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DAIKI AYUHA AND KUNIOMI SHIBATA

An Investigative Report of the ‘Otsuma Election 2012’ Survey
Young Women’s Voting Behaviour, Political attitude and Media Use

Abstract
It is believed that media use has strong influence on political activities especially among 

young people. To better understand the relationship between their media use, political 
behaviour and political attitude, we have conducted the ‘Otsuma Election Survey 2012’ of 
378 Otsuma Women’s University students. Through the survey and the analysis, there 
were two findings. Firstly, we found that being digital in their private life did not mean 
being digital in political context. In their daily life, digital media such as SNS and video 
sharing websites were often used. On the other hand, for political information gathering, 
traditional media such as television, newspapers and talks with their family members 
were more likely to be used. Secondly, we also found that media use “made the rich (the 
politically active) richer (even more politically active)”. Among the politically minded stu-
dents, the daily use of television, SNS, blogs and BBS significantly correlated with their 
political use, while, among the not so politically minded, their daily use did not correlate 
with political use. The politically active used more media and became more politically 
informed than those who were not.

Key Words
media use voting behaviour social media

ICT ICT youth


