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ABSTRACT:  Political scientists are increasingly interested in the reasons why people are politically apathetic.  In such works as Stealth Democracy, political apathy is explained as innocuous and reasonable.   This paper explores the political ramifications of four apathy rationales that are likely not innocous:  belief that only efficacious political action makes sense (instrumentalism), belief in the privacy of political views, taking personal offence at political disagreement, and belief in the impossibility of rational discussion of political disagreements.  These apathy rationales can be understood as resulting from a lack of a broader societal perspective that leaves people unconcerned with the larger community and puts their political thoughts and actions, no matter how socially harmful, beyond the possibility of being discussed or questioned.  The causes and consequences of the apathy rationales are explored with mail survey data from a sample of 1200 Pittsburgh, PA residents.  Those who agree with the apathy rationales discuss politics less, are less willing to be phoned regarding democratic deliberation opportunities, have lower political interest and ideological strength, and have lower quality political discussion.  Humanitarianism helps reduce subscription to the apathy rationales.
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Political scientists are increasingly interested in the reasons why people are politically apathetic.  In work such as Stealth Democracy (Hibbing & Theiss-Morse, 2002), political apathy is explained by such reasons as confidence in political institutions and processes, disinterest in something that is not intrinsically interesting, disinterest in policy outcomes, and a distaste for the conflict associated with political discussion and engagement (Funk, 2001zz).  Such explanations suggest that political apathy is a natural and perhaps desirable condition.  Despite such rationales, a fraction of the population is intensely political.  For instance, in the representative sample dataset underlying this paper, the top 3% of respondents report discussing political issues as much as the bottom 87%.  Each person in this top 3% discussed politics an average of 22 hours a month.  Barring respondents who discuss politics as part of their employment, the top 3% report discussing politics as much as the bottom 81%, for an average of 15.6 hours each.  This raises the question of why a few people find politics intensely engaging while most do not.  Moreover, those who do participate tend to be those with higher education and greater maturity (age).  Might political apathy not be as natural or desirable as prominent rationales indicate?

The scientific core of the current paper involves an analysis of survey data from a representative sample mail survey of 1200 Pittsburgh residents.  This analysis shows that four apathy rationales thus far not previously considered by survey researchers impact both key political attitudes such as political interest and a variety of behaviors, including behaviors important for quality political participation, such as meaningful political discussion.  One focus here is political discussion, which observers believe plays an important role in the political system (Huckfeldt & Sprague, 1991; Lupia & McCubbins, 1998).

  In order to draw out the implications of these findings and to address the inherently normative content of treatments such as Stealth Democracy, this paper also discusses the normative implications of the findings.  This paper contends that the political apathy rationales examined may be less than innocuous.  Each of the four reasons investigated could have problematic social consequences in and of themselves.  In addition, the four reasons can be placed within a larger theoretical framework that raises serious concerns about the state of democracy.  In that framework, the four rationales make sense because those agreeing with them are unable to take a wider societal perspective.  Instead, they understand political issues from either a personal or factional group perspective that fail to take into account implications for the wider society.  This paper, whose data focuses on the four political apathy rationales, cannot ultimately prove or disprove the societal perspective theoretical framework, but it does provide indirect support for that framework by demonstrating its utility in explaining how people could subscribe to these rationales.  It also supports this framework by showing the apathy rationales have important consequences for standard political science attitudinal explanations and participatory behavior itself.

The Apathy Rationales

Four apathy rationales are considered here:  instrumentalism, the perceived privacy of political views, the perceived impossibility of rational political discussion, and the taking of personal offence at political disagreement.  Each is described below.  In a subsequent section, a common theoretical framework is introduced.

Instrumentalism

An earlier generation of theorists (Downs, 1957; Olson, 1965) held that the rational choice assumptions of instrumentalism (all action is directed at pursuing some changed state of the world) and self-interest result in rational political apathy or at least severe anemia.  A person with such a mindset would vote only if the expected benefit to themselves of doing so outweighed the costs.  That is, they would vote only if the expected benefit of their single vote changing the outcome of the election would outweight the expected costs of voting.  The odds of a single vote altering the outcome of large-scale election, however, are infinitesmal—the 2000 Presidential election notwithstanding—and vastly below the odds of a fatal accident on the way to the polls.  Thus, an instrumental and self-interested person should not be inclined to vote.  The matter becomes even more stark with respect to people learning what they need to know to make a good political choice, something that has high and certain costs.  Thus, theorists speak of "rational ignorance."  Moreover, even if people were altruistic, instrumentalism would still leave people unlikely to provide a public good such as knowledgeability about political choices at a level that would approach an optimal benefit to society.  Optimal social benefits would occur only if people preferred benefits to others equally to benefits to themselves, something that is very far from the case for most people,

A more recent generation of rational choice theorists have sought to find a way to explain the millions of people who do participate politically, in spite of the rational apathy that seems to follow from straightforward applications of rational choice theory (Chong, 1991, 2000; Lohmann, 1993).  These efforts have yielded some rather non-obvious mechanisms that have yet to be supported by a direct empirical test against alternative hypotheses, a weakness that debatably also exists for the earlier generation of rational choice theories (Green & Shapiro, 1994).  Moreover, questions can be raised about the coherence and plausibility of these hypothesized mechanisms (Muhlberger, 1995).

Irrespective of the ultimate value of rational choice theory, a number of theorists and researchers have suggested the possibility that people may vary in how instrumental they are.  For instance, research shows that economics professors and their students are less likely to vote and contribute to charity than their peers (Abelson, 1995).  This most likely is due to their belief that rationality is defined by instrumentalism—a belief that has been challenged by philosophers
 (Gewirth, 1978; Kant, 1974).  In addition, Green and Shapiro (1994) suggest that people are highly responsive to context, evoking certain norms in certain situations and not others
.  This position is supported by research that shows that when people are asked to play a Prisoner's dilemma game labeled "the Community Building Game," they are far more likely to cooperate than when they play the same game under the label "the Wall St. Game." (zzcite)  As Ostrom (2000) suggests, the norms evoked in people can make a considerable difference to their behavior 
.  

In light of these considerations, it may be that some people see politics as a domain within which instrumental considerations are relevant while others do not.  I will further hypothesize that those people who are instrumentally oriented with respect to politics should be less likely to participate politically in light of the logic of collective action.  Even if the new generation of rational choice theorizing is correct, the conditions under which these theories indicate it is rational for most people to participate are historically rare.  Consequently, instrumentally-oriented persons should be less likely to participate than those who are not instrumental.  Those who are not instrumentally oriented could, for example, be motivated for expressive (Abelson, 1995) or moral (Candee & Kohlberg, 1987; Muhlberger, 2000b) reasons.

Privacy and Personal Offence

Eliasoph (1998) in an anthropological investigation of political apathy in a suburban American town found that many of those interviewed considered their political views and actions (such as who they voted for) as too personal to be discussed.  Eliasoph interviewed three groups of people based on their avocations—people associated with a recreational avocation, people who volunteered for the community, and people who were politically involved.  The recreational group, which was recruited from participants in country-western dance clubs, was the group for whom political matters were too personal to discuss.  Observing their behavior in situ, Eliasoph found that the recreational group steadfastly avoided political discussion.

One possible explanation for why some people say politics is too personal to discuss may be that they know so little they might embarrass themselves were they to discuss politics.  To avoid embarrassment, these people might provide the excuse that political matters are too personal.  In fact, however, Eliasoph finds that many of these people had surprisingly adequate understandings of the political issues.  Eliasoph speculates that perhaps these people set such a high standard for being a good citizen that they believe even substantial knowledge is not sufficient.  This hypothesis does not, however, explain why these people said discussing politics is too personal. 

Perhaps the study participants should be taken at their word.  When they say that political matters are too personal to discuss, they seem to be saying that they consider their political views and actions to be private matters.  Such a belief does seem quite perplexing from the point of view of anyone who is politically engaged.  In a later section, I hope to provide a conceptual framework within which it makes sense that some people may view politics as a private matter.  

For now, consider the possibility that for some people the political is deeply bound with a rigid view of identity.  Some people may believe that their political preferences are direct manifestations of an unchangeable identity, such as ethnic, religious, social class (union or professional), or party identifications.  For such people, attempts to change their political views may seem nonsensical and a violation of something deeply personal.  Such people will be inclined to view the political as private.

In addition, if such people do exist, they might view attempts to change their views as a frontal attack on themselves, particularly if they are inclined to interpret others negatively.  If so, they would take personal offence at other's disagreeing with their political sensibilities, because they see disagreement as a personal attack.  This raises a third possible rationale for political apathy—that interactions with those who disagree are seen as personal attacks.  

Conflict and Irrationality

Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (2002) and Funk (2001) find that people say they wish to avoid politics because of the unpleasant conflict associated with such discussion.  But, is conflict in and of itself sufficient to deter people from certain activities?  Whether it is arguing about football teams, flaming each other on the Internet, or complaining to noisy neighbors, Americans do not always seem to avoid conflict.  When an issue seems sufficiently important or when conflict itself is seen as a source of entertainment, people engage in conflict.  There should, therefore, be deeper reasons why anticipation of conflict deters some people from politics.

Experiencing political disagreement as personally offensive or as a violation of personal privacy may be two key explanations of why some find political discussion unpleasantly conflictual.  In addition, a perception that discussing politics has no purpose would help fuel political apathy by undermining the notion that political discussion might achieve something important.  Some people may believe that it is impossible to resolve political disagreements in a rational manner.  In particular, developmental psychologists have discussed the possibility that people may come to view others who disagree on socially conflictual issues as irrational due to "naive realism" (Ross & Ward, 1996 ).  Naive realism begins with the conviction that one's beliefs and values are self-evident and therefore shared by all sensible people.  Confronted with firm evidence that others do not share their self-evident beliefs and values, naive realists come to believe that others are either immoral or irrational.  A possible example of naïve realism is Coulter's (2003) new book charging even the New York Times editorialists with treason for espousing liberal positions.  In fact, Stealth Democracy itself seems to provide extensive evidence of naive realism in the American public:  Hibbing and Theiss-Morse find that most Americans believe there is a broad public consensus on most political issues, and that conflict is only evidence that bad special interests are clouding the consensus.

The Societal Perspective

In this section, I introduce a loose theoretical framework that helps explain all four apathy rationales.  I intend to further elaborate his framework in subsequent papers that deal directly with it.  The apathy rationales seem explicable in part by a failure of people to take a societal as opposed to individualistic perspective.  Failure to take a society-wide perspective is indicative of intermediate levels of socio-cognitive development, and raises the possibility that the apathy rationales are not socially benign but an indication of societal dysfunction.  Because this analysis is a response to Hibbing and Theiss-Morse's (2002) normative position, it is also partly normative.

Before the apathy rationales are considered, it may be elucidating to learn that Funk (1998) has uncovered evidence in the National Election Survey (NES) broadly supportive of the theoretical framework proposed here.  Funk found that people who subscribe to individualistic values as opposed to a value commitment to benefit the collective are indeed significantly less civically engaged than those who do not.  This may mean that those who take the societal perspective are more likely to be engaged, the fundamental point made here.

The failure of people who subscribe to the apathy rationales to take a societal perspective is demonstrated by examining the logic of these views.  Consider, for example, the rather perplexing belief, subscribed to at least a degree by 52% of respondents in the current study, that personal political views are "no one elses's business."  Personal political views do, however, have substantial effects on others to the extent that these views give rise to voting and other actions that can appreciably affect the welfare of many people.  Consequently, people who subscribe to the belief that their political views are private seem to imply that no one has a right to contest these views, regardless of how harmful they might be for the entire society.  Most people would not explicitly subscribe to such a position, so the fact that people agree that their political views are private suggests they are failing to adequately think through the society-wide ramifications of this belief.  That is, they are not taking a societal perspective, only a local and self-centered one.  Much the same can be said for taking personal offence at political disagreements.  People who take such offence put politics outside the realm of reasoned discussion, declaring it inappropriate to challenge potentially socially harmful political views.

  Earlier, I suggested that a possible explanation for how people could believe that their political views were private is that such people have rigid notions of identity and believe their political views are bound to their unchanging identities.  I will call such people "conventional."  One example might be people who come from a blue-collar union background in which being a Democrat is a family tradition.  Such people would have to question their social class and familial identities to question their Democratic political views, something they will be reluctant to do if they believe their personal identity is their group identity—that is, if they confuse personal identity with social group membership.  Several developmental psychological schemes suggest that people go through stages of development of identity and social perspective that involve rigid notions of identity and a confusion of personal identity with social group membership (Loevinger, 1987; Rosenberg, 2002).  These are intermediate, so-called "conventional" stages of development, specifically ones in which people have not yet developed a capacity for taking a broad, societal perspective that permits criticism of a personal identity dependent on happenstance group memberships—accidents of birth.

  A conventional person with political views tied to a rigid notion of identity could, potentially, be very politically active.  Their political action would not involve reflective criticism of their views, but rather efforts to cheer on and contribute to group efforts to promote these views.  In a world, however, in which the usual bulwarks of socio-political identity—churches, unions, political parties, ethnic groups—are losing their power to organize like-minded and unquestioning persons, conventional persons may not find the kind of supportive structures necessary for their political engagement.  Thus, at least in this paper's sample of Pittsburgh, a major metropolitan area in which the mainstays of conventional political organization have greatly decayed, I would expect conventional people to be less likely to participate politically.  More generally, I would expect such persons, irrespective of context, to be less likely to participate in ways that would subject their points of view to challenge
.

  The view that it is impossible to rationally discuss political differences also puts potentially socially harmful views beyond the reach of reasoned discussion.  Thus, this perspective is subject to the same criticisms as belief in the privacy of political views.  In addition, if belief in the irrationality of political discussion derives from naïve realism, it derives from a developmental deficit in being able to take the perspective of others and of being able to question the seeming self-evident nature of one's own unexamined political views.  Such people are not people capable of a societal perspective.  People who are capable of taking a societal view must of necessity be aware of the political perspectives of others and of potential criticisms of their own political views.

Finally, people who subscribe to instrumentalism may be victim to a failure of broad moral perspective.  Any standard ethical system, whether utilitarianism's [Mill, 1987 #923] "pursue the greatest good for the greatest number," or Kant's "do that which you could prescribe as a universal law for others," prescribes that people ignore instrumental considerations when it comes to the rights and well-being of the broader society.  People who eschew political action because they do not anticipate an effect from their individual actions are prescribing a rule of action that would have disastrous consequences if everyone were to obey it
.  Again, this is also a failure to take the point of view of the larger society.

Method

Participants

One thousand two hundred Pittsburgh residents of voting age were selected from Cole Information Services' "Marketshare" directory of the Pittsburgh area.  Of all available directories, this directory comes closest to being an exhaustive list of adults in the Pittsburgh area.  Data for the directory, which is updated biannually, comes from the Census, phone book, voting lists, obituaries, and other sources.  Because of its information sources, the directory likely overrepresents adults who have permanent residency and therefore underrepresents the economically disadvantaged.  Nevertheless, the Marketshare directory is superior to alternative directories.  A sample was drawn that stratified by gender, age, estimated household income, and geographical location.

Data was obtained from 524 respondents, with a response rate of 65%.   Non-respondents and those who explicitly declined participation are counted toward the denominator of the response rate.  Those not counted are the deceased, ineligible, and bad addresses.  Death was determined by communications with people familiar with the respondent or from the Social Security Death Index.  The ineligible include people who are younger than 18 years of age, not American citizens, or no longer residents of Pittsburgh.  Respondents too perpetually ill or infirm to understand the survey or reply to it were also counted as ineligible.  Respondents were counted as bad addresses if so indicated by the Postal Service, no valid phone number could be found via the Cole directory and several phone company directories, and the respondent did not appear in the Allegheny County Real Estate assessment web site, a comprehensive database of Pittsburgh property owners.

Survey respondents were 54% male and 46% female; had a median age of 47; and were 88% Caucasian, 8% African-American, and 4% other.  Median and mean education was "Some college, No degree."  Seventy-three percent of respondents owned their own home.  Age-wise, the survey is representative of the population for the Pittsburgh area—the median age in the 2000 Census for Pittsburgh residents 20 years old and above was also 47.  Responses slightly overrepresent males.  They also overrepresent Caucasians, who make up 88% of the sample, but only 68% of the population according to the Census.  This may reflect underrepresentation of African-Americans in the Marketshare data.  Alternatively, members of this group may be disinterested in politics or distrustful of how the survey data would be used.  Although not a perfect random sample from the Pittsburgh area, respondents do represent a diverse cross-section of people.

Pittsburgh is an ethnically and class diverse community with a city population of 334,583 and over one million including surrounding areas, according to the 2000 Census.  Neighborhoods range from suburb-like residential areas to areas of urban poverty.  Although Pittsburgh is known to have a moderately high quality of life for a city its size, people intimately involved with public life in the city do not believe this leads to either an especially high level of political involvement or public dialogue.

Materials and Procedures

Respondents were first sent a one-page pre-notification letter indicating they had been selected for a Pittsburgh-wide mail survey being conducted by Community Connections, a non-profit and non-partisan community engagement project housed at Carnegie Mellon University.  They were told the confidential questionnaire would arrive shortly with a small monetary gift and a coupon for a free Blockbuster video.  They were also told that if they returned the questionnaire they would be entered into three lotteries in which they could win up to $300.  The second mailing consisted of a similar explanatory letter, the gifts, and an 11-page questionnaire booklet, which would take about 20 minutes to complete.  Three more mailings were sent.  All letters stressed that we were interested in responses from everyone, not just from those interested in politics.  During the period prior to the third mailing, research assistants attempted to phone all participants who had not yet returned the questionnaire.

Measures

Apathy Rationales 

The apathy rationales were each measured with multiple questions.  The questions are quite similar, but apathy rationale questions were thoroughly mixed in among themselves and a variety of other questions.  In any one portion of the questionnaire, only one question tapping a given apathy rationale was present.  People who sought to be consistent by checking their previous answers would have had a substantial task of finding earlier questions tapping the same cognition.  Most people would not have bothered.  All question responses were measured on an 11-point Likert scale.

Instrumentalism was tapped by:  "Sometimes people need to act politically even if the actions cannot succeed.  (Political actions include voting, letter writing, going to meetings, protest, and so forth.)", "Responsibilities can call for political action even when the action will not succeed.', and "I wouldn't bother with political actions that have no chance of success."

Privacy was tapped by:  "My political views are my own business.", "People's political views are private matters.", and "It's ok for people to ask me about my political views."

Personal Offence (Offence) was tapped by:  "I do not take it personally when someone disagrees with my political views." and  "When someone disagrees with my political views, I feel they are attacking me personally."

Irrationality of political discussion was tapped by:  "Political discussions between people with different political views can be productive.", "People with different political views cannot rationally discuss politics.", and "People with different political views can talk reasonably with each other about politics."

Dependent Variables

A variety of outcome variables were measured.  One set of outcomes is political interest and political orientation intensity.  These were measured by standard American National Election Survey (NES) questions regarding political interest (questions 310 and 313 of the 1952-1992 cumulative codebook), party identification strength (absolute distance from zero for the party identification question), and ideological strength (also absolute distance on a extremely conservative to extremely liberal scale). 

Another group of dependent variables are self-reported behavioral measures that tap the quality of respondent's everyday political discussion.  These questions were inspired by deliberative democratic theory, and their theoretical basis and evidence for their validity is discussed elsewhere (Muhlberger, 2000a, 2001, 2003; Muhlberger & Shane, 2001).  Good survey practices were followed to insure the highest possible quality responses to these questions.  They occurred after a definition of "political  discussion issues"—any issue for which at least some people call for a government solution— and examples of political issues.  Also, they occurred after multiple questions meant to jog respondents' memories about their political discussions, including what political issues they discussed, where they discussed these issues, and how long ago their last political discussion occurred.  Respondents were asked specific questions about the percent of time they engaged in various political discussion practices.  People may not be able to give precise answers to such questions, but it is nevertheless better to ask a precise question than ones in which respondents have to subjectively determine what such response options as "a lot" or "sometimes" mean (Dillman, 2000).

The discussion quality measures included:  

Willingness to Reveal and Justify Own Political Views When Discussing (Engagement Norm) was based on:  "I would rather not reveal my political beliefs to someone who would disagree with me." and "I'd rather not justify my political beliefs to someone who disagrees with me."  Responses of both questions were reversed.

Percent of Listening Time Spent  Actually Listening (Listening) was based on:  "Think about the time during which you did not talk during recent political discussions with people who disagree with you.  About what portion of this time did you actually listen to what they were saying?"

Percent of Discussion Time Spent Discussing Own Values was based on:  "About what portion of all of this time did you and your discussion partners discuss your values?"
Behavioral Dependent Variables

Behavioral dependent variables included self-reports and what might be called quasi-behavioral dependent variables.  One variable is the log of self-reported political discussion amount.  Again, the questions used to measure this occurred after the definition of political and attempts to jog memories about political discussion.  Mean discussion amount was taken as the product of reported discussion frequency and amount.  The questions were:  "Think back on the times you have discussed political issues.  On average, about how many times a month do you discuss political issues? [__ times a month]  On average, about how many minutes do these discussions last? (Your best estimate is fine.)     [__ minutes]."  

For quasi-behavioral questions, respondents were asked if they wished to be contacted about a deliberative website that was being constructed and whether they wished to be contacted to come to a six-hour face-to-face deliberative discussion without pay.  People who agree are agreeing to allow an interruption of their day and, implicitly, to treat whoever calls cordially and to at least make an effort to participate.  Respondents were counted as agreeing only if they included their telephone numbers with their replies, as requested on the survey.

Political Attitudes:  

These included standard NES internal and external political efficacy questions (one each) and standard demographic questions from the NES and other sources.

Results

The results are presented in sections that cover:  a) .

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Apathy Rationale Questions

Confirmatory factor analysis provides statistical evidence that the apathy rationale questions do capture distinct factors.  This test constitutes a particularly high standard in the current dataset because the questions for each proposed rationale were separated into three separate parts of the 11 page survey and intermixed with other questions.  Except in the unlikely event that the respondent spent time searching for their prior answers or somehow remembered their response to a much earlier question, questions tapping the same rationale could only be correlated because people in fact have attitudes stored in memory that correspond to these rationales.  This presents a much more difficult test of the rationales than is typical for many scale questions in such surveys as the NES, which are typically placed together.

  A simple confirmatory model based on the question groupings proposed in the Measures section passes the usual standards for a successful confirmatory factor analysis.  This model has:  a Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) of .96 (>.90 is considered good); a Comparative Fit Index (CFI) of .94 (>.90 is good); a Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) of .047 (<.05 considered very good); a Hoelter of 318 for the .05 level of signficance (this is the sample size would have to be greater than 318 for the model to be rejected at the .05 level of significance by the chi-squared test; an N greater than 200 is considered good); a Bollen-Stine bootstrapped chi-squared p=.004 (p greater than .05 considered good, though this test is misleading for samples of size over 200; this sample is size 522; all bootstraps have N=2000); factor loading z-scores all exceeding an absolute value of 5.00 (>1.96 good); and a permutation test p<.001 (5000 permutations).    Correlations between the factors are all less than .58 and are significantly different than one (p<.001), indicating the factors are distinct.

An examination of patterns of prediction error in the simple model reveals that there are unexplained positive covariations between responses to questions that are pro-apathy and between questions that are pro-participation, regardless of which apathy rationale.  An explanation of this is that respondents, trying to seem more consistent, sought to differentiate their responses by clustering (moving closer together) their responses to pro-apathy questions and similarly for pro-participation questions.  This causes covariation among the questions but is statistically innocuous because such clustering does not covary with dependent variables.  It can be modeled in the confirmatory factor setting by adding a "covariation factor" that has one coefficient for all pro-apathy questions and the negative of that coefficient for all pro-participation questions.  In practice, the software used does not allow an equals negative constraint, so both coefficients were unconstrained.  The resulting coefficients, however, fit expectations, with one negative and one positive, and the difference of their absolute values insignificantly different from zero at the .27 level.  This model is identified.

This "covariation factor" version of the confirmatory factor analysis fits the data exceedingly well.  It has a GFI of .98; a CFI of .98; a RMSEA of .026; a Hoelter of 506; a Bollen-Stine bootstrapped chi-squared p=.315; factor loading z-scores for the substantive variables all exceeding an absolute value of 6.96 and the two covariation factors above 4.49; and a permutation test p<.001.  Correlations between the factors are all less than .55 and are significantly different than one (p<.001), indicating the factors are distinct.  The BIC for this model, 507.265, is much better than for the simpler model, 474.074.  Both this and the simpler model help confirm that people do have distinctive cognitions that are captured by the survey questions.  Given the direct nature of the questions, it is plausible that the distinctive cognitions captured are indeed the apathy rationales.

Explaining Non-Behavioral Variables

The apathy rationales help explain non-behavioral variables such as several standard political science variables used to explain political participation (political interest, party identification strength, ideological strength) as well as a variety of indicators of the quality of the political discussion in which a person engages.  Of course, the data here are all correlational, so there can be no certainty regarding the direction of causation, but it is plausible that the rationales explain variables that seem conceptual subsequent to themselves.  I will write this assuming that the assumed causal order is the actual causal order because this is easier.

Table 1 shows the equivalent of linear regressions of the non-behavioral variables on the apathy rationales and various control variables.  The actual analysis used was covariance structure analysis ("LISREL" or structural equation modeling), which contains within it the covariance factor version of the confirmatory factor model described above.  The advantage of using covariance structure analysis is that it takes into account error in the measurement of the apathy rationale variables, giving a more accurate account of both the strength of the relationships and its certainty than would linear regression.  In addition, bootstrapping was used to make p-values robust to any violations of normality.

Please note that the use of covariance structure analysis sets a very high hurdle for the apathy rationales to pass.  Although the coefficients are generally stronger in covariance structure analysis than in linear regressions, the significance of the coefficients of the models tested here are generally far weaker than they are in equivalent linear regressions.  Many relationships between the apathy rationales that prove significant at the .05 level in regression analyses do not do so in the Table 1 covariance analyses.  This is because covariance structure analysis introduces additional sources of error variation besides the error of the equation, namely it allows meaurement error for all multi-indicator variables.  The demographic variables and internal efficacy are measured with single indicators and are assumed to be error free, which means their coefficients will show less error variation.

Table 1:  Non-Behavioral Variables and the Apathy Rationales

	
	Dependent Variables



	
	Political Interest
	Ideological Strength
	Willingness to Reveal and Justify Own Political Views When Discussing
	Percent of Listening Time Spent  Actually Listening

(Discussers only)
	Percent of Discussion Time Spent Discussing Own Values

(Discussers only)

	Independent

Variables


	Beta Coefficient

(Unstandardized Coefficient, Standard Error)

	Instrumntalism
	-.41**

(-.17, .03)
	-.25*

(-.35, .13)
	-.17†

(-.41, .24)
	-.22*

(-.56, .21)
	.001

(.002, .19)

	Privacy
	.07

(.03, .03)
	.01

(.01, .09)
	-.28*

(-.68, .17)
	.04

(-.11, .14)
	-.24**

(-.53, .14)

	Offence
	.02

(.01, .03)
	.12†

(.17, .11)
	-.25*

(-.60, .19)
	-.03

(-.07, .19)
	-.13†

(-.28, .17)

	Irrationality
	.06

(.03, .03)
	.05

(.08, .12)
	.04

(.10, .21)
	-.15†

(-.38, .20)
	.004

(.008, .18)

	Political Interst
	
	.09

(.13, .10)
	.10

(.25, .19)
	.17*

(.42, .18)
	.15*

(.33, .16)

	Internl Efficacy
	.36**

(.05, .01)
	.08†

(.04, .02)
	.12*

(.08, .04)
	-.04

(-.03, .04)
	-.01

(-.007, .04)

	Education
	-.02

(-.00, .01)
	.17**

(.10, .03)
	.02

(.02, .05)
	.09*

(.10, .06)
	.11*

(.10, .05)

	Age
	.40**

(.01, .001)
	-.20**

(-.02, .005)
	-.13*

(-.02, .01)
	-.25**

(-.04, .01)
	-.12*

(-.02, .01)

	
	Also Controlled:  External efficacy; How busy the person is; Generalized Social Trust; Homeownership; African-American; Gender; Discuss politics as part of employment.  The last 3 columns also control:  Ideological strength and Party ID strength.

	R2; N
	
.48; 521
	.21; 512
	.34; 520
	.19; 477
	.14; 479


Note:  All bootstrap N=2000.  Covariance structure analysis used (comparable to regression).

** is p<.01; * is p<.05; † is p<.10 All p-values based on one-sided bias-corrected bootstrap results.

Instrumentalism plays among the most substantial roles of any of the variables in suppressing political interest, ideological strength, and reported percent of listening time actually spent listening in conversations with those who disagree with the respondent's political views.  It also shows a trend relationship with willingness to reveal and justify own political views in discussions with those who disagree, a deliberative norm that proved to be a distinct factor in pilot work as well as here (Muhlberger, 2000a, 2001).  Because instrumentalism plays a substantial role in political interest, it also indirectly influences listening (again) and reported percent of time spent dicussing personal values in political conversations.  The variables controlled but not reported generally have non-significant and non-substantial influences on the dependent variables.

The perception that political views are private is the most potent negative influence on willingness to reveal and justify personal political views as well as percent of discussion time spent discussing personal values.  A relationship between this notion of privacy and both revealing political views and discussing personal values seems particularly plausible.  Equally as plausible, taking personal offence at political disagreement appreciably affects willingness to reveal and justify and shows a moderate trend relationship with discussing personal values.  

Only the belief that political disagreements cannot be rationally resolved shows no relationship significant at the .05 level, though it shows a trend relationship with listening.  This relationship is significant in a comparable Ordinarly Least Squares (OLS; p<.005) regression.  It may be that perceived irrationality exercises its influence indirectly through the other apathy rationales.  The irrationality factor has a .55 correlation (p<.001 for the hypothesis that the correlation is zero; confirmatory factor analysis) with offence, a .35 correlation with instrumentalism (p<.001), and a .21 correlation with privacy (p<.001).

Explaining Behavioral Variables

Table 2 examines the effects of the apathy rationales on three behavioral variables.  The independent variables were standardized for the two probit analyses so coefficient sizes could be compared.

Table 2:  Behavioral Variables and the Apathy Rationales

	
	Dependent Variables



	
	Log of Time Spent Discussing Politics Each Month

(Covariance Structure Analysis)
	Willingness to be Phoned Regarding Deliberative Website

(Probit Analysis)
	Willingness to be Phoned to Come to an Unpaid Six Hour Deliberation

(Probit Analysis)

	Independent

Variables (All Variables Stdardized)
	Beta

(Unstd. Coef., S.E.)
	Coefficient (Standard Error)

	Instrumentalism


	-.04

(-.06, .14)
	-.28** (.08)
	-.17* (.07)

	Privacy
	-.13*

(-.20, .09)
	-.18* (.08)
	-.16* (.07)

	Offence
	-.10

(-.16, .12)
	.06 (.08)
	.06 (.07)

	Irrationality
	.003

(.01, .13)
	-.08 (.09)
	-.12† (.08)

	Political Interest
	.63**

(.98, .13)
	.17* (.10)
	.18* (.08)

	Internal Efficacy
	-.01

(-.01, .03)
	.11 (.09)
	.07 (.08)

	Education
	.10*

(.06, .03)
	.09 (.08)
	.04 (.07)

	Age
	-.24**

(-.02, .005)
	-.11 (.09)
	-.09 (.08)

	
	Also Controlled:  Same as for Table 1.  Ideological strength and Party ID strength controlled in all analyses here.  Probits include constant.

	R2; N
	.48; 500
	Pseudo-R2=.14; 518
	Pseudo-R2=.12; 521


Note:  All bootstrap N=2000.  Covariance structure analysis used (comparable to regression).

** is p<.01; * is p<.05; † is p<.10 All p-values based on one-sided bias-corrected bootstrap results, including the probit analyses.

Instrumentalism has the single most powerful effect in dampening willingness to be contacted about a deliberative website, and it rivals the effect of political interest regarding willingness to be contacted about coming to an unpaid deliberation.  Morever, the effect of instrumentalism is understated because it indirectly influence all three behavioral variables through its substantial effect on political interest.  A one std. deviation increase in instrumentalism results in a .4 std. deviation decrease in political interest.  The believe that political views are private also consistently registered a moderate depressing effect on all three behavioral variables.

Apathy Rationales, Political Values, and the Societal Perspective

In an effort to determine whether the apathy rationales are connected to a broader societal perspective, I regressed (OLS) each rationale on a set of four standard political values from the NES:  humanitarianism, economic individualism, egalitarianism, and traditionalism.  The one value orientation with a consistently significant influence on all four apathy rationales was humanitarianism, the view that people in need should be helped.  Those who were more humanitarian subscribed to each of the apathy rationales to a significantly lesser degree.  People with high levels of humanitarianism are appreciably more likely to support social programs and other governmental efforts to help those in need (Steenbergen, 1995).  Humanitarianism is consistent with a perspective that takes the needs of others into account at a societal level, and thus is consistent with a broader societal perspective.  Its importance for weakening people's subscription to apathy rationales suggests these rationales are related to difficulty taking the societal perspective.

Aggresivity

[Things to come:  An examination of Carolyn Funk's aggresivity measure.]

Summary and Discussion

  The apathy rationales have been put to several difficult statistical tests in this paper.  Questions tapping each rationale were widely separated on the survey and mixed with other questions, greatly reducing the value of memory for making responses consistent.  Nevertheless, confirmatory factor analyses show that the questions covary as expected and capture distinct factors.  Covariance structure analysis ("LISREL" analysis) was used to test the influence of the apathy rationales on pre-behavioral variables and a behavioral variable, and bootstrapping was used to determine p-values for all analyses.  These analyses are robust to violations of distributional assumptions and to measurement error in the variables.  This robustness comes at a price:  p-values are generally much worse than for OLS regression.  

Nevertheless, three of the four apathy rationales proved their merit in explaining political interest, ideological strength, several measures of the quality of political discussion, amount of political discussion, and willingness to be phoned regarding a deliberative website and six-hour unpaid face-to-face deliberation.  Instrumentalism, the view that there is no point to political actions that cannot succeed, has particularly large and omnipresent effects.  It lowers willingness to be phoned for the deliberation and website, amount of listening in political discussions, and ideological strength.  Its effects are also indirectly felt, via its substantial influence on political interest, on amount of political discussion and examination of personal values in political discussion.  The belief that political views are private undermines all three political behaviors and dampens people's willingness to reveal and justify their political views and to examine personal values.  Taking personal offence at political disagreement reduces willingness to reveal and justify personal political views, and shows trend effects on examination of values and ideological strength.  The view that political disagreements cannot be rationally discussed does not directly influence any of the dependent variables, but may exercise its influence behind the scenes as an influence on the other apathy rationales.

The explanatory success of these apathy rationales, particularly their relationship with behavior and to more standard political science variables such as political interest, affirms their relevance to understanding political apathy.  Unlike the apathy rationales entertained by Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (2002), the apathy rationales examined here can most easily be understood not as innocuous but as socially harmful.  Aspects of each of the rationales suggests that the respondent cannot be taking a broader societal perspective on the ratiionale's consequences.  For instance, as discussed earlier, a person's belief that political views are private prevents others from ever challenging the person's views, regardless of how socially harmful such views might be.  The results show that this privacy belief reduces amount of political speech and willingness to consider public political deliberation.  As another example, instrumentalism likewise blocks actions that could be used to address serious social problems.  The results show it undermines political interest, quality of political discussion, amount of such discussion (indirectly), and willingness to consider public political deliberation.  

The relationship between the apathy rationales and a broader societal perspective is strengthened by the significant negative relationship between humanitarianism and all four rationales.  Humanitarianism, which is strongly associated with a willingness to have government address social distress, can be construed as evidence of concern for the broader society.  Those who subscribe to the apathy rationales seem to have withdrawn from concern for the wider society and into a private world in which their politically-relevant thoughts and actions cannot be questioned and political action makes no sense.
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