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ABSTRACT:  Previous psychological research with undergraduate students suggests people possess qualitative differences in their political interest.  Some internalize their interest to a greater degree than others, leading to more and higher quality participation.  This poster's research replicates these findings with a representative population sample, and extends the findings into participation-relevant attitudes and the quality and quantity of everyday political speech.

Hypotheses are tested using a representative mail survey of 1200 Pittsburgh residents.  Higher levels of internalization are found to improve participation-relevant attitudes and the quality and quantity of political speech, even controlling for conventionally-measured political interest, ideological and partisan strength, internal and external efficacy, opportunity costs, and other variables.  In most cases, political interest proves insignificant.  The results provide strong evidence for a theoretical approach that importantly qualifies existing understandings of political participation.  It is not political interest itself but the motivational form of that interest that influences many aspects of participation.
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Introduction

PLEASE NOTE:  This paper and related papers will be made available online at http://communityconnections.heinz.cmu.edu/papers

  If you would like to see the paper in a larger font, you can download it and print it.

Since its introduction in The American Voter, self-reported political interest has been among the most successful variables in explaining political participation.  Political interest seeks to capture individuals' motivation to pursue political information and action.  Although a variety of new theories of motivation have been proposed and studied in the field of psychology, political scientists have done little to improve upon the notion of political interest
.  This poster applies psychological research and theory on internalization of motivation to political interest.  It finds that the form of internalization, not political interest itself, best explains a variety of participation-relevant attitudes and the quantity and quality of everyday political speech.  Because this paper focuses on political speech as a form of political participation, the results have implications for democratic deliberation.

Understanding political internalization may also help clarify the processes by which a few citizens become more deeply engaged with politics—a poorly understood process with important social implications.  The vast majority of Americans are breath-takingly apathetic and ignorant about political matters (Kinder 2002; Neuman 1986).  Scholars have raised alarms about the consequences of this apathy and ignorance (Putnam 2000), while political theorists have called for a far more involved democracy, a deliberative democracy (Barber 1984; Bohman 1996; Chambers 1996; Gutmann and Thompson 1996).  Radical proposals for a more deliberative democracy have drawn many criticisms.  Nevertheless, it is difficult to ignore the need for a more informed public.  Gilens (2000), for example, has found that providing people with basic facts dramatically changes their opinions on a variety of important policy issues.  

Theory

Self-Determination

•Self-determination theory (Deci and Ryan 1985; Ryan and Connell 1989; Ryan, Connell, and Deci 1985) holds that more self-determined objectives are pursued with higher quality effort (more reflexive effort) and, under certain conditions, greater effort.

•Self-determined actions are actions that are phenomenally experienced as originating from an unconflicted self.

Types of Motivation

•Extrinsic Motivation:  Extrinsic motivation is motivation to pursue actions only because of external pressures.

•Intrinsic Motivation:  At the most self-determined extreme lie actions pursued for the natural pleasure of pursuing them.

•Internalization:  Much human motivation, however, is neither intrinsic nor extrinsic, but internalized.  Most of the actions people pursue are not naturally given or externally forced, but the internalization of external social norms and other objectives.  People have an inherent tendency to make internal what socializing agents mark as important.

•Integrated Motivation:  Full internalization involves internalizing a previously external regulation into self regulation, often in the form of "important,  committed values" (Koestner et al. 1996).  In other words, the motive becomes deeply and coherently integrated with the self.

•Introjected Motivation:  Internalization does not always occur fully.  Motives that are only partially internalized will be experienced as internally coercive because the motive conflicts with other aspects of the self.  People will feel internal pressures, such as self-esteem consequences, to pursue the goal.  

General Consequences of Motivation Types

•Because intrinsic and integrated motivation are fully integrated with the self, they are a constant focus of attention and self-regulation.  As such, they do not require any kind of reminder or pressure and will fully exploit cognitive resources
.

•Because introjected motivation is poorly integrated into the self, it is not a constant focus of attention and self-regulation.  This motivation will not fully exploit cognitive resources and will be more dependent on reminders of a person's values, standards, and objectives.  Extrinsic motivation is similar but worse still.

•Integrated motivation may have more beneficial effects than intrinsic motivation when positive outcomes require behavior oriented to a goal rather than intrinsic enjoyment of the activity itself (Koestner et al. 1996 ; Losier and Koestner 1999). 

Dependent Variables

•I will be examining three sets of outcomes:  subscription to rationales that promote political apathy, the reported quality of everyday political discussion, and reported political behavior.

•Apathy rationales and their consequences for political behavior are discussed in another paper (Muhlberger 2003a).  The apathy rationales are—

Instrumentalism:  The view that only personal actions efficacious in changing political outcomes are worth pursuing.  

Privacy: belief in the privacy of political views.  Personal 

Offence:  taking personal offence at political disagreement.  

Irrationality:  belief in the impossibility of rational discussion of political disagreements.

Past Research

Findings

•A multitude of studies have shown that the four motivational types have considerably different consequences in domains such as sports, education, leisure, and relationships, with more self-determined motivation generally having more positive effects.

•Koestner and his colleagues (Koestner et al. 1996) have examined the effects of motivation type on the electoral behavior of Canadian undergraduate students.  They found that integrated motivation, in contrast to introjected motivation, is associated with active political information seeking, less dependence on others for political decisions, less susceptibility to persuasion, more differentiated attitudes, and more voting.

•Losier and Koestner (1999) find, in a similar study, that intrinsic and integrated motivation are positively associated with active information seeking and positive emotions.

•They find that intrinsic, unlike integrated, motivation does not positively affect the likelihood of voting.  They attribute this to the goal-directedness of integrated motivation, and they liken intrinsic motivation to the behavior of sports fans who enjoy a contest but do not expect to play an active role in it.

Weaknesses of Past Research

•Past research has been limited to undergraduate students, primarily from Quebec, who are relatively interested in politics.  

•Three of the four electoral events studied were particularly prominent and identity-engrossing, such as the Quebec referendum.

•Analyses have not controlled a variety of variables political scientists consider important for political participation, including political interest, internal and external efficacy, party identification strength, ideological strength, and most demographic variables
.

•Analyses have provided only limited evidence for an underlying scale common to the four types of motivation.  Thus far, the only evidence has been a simplex-like correlation pattern, that is, ordered correlations (Ryan and Connell 1989).  

Hypotheses

•H1:  A maximum likelihood latent scale analysis will find strong evidence for the existence of an underlying self-determination or internalization scale that explains all four types of motivation.

•H2:  Lower levels of internalization, particularly extrinsic motivation and possibly introjected motivation, should generally be positively related with apathy rationales, while higher levels of internalization and integrated motivation should be negatively related.  

H2 WHY 1:  Political discussion is a particularly difficult cognitive activity.  A person needs to understand that others can disagree with them in fundamental  and unanticipated ways yet be both rational and non-hostile.  Lower levels of internalization probably do not promote the cognitive processing needed to understand this, promoting personal offence and ascriptions of irrationality.  

H2 WHY 2:  Instrumentalism might be countered by identity involvement.  More identity-involving matters may create pressures for self-expression (Abelson 1995) that operate regardless of whether an action can achieve changes in the state of the world.  

•H3:  Given the logic of H2 WHY 4, intrinsic motivation, which is not identity involving, may not matter for instrumentalism.

•H4:  Lower forms of internalization, particularly extrinsic motivation and introjected motivation, should generally be less related to the quality of political discussion than higher forms of internalization and integrated motivation.


H4 WHY:  Higher quality political discussion generally requires more cognitive engagement and more active initialization by the participant.

•H5:  Lower forms of internalization, particularly extrinsic motivation and possibly introjected motivation, should generally be less related to the quantity of political activity than higher forms of internalization and integrated motivation.


H5 WHY:  To the extent that most political activity takes place in an environment without constant reminders of personal standards and goals, self-initialized action is more likely to yield participation.  Self-initialized action is more characteristic of higher levels of internalization and integrated motivation.

•H6:  The survey context itself served to remind respondents of personal standards and goals.  Consequently, introjected motivation may have a more substantial effect than normal on prospective political action suggested by the survey itself.

•H7:  Intrinsic motivation may not be as important as integrated motivation to activities that are goal directed and therefore dependent on personal relevance.  

Method

Participants

•One thousand two hundred Pittsburgh residents of voting age.

•Selected from Cole Information Services' "Marketshare" directory of the Pittsburgh area.

•Stratified by gender, age, estimated household income, and geographical location.

•Data was obtained from 524 respondents, with a response rate of 65% once ineligible respondents (moved, deceased, etc.) were deducted.

•54% male and 46% female

•Median age of 47

•88% Caucasian, 8% African-American, and 4% other.  

•Median and mean education was "Some college, No degree."  

Materials and Procedures

•Four-wave mail survey with telephone calls on Wave 3.

•Compensation:  $2 monetary gift, free video coupon, entry into a raffle for three $100 prizes.

Measures

•Apathy rationales are discussed in another paper (Muhlberger 2003a).  See dependent variables section above for more details.

 •Political interest, internal and external efficacy, party identification strength (absolute distance from zero), and ideological strength measured with standard American National Election Survey (NES) questions.

•Standard questions for demographics included:  education, African-American, age, gender, and home ownership.

•Self-reported behavioral measures that tap the quality and quantity of respondent's everyday political discussion:  These questions were inspired by deliberative democratic theory, and they are discussed elsewhere (Muhlberger 2000; Muhlberger 2001; Muhlberger 2003b; Muhlberger and Shane 2001).  Good survey practices were followed to insure the best quality responses.

•Agreeing to be called regarding the deliberative website and meeting:  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.

•Opportunity costs:  Two questions about how busy the respondent is
.

Results

Maximum Likelihood Latent Scale Analysis

•A maximum likelihood latent scale analysis method created by the author was applied to respondents' reported levels of the motivational types.  Integrated and intrinsic motivation were given a logit-like shape (logit kernel) and extrinsic and introjected motivation were given a normal-like shape.

•The analysis allows variability in the mean and spread of each curve.  It also allows logit-like curves to switch directions so high values are on the left.

•RESULT 1:  The estimated latent self-determination values predict values for each of the four types of motivation that correlate remarkably well with the observed variables, with a mean correlation of .85 and a range of .81 to .90.  Fit for just the three internalization variables is even better, with a mean of .90 and range of .86 to .93.  This strongly supports the view that there a latent dimension underlies these variables.

Graph 1:  Predicted Level of Motivation Types For Latent Self-Determination Dimension
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•RESULT 2:  Many features of Graph 1 fit expectations:  The integrated motivation curve lies in the lower self-determination direction from the intrinsic motivation curve and both rise to the right rather than the left.  Also, extrinsic motivation lies to the left of introjected motivation.

•RESULT 3:  Perhaps the biggest surprise of Graph 1, however, is that extrinsic and introjected motivation peak at high levels of integrated and intrinsic motivation.  This may be because social desirability concerns drive up people's responses to the integrated and intrinsic motivation questions.  Alternatively, the apparent implication of self-determination theory of a sequential development of these types of motivation may require revision.

Consequences of the Motivational Types

•Table 1 shows the consequences of each of the four motivational types for the four apathy rationales, reported quality of everyday political speech, and other behavioral consequences.  Dependent variables appear on the left margin and a selection of the independent variables appear in the columns, so each row represents a regression.

•RESULT 1:  In only two of the 14 regressions is political interest significant and in the correct direction, though it is significant and in the right direction in 12 of the 14 with the motivation type variables removed.  In contrast, one or more of the motivation type variables is significant in 13 of the 14 regressions. 

•RESULT 2:  Consistent with theory, the overall pattern of coefficient sizes is monotonic.  For positive outcomes, coefficient sizes in almost all cases increase from extrinsic to integrated motivation, with intrinsic motivation having a coefficient between introjected and integrated motivation.  For negative outcomes, the reverse generally holds, with coefficient sizes decreasing as internalization increases.

•RESULT 3:  The most anomalous dependent variable is discussing politics with people who disagree, which shows a sizable and highly significant effect for introjected motivation and non-significant effects for the other motivation types.  A number of indications in the data suggest that people have little control over whether they discuss politics primarily with people who disagree with them.  Thus, it may be that the causal direction here is reversed, with people who discuss politics with others who disagree with them being more likely to feel the conflicted, introjected form of motivation.

•RESULT 4:  Reported amount of time spent discussing politics largely fits expectations.  The coefficient for integrated motivation is very nearly significant (p=.0515), positive, and larger than for introjected motivation.  For willingness to be called about a website, integrated and intrinsic motivation show a significant additive effect.  And, for willingness to be called about a deliberative meeting, an additive relationship between introjected, integrated, and intrinsic motivation is appreciably more significant (p=.0096) than for introjected motivation alone.

•RESULT 5:  An overall anomaly in the table is introjected motivation.  With the exception of two non-significant effects, it is generally in a direction consistent with favorable, not unfavorable, outcomes.  And, in its seven significant values, it has favorable effects, contrary to prior research
.

Table 1:  Regressions of Apathy Rationales, Political Discussion Quality Measures, and Political Behavior on Motivation Type, Political Interest, and Controls
	
	Independent Variables

	Dependent Variables
	Extrinsic Mot.

Unstd Coef (s.e)
	Introjected

Unstd Coef (s.e)
	Integrated

Unstd Coef (s.e)
	Intrinsic

Unstd Coef (s.e)
	Political Interst

Unstd Coef (s.e)
	N; R2 ; S.E.



	Instrumentalism
	.58 (.37) *
	-.56 (.28) *
	-1.85 (.37) ***
	-.24 (.31) 
	-.37 (.43)
	523; .22; 16.7

	Private
	-.25 (.54) 
	-.56 (.48) 
	-.57 (.63)A
	-.61 (.53) A
	-.02 (.70) 
	523; 7; 26.5

	Irrational
	.64 (.36) *
	.17 (.32) 
	-1.01 (.50) *
	-.79 (.41) *
	.69 (.51) †
	524; 12.2; 18.5

	Personal Offence
	1.34 (.45) ***
	.31 (.38) 
	-.67 (.47) †J
	-.63 (.47) †J
	.79 (.52) †
	524; 7; 20.8

	Willing to Engage


	-1.03 (.53) * 
	.88 (.43) *
	1.72 (.63) **
	.62 (.53) 
	.04 (.69)
	524; 17; 25.7

	Discuss Values


	-.26 (.45)
	.33 (.38)
	2.38 (.53) ***
	.74 (.43) *
	-1.01 (.58) *
	481; 13.5; 21.1

	Discuss Responsibilities
	.32 (.53) 
	.93 (.42) *
	1.57 (.67) **
	1.21 (.47) **
	-.75 (.72)
	477; 15.4; 24.1

	Disc. w/ People

Who Disagree
	-.19 (.46) 
	1.10 (.35) ***
	.23 (.60) 
	.32 (.48) 
	-.02 (.64)
	482; 7; 21.2

	Want to Talk


	-1.07 (.44) **
	.03 (.37) 
	2.51 (.57) ***
	1.49 (.50) *** 
	1.47 (.61) **
	482; 29.5; 22.8


	Percent of Time Doing the Talkng
	-.32 (.36) 
	.07 (.26)
	1.57 (.46) ***
	.79 (.31) **
	-.30 (.48) 
	480; 17.13; 15.7

	Percent Listen


	-1.03 (.55) * 
	.33 (.42) 
	1.91 (.65) ***
	.67 (.50) †
	.34 (.66)
	478; 13.73; 23.7

	log(Discussion Time)
	-.37 (.28) †
	.46 (.23) *
	.57 (.35) †
	.72 (.30) **
	2.05 (.41) ***
	512; 35.2; 13.7

	Phone About Political Website
	-.34 (.30) 
	.39 (.23) *
	.56 (.41) †A
	.31 (.30) A
	.35 (.43) 
	518; .11

	Phone About Deliberation
	-.34 (.28)  
	.41 (.22) *
	.37 (.35) 
	.20 (.27) 
	.44 (.40)
	521; .10


Notes:  Last two rows are probit regressions while the rest are OLS.  Probits show pseudo-R2.  All independent variables are scaled from 0 to 10.  All dependent variables, except the two dichotomous ones, are scaled from 0 to 100 so coefficients show more significant digits.  Analyses also contain controls for internal and external efficacy, ideological and party identification strength, opportunity costs, demographics, and discussing politics as a matter of employment.

† ≤  .10, one-sided; * ≤  .05; ** ≤  .01; *** ≤ .001; A=additively significant at .05 level; J=jointly significant at .05 level; All std. errors and p-values are robust.

•RESULT 6:  As expected, extrinsic motivation has a positive and significant relationship with three of the four apathy rationales.  Integrated motivation has a significant and negative relationship with two and shows a trend in the fourth.  By itself or jointly or additively with intrinsic motivation, integrated motivation has a significant and negative relationship with all four apathy rationales.  Intrinsic motivation, similarly counted, has a negative relationship in three of four.

•RESULT 7:  For political discussion quality, extrinsic motivation has an expected significant and negative effect in three of seven regressions, a non-significant negative effect in three, and a non-significant positive effect in one.  Integrated motivation has the expected significant positive effect in six of seven regressions.  Intrinsic motivation has the expected significant positive effect in four regressions, a trend positive relationship in one, and non-significant positive effects in two.

•RESULT 8:  Reported amount of time spent discussing politics largely fits expectations.  The coefficient for integrated motivation is very nearly significant (p=.0515), positive, and larger than for introjected motivation.  For willingness to be called about a website, integrated and intrinsic motivation show a significant additive effect.  And, for willingness to be called about a deliberative meeting, an additive relationship between introjected, integrated, and intrinsic motivation is appreciably more significant (p=.0096) than for introjected motivation alone.  As anticipated, introjected motivation played a significant positive role for both being called about a website and the deliberative meeting.  This was anticipated because the survey instrument gave people many reminders of their norms regarding political participation.

Conclusion

•H1:  A maximum likelihood latent scale analysis found strong evidence for the existence of an underlying self-determination scale that explains all four types of motivation proposed by self-determination theory.  The estimated scale has remarkable success in predicting observed variable values, and the overall shape and positions of the extracted motivation curves fits theoretical expectations.  One unexpected result, however, was that extrinsic and introjected motivation peak at points where integrated and intrinsic motivation are quite high.  This suggests a new way of understanding the development of the motivation types.

•H2:  Extrinsic motivation is generally positively related with political apathy rationales, while higher levels of internalization and integrated motivation are negatively related.  Contrary to expectations, introjected motivation proves beneficial, where it is significant, throughout the outcome analyses.  

This unexpected result is mitigated by the finding that the size of coefficients almost always has a monotonic relationship with internalization and integrated motivation.  On negative outcomes, for instance, the coefficients for lower internalization are larger than coefficients for higher internalization.  Thus, while introjected motivation beneficially reduces apathy rationales, it does not do so as effectively as do integrated or intrinsic motivation
.

•H3:  As predicted, intrinsic motivation, which is not identity involving, did not matter for instrumentalism.

•H4:  Lower forms of internalization generally have a negative or lesser effect on the quality of political discussion than higher forms of internalization.

•H5:  Lower forms of internalization generally have a negative or lesser effect on the quantity of political activity than higher forms of internalization and integrated motivation.

•H6:  Introjected motivation does have a more significant, if not more substantial, effect than might otherwise be expected on prospective political action that was requested by the survey itself.  This was expected because the survey itself served to remind participants of their own norms regarding political action, subjecting them to self-esteem pressures.  This effect of the survey might also help explain why internalization and integrated motivation have somewhat spotty effects on quantity of political activity.

•H7:  Intrinsic motivation may not be as important as integrated motivation to activities that are goal directed and therefore dependent on personal relevance.  Political speech quality did in fact show more of an impact of integrated than intrinsic motivation.  The same effect held for apathy rationales, though the explanation here is less clear.

In conclusion, the self-determination theory motivation types proved to have appreciably more explanatory power than conventional political interest.  Political interest was usually non-significant, while the motivation types almost always had some significant and expected relationship with apathy rationales, reported behavior relevant to quality of political speech, and other reported political behavior.  Internalization shows promise for explaining political attitudes and actions relevant to political participation.  It may also help better explain more intensive political engagement.
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