and somewiiat narrow, cdnception of politics. They consider
only those aspects of the political world described by such terms
as allocative, partisan, controversial, competitive, or active. It
is only natural to expect older citizens to be better informed and
sophisticated in these matters. Researchers working with children
acknowledge that the political awareness of their subjects, while
certainly evident, is relatively shallow and general. But to
concentrate only on the level and complexity of cognitive processes
seems to rob the term politics of some of its richness,

According to Easton and Dennis, system politics refers to
". . . all those behaviors and orientations relevant for the per-
sistence of some kind of system."29 This more complete conception
of politics increases the plausibility of a theory that posits direct
political socialization which occurs in childhood. 1If it can be
shown that children begin to acquire orientations important to the
political system it will be reasonable to conclude that important

political socialization does take place in‘childhood.30

291bid., p. 86.

30Ibid.
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Supportive Evidence

In recent years, political socialization has beesn the subject
of a growing body of empirical research. An early contributor in
this field was Greenstein. In a paper published in 1960, Greenstein
reported the findings of his research involving children in grades
four through eight of certain public and private schools in New
Haven, Connecticut.31 Greenstein's purpose was to consider the
aspect of childhood development that dealt with the origins of
attitudes toward political figures and the possible ways that these
attitudes may affect adult responses. He suggested that orientations
acquired early in life and tied to "intimate group experiences"
should have strong effects on later adult behavior.32

Comparing his data with adult responses, Greenstein found that
the children were much more sympathetic to political leaders and
toward politics in general. Images held by the children were
extremely positive, especially for such qualities as '"benignancy."

Greenstein's work was important in demonstrating that children
do, in fact,vhave some political awareness and begin to form certain

political attitudes at a very early age. It also led to focusing on

31Fred I. Greenstein, "The Benevolent Leader: Children's
Images of Political Authority," American Political Science Review 54,
4 (December 1960): 934-43,

32

Ibid., p. 942.

331pid., p. 940.
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figures of authority as the most salient objects of childhood
experiences. It is important to note that the survey items used
measured two dimensions of the authority image; cognitive perceptions,
which are not necessarily accurate or specific by adult standards,
and affective attitudes, beliefs, judgments, and feelings.

Building upon the Greenstein study, researchers from the
University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois, of whom Easton and Hess
were the principle investigators, undertook an expansive project in
1962.34 Easton and Hess intended to probe what they saw as the
origins of support for the American political system. They sought
to discover the ways in which children make contact with the
government, particularly as this contact is made through prominent
figures of political authority. They viewed this association, and
the attitudes it generated, as a central phenomena in any ongoing
system. Specifically, the 1962 study was designed to discover those
figures and institutions of political authority that the child first
identifies, how he perceives them, and how he feels about them.3

The data from the 1962 study were drawn from a national

sample of public school children in grades two through eight., The

test instrument was a pencil-and-paper questionnaire administered in

34'I‘he results of this study are reported and discussed in
Easton and Dennis, Children in the Political System. This 1962 research
and a study done by F. Christopher Arterton in 1973 provide the
specific background and impetus for the present study.

35Easton and Dennis, Children in the Political System, p. 106.
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regular classrooms under the direction of a project staff member.
The test items were designed to measure a number of variables
including socioeconomic status, levels of political information and
cynicism, and cognitive and affective perceptions of authority
figures and government in general.

Results of the survey showed that children early acquire
political orientations and begin to form noticns about government.
The child sees government as right, good, protective, and helpful.

It appears, also, that the child first views government as composed
©of certain individuals such as policemen, politicians, and the
President. Among these, it is the President who is the object of the
child's earliest awareness, and this initial contact is charged with
positive, supportive feelings.37 Easton reports that ". . . In all
our testing and interviewing, we were unable to find a child who did
not express the highest esteem fer the President.”38 The President
was nighly idealized and characterized by such virtues as wisdom,
benevolence, power, trustworthiness, and exemplary leadership. There
was virtually no criticism, mistrust, or indifference registered
against the chief executive. Even those children whose responses

ranked lowest on the scales had positive evaluations.

301bid., pp. 420-25.

371bid., pp. 137-40.

381pid., p. 177.

391bid., p. 17s.
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Easton and Dennis interpreted this data to mean that children
respond to the political system through the figure that, for them,
best represents it, the President. The acceptance of this symbol of
government appears to come long before the actual comprehension of the
institutions, processes, and principles that surround the office of
the Presidency. The major significance of these findings is in
Easton and Dennis's hypothesis that the early positive image of the
President flows naturally and directly into support for the general
structure of political authority. This generalization of positive
affect is expected to have lasting consequences for the legitimacy
of the political system.40 For convenience, this view of political
gocialization will be referred to here as the Easton-Dennis, or
System Persistence model.

A question arises as to what a child reacts to when asked
about the President. Dces he respond to qualities he sees in the
incumbent himself, or does he answer according to characteristics he
associates with the role or office of the presidency? Easton and
Dennis admit that they have no decisive proof either way, but
interpret their evidence to suggest that the child reacts to the
Presidential role and views the occupant as a symbol of all
Presidents.41 This assumption that children do not distinguish

between the man and the office is crucial for Easton and Dennis in

“C1yia., p. 207.

411bid., p. 194.
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establishing the relationship between the child's image of the
President and his attitudes toward the rest of the political system.
The nature of this link is explained in another hypothesis of the
Easton-Dennis model:

. . . Those children who begin to develop positive feelings
toward political authorities will tend to grow into adults who
will be less easily disenchanted with the system than those
who early acquire negative, hostile sentiments.

It is evident that Easton and Dennis expect the political acquisitions
of childhood to be relatively long-lasting and durable. They do not
say that these early orientations will always withstand the effects of
later experiences, or that it is impossible to dilute or overshadow
them. They do suggest that childhood sentiments are not easily
dislodged or modified; that they remain latent, underlying influences
of adult attitudes,

It would be hard to overstate the importance of the implica-
tions of the argument that adult perceptions of legitimacy derive
mainly from the early tendency to idealize the President.43 From
about the sixth grade onward, children rapidly gain knowledge of the
political system, They learn to differentiate between the role of the

presidency and the particular man holding office. Presidents receive

less favorable ratings on personal qualities, while items representing

421414, , p. 106.

43F. Christopher Arterton, '"The Impact of Watergate on
Children's Attitudes toward Political Authority," Polltlcal Science

Quarterly, 89 (June 1974): 270.
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7
. . . . 44 .
role performance maintain or increase their scores. As the child

grows older, his image of the President becomes increasingly political
in terms of awareness of issues and policy decisions. The child's
perception of such political events and realities may still be fairly
shallow, but he is not ignorant of the major political concerns of
the time. Sigel maintains that the image of the President that
emerges is not merxely symbolic, but is ". . . politically differ-
entiated and somewhat issue oriented."45 Children begin to view the
President as a political figure and are not attached only because
they consider him their "bemevolent leader."

Nevertheless, Easton and Dennis argue that a diverse sense of
legitimacy and support continues to emanate from earlier idealization
of the President.

Even though the older child may see authority in more critical
terms, early idealization may create latent feelings that are hard
to undo or shake off. This is the major csigunificance of the first
bond to the system through the Presidency. The positive feelings
generated there can be expected to have lasting consequences.

In 1973, Arterton published an article titled '"Tha Impact of

44Robert D. Hess and David Easton, "The Child's Changing Image
of the President," Public Opinion Quarterly 14 (Winter 1960): 639.

45Roberta Sigel, "Image of a President: Some Insights into
the Political View of School Children,'" American Political Science
Review 62, 1 (March 1968): 218.

46

Ibid., p. 226.

47Easton and Dennis, Children in the Political System, p. 207.
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Watergate on Children's Attitudes toward Political Authority."48 The
primary question of the study was whether the revelations of the
Watergate crisis shattered the idealistic view children previously
held of the President.

There were several objectives associated with Arterton's
research. Among these, one was to determine if the pervasive findings
of idealization could be altered by actual political events. There
is some evidence that the children of certain subgroups do not
share in the general idealization of the President. Jaros, Hirsch,
and Fleron, for example, studied children in the Appalachian region
of eastern Kentucky, an area that may be classified as a subculture
in view of its poverty, isolation, and the extent by which local
cultural norms differ from the dominant, standard culture in the
Uni;ed States.49 In their survey of public school children in grades
five through eight, Jaros and his associates found dramatically 1less
favorable attitudes toward the President than had been reported in
studies which drew their samples largely from middle class areas,

A question remained as to the nature of the unfavorable

attitudes found by Jaros and his associates. Were these attitudes
limited to pockets of the population because of the radically dif-

ferent cultural, social, and family environments found in those areas,

48Arterton, "Impact of Watergate," pp. 269-88.

49Dean Jaros, Herbert Hirsch, and Frederic J. Fleron, Jr., "The
Malevolent Leader: Political Socialization in an American Subculture,"
in Learning about Politics, ed. Roberta S. Sigel (New York: Random
House, 1970), pp. 343-49.
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in which case these attitudes would be relatively impervious to the
influence of contemporary events? Or, can attitudes be affected by
dramatic pclitical episodes that involve the entire nation?
Arterton expected to discuss this question in assessing the long-
range effects Watergate might have on the political system. If
current events are capable of changing basic orientations, then, by
Easton and Dennis's reasoning, at least one generation's view of
the legitimacy of political authority may be in jeopardy.

Arterton administered questionnaires to children in grades
three, four, and five of the public school system in a high socio-
economic status suburb of Bostcn, Massachusetts. For purposes of
comparison, many of the test items were replicated from the 1962
national study of Easton and Hess, including measures of general
affect toward government and the President, the father, the police-
‘man, and the politician. Arterton then juxtaposed his results
with the data collected in 1962 and found that:

In the fall of 1973, children express attitudes toward the
President of the United States that are not only much less
positive, as has been found before only in certain population
subgroups, but can more accurately be described as wholly
negative., The once benevolent leader has been transformed into
the malevolent leader by the impact of current events; and there

can be little doubt that these children have come to view the
President as a figure to be strenuously rejected.52

5OArterton, "Impact of Watergate," p. 271.

2libid., p. 272.

52Ibid.



25

Arterton also noticed a''spillover" of antagonism from the
affective assessments of the President to those items measuring such
performance capabilities as power and leadership. Even though these
items were scored less positively than in 1962, however, the
performance component of the President's image remained fairly high.53
Finally, the children responded with cynicism and rejection to other
aspects of the political system as well., The data indicated a
drop in attitudes toward the government in general. This drop was
smaller than the decline in the image of the President, but still
significant.54

Arterton considered several explanations for the change in
~attitudes between the 1962 and 1973 studies. The magnitude of the
difference in ratings of the President between the two studies
allowed Arterton to reject the notion that the discrepancy was due
‘to differences in the respective samples.55 The 1962 study drew a
national saméle of a wide range of socioceconomic levels, while the
1973 cample was taken from an upper-income community in Boston. But
differences due to socioeconcmic class reported by Easton and Dennis

amounted to only about 4 percent or 5 percent.56 This bias may be

53Ibid., pp. 274-75.

54Ibid.

5Easton and Dennis report that, in the 1962 study, upper-class
children tended to react less favorably to the President. Easton and
Dennis, Children in the Political System, pp. 342-49,

56
Ibid., pp. 342-46.
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considered a minor issue in accounting for the massive swing in
attitudes observed when the data from 1973 are compared to the 1962
1evels.57

Another alternative was that the widespread and extensive

coverage of the Watergate events accelerated the socialization
process so that the normally gradual awakening of political cynicism
was projected to an earlier age. Arterton dismissed this objection
by observing that, unlike in 1962, the 1973 children in all grades
rejected the President as an appropriate affect symboli. The older
children in the 1962 study, though more knowledgeable and cynical
than the younger children, still held the President in high esteem.
This indicates that in order for the younger children in 1973 to
reject the President, something more than an earlier cognition of
political reality must have taken place. Arterton argues that:

. « « the responses of children in 1973 indicate an entirely
different experience in political socialization from the reports
of earlier studies. Political events, and indeed the President
himself, do become important variables in the socialization
equation, and their present impact should give us cause for
greater concern. The President is viewed as truly malevolent,
undependable, untrustworthy, and yet powerful and dangerous.

If the President is the image of political authority and the
central mechanism for building diffuse support of the political
system, as Easton and Dennis argue, then for this generation
of children, conceptions of authority and the political system

which they underpin will be markedly different.58

The 1973 data, however, provide an alternate outlook since

57Arterton, "Impact of Watergate," p. 271.

3814id., pp. 285-86.
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they also challenge several major aspects of Easton and Dennis's
model of political socialization. One of Easton and Dennis's basic
assumptions is that children are unable to differentiate between
the President as an individual and the role of the presidency. This
proposition may be questioned in light of the marked differentiation
Arterton found between affective responses and perceptions of

performance variables,

3

Easton and Dennis also propose a "vulnerability" hypothesis.
According to this idea, when the child is confronted with an over-
whelmingly powerful authority, such as the President, he may
experience anxiety and feelings of helplessness. As a defense mech-
anism, then, the child may come to idealize that authority and
thereby reduce his anxiety. In 1973, children still viewed the
President as a powerful figure. The vulnerability hypothesis would
.predict that affective levels would also be high, as a means of
allaying fear and anxiety. In fact, Arterton found that affective
reactions were drastically low.

Another problem for Easton and Dennis is their suggestion that
idealization of the President may be a transference of attitudes
toward the father.eol Arterton found no support for this hypothesis.

His data revealed no noticeable difference between 1962 and 1973

ratings of the father on any of the items which measured significant

59Easton and Dennis, Children in the Political System, p. 205.
60

Ibid., p. 372.
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changes in attitudes toward the President. Arterton did note, however,
the likely possibility that:

. « o parents have explicitly commented on current events,
thereby designating the present occupant as an inappropriate
model for either transference or identification. But, if these
hypotheses lose their inevitability which has been tied to the
power of the Presidency, they also lose their explanatory power,
for they then lead to the proposition that children idealize
only ideal authority figures.61l

Another Approach

Thus far, political socialization in general, and the data from
the 1962 and 1973 studies in particular, have been analyzed primarily
in terms derived from the Easton-Dennis model of political social-
ization. An alternate explanation for the change in children's
attitudes between 1962 and 1973 may be drawn from the moral development
work of.Kohlberg.62 The hypotheses derived from Kohlberg will be
referred to as the Developmental model.

Kohlberg identifies t@ree levels in the development of moral
thinking. Each level is composed of two stages. The first level of
development has been termed ''preconventional moral thinking."

Children aged six to ten would probably fall in the first stage of this
level., Stage one is described by Kohlberg as:

Orientation toward punishment and unquestioning deference to

61Arterton, "Impact of Watergate," p. 287.

2Lawrence Kohlberg, 'Development of Moral Character and Moral
Ideology," in Review of Child Development Research, ed. Martin L.
Hoffman and Lois Wladis Hoffman (New York: Russel Sage Foundation,
1964), pp. 383-432,
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superior power. The physical consequences of action regardless
of their human meaning or value determine its goodness or
badness.63

For our purposes, the most significant hypothesis to be
derived from this formulation is that children in the first stage of
moral development evaluate actions and actors as either "good" or
"bad.!" Because of his rudimentary thinking processes, the child is
unable to make moral judgments except in terms of these two extremes.
There is no grey area in between, a person or action is either
totally good or totally bad. This view may be applied to an
explanation of the shift in children's attitudes toward the President
from 1962 to 1973. The earlier study was conducted at a time when
the President was viewed as a morally good authority figure, Having
made this judgment, children described the President in extremely
glowing and highly idealistic terms on all measures. But in 1973,
"as a result of Watergate, the President was seen as bad, and reactions
to him were almost totally negative. As expected from a Kohlberg
derived explanation, attitudes shifted dramatically from one extreme
to the other in response to children's black-and-white thinking on
moral issues.

The present study provides an opportunity to test this expla-
nation further. At the time of this 1975 study, the bad President

gone and a new and untainted man was on the job. The new President

63Lawrence Kohlberg, "The Child as Moral Philosopher,"
Psychology Today, 1, 4 (September 1968): 26.
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was accepted as honest and sincere, and once again a suitably positive
moral symbol. Children should see this President as good; and since
children make only black~-and-white moral judgments, this view should
result in-another reversal in attitudes, this time from totally bad
to totally good. In short, the Developmental model predicts that
attitudes measured in 1975 should attain the same high levels recorded
in 1962, since at both times the President was seen as good. The
opposite and extremely negative attitudes of 1973 are explained by
the fact that at that time children viewed the President as totally
bad.

If the Kohlberg derived Developmental model is correct, it
raises doubts as to whether long-term feelings of political
legitimacy could originate in & cognitive structure susceptible to
such rapid and wide variation. It would appear more likely that the
1962 and 1973 studies have measured relatively short range cognitions
rather than basic attitudes; and that these cognitions are not by
nature suited to the formation of fairly permanent orientations. This
result would offer a much more optimistic future, following Watergate,
for the political system than proceeds from the Easton-Dennis model.
The rapid shifts in attitudes would appear much as a ". . . surface
manifestation of an underlying process which will in the long run

produce much the same results as would have occurred in the absence of

6Z’Arterton, "Impact of Watergate," p. 287.
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A problem arises, however, in accounting for the decline in
general affect toward government found in Arterton's 1973 study.
From the Kohlberg derived model, one would have expected either nc
change in attitudes, or the same large shift seen in presidential
ratings. Arterton suggests that the legitimacy of the political
system has been eroded by political events and that this moderate
deterioration may represent a more serious concern for stability
than the more dramatic changes in attitudes toward the President.66

The 1973 study suggested that current political events can
have an effect on the political beliefs of children. It seems
reasonable, then, to consider the incumbent as a relevant variable
in determining children's attitudes toward the President. Arterton
-did not find that children automatically idealize all powerful
authority, and the ultimate relationship of children's attitudes,
whatever their nature or direction, to adult political behavior has
yet to be defined empirically. Still, the 1962 and 1973 studies
provide an opportunity to research the question of whether the
instfuments used in those studies measured a relatively temporary and
superficial reaction to political events, or a fundamental change in
the developmental dynamic.

The present study is a survey of children's attitudes toward

651pid., p. 288.

661bid., p. 287.
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government and figures of political ‘authority in the aftermath of
the damaging effects of the Watergate crisis. The methods and test
instrument used cleosely followed the pattern established by the 1962
and 1973 studies., The data. collected were compared to the results
obtained in the previous years and one of two attitudes patterns was
anticipated. If the data showed that affect toward the President
has remained negative, the Easton-Dennis hypothesis that children's
images form the basis for long-term orientations may be supported.
The shift in attitudes from 1962 to 1973 will be explained with
serious implications for the legitimacy of political authority in
at least the next generation. If, however, th¢ data indicated a
rapid turnaround in attitudes to pre¥Watergate levels of positive
assessments of the President, the explanation offered by the

Developmental model would appear more satisfactory.

Recent Developments

Since Arterton's 1973 findings, several other relevant studies
have been conducted. Of these works, two provide particularly strong
confirmation of Arterton's results. Hartwig and Tidmarch replicated

Easton and Hess type items in upstate New York in June 1974.67 They

7Frederick Hartwig and Charles Tidmarch, "Children and
Political Reality: Changing Images of the President,'" paper presented
to the annual meeting of the Southern Political Science Association,
New Orleans, Louisiana, 7-9 November 1974, cited by F. Christopher
Arterton, "The Continuing Impact of Watergate on Children's Attitudes
toward Political Authority," paper presented to the 33rd annual meeting
of Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, 1-3 May 1975, p. 2.
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found data generally very similar to Arterton's and reported that the
children they questioned were ". . . disposed‘to view the President as
a malevolent, rather undependable, and marginally efficacious political
figure."68

They also complemented Arterton's sample on the matter of
socioeconomic status. Arterton's sample was drawn from a relatively
high socioeconomic status neighborhood, but Hartwig and Tidmarch
reported that children from working class families tend to be even
less favorable in their image of the President. Arterton sees this
as support for the conclusion that negative feelings may be true for
all children.69

Joslyn of Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, also repli-
cated Easton and Hess items in upstate New York during the fall and
winter of 1973 to 1974.70 Joseyn found a decline in attitudes in
the seventh and eighth grades. Although this change was not as
dramatic as that found by Arterton in the third through fifth
grades, the patterns of responses were similar. Both studies

showed a substantial decline since 1962, negative assessments of

68Ibid.

69F. Christopher Arterton, "The Continuing Impact of Watergate
on Children's Attitudes toward Political Authority," paper presented to
the 33rd annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association,
Chicago, 1-3 May 1975, p. 2 (hereafter cited as Arterton, '"Continuing
Impact of Watergate).

70Richard A. Joslyn, "Adolescent Attitudes toward the Political
Process: Political Learning in the Midst of Turmoil," unpublished
manuscript, Cornell University, cited by F. Christopher Arterton, "The
Impact of Watergate on Children's Attitudes toward Political Authority,"
Political Science Quarterly, 89 (June 1974): 270.
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the President on affective scales, and mixed views on presidential-
performance ratings.

In their study of ''Watergate and the Benevolent Leader,"”
Hershey and Hill explored the concept of the benevolent leader--how
it has been measured, what it means for the individual and the
political system, theories of how it is acquired, and changes in the
image before and after Watergate.71 Hershey and Hill explained three
theories of the source of the belief in presidential benevolence:
Psychodynamic theories, cognitive-developmental theory, and social
learning theory.

Much of the Easton-Dennis model utilizes the psychodynamic
approach, which has been strongly influenced by Freudian concepts.
The vulnerability hypothesis mentioned earlier, as well as the notion
-that attitudes toward political authority are generalized from
parental relations are examples of psychodynamic thinking. Arterton,
among others, has found fault with both of these ideas. In any case,
the view that early childhood experiences can have deep and lasting
effects on an individual is typical of the Freudian impact on the
study of political socialization.

Cognitive-developmental theorists, of whom Kohlberg is a good
example, propose that children's political images are largely deter-

mined by their basic cognitive capabilities. Individuals progress

71Marjorie Randon Hershey and David B. Hill, "Watergate and the
Benevolent Leader,'" paper presented to the 33rd annual meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, 1-3 May 1975.
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through a number of stages, each stage characterized by a different
level and mode of thinking. Children's attitudes, therefore, may not
be of lasting significance unless they have reached a certain criticsl
period in their development when their cognitive apparatus is able

to assimilate the knowledge properly.

Social learning theory holds that children learn according to
the stimuli and reinforcement they receive from their environment.
According to these theorists, children would perceive a benevolent
leader if they received favorable information about the President
from the people and institutions around them,

Hershey and Hill examined the types of children that were most
likely to perceive a benevolent leader, the sources c¢f their percep-
tions, and the generalization into feelings of attachment to the
poelitical system. Their data were collected from a survey of Florida
public school students in grades two through twelve. The study was
conducted in late 1973 and early 1974 and used a series of Easton and
Hess items. Findings revealed that while the belief in 2 responsive
President was less common than in earlier studies, fourth and fifth
graders still showed signs of the benevolent leader image. The
association between presidential affect and positive feelings about
the political system were found to be weak. The authors concluded that.
their data lent themselves most readily to a social learning approach
to political socialization. This view will arise in later discussions
and will be referred to as the Current Events model.

Greenstein used open-ended questions to find a decrease in
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positive imagery toward the President and an increase in negative
reactions between 1970 and 1973.72 In Greenstein's study, positive
responses fell from 56 percent tc 45 percent, and unfavorable
assessments rose from 1 percent to 7 percent. These changes were not
as marked as those found in studies using the typical close-ended
Easton and Hess,

In the winter and spring of 1974, Lupfer and Kenny replicated
Greenstein's open-ended format.73 Their data, collected from children
in Memphis, Tennessee, indicated generally positive evaluations of
the President. There was some increase in mixed and negative
imagery, but only about 3 percent of the responses could be inter-
preted as malevolent,

Arterton did a follow~up to his own 1973 study in January
1975.74 He administered the same questionnaire used in 1973 to
children in the third through sixth grades of the public school system

in an upper socioeconomic status suburb in Boston, Massachusetts.

Arterton found that attitudes toward the President were still

72Fred I. Greenstein, "The Benevolent Leader Revisited:
Children's Images of Political Leaders in Three Democracies,' American
Political Science Review 69 (December 1975): 1371-89.

73Michael Lupfer and Charles Kenny, "Children's Reactions to
the President: Pre- and Post-Watergate Findings,' paper presented to
the Annual Meetings of the American Political Science Association,
Chicago, 29 August—2 September 1974, cited by F. Christopher Arterton,
"The Impact of Watergate on Children's Attitudes toward Political
Authority," Political Science Quarterly, 89 (June 1974): 2.

74

Arterton, '"Continuing Impact of Watergate."
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significantly lower than in 1962, but higher than the extreme rejec-
tion registered in 1973. Attitudes toward the rest of the political:
system seemed to reveal, however, a continued downward trend.

A summary of the preceding articles indicates that attitudes
during and after 1973 are generally much lower than those measured
in 1962. However, the divergence of the Lupfer and Kenny data from
the general pattern suggests additional considerations. 1n the first
place, it may be that region of the country is an important variable
in measuring attitudes toward the President. On this point, Arterton
comments that:

+ « o If this is true, it must be related to the operant
political climate within the region of study, especially, I
suspect, to the attitudes of parents and teachers, but vested as
well in the political cpinions held by those in the media orga-
nizations . . . to the degree current political debates can be
related to children's attitudes we can be less certain of the
validity of Easton and Dennis' hypothesis that early idealism
generates adult conceptions of the legitimacy of the political
system.75

It also appears that the types of questions used may affect
the results. All of the negative data were gemnerated by Eastcn and
Hess' close-ended question, while Greenstein's open-ended technique
vieided generally positive, though not idealistic, responses.
Arterton suggests that the appearance of negative opinions on the

. . . . . 76
questionnaire itself may encourage negative replies.

751bid., p. 4.

76Ibid.
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Summar

A review of the body of knowledge accumulated by researchers
in the field of political socialization reveals that in the early
1960s children held largely favorable and idealistic views of the
President and the government. In 1973, however, these attitudes were
shown to have suffered a severe blow., Attitudes had shifted drama-
tically to an almost completely negative evaluation of the President.
Attitudes toward the rest of the political system were also clouded
by widespread cynicism. The present 1975 study is an attempt to
further this investigation of children's political orientations. The
persistence of these orientations, or the direction and magnitude of
their change, will be of central importance in assessing the nature
and consequences of children's political attitudes. There have been
three models of political socialization presented, the Easton-Dennis
model, the Developmental model, and the Current Events model. The
results of this study may aid in determining which of these models
offers the most accurate explanation of children's changing attitudes

toward the President and government.



CHAPTER II

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS

As was stated in the previous chapters, the purpose of this
study was to observe and evaluate the political attitudes of
children. This was done by comparing the results of this 1975 study
with the highly favorable responses recorded by Easton and Dennis in
1962 and the shift to negative images found by Arterton in 1973. It
was anticipated that the 1975 data would reveal that:

1. Children's images of the President have remained at the
same low levels recorded by Arterton in 1973.

2. Attitudes toward the govermment in general have also
remained dramatically lower than in 1962,

3. Children responded differently to questions about the
President and items which referred specifically to President Ford or
former-President Nixon.

In this chapter, the particular hypotheses of the study and
the research design used to collect the data will be discussed
further. Included in this discussion will be a consideration of cer-
tain theoretical problems and the limitations of this type of
research. This chapter will also include a description of the sample

tested and the methods used to measure political attitudes,

39
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Socialization Theory and the Hypotheses
of This Study

There were three major hypotheses of the present study.

Hypothesis 1. Images of the President would be negative and

remain at the same low levels found by Arterton in 1973.

Hypothesis 2. Attitudes toward the government would also

remain as low as in 1973.

Hypothesis 3. Responses would be different to items concerning

the President, President Ford, and former-President Nixon.

Concerning Hypothesis 1, Easton and Dennis argued that children
view the President along both affective and performance dimensions.

In their description of the benevolent leader image, Easton and Dennis
relied most heavily on assessments of the affective dimension.
Arterton also found affective responses to be the most prominent indi-
cators of the shift in attitudes toward the President between the 1962
and 1973 studies. In evaluating the nature of children's attitudes,
the present study was also concerned primarily with affective ratings.
Specifically, it was predicted that the affective content of the
authority image of the President in 1975 would be negative and signif-
icantly lower than in 1962.

If Easton and Dennis are correct, the children who were exposed
to Watergate developed negative images of the President which are
expected to remain stable and persistent, for they are to affect future
orientations toward the political system. The negative attitudes

toward the President recorded by Arterton in 1973 should therefore
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continue at the same low levels into 1975. This result would be
consistent with the cohort theory previously cited.

The Kohlberg derived Develcpmental model discussed in the
last chapter, however, argues against the cohort theory. According
to this model, the children who registered negative affect toward the
President during Watergate should revert to the high positive feelings
of 1962 now that the waters of political scandal have receded and the
President is once again a good moral figure.

Hypothesis 1, therefore, provides an opportunity to test these
two models of political socialization. If attitudes remain as low as
in 1973, as expected, the Easton-Dennis model will be supported. It
will appear that children's attitudes may indeed be stable enough to
provide the basis for long-term political orientations. If, however,
the pendulum swings back to the previous high levels of 1962, the
Developmental model will gain support. Such a shift in political
attitudes may be the result of the black-and-white moral thinking of
children in response to a President who is viewed as either totally
good or totally bad.

Hypothesis 2 of this study is drawn from another aspect of the
Easton-Dennis model. According to this model, the image of the
President is the primary link between the child and government. If
attitudes toward the President are negative, opinions of the govern-
ment should also be adversely affected. This phenomenon will be
called the spillover effect. 1In 1973, Arterton did notice a spillover

of negative affect from the image of the President to reactions toward
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the government., If attitudes toward the President remain low in 1975,
as predicted by Hypothesis 1 of this study, then general affect
toward the government should also be dramatically lower in 1975 than
it was in 1962,

Hypothesis 3 of the 1975 study was designed to examine
Easton and Dennis's contention that children do not differentiate
between the incumbent President as a man and a generalized conception
of the role and office of the presidency. If the man is considered at
all, Easton and Dennis argue, he is viewed as a symbol of all
Presidents.77 What this means, then, is that children have only one
image of the President and that image, really, is of the presidency,
rather than the President. If this is true, items requiring the child
to refer in any way to his image of the President in general, the
President as a particular individual, or the presidency as an office
or role, should elicit consistent responses. An alternate possibility,
however, is that significant differences may exist between affective
attitudes evcked when children are told to think of the President, and
when their attention is specifically directed to President Ford and
former-President Nixon. If this study finds that children respond
differently to these questions, it will suggest that children are
capable of entertaining more than one view of the President. If so,

one may be able to question Easton and Dennis's assumption that children

77David Easton and Jack Dennis, Children in the Political
System: Origins of Political Legitimacy (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Co., 1969), p. 195.
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do not differentiate between the President and the presidency. Thus,
Hypothesis 3 of this study predicts that there will be significant
differences in responses to the President and questions about
President Ford and former-President Nixon. As discussed earlier,
the assumption that children do not differentiate is essential to the
explanatory power of the Easton-Dennis developmental link between
early images of the President and later feelings of political

legitimacy.

Research Design and Limitations

In work with children, a paper-and-pencil questionnaire, filled
out by the child himself, has been the common test instrument. The
consistency and similarity of designs and methods have contributed to
the attempt to trace the development of political attitudes. The
present study was conducted under the general methodological guidelines
established by the work of Easton and Dennis and that of Arterton.

It was intended that the results of the present research would be
compared to the data from the two previous cross-sectional studi?s in
order to contribute to an improved understanding of how children's
attitudes toward the President and government have developed over time.
Easton and Dennis found highly idealistic attitudes in 1962; Arterton
recorded a massive shift to negative images in 1973. This study was
also concerned with the direction and magnitude of children's attitudes
toward political authority. It was hoped that the composite picture

thus assembled would provide some clue as to the ndture and durability
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of childhood crientations.

Given this purpose, the ideal research design would have becn
to conduct a longitudinal study in which rhe same group of children
was studied and followed over a broad span of time. Unfortunately,
the vast majority of research in political socialization has not
followed such a strategy.78 Instead, political development has been
described by the comparison of a series of cross-sectional studies.
Different groups of children at various age intervals have been
observed separately, and then linked together in order to get a
picture of "year-by-year shifts in political orientations."

Some researchers have questioned the validity of employing
cross-sectional data in this way in order to answer questions that,
strictly speaking, should be approached with longitudinal data.
Jaros, for one, has strongly commented on the need for longitudinal
studies of whether adult behavior is, in fact, shaped by orientations
acquiré& in childhood.80 As mentioned above, even this most basic

assumption of political socialization lacks any completely satisfac-

tory empirical treatment.

78For an exception to this general rule, see Kenneth D. Bailey,
"Political Environment, Issue Saliency, and Systematic Support among
Children: Pre-Watergate/Post-Pardon," paper presented to the 33rd
annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago,
1-3 May, 1975 (hereafter cited as Bailey, "Pre-Watergate/Post-Pardon'’).

791bid., p. 10.

80 . . . .
Dean Jaros, '"Children's Orientations toward the President:

Some Additional Theoretical Considerations and Data," Journal of
Politics, 29, 2 (May 1967): 385-86.
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Longitudinal studies, however, are as difficult to execute as
they are desirable., The cost in time and money is generally prohib-
itive. 1In addition, there is a serious problem that results from
experimental mortality in the sample. In a survey spanning a large
number of years, it would be extremely difficult to preserve the
original sample intact. And yet this must be done if the results
are not to be confounded by the differential loss of persons from the
original group.

In place of lcngitudinal designs, therefore, socialization
studies have typically used a series of cross-sectional analyses to
examine develcpmental patterns. These ”quasi-longitudina1”82 studies
must operate on the assumption that the children tested are repre-
sentative of all children in their respective grade level at the time,
that children generally share the same opinions and undergo the same
basic experiences, and that, in effect, the groups may be treated as
representative of a common population. These are large concessions
to make, but in the face of highly significant results, such as those
obtained by Arterton, members of the discipline have been inclined to
tolerate the logical discontinuities that attend such separate sample

designs., Further, the alternatives to this quasi-longitudinal scheme

are:

81Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experimental and
Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research (Chicage: Rand McNally College
Publishing Co., 1973), p. 12.

82Bailey, "Pre-Watergate/Post-Pardon," p. 11.
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1. A true longitudinal study, which at this time and for
this researcher is impossible

2. No study at all.

The state of the art in political science being what it is, the
present effort is offered as the best available design.

In the present study, the questionnaires were administered on
April 16, April 21, and April 22, 1975. There were fifty-five items
replicated from the 1973 study conducted by Arterton. Many of these
items, in turn, had been used in the 1962 study done by researchers
from the University of Chicago, Chicago, Illinois. Comparisons were
made possible, therefore, among data collected in the early 1960s,
in 1973 during the height of the Watergate crisis, and in 1975 in the
aftermath of the upheavals and political scandals of that crisis.

The 1962 study tested children in the second through eighth
grades. Arterton surveyed children in the third, fourth, and fifth
grades. The fourth, fifth, and sixth grades were chosen for the 1575
study in order to examine the so-called cohort theory; the idea that
the group tested by Arterton will move through life and the main-
stream of American society with relatively stable negative attitudes,
formed when Watergate intruded on the children's formative and most
impressionable period. The fourth, fifth, and sixth grade studengs
of the current study, therefore, may be viewed as representative of
Arterton's third, fourth, and fifth grade students as they would
appear one school year after the December 1973 study.

This type of design is necessary to examine the particular



hypotheses of this study and.their relation to the various models

of political socialization already presented. The central issue
involved is the durability of children's political attitudes, and the
direction and magnitude of any shifts in these attitudes. Some
scheme for the observation of the development of political attitudes
over time is therefore essential. There are two of the three major
hypotheses of this study which are directly concerned with possible
changes in attitudes toward political authority from 1962 to 1973 and
now te 1975. Hypothesis 1 predicts that after the drastic shift from
positive attitudes in 1962 to negative images in 1973, attitudes in
1975 will continue to be low, Hypothesis 2 predicts a similar trend

in attitudes toward the govermment in general.

The Sample

The sample for the 1975 study came from the Walsingham
Academy, Williamsburg, Virginia, a private school in a relatively
high socioeconomic-status neighborhood. All of the children in the
fourth, fifth, and sixth grades were tested. This amounted to 124
students in the fourth grade, sixty-eight in the fifth grade, and
seventy-nine in the sixth grade for a total of 271 students tested.

By comparison, Easton and Hess's 1962 study draw a national
sample of public school children in the second through the eighth
grades. This sample encompassed a wide range of socioeconomic levels.
The numbers tested were also much larger-~1,732 in the fourth grade,

1,787 in the fifth grade, and 1,741 in the sixth grade.
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In 1973, Arterton used a sample from certain public schools in
a relatively high socioeconomic-status suburb of Boston, Massachusetts.
Arterton tested 111 third grade'students, 124 fourth grade students,

and 132 fifth grade students.

Methods of Measurement

The test instrument covered a number of variables; socio-
economic status, general affect toward govermment and the President,
the father, President Ford and former-President Nixon, political
cynicism, party identification, and political information.

The twelve items used to measure attitudes toward the authority
images of the President and the father with respect to each are shown
in the questions in Figure 1.

Easton and Dennis identified five components of the authority
image.84 Feelings of attachment, benevolence, and dependability
reflected the affective dimension. The cognitive components of power
and leadership were used to describe the performance ratings of the
figure. As Figure 2 shows, each of the twelve items fell under one
of the five components.

For purposes cf economy, an abbreviated scale of six items

3These questions were used by University of Chicago researchers
in the 1962 national survey and appear in Easton and Dennis, Children
in the Political System. The same items were used by Arterton in his
1973 study. The whole questionnaire used in the present study appears
in the Appendix.

84Easton and Dennis, Children in the Political System, pp. 182-90.
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1. Do you like him?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Is my Is almost |{Is more a |[Is more a |Is more a Is not
favorite my favorite favorite favorite one of my
of all ‘favorite of mine of mine of mine favorites
of all than most |than many |than a few
2. Does he protect vou?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Protects Protects Protects Protects Protects Protects
me more me more me more me more me less me less

than than than than than than
anyone most do many do some do some do most do
3. Would he help you?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Would al- |Would al- Would Would Would Would not
ways want |most al- usually scmetimes seldom usually

to help ways want want to want to want to want to
"me if I to help me| help me help me help me help me

needed it if I if T if I if 1 if I
needed it |needed it |[needed it |needed it |needed it

4. Does he keep his promises?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Always Almost Usually Sometimes Usually Almost
keeps his always keeps his |does not does not never
promises keeps his |promises keep his keep his |keeps his
promises promises promises |promises
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‘5. Does he make mistakes?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Almost-
never makes makes makes makes always
makes mistakes mistakes mistakes | mistakes makes

mistakes
6. Does he give up?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Usually Sometimes Usually Almost Never
always gives up gives up does not never gives up

gives up when when give up gives up when
when things are|things are when when things are
things are|hard to dojhard to do|things are|things are|hard to de
hard to do hard toc do|hard to do
7. Can he make people do what he wants?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Can make Can make Can make Can make Can make Can make
anycne almost many some a few almest
do what anyone people people people no one
he wants | do what do what do what do . what do what

he wants he wants he wants he wants he wants
8. Can he punish people?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can punish |Can punish |Can punish{Can punish|Can punish|Can punish
anyone almost many some a few no one
anyone people people people




9.

How much does he know?

1

2

3

4

55

6

Knows more

Knows more

Xnocws more

Knows less

Knows less

Knows less -

than any- |than most }{than many |than many |than most |than any-
one : people people people people one
10. Does he make important decisions?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Makes Makes Makes Makes Almost Never
important |[important |important |important never makes
decisions |decisions |decisions [decisions makes important
all the a lot of sometimes seldom important|decisions
11. Does he work hard?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Works Works Works Works less|Works less|Works less
harder harder harder hard than |hard than |hard than

than than than many most almost
.almost most many people people anyone
anyone people pecople
12. 1Is he a leader?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Always Usually |More often|More often Usually Almost
a leader a leader a leader |a follower|a follower always
than a than a a follower
follower follower
Fig. 1. Twelve items of measurement

for authority images.

7" LIBRARY N
William & Mary)
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Component of Authority Image

Questionnaire Item

High Affective Content

Attachment

Do you like him?

Benevolence

Does he protect you?

Would he help you?

Dependability

Does he keep his promises?
Does he make mistakes?

Does he give up?

Power

Can he make people do what
he wants?

Can he punish people?

Leadership

How much does he know?

Does he make important
decisions?

Does he work hard?

Is he a leader?

High Cognitive Content

Fig. 2. Questionnaire items and corresponding
component of authority image.
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was used to measure attitudes toward the specific figures of President
‘Ford and former-President Nixon. The particular items within each
category that showed the most variation between 1962 and 1973 were
selected to represent the five components. These items are shown in

Table 1.

Summarv and Conclusions

The sample has now been discussed, the research design, and
the methods of measurement which were used in this study to observe
and evaluate children's attitudes toward political authority. The
three major hypotheses which were used to analyze the data have also
been presented. It remains now to present the actual findings.
Mindful of the theoretical limitations of the approach, the results of
the 1975 survey will now be compared to the data from the 1962 and
1973 studies in order to observe the trends and stability of children's
attitudes over the past decade in the context of the hypotheses set
out above. The study will also be concerned with the data insofar as
they support or fail to support several theories of political social-
ization. In particular, it will be concerned with the extent to which
the Easton-Dennis model, the Developmental model, or the Current Events
model, provide a satisfactory explanation of the data. It is important
to evaluate these models in the broader theoretical context from which
they were extracted, for beyond the observation of children's political
attitudes, the study is ultimately concerned with predicting the

consequences of these orientations for the political system.



TABLE 1

ABBREVIATED LIST OF ITEMS USED FOR PRESIDENT
FORD AND FORMER-PRESIDENT NIXON

Component Item
Attachment Do you like him?
Benevolence " Would he help you?
Dependability Does he make mistakes?

Does he keep his promises?
Power Can he punish people?

Leadership Is he a leader?




CHAPTER III
FINDINGS

In order to examine the post-Watergate political attitudes of
‘children, a paper-and-pencil questionnaire was administered to
fourth-, fifth-, and sixth-grade students at the Walsingham Academy,

a private elementary school in Williamsburg, Virginia. The data
gathered from this study were used to compare the attitudes of
children in 1975 to children's views of politics in 1962 and 1973.

To facilitate these comparisoms, three major hypotheses were examined.

Briefly restated, they were:

Hypothesis 1. The affective content of the authority image of

the President in 1975 will be negative and significantly lower than in
1962; this difference to be attributed to the lasting damage of
Watergate on children's attitudes.

Hypothasis 2. General affect toward the government in general

will also be convincingly lower than in 1962; presumably as a result
of the spill-over effect from attitudes toward the President.

Hypothesis 3. There will be a significant difference in

affective attitudes toward the President and attitudes directed spe-
cifically at President Ford and former-President Nixon.

Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 are related to the question of
whether the damaging effects of Watergate, as revealed by the severely

negative attitudes measured by Arterton in 1973, have become relatively

55
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stable and persistent factors in the political attitudes of children.
Hypothesis 3 is directed at Easton and Dennis's assumption that

children do not differentiate between the President and the presidency.

Affective Image of the President

The data from the present study indicate that the attitudes of
children toward the President have risen considerably from the
extreme negative images reported in 1973. Attitudes have nct, however,
returned to the high positive levels registered in the early bhene-
volent leader studies. The President is still viewed in largely
unfavorable terms. Negative affect, though not as extreme as the
strong rejection of 1973, is persistent.

In presenting their view of children's idealistic image of the
President, Easton and Dennis relied heavily on data gathered from
the item in which children were asked if they liked the President, i.e.,
if he was "a favorite of theirs." Table 2 compares the distribution
of responses to this item in the three time periods.

Several observations may be made about these response changes.
In the first place, as illustrated by Figure 3, attitudes toward the
President have risen from the low of 1973, but still remain well

below the 1962 levels.85 The level attained by the 1975 responses,

85Data for the sixth grade in 1973 were not available, but for
the purposes of Figure 3 a hypothetical value was inserted. Judging from
the pattern of the other two grades, and the sixth grade values from
1962 and 1975, the placement of the intervening value (indicated by
the question mark on the graph) seems to assume the probable location
of the missing data.
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He is my
favorite
of all
il
2 -
3 +
Positive
Negative , Fourth
grade
4 s
Fifth
grade
Sixth
" grade
5+
He is
not one 6
of my
favorites ‘ | | i

1 | |
1962 1973 1975

Year of study
%see footnote 85 in Chapter 3.

Fig. 3. Mean responses by grade for three studies to
presidential item ''Do you like him?"



60
furthermore, indicates that perceptions of the President are still
negative.

More precisely, t tests revealed that a significant increase in
attitudes took place between 1973 and 1975.‘86 The 1975 attitudes, how-
ever, were still significantly lower than in 1962--and still negative.
The scores are presented in Table 3. Additional information about the
groups compared is presented in Table 4, including mean responses of
each group to the presidential item, "Do you like him?"; the variance
of these responses; and the number of children tested in each group.

According to the logic of the Easton-Dennis model, the severe
rejection of the President observed in 1973 should have had a critical
and relatively permanent impact on the political development of
children. 1If early images of the President are to form the basic link
between the child and later feelings of diffuse support for the
‘political system, these early attitudes must attain a certain level of
stability and influence. It seemed reasonable to predict, therefore,
from the Easton-Dennis model, that the negative images of 1973 would

persist and be reflected in the 1975 results. Such a finding would

86The data for this study were gathered from children's
responses to questions that asked them to rate the President and other
political figures along a six-point scale. There seems little reason
to believe that such a scale is an interval measure. Nevertheless,
parametric statistics, such as t tests, have been used on similar data
by previous researchers. F. Christopher Arterton, for example, used
t tests in his 1973 analysis. For the sake of comparability, then,
t tests were also calculated on the present data. In some cases,
Kendall's tau B, a nonparametric statistic which seems more appro-
priate for this type of data, was used.
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TABLE 3

STUDENTS' t SCORES FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
VARIOUS GROUPS IN THE THREE STUDIES ON
THE THREE STUDIES ON PRESIDENTIAL
ITEM "DO YOU LIKE HIM?"

Signif-
Groups Compared chfe ic?g;j
tailed)
Fourth grade 1962--fourth
grade 1975 4,69 .01
Fourth grade 1973~-fourth
grade 1975 3.67 .01
Fifth grade 1962--fifth
grade 1975 9.37 .01
Fifth grade 1973--fifth
grade 1975 2.83 .01

Sixth grade 1962--sixth

grade 1975 10.26 .01
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TABLE 4
RESPONSES OF GROUPS USED IN t SCORE
COMPARISONS TO PRESYDENTIAL
ITEM '"DO YOU LIKE HIM?"

Group Mean zizi_ E:ﬁ—
Third grade

1973 4.44 3.20 111
Fourth grade

1962 2.60 2.28 1,732

1973 5.36 1.42 124

1975 3.96 3.81 47
Fifth grade

1962 2.84 2.28 1,787

1973 5.21 1.51 132

1975 4.60 2.34 68
Sixth grade

1962 2.88 2.49 1,741

1975 4.48 1.79 79




have supported the Easton-Dennis model of political socialization.

The 1975 data, at first glance, appear to conform to this expectation.
But while attitudes are still negative by comparison with the 1962
levels, they have risen significantly since 1973. It would seem that
if children's political attitudes are subject to such rapid and large
fluctuations, they may not be suitable for the bases of long-term
orientations.

Figure 4 illustrates both the moderation of negative reactions
from 1973 to 1975 and the distribution of responses over the six
ratings of the "Do you like him?" item. The differences in the three
studies are clearly evident in the percentage of children who rated
the President at either extreme., 1In 1962, many more children chose
the President as their '"favorite of all," while generally avoiding
the other end of the scale. 1In 1973 and 1975, however, very few
children chose the President as their favorite, and the incidence of
completely negative answers was dramatic. Also, while the 1975
ratings were less negative than in 1973, the pattern of responses in
1975 more closely resembled that of 1973 than 1962.

Easton and Dennis presented five components which they felt
made up the composite picture of the President's image--attachment,
benevolence, dependability, power, and leadership. The item discussed
above, '"Do you like him?," was used to measure attachment and, along
with items pertaining to benevolence and dependability, identify the
affective dimension of the authority image. In addition, Easton and

Dennis presented two other components, power and leadership, which
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1973
70 + /
60 /
50 4 /
40 -+
/ ~To75
30 + -
./
i
//j
/
20 + /
v
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10 -1 yd /
o —
— 1962
<Positive Negative>
| | ] | ]
J g 1 B g
1 3 4 5 6
He is my He is not
favorite one of my
of all favorites
Fig. 4. Distribution of responses to presidential item

"Do you like him?" for three studies, fourth and
fifth grades aggregate in each year.
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were associated with the performance dimension. The 1973 data indi-~
cated that while the President's image suffered severely along the
affective dimension, changes from 1962 were much less pronounced along
the performance gradients.

Table 5 presents the comparative data for the five components
of children's image of the President. Along the affective components,
as already noted, attitudes have risen since 1973 yet remain much
lower than in 1962. The performance ratings of the President, however,
do not appear to have changed as noticeably. It does appear that the
President's image has continued to decline on the power compomnent,
while the leadership qualities have improved, in some cases nearly

back to the 1962 levels.

Attitudes toward Govermment and the’
Spill-over Effect

In the Easton-Dennis model, the prime significance of children's
attitudes toward the President concerns the role that image plays in
generating diffuse support for the political system. If childhood
attitudes toward the President are to eventually determine adult
feelings of legitimacy, there must be a generalization of those atti-
tudes to other figures of political authority and the government, a

phenomenon Arterton has termed the spill-over effect.87 Research in

87F. Christopher Arterton, '"The Continuing Impact of Watergate
on Children's Attitudes toward Political Authority," paper presented to
the 33rd annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association,
Chicago, 1-3 May 1975, p. 9.
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the early 1960s revealed that along with the bighly idealistic views
of the President, generally positive opinions were expressed con-
cerning all aspects of the political system. The data from the 1973
study showed a massive shift to negative attitudes toward the
President, and a definite negative swing in opinions about the
government as well.

According to Easton and Dennis, the prominent figure of the
President is the primary link between the child and government. In
1962, the highly idealistic image of the President easily generalized
into approval for the political system. In 1973, negative images of
the President were translated into a general mistrust and cynicism
about government. If attitudes toward the President remained low in
1975, then, following this reasoning, opinions of the government
should also have been negative. By predicting this result,
Hypothesis 2 of this study hoped to examine the link between the
image of the President and attitudes toward government.

The 1975 data indicated that children continue to view the
government considerably less favorably than in 1962. Again, these
results appear to conform to the predictions of the Easton-Dennis
model. As seen previously, however, the 1975 findings revealed that
images of the President have risen significantly since 1973. How
did this shift affect attitudes toward the government? If Easton and
Dennis are correct in their assessment of the relationship between
images of the President and attitudes toward government, changes in

the image of the President should be paralleled by changes in
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attitudes toward government. Even though attitudes toward the govern-
ment remain low in 1975, then, cnemight expect to see something of an
upward trend in response to the improved image of the President.

Table 6 shows a comparison of 1973 and 1975 responses to twe
items measuring political cynicism. It appears that while cynicism
remains widespread, there is no perceptible pattern of change between
the two studies. On the item concerning the motives of politicians,
cynicism is very mearly the same between the two studies. The
second item drew a slightly more negative response among the fourth
graders in 1975, while cynicism was slightly down in the fifth grade.

Table 7 compares the three studies in regard to attitudes
toward the government in general. Again, while attitudes are clearly
more negative in the latter two studies than in 1962, it is hard to
say exactly what direction ﬁeelings toward the government have taken
between 1973 and 1975, Comparing the fourth grade in 1973 to the
fourth grade in 1975 reveals a slight increase in positive attitudes.
A comparison of the fifth grade studasnts in both studies, on the other
hand, indicates a continued downward trend.

A further test of the spill-over effect between images of the
President and attitudes toward govermment was performed. Kendall's
tau B was used to test the relationship between responses to the
President on the item '"Do you like him?" and each of the four items
measuring attitudes toward the government. Table 8 reports the
results of those calculations. In general, no significant relationship

was found between affect toward the President and opinions about



TABLE 6

COMPARISON OF RESPONSES TO POLITICAL
CYNICISM ITEMS IN 1973, AND 1975

Percentage in Agreement
with Statements

Study
Fourth Fifth Sixth
Grade Grade Grade
1. Most Politicians Are Mainly
Out for Themselves.
1973 35 44
1975 35 46 29
2. Dishonesty Seems to be More Common in
Politics than in Most
Other Careers
1973 43 56 ..
1975 47 43 41
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COMPARISON OF 1962, 1973, AND 1975 STUDIES 1IN

TABLE 7

AGREEMENT WITH THREE STATEMENTS

ABOUT THE GOVERNMENT

71

Percentage of Children Agreeing

Fourth Fifth Sixth
Statements Grade Grade Grade
1962 1973 1975 1962 1973 1975 1962 1975
1. The government
has too much power. 19 35 22 22 42 47 10 9
2. The government
meddles too much
in our private
lives. 21 42 39 17 35 56 19 32
3. The government
should have more
power over the
people. 33 7 18 24 5 10 13 14
4, The government
knows what is
best. 77 . . . 74 87 68 84 68
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government. These results indicate that improved images of the
President in 1975 did not "spill over'" into a corresponding rise in

attitudes toward government.

The Cohort View

Another way of presénting the data is to assume that children
in 1973 were deeply and negatively affected by Watergate and that, as
a group, these children will carry through life persistent negative
attitudes. This cohort effect may be approached by a special compar-
ison of the 1973 and 19275 children. The 1975 study was undertaken
one school year after the 1973 study, so that students in the third
grade at the time of the 1973 study were in the fourth grade during
the 1975 study, fourth graders in 1973 were in the fifth grade in
1975, and fifth graders in 1973 were sixth grade students in 1975.

If one is flexible in his assumptions about the comparability of the
two groups, it may be possible to view these studies as measuring

the progress of a cohort group. The limitations of such a comparison
are recognized; nevertheless, it may prove interesting as a quasi-
longitudinal separate sample comparison.

Table 9 shows the results of such a cohort comparison on the
primary presidential affect item, ''Do you like him?" A small
difference was found between the third graders in 1973 and the fourth
graders in 1975, and a more significant improvement in attitudes was
recorded between the 1973 fourth graders and the 1975 fifth graders,

and between the fifth graders in 1973 and the sixth graders of 1975.
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This improvement is observed despite the Easton and Dennis findings
that political cynicism normally increases as children grow older and
become more politically sophisticated.88 The statistical analysis of
these differences is presented in Table 10, and generally supports
the earlier findings of this study that attitudes toward the
President have increased significantly from 1973. As noted earlier,
this increase represents a moderation of the severe drop in attitudes
from 1962 to 1973.

The cohort comparisons of the two studies on three items
measuring attitudes toward government are illustrated in Table 11.
Again, the results are mixed. Between the 1973 third graders and the
1975 fourth graders, and between the 1973 fifth graders and the 1975
sixth graders, attitudes have risen somewhat. Fifth grade students
in 1975, however, have lower attitudes toward the government than the
fourth graders of 1973.

The cohort comparisons reported above support the view that,
contrary to the Easton-Denni; model, the children who bore the brunt
of the adverse effects of Watergate are not destined to move through
life and society with the extremely negative attitudes recorded. at
the height of the crisis. The image of the President, while still
negative, has benefited from a significant improvement. Attitudes

toward the government, however, remain at a low ebb. There appeared

88David Easton and Jack Dennis, Children in the Political
System: Origins of Political Legitimacy (New York: McGraw-Hill Book
Co., 1969), p. 180.




TABLE 10

STUDENTS' t SCORES FOR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
1973 AND 1975 STUDIES COMPARED AS
""COHORTS" ON PRESIDENTIAL ITEM
"DO YOU LIKE HIM?"

Signif-
Groups Compared Scﬁfe ic?;ss
tailed)
Third grade 1973--fourth
grade 1975 1.45 .80
Fourth grade 1973--fifth
grade 1975 3.80 .01

Fifth grade 1973--sixth

grade 1975 3.95 .01
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to be no direct spill over of improved images of the President into
more favorable opinions of govermment in general. It may be that
alienation from government is part of a larger trend, not directly
traceable solely to Watergate and relatively independent of attitudes
toward the President. In the long run, this widespread and general
‘cynicism may prove more troublescme for the political system than
the rapid changes in the image of the President.

Comparison of Responses to the President,

President Ford, and Former-
President Nixon

A final consideration was whether children respond to the
President as an individual or to the role and office of the presi-
dency. A significant difference was sought between responses to
items about the President and items which asked directly about
President Ford and former-President Nixon in an attempt to determine
if children differentiate between the occupant and the office.

Table 12 shows the mean ratings obtained for each of these political
figures.

Kendall's tau B was used to test the relationship between
the responses to the three figures. The results of this analysis
appear in Table 13. The results are highly significant for the rela-
tion of the responses to the President and responses to President Ford.
But there is generally very little, if any, relation between responses
to the President and responses to Nixon, or between responses to Ford

and responses to Nixon. This indicates that children may indeed
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TABLE 13

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONSES TO "DO YOU LIKE
HIM?" FOR THE PRESIDENT, PRESIDENT FORD,
AND FORMER-PRESIDENT NIXON
IN THE 1975 STUDY

Comparison Kendall's S?gnif—
tau B icance

Fourth grade
President--Ford 0.693 0.000
President--Nixon 0.132 0.138
Ford~-Nixon 0.139 0.115

Fifth grade
President~-Ford 0.526 0.000
President—-~Nixon -0.038 0.354
Ford--Nixon -0.110 0.137

Sixth grade
President~-Ford 0.735 0.000
President--Nixon 0.141 0.065

Ford--Nixon 0.189 0.021
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respond differently to at least these political figures.

These findings fail, however, to provide conclusive evidence
that children think of the President in both general and specific
terms. If children do have but one image of the President, there are
still theoretical questions as to the genesis of that image. Easton
and Dennis assume that it is born of a symbolic conception of
Presidents in general. In comparing the image of the President from
1962 to 1975, however, we have seen three distinct views of three
different administrations. It may be that the child's image of the
President is more reliant on the incumbent than Easton and Dennis

suggest.

Summary

The data of the present study reveal that while children's
images of the President have moderated considerably from the extreme
rejection found in 1973, attitudes are still negative and signifi-
cantly lower than the highly idealistic views of 1962, Perhaps more
alarming is the fact that political cynicism and mistrust are as
widespread in 1975 as they were in 1973, when attitudes toward
government suffered a drop similar to the loss of positive affect for
the President. Further, it seems that attitudes toward the government
did not profit from the more favorable reactions to the President in
1975. Finally, this study failed to show conclusively that children
differentiate between the President and the presidency. The Easton-

Dennis assumption that children do not distinguish the two still
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awaits empirical resolution.

The results genérally conform to the expectations drawn from
the Easton-Dennis model and fail to support the Kohlberg derived
Developmental model of political socialization. Some of the findings,
however, expose weaknesses in the Easton-Dennis model that are hard
to overlook. A further consideration of those weaknesses and of the
general theoretical significance of the 1975 findings will be under-

taken in the next chapter.



CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS

As discussed earlier, three models of political socialization--
the Easton-Dennis model, the Developmental model, and the Current
Events model--have been offered as explanations for the dramatic shift
in children's attitudes toward the President recorded by studies done
in 1962 and 1973, The data frem the 1975 study do not appear to
support the Kohlberg derived Developmental theory that children in a
certain stage of moral growth label the political figure as either
totally, or even predominantly, "good'" or '"bad," and judge him accord-
ingly on all affective dimensions. This model explains that in 1962
the President was seen as good. As a result of children's black-and-
white moral thinking, the President held a highly idealistic image and
rated extremely well in all aspects of the survey. But in 1973, as
a result of Watergate, the President was viewed as bad. Children,
therefore, responded to him as totally bad; hence, the extremely
negative shift in attitudes found by Artertorn. At the time of the
1973 study, a new President had taken office. This President was
generally accepted as morally upright and presumably would be viewed
as good by children. The reasonable expectation from the Developmental
model was that the President would once again receive favorable ratings;

and since children respond in extreme terms, the positive feelings

84
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should register as highly as in 1962, when the President was also
viewed as good. But the 1975 results indicate that such a pendulum
swing did not occur. Affective ratings of the President remained nega-
tive and significantly lower than in 1962. It appears that children's
attitudes are more complex than a simple black-or-white moral
judgment of the President.

The Easton-Dennis model does emerge from the current study as
a possible explanation of the origins of adult perceptions of political
legitimacy and support. According to Easton and Dennis, children's
images of the President are the crucial link to feelings about the
government and the political system as a whole. The 1973 findings
‘indixcated that children held severely negative attitudes toward the
President and other figures of political authority. Since these
negative feelings intruded upon a critical stage in the children's
political learning, they were predicted to be deeply imbedded and
relatively permanent, as they must be if they are to become the origins
of adult orientations. The negative responses of children in 1975 are
not inconsistent with the Easton-Dennis model; attitudes toward the
President do appear to have been severely and adversely affected by
Watergate. A strict interpretation of these data could lead to the
serious implication that at least this generation of American youth
will grow up with impaired perceptions of the legitimacy of the
political system. Lacking a "benevclent leader'" image, these children
cannot generalize positive affect toward the President into diffuse

support for the system. In fact, their poor evaluation of the President
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may lead to negative feelings about government in general,

Will the future of the American political system, then,
conform to the pessimistic predictions of the Easton-Dennis model?

A closer examination of the 1975 results suggests not. Although the
1975 data are not inconsistent with the Easton-Dennis model, they do
not provide confirming evidence.89 Indeed, the data raise several
important doubts concerning the solidarity of the conceptual framework
built by Easton and Dennis. A closer look at the three major
hypotheses of the current study will reveal these possible short-
comings. The discussion will also bring us to a further consideration
of the Current Events model as a viable alternative.

In regard to affect toward the President, it was hypothesized
that attitudes in 1975 would be significantly lower than in 1962. This
was found to be the case. It was also discovered, however, that
while images of the President were still negative, they were signifi-
cantly higher than in 1973. Arterton also found wide fluctuations in
his follow-up 1975 study.go Arterton commented that ". . . The studies

conducted in the early 1960s seemed to imply, if they did not state

89

As discussed earlier, one of the major limitations of this
study and its research design is that results can only be interpreted
as being consistent or not consistent with theoretical hypcotheses.
Actual confirming evidence would have to come from a genuine panel study.

90F. Christopher Arterton, "The Continuing Impact of Watergate
on Children's Attitudes toward Political Authority," paper presented to
the 33rd annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association,
Chicago, 1-3 May 1975, p. 14.
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outright, that idealized attitudes toward the President were indepen-
dent of the particular incumbent."g1 But with such widely divergent
assessments of three different Presidents recorded in 1962, 1973, and
1975, the suggestion is that the incumbent may indeed be the focal
point of these perceptions. Furthermore, in the enduring develop-
mental scheme posited by Easton and Dennis, it would seem unlikely
that attitudes sub ject to such rapid and marked change could be
suitable as the bases for the formation of long-held and deeply
rooted orientations.

Hypothesis 2 of the present study was that affect toward
government would be convincingly lower in 1975 than in 1962. Again,
this was found to be true. However, if Easton and Dennis are correct
in linking images of the President to attitudes toward the govermment,
the significant increase in affect toward the President between 1973
and 1975 should have had some spill-over effect in also raising
attitudes toward the government. But negative attitudes toward
government and political cynicism seemed as widespread in 1975 as in
1973. Perhaps there is a certain lag time before this relationship is
observed. But in 1973, Arterton found a definite and‘apparently
immediate spill over of negative affect from the President to
government.92 In addition, a statistical analysis of the 1975 data on

affect for the President and four indicators of attitudes toward

91Ibid., pp. 11-12.

92Arterton, "Impact of Watergate," pp. 274-75.
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government revealed no significant relationships. There was little
evidence, therefore, of the Easton and Dennis hypothesis that
attitudes toward the President necessarily generalize into attitudes
toward the political system in general.

Hypothesis 3 dealt with the Easton-Dennis proposition that
children do not consider the incumbent President as an individual, but
respond to questions in reference to some general notion as to the role
or office of the presidency. In other words, children have only one
view of the President, and this is a symbolic impression of the role
of the Presidency. In order to see if children do, in fact,
differentiate between the President and the presidency, it was hypoth-
esized that children would respond differently to items about the
President and direct questions about President Ford and former-
President Nixon. Using Kendall's tau B, there appeared to be a signi-
ficant relationship between responses to the President and respomnses
to President Ford.93 This result is consistent with the idea that
children have only one view of the President. But the same tests
showed that there was virtually no consistency in responses to the
President and responses to Nixon, nor any relation between responses
to Ford and responses to Nixon. These results, in addition to the
large variation in reactions to the President recorded in 1962, 1973,
and 1975, suggest that the direction of the relationship between

President and presidency may be the opposite of the Easton-Dennis

93See Table 13 of this study.
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formula--attitudes toward the incumbent may determine how children
view the presidency. In the case of Nixon, the severe criticism
leveled against him dealt the image of the Presideat a serious blow,
from which it has not yet fully recovered. The fact that affect
toward the President has risen significantly since 1973 may mean that
the perceived openness and honesty of the Ford administration are
revitalizing images of the President. As long as Ford and his suc-
cessors maintain their popular impressions of integrity and trust,
negative images of the President may continue to moderate.

The 1975 data, then, pose serious questions for both the
Easton-Dennis psychodynamic model and the Kohlberg derived cognitive-
developmental approach to childhood political socialization. Is the
image of a benevolent leader really necessary for the development of
attachment to the political system? Is the early link between images
of the President and generalized affect for the government the basis
of the political learning process? Social learning theory may offer
a better model to explain the fate and role of the benevolent leader
image.

In assessing the influence of Watergate on youths who, as
children, learned about politics through "rose-colored glasses,'
Nygreen studied a group of high school seniors in 1974. She writes
that:

The Watergate events represented one of the '"biggest' events

ever to take place in the personal history of pre-adults; '"biggest"
in the sense of the combined criteria of media coverage, duration,

the nature of the issues or the questions at stake. In the past,
studies on the impact on youth of such crises as the
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assassinations of Martin Luther King and John F. Kennedy, the
urban race riots or the Vietnam war have indicated that political
events of such magnituce do indeed affect many youth, at times
with greater magnitude than they affect adults.9%

In studying the reactions of young people and adults to one
of these "big" political events, the assassination of John Kennedy,
Sigel found that very young children were even more likely than
adolescents to react emotionally to the event and worry about the
country.

If political events can intrude on the lives and emotions of
young children to such an extent, it may be that the benevolent
leader image is not the critical, enduring link that Easton and
Dernis propose. Instead, various political stimuli in the environ-
ment:, of which the President is likely at any given time to be one,
may play the prominent role in the formation of political beliefs.
The wide fluctuation of attitudes toward thz President from 1962 to
1973 to 1975, if it resulted from reactions to the political atmo-

spheres generated by three different Presidents, may be an indication

of the power of such transient stimuli.

94Nancy Nygreen, "The Impact of Watergate on Support,
Participation and Cognition among Adolescents,' paper presented to the
33rd annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association,
Chicago, 1-3 May 1975, p. 1.

95Roberta S. Sigel, "An Exploration into Some Aspects of
Political Socialization: School Children's Reactions to the Death of
a President," in Learning about Politics: A Reader in Political
Socialization, ed. Roberta S. Sigel (New York: Random House, 1970),
PP. 161-62.
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Hershey and Hill give support to social learning theory, or as
it has been referred tec here, the Current Events model, as an explana-
tion for the change in images of the President. They refer to a
suggestion by Greemnstein that:

. » . early learning will persist when it involves topics

that are of low salience or habitual in nature. During the
Eisenhower years, the Presidency may have appeared to be low in
salience, non-controversial, and very consistent with cultural
values. At this time, shortly thereafter, the benevolent leader
image seemed rampant.96

Since the early 1960s, however, the President and the
presidency have become increasingly involved in conflict and contro-
versy, partly due to Watergate and other political events of the late
1960s and the early 1970s. According to the Current Events model,
these new political stimuli would influence the political development
of children and . . . the chances that children would continue to see
. . . . . 097
a benign, benevolent President would become increasingly slim.

In 1975, it appears that, in the minds of young people, the
image of the President has recovered considerably from the severe
rejection felt in 1973. Attitudes toward the government, however,
remain as depressed as in 1973; and political cynicism is high.

Watergate, therefore, while it tainted the image of the President, may

have, as Nygreen concluded from her study, been perceived as merely

96Marjorie Randon Hershey and David B. Hill, "Watergate and:
the Benevolent Leader,'" paper presented to the 33rd annual meeting of
the Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, 1-3 May 1975, p. 18.

97Ibid.
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another bad policy at a time when levels of support were already low
: .. . 98 . . .
and cynicism growing. If the Current Events view is correct,
future support and legitimacy for the political system may depend
more on the course and outcome of political events than an idealized

image of the President.

Nygreen, "The Impact of Watergate on Support, Participation
and Cognition among Adolescents,'" p. 20.



APPENDIX



APPENDIX

MY CIVIC ATTITUDES

Directions
Think carefully before you answer. Stay with the person
reading the questions, do not read ahead. Mark your answers clearly
with a circle. Here are some examples.
RIGHT: Arxe you a boy or a girl?
1. A BOY 2. A GIRL
RIGHT: Are you a boy or a girl?
1. A BOY 2. A GIRL
WRONG: Are you a boy or a girl?

1. A BOY 2. A GIRL

=
N
[0.0]

RIGHT: The President should

be strong?

Agree Disagree Don't

know

94



95

RIGHT: The President should 1 2 8

be strong?

Agree Disagree Don't

know

WRONG: The President should 1 2 8

be strong?

Agree Disagree| Don't

know

For most of the questions there are no right or wrong answers. We
want your opinions only. Do not hesitate to answer '"don't know' or
ieave a question blank if you really do not have an opinion or if you
are not certain of the answer. But, usually your first impression of

the answer will be the one that most clearly gives your opinion.

Questionnaire

1. NAME

2. Are you a boy or a girl?
A. A boy B. A girl

‘3. How old are you?

4, What grade are you in?

5. What is your parent's occupation

Now, please give your opinion on some thoughts that other



students have given us.

6. Do you agree or disagree with the following ideas?

A. The Govermment usually

knows what is best for the people.

B. The Government has too

much power.

C. The Government meddles

too much in our private lives.

D. The Government should

have more power over the people.

96

1 2 8
Agree | Disagree Don't
know
1 2 8
Agree Disagree| Don't
know
1 2 8
Agree Disagree Don't
know
1 2 8
Agree |Disagree Don't

know




E. The Government allows
problems to get very bad before it

tries to solve them.

F. The Government does
a good job of solving the country's

problems.
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7. Do you agree or disagree with the following thoughts?

A. The President usually

" knows what is best for the people.

B. The President has tco

much power.

1 2 8
Agree Disagree Den't
know
1 2 8
Agree | Disagree | Don't
know
1 2 8
Agree Disagree | Don't
know
1 2 8
Agree Disagree Don't

know




C. The President allows
problems to get very bad before he

tries to solve them.

D. The President does a
good job of solving the country's

problems.

E. 1If the President made
a big mistake in his job, it would

hurt America a lot.

F. If the President does
not approve of a law, it should not

be passed.
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1 2 8
Agree Disagree | Don't
know

1 2 8
Agree Disagree Don't
know

1 2 8
Agree Disagree Don't
know

1 2 8
Agree |Disagree | Don't
know

8. Now, for these questions, THINK OF THE PRESIDENT AS HE REALLY IS.

Then, circle one answer from each of the questions below.

A, Do you like him?




1 2 3 4 5 6
Is my - Is almost |Is more a |Is more a |Is more a Is not
favorite | my favor- | favorite favorite favérite one of my
of all ite of all| of mine of mine of mine favorites
than most |than many |[than a few
B. Would he help you if you needed it?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Would Would Would Would Would Would
always almost usually sometimes seldom not usu-

want to always want to want to want to ally want

help me want to help me help me help me to help
if I help me if if I if I if I me if I

needed it |Ineeded it|needed it |needed it |needed it |needed it

C.

Does he make mistakes?

99
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Almost
never makes makes makes makes always
makes mistakes mistakes mistakes mistakes makes

mistakes mistakes
D. Can he make people do what he wants?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can make Can make Can make Can make Can make Can make
anyone almost many some a few almost no
do what anyone people people people one do
he wants do what do what do what do what what he
he wants he wants he wants he wants wants
E. Can he punish people?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Can Can Can Can Can
punish punish punish punish punish punish
anyone almost many some a few no one
anyone people people people




F.

How much does he know?
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Knows more

Knows more

Knows more

Knows less

Knows less

Knows less

than than most [than many |than many |than most than
anyone people people people people anyone
Remember, THINK OF THE PRESIDENT AS HE REALLY IS.
G. Does he protect you?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Protects Protects Protects Protects Protects Protects
me more me more me more me more me less me less

than than than than than than
anyone most do many do some do some do most do

H. Does he keep his promises?
1 2 3 4 5 6

Always Almost “Usually Sometimes |[Sometimes Almost

keeps his always keeps his ]keeps his does not never
promises |keeps his promises promises keep his |keeps his
promises promises promises




I. Does he give up when things are hard to do?
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Usually Sometimes Usually Almost Never
always gives up gives up does not never gives up

gives up when when give up gives up when
when things things when when things
things are hard are hard things things are hard
are hard to do to do are hard are hard to do
to do to do to do
J. Does he make important decisions?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Makes Makes Makes Seldom Almost Never
important |important |important makes never makes
decisions {decisions |decisions |important makes important
all the a lot of sometimes |decisions |important |[decisions
time the time decisions
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K. Does he work hard?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Works Works Works Works Works Works
harder harder harder less hard |less hard |less hard

than than most |than many |than many |than most than
almost people people people people almost
anyone anyone
L. Is he a leader?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Always a |Usually a |More often{More often|Usually a Almost
leader leader a leader a fol- follower always
than a lower than a
follower a leader follower

9.

Then, circle one answer from each of the questions below.

A.

Do you like him?

Now, for these questions, THINK OF YOUR FATHER, AS HE REALLY IS.
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Is my " Is almost 1Is more of|Is more oflls more of [Is not omne
favorite| my favor- a favor- a favor- a favor- of my
of all ite of ite of ite of ite of favor-

all Imine than |mine than [mine than ites
most many a few
B. Would he help you if you needed it?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Would Would Would Would Would Would
always almost usually sometimes seldom not usu-

want to always want to want to want to hlly want
help me want to help me help me help me to help
if I help me if if I if I if I me if I
needed it| Ineeded it |needed it [needed it meeded it heeded it




C. Does he make mistakes?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Almost
never makes makes makes makes always
makes mistakes mistakes mistakes mistakes makes

mistakes mistakes
D. Can he make people do what he wants?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can make Can make Can make Can make Can make Can make
anyone almost many some a few almost no
" do what anyone people people people one do
he wants do what do what do what do what what he
he wants he wants he wants he wants wants

E. Can he punish people?




1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Can Can Can Can Can
punish punish punish punish punish punish
anyone almost many some a few no one
anyone people peoprle people

F. How much does he know?
1 2 3 4 5 6

Knows more

Knows more

Knows more

Knows less

Knows less

Knows less

than than most |than many |than many |than most than
anyone people people people people anyone
Remember, THINK OF YOUR FATHER AS HE REALLY IS.
G. Does he protect you?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Protects Protects Protects Protects.| Protects Protects
me more me more me more me more me less me less

than than than than than than
anyone most do many do some do some do most do
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H. Does he keep his promises?
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i 2 3 4 5 6
Always Almost Usually Sometimes] Sometimes Almost
keeps his always keeps his| keeps his does not never
promises | keeps his promises promises keep his |keeps his
promises promises promises
I. Dces he give up when things are hard to do?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Usually Sometimes Usually Almost Never
always gives up gives up does not never gives up

gives up when when give up gives up when
when things things when when things
things are hard ] are hard things things are hard

are hard to do to do are hard are hard to do
to do to do to do

J. Does he make important decisions?



1 2 3 4 5 6
Makes Makes Makes Seldom Almost Never
important | important | important makes never makes
decisions | decisions | decisions |important makes important
all the a lot of | sometimes |decisions |important | decisions
time the time decisions
K. Does he work hard?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Works Works Works Works Works Works
harder harder harder less hard |less hard |less hard

than than most |than many {than many |than most than
almost people people people people almost
anyone anyone
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L. Is he a leader?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Always a | Usually a{ More oftenlMore often|Usually a Almost
leader leader a leader a fol- follower always
than a lower than a
follower a leader follower

Multiple choice {(make only one selection for each question), place

letter in the space provided.

10. Do you think that quite a few of the people running the govern-
ment are:
A, a little crooked
B. not very many are crooked
'C. hardly any are crooked
D. don't know
11. Do you think that people in the government:
A. waste a lot of the money we pay in taxes
B. waste some of it
C. do not waste very much of it
D. don't know
12. How much cf the time do you think you can trust the government
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to do the right thing:

A. just about always
'B. most of the time
C. only some of the time
D. don't know
13. Do you feel that almost all of the people running the govern-

ment are:

A. smart people who usually know what they are doing

B. or do you think thatmost of them do not really seem
to know what they are doing

C. or don't you know
14. Would you say that the government is pretty much run by a few
big interests lcoking out for themselves, or that it is run for the
benefit of the people?

A. by a few big interests

B. for the benefit of all the people

C. don't know

15. Do you agree with the following thoughts?

A. Most politicians are 1 2 8

mostly out for themselves.

Agree Disagree Don't

know




more common in politics than in most

B.

other careers.

Dishonesty seems to be
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1 2 8
Agree| Disagree Don't
know

16. If you could vote, what would you be? (Choose one, circle the
letter.)
A, A Republican
B. A Democrat
C. Sometimes a Democrat and sometimes a Republican
D. I don't know what Democrat and Republican mean
E. I don't know which I would be.
17. Now, for these questions, THINK OF PRESIDENT FORD AS HE REALLY
IS. Then, circle one answer from each of the questions below.
A. Do you like him?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Is my Is almost | Is more a| Is more a| Is more a Is not
favorite| my favor- favorite favorite favorite | one of my
of all ite of all] of mine of mine of mine favorites

than most

than many

than a few




B. Would he help you if you needed it?
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Would Would Would Would Would Would
always almost usually sometimes seldom not usu-

want to always want to want to want to ally want
help me want to help me help me help me to help
if I help me if if 1 if I if I me if I

needed it

I needed it

needed it

needed it

needed it

needed it

C. Does he make mistakes?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Rarely Bometimes Often Usually Almost
never makes makes makes makes always
makes mistakes mistakes mistakes mistakes makes

mistakes mistakes
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D. Can he punish people?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Can Can Can Can Can
punish punish punish punish punish punish
anyone almost many some a few no one
anyone people people people
E. Does he keep his promises?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Always Almost Usually Sometimes [Sometimes Almost
keeps his always keeps his |keeps his does not never
| promises keeps his promises prcmises keep his | keeps his
promises promises promises
F. 1Is he a leader?
1 2 3 4 5 6
"Always a Usually a |More often More often {Usually a Almost
leader leader a leader a fol- follower always
than a lower than a
follower a leader follower




18.

HE REALLY 1IS.

Now, for these questions, THINK OF FORMER PRESIDENT NIXON, AS

Then, circle one answer from each of the questions

below.
A. Do you like him?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Is my Is almost {Is more of |Is more of]|Is more of|Is not one
favorite | my favor- a favor- a favor- a favor- of my
of all ite of ite of ite of ite of favor-

all mine than |mine than |mine than ites
most many a few
B. Would he help you if you needed it?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Would Would Would Would Would Would
always almost usually sometimes seldom not usu-

want to always want to want to | want to |ally want

help me want to help me help me help me to help
if I help me if if I if I if I me if I

needed it | Ineeded it jneeded it peeded it |needed it |[needed it




C. Dces he make mistakes?
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Almost
never makes makes makes makes always
makes mistakes mistakes mistakes mistakes makes

mistakes mistakes
D. Can he punish people?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Can Can Can Can Can Can
punish punish punish punish punish punish
anyone almost many some a few no one
anyone people people people
E. Does he keep his promises

1 2 3 4 5 6

Always Almost Usually Sometimes |[Sometimes Almost

keeps his always keeps his |keeps his does not never
promises |keeps his promises promises keep his | keeps his
promises promises promises




F. Is he a leader?
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Always Usuallvy a |More often|More often|{Usually a Almost
leader leader a leader a fol- follower always
than a lower than a
follower |a leader follower

19l

circle the letter.)

20.

A. Richard Nixon

B. Gerald Ford

C. Henry Kissinger

D. Ncone of these

E. I don't know

A. Yes

B. No

C. I don't know

Who is the President of the United States?

Are all Presidents basically the same?

(Choose one,



21. Many people are involved in the events relating to Watergate.

Here are some of them.

Can you identify them?

Nixon

A. Samuel Ervin
1 2 3 4 8
Senator Lawyer Friend of Judge Don't
President know
Nixon
B. Robert Halderman
1 2 3 4 8
Senator Lawyer Friend of Judge Don't
President know
Nixon
C. John Sirica
1 2 3 4 8
Senator Lawyer Friend of Judge Don't
President know
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