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/ ' During ‘the 1972 pre51dent1a1 election campaign,> both

Senator McGovern and Priesidant Nixon. used the longer,’ . . o

do entary—type, paill amnduncements of five-, fifteen-, or -

L

ot allow ‘énough time for the voters to learn substantive information
about the'candldates. A telephone survey of 743 voters in central
cdlifornia, comducted the weekend befére the election, however, )
revealed that the new. medlq strategies utilized by both candidates «
didndt impart adequate’information to the public. This .lepds
.credence to the idea that the meédia strategy-itself is pot the -
critical varlable' instead, the content of the message is' still most
important, no Mmatter ‘how it is presented. .Longer commercials seem to
offer 11tt1e benefit to the voters in terms of add1t10na1 information
on which ‘to make their political choices: - (EE)
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It was just a little over 20 years ago that adVertising agency: executive

Rosser ReeVes suggested Dwight Eisenhower°nse television spots during his 1952

-~

Presidential campalgn. Reeves (1952) felt that television spots, this "new vay

r

-
of campaigning,"“would deliver more listeners for less money tbsn any oﬁher .

form of advertising. And "because they are simple, because they are quick,

. - >

.because they are shprt and uncomplicated,:the public will remember them.”
This use og,vé?

litical ads proved so populsr that they have become. a standard

tcol of the campaigner during the past two decades. And while they have becone

Y

a familiar part of our political campaigns, they have not become an acceoted one.

Critics,note.that the use of spots often plays a role in disrupting the political.
L ' .

campaign. . -

Nimmo (l970) feels that spots enahle professional managers to communicate

\

images and tmpreSsions more effectively than facts or reasoned judgments while
Liston ¢1970) adds that they give the public‘"’ marketed, clever{? packaged

highly polished and extremely slick rendition" of the candidate and his views.
. S

TPis criticism of spots has led to an importaat question dealing with

adverJising effectiveness. Can a 30— or 60-second political commercial prove
. L}

an adéquste tool for presenting a candidate's views to the voters? On the one,

hand, a numbér of empirical studies have found that voters do indeed learn

<o

factual information from' 8P°t ‘television compercials. Bowen; Atkin,’ Naymsn

and Sheinkopf (1971 1973) concluded that "candidate qualifications and issue
LA ~
positions seemed to be the most widely learned material from, political ads."

!ﬁ;;“hoted that this finding was incopeistent with nuch 6f the critical commentary
f /4

tegsrdins the effectivsnsss of politicsl sdvertising, yet the ority of'their'

-

respondents ‘felt they had acquired "hard" infotmation rather than‘worv: personsl

R4
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W factors such as fan}iliarity with the @andidste as. a erson. ’ l

-

-

In a related atudy, Sheinkopf, Atkin and :Bowen (1972 1973) noted that a

specific subgroup of the public, campaign workers, dctually Sought out political

nessages as a source of information on candidate qualif* cations and issue

‘ positions The najorit;y oprarty workers studied were found to use television

\

.. advertigements as an ,intormation source for subsequent persuasion attempfs,
, ” finding ideas and arguments to use when interacting with the public. _
o Man} ‘critics, however, have asserted that the new "image politics,"

.represented by the spot announcement, may actually interfere with the basic

notion of a representative democtacy requiring a well-informed electoran -

?

, = HcGinniss (}.969) says- that advertising men” "'sold" Richard Nixon to the American

public via high-powered inage-building connercials. Weiss (1971) notes that

in the new type of campaigning, voters focus their attention on the c;ndidate a / s

/ . @ppearance, manner, and atyle of.presentation.- This is simtlar to Wyckoff's

. f . . - i .
.+, (1968) argument that “electoral engineera"kn nanufacture a "nanib«ﬁ.ated _

rl

reality" to profduce inage candidatea. . Finally, Hendelaohn and Creapi (1970)

state that today's political canpaigna find high"powered pronotion displacing

E the Lesa passionate approachea, greatly changing current political’ campaigns. 1
‘ John 0'Toole, presideat of Foote, Cone, and Befding, has been conducting
"\ cruaade against political apota for the past year. He_ feela that these brief
. " comercials defy a diacttsaion of the iaauea, vhile they encourage "shallow

. .nagery, shoddy logic, rep ehenaible mud alinging" (Weiaa, 197'3) O'Toolei
answer to the proble. is to limit comerciala to a five-ninute -ihinu- J=ngth, -
and thug totany ba} the shorter apot announca.ent. Not all advertising -t

. executives agree,’however. A study by Sheinkopf (1972) _found only 20 percent

. v ) ,
1
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of the tcsnocdents (advertising ‘agency presidents) agreeing that‘c minizun time

-~ linit: such as five minutes would improve the campaign standards and discus {on.

et L M W X . ’
. i ‘ﬂ' Y - Yt e [V A .
. B 1y . . + - [y [
+ -t

Bowcvén, as’ shown duting the recent Presiden"ial campaign, there cppeﬁra )
to{be a trend away fro:n the shottar epot comr:cial toward the fiv-e-rinute ad
and the even longer' half-hour political ptcﬂran. A rcporc in Broadcsat;_g&
(Nov. 13, 1972) noted that tbe several Nixon’ campaign comnittccs ran nearly
“twice as many netvork ads of 'fivc-inyte -end half-hour length r.hcn the tradit&lonal
'60-second spot announcmnts’ while HcGovem's nzdia buyers chose 58 of the .~

. longer ne commercials and only 36 of thc shortet spots. Spccificilll,'

Bﬁc&s ing noted there-were 40 Hixc}n 60-sc¢ond commercials on the network,

- . as opposed to 74 &g the fivc-ninute spots mo four half-h/onrpaid politicals
ptogrm. HeGovern's 36 one-ninut.c spow wctc aired aloflg with 49 fivc-ninntc

.nemﬂt am?mmccmnts and nine half-hour political ptogrns g

glhc change in political am\ouncc:cl;ts last yccr, then, from thc txaditiml ‘
'uhott pt to thc l.onger cormercial mmmcqacnt, provided an onrtunity to '
L o asseas the effs@f longer annouucements on the public. Specifically, kince

-+ many critics feel that voters 'do riot leern factual information from shprter

. N
ppots, it m\decided to lcuurc information gain in the context of the new

ey nd“ Ottetﬁgipl - - ) . '. M ‘p o P '
'i o - ! i
) Method:' rortyf'fivc at\u'hnts 3} cn"ubpcr-divinion adveytising class at Florids. '
Y ‘fechnologiul Univcrsity were ‘selected aid trained 13 the use ahd sdmindstration

: .. of the’ tclcphonc quutiomin. ‘Hearly l 000 names wcn rn?donly dram from tho

- - " e ® -

- - - E ] . . , va e 1
: _' qucuionncigc vas desigmed to measurs voter knowledge of cappsiga 1: , d -
. r . * . -7 . LR - .
. .stances on these izsues. - - . ‘ ¢
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t . Orlando/mnter Park and other Central Florida selephone directories, and a |
- - - 1
i ‘ ’ ‘ questionnaire was desi.gned to measure voter knowledge of caxppaign -isgpes and PN 1
‘ candidate stances oa these 1sst!cs. /—\‘ ; " ) 4‘
. . s et S 1., ' 1

" Actu'al data collection was conducted between fﬁdaﬁ -noon and 16 p.m., snnd'ay

Juring the ueekend Mediately preceeding the election (Tuesday, Mmbe,r 7.

A total of 743 usable schedules we*e corpleted during this 1ntetv1ew1ng paripd. ‘ .

All interir:l_ev'vs were conducted with the first elig‘ble voter available s;:t each \ '
- »

household- qith the avnrage interview taking approximately ‘seven minutes to
‘ ' . » ' K
\

Lomp s . 5 _ .
¢ i a LB -
- SR ‘//’ - T

m:_otheses. A nunber of hypotheses were fornula‘ted dealing ith voter lcnovledge .

Ix 4

/ 6f candidate stances on .18sues, and-their percept:lons of the campaign in iineral.

In view of the new media strategies used during tho ‘1972 campaign, wé expected
X ' . . . £ Lo -
s ) 3

L a,_

Hl: Television is the 5ingle most important ‘news source

Yor information ebout national politics. ..

. l . o £ ) 3 . . - .
H2: Although most yoters sre interested.in a Presidential - o

: ) . Tace, most of them d¢ not know at least threce of the’ e .

. S ujor canpa:lgn issues. - . -

H3: Those best informed on political issues reeeivo ‘their L
information from a print rather than a broadcast > o

e e - gource, S

. Hé: Younger rathet than- oldet voters tend to oeek in- ;
- formstion from broadcaat media. : (

- -
PRI N

L I

. - . . H5: Few voters nal:e g | consctoua offort‘\to avoid polittcal
: ) , advertising. S

. : tlis: Voters feel they pemetve little ot’Loo Momuon‘ - S .
" . ' - " from pol:lticel o:mo\meeqento. ' , <
N Tt o R
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" most important Source for news about’ national politics,-was conf'i

rd

o -5~ ) { -

%

Findings: The first hypothesis, tfxat television would prove to be the single

Forty- ’

seven percent of the reSpondents reported television as their priﬂsry source,

S

with newspapersz second with 30 percent. Hagazi_nes and radio were rated far down Lo

e scale of importance, with_anagazines cited by only four percent and radio by 3

three i)ercent t@z respondents. About 14 percent of those interviewed were
- . ¢ . . ‘o

unable to c_:ite primary -source but seid they used nultiple sources of )

o . /- AT .

infopnation. { - . . $o = . . .

. _ . " 0

'i‘he second hypothesis, that most persons would be unable to name at. Jeast

Qhree important campaign iseuee, vas alsd”confirmed. In order to obtain.as

accurate a responsg as possiblh and *o avoid helping respondente in their & - : '

answers, those interviewed were not} supplied vith a.list of -possiBle issues

v - ’ e

but were asked to nane‘ose itelns which cadce d then l\ost. o

"y . L

- As te le 1 ehovs, Vietnan wvas the -ost tant issue on the ‘public’s,

%

sind, with the state of the econowy ‘a dietant’ cond. And as the teBl:‘::learly

» o~

ehows, a uajority of the réspondeqts, 60..9 percent; were ﬁnable i0 name a third ' .
1ssue which they felt vas g,gportent in the Presidenéiel contest. Degpite the ‘

‘htergate effair, the issue of meety and the concern

*. +

23 intlation, apparently

in -ost people’s lﬂldﬂs there vas. ‘not tod‘im;h for tben to beco-e personally ‘
e - . - '. * + . S

eoncemedabout.t P S b

The third hYPOthe!is stated that thoi.e beet‘i?.f.oned vould hm receivdd -
s

their inforution fron a printeti inbtead of a broed'cut eource. ) Table 2 sﬁm

tﬁﬁ indeed ves _the)case. ‘rhoee petoonl vwho were eb]g jo discuss varioue 1ssues z,{

eoncdrnin& the rs md who bued their statelents on !mledge ebout the iscuee T, *

' '
rnther then eiqu likeebility tor their..undid’ete wers deemed the’ beéter . Ve _
L .’" .
intorled. 7 . : ' K TR
e ‘. . -, ) - '
v ’ ; ‘e ® [y f
3 \ \’\.;'. . - .
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‘. An interesting "p'a'tter;i emerged in comparative source ,importance when a(
4 -
’ study was made of ‘the media used for each issue d-iscussed. Those discussing one

issue, which vas the largest group in the sample (table 1), clearly favored TV

| . news shows. But as respondents were questioned about a greater number o; issées,

\
I_’ preterence 'for print Qdi-a _became clearly evident, so muah” s% that those who had
ey R <
. exhibited knovledge of. a third issue cited a priat source, and nevspapers in |
. \ e~ P
particular as theit media of info‘rmation. o "‘. o :

< 4
’

The hypothesis that: youngdr rather than older people wou1d~ tend to seék
L3

’,

- information from broadcast media was hot bdtne oyt. As table '3 shows, people

. of all ages cited broadcast media f6r théir primary infornation source .on the '
B “# re o

< 1)

into Lthe 56 and over age category did report the nevspapers as their primary

. . K
T source, vhen it came to the thH.rd issue “this distinct)ion .no longer existed

- -

O 'l’hus for the past Presidentia’l .race, the broadcast media -served: as the main
\

ng” lack of avoidance of political advertising

PRE «
s - sou‘ce of infornation fox a11 age groups. © e ¥ L

The' fivfth hypo}:hesis conc

was conf.irmed. Fefw persons said thdt they wmade any conscious eﬁfort tp avoid

c\}

‘ v v

of supporters for both candi es evq;\ignored their ot candidate s advert}sing.

- The table also illustratee that those fiot ip\' fzvor of either candidate vere also

= N =

‘ not receptive)to their advertising.‘ o ' . s o co

L Most of the respondents clained to gain litf-l.e or no real, knowledge about

2 4

' the qualifications of ' both candidates gou ™ advertising, as the sixth

-4

hypothesis predicted HcGovern supportera claimed they gained nore knowledgef
v ) . .

o . E T 1
» . . -

1ssue that concethed =thém.most. And while for’ the second issue those fal].ing'. /-

e e ;
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about their csndidate from his advertising than Nixon supporters, but the per-

sentage was not large (table 5). Even with the use of longer messages most
= '

speople still felt they did not gain much real information from the commercials.

‘Table 2. adds further reinforcement to this finding' few respondents cited v
'
advertising as; their seurce of informstiot{ about’ the issuég they felt most

. important in the camgaign. st L © . A
i , - ¢ i - n \-
.= «, A
’ Conclusions: It would appear thst despite the change in média strategy for the

19/2 P,tesidei:tial campaign, pnlitical advertising did not"i%sve ‘a significant
impact on the genersl public. ~’l'hose intervieWed claimed they relied primarily Tk

‘* on news accounts of tl\e different candidates to supplg the information on which
to base thsir voting deci ion.

. . * /
- . *
L d

.

QK._/ most voters rely prinarily onv television for their national and internatiousl

news, television uaturally muid also be thd most :meortsnt source fron dhich

L]

knowledge about 18sues had b,gen gaineda This was not so for those persons most
/

» N\,
knowfedgesble about the election; instead, they relied he

nedia,.and the newspaper in psrticuist. a7 | -

/

" 'l‘hus it would seem that the newspeper is a uuch nore important source of
<

iqﬁofngion than many, strategist have believed. The ability to gtudy at one's

own, )leisure a politicisn's stands and beliefs 1s an important ingredient thst

‘brosdeasting camnot provide, Campsign strstegists would do well to take note.

Along vith this, it sppears that there was a severe.,eomnication failure

during the tecenu csnpsign. Following severs'l yem of eriticisu and- debate

- -
.

a011f "on the print .

.

\
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_ and draft-dodgers, and the other perennial dampaign issues — the economy, in- : : o

" or articles, but the many television connercials come to the voter 1nvoluntar11y, .. ot

Y ‘ k] 0‘
(O ) . . .
! “ ‘ . . )
. oo
v ¢ . =
N > v. ’
-7 . ‘ ~ D ) ) v
—_ . & ' T o
/ B} : .o . . : , &
: - . !
about the effects of televisioﬁ‘spots the various media strategigts turned to a s,

-

new type of media schedule in 1972.% The traditional spot was little used 1n favor

of the longer television announcement and paid political program. The goal of

} 3 . p ' |

this new strategy is pbvious: longer commercials could obviously impart moke . o
. . - 4 ) | ’ .
information than could shorter, spots. - : : ' .

Yet voters still did not seem to be well-versed on the issues of the campaignv
4 v
The 1972 race was one marked by severaf’clear 1s$ues - the break—in at Watergate, ) :

v \ - 4 - ”

‘the continuing war in Vietnam debate over the,granting of amuesty to desertere\

. p
flation, welfare. and social oecurity, etc. Adding these- 1ssues togethey with .

\ . )
the new media strategy seéms to 1nd1pate that voters should have been aware of . ) j
the .campaign topics. But 3% percent of the fesponﬂénts were unahle to name ” l ot
|

three of these 1ssue§ - and 65 percent coulp not dame even two of them!
It thus appeata that the advertisénents nsed by Nixon and MhCovern in theﬁ . : _—
\ . t 1
Jecent race did a poor job of 1nforming the voteré about the 1ssues and specific

< facts and 1nfornation. Certainly the voter could chooses to avoid news programs-

,
2

of

P

and are much -ore%difficult to avoid (though few attempted to avoid ‘the ads)
- R

This 1ends credence to the idea that the nedia strategy 1tse1f is not the

critical variable. Instead the content of the message is still most important, '

o

no narter how it 18 presented. Lopger commercials seen to offer little.benefit

to the voters-in terms of information 'on which to make their political choieea. |
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Table 1

L2

Percent of Respondents Citing Various Issues

P

—

'Those Citing

_First TIssue

12.8%
57.6
" 0.5
0
'10.6

2.4

. 1.6
O

3.2

11.3

_: . 100.0%

A}

Thoge “Ci/ting

Second Issue

35.0%
11.8 v
0.5
0.5

22.5

% /

10;4 s

»
i

#*
Those Citing

Third Issue .~
ooy, 6042 7
. 3.5>
g

0.3

. 8.6 -

\ .
10.4

ALS




-’
o« )
. “
2 - § N P ’ "
S 1 * . .
. N " ' F'y
N SRR &
.o e " . Table 2
SN L. A ——era
Vs d . B

L
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Sources of Political Information Cited by Pérsons

leowledg%able" A?S,oq& Issues; by Percent

[ P ¥ - . p
- panay BN

~a

Source of Source of
" Media.Cited § First Issue Secord Issue Th™ 7

Source of

|
l
L
L
T "y TV News . : 56.02 . 47,0% - 16.0% -

‘Rad'ipf‘;,f’ggs:. . S © 2.5 | 13
. 'Redio-Advertising . 6.;_ 0.5 0
. ) Caml;aigﬁ Litelfétu’_;-e oo ‘0.5 ) 1.5 S0
l Nev;spaper St(;rieg, 30.0 . 40.0 J 65.6

-~

L -

‘TV Advértising 5.0 <

’ 0 :

“ - L Newspaper Advertiging 0.5 1"'_0 e
4 “

E Diréét Hail . 1.0 © 0.5 1.7

lfagazine Stories 3.0 - 4.0

-

S

Total Mean
Category

Average ’

=<

. 39.3"
2.4

\ 0.5
1.0

- “46.0

.
-~ .
M/.wc ©oner s s - .

-

2 bR




. vt ¢
| THOSE DIS\JSSING. _ .
FIRST ISSUE
< &

. 'lfedia Cited . Under 35 36-55 56 and over - -
.7 ' - -
TV. News .- 63,0% 54.0% 50.0%

" . ' ] . . .o
Radio News e £ 2.0 ‘.. 2.0 3.0
Radio Advertising -, 0 0 1.0
/ /
Campaign literature ) 2,0 2.0 ) 0
‘Newspaper Stories 25.9 35.5 * 410
~ TV Advertising . ‘3.0 . 3.0 . 2.0 .
Newspaper %}Q'vertising‘ 1.0 - 1.0 0 -
- L v = . '
. T z?&»’, , 8. . < .
Direct rlail,’ ‘ Lo ‘- . 0.5 - 1.0
llagazine Stories 3.0 - _2.0 "r.2.0
i . 10008 ,  100.0% 100.0%
. . -4 :
continued
7 ! ol
; ,//
‘ / '
- s .
o - . /
. : \ . :
= T l s * ’

' ;fahle 3 - ’

’ o)
Age Groups Citing iledia Preference According to Number
« . of Issues viscussed, by Percent

- »
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THOSE' DISCUSSING

Table 3 (continued)

‘.

¢

-

SECOND ISSUE S 5ot
A .
. - P ,

, Media Cited * . .Uader 35 36-55 56 and over
TV News 56.0% 48.0% 37.5%

- Radio News 2.5 1.0 4.5
Radio Adve?/tisinﬂg C 0.5 v 0 . 0
Campaign Literature 2.0 D é.O 4]
Newspaper Stories ' , 340 41.5- 47.5
v Adver.tiezing’ " 1.5 4.5 3.0
Newspaper Advertising ¢ 0.5 0 1.5
Direct Mail (;.5 ) 0.5 5
Magazine .Storiés __;2_5_ -7 2.5 o 4.5

0 *100.0% 100.0% 100.0%. -
THOSII !;ISCUS;SING - . .
THIRD ISSUE' : ,
Medid Cited Under 35 ' 36-35) 56 and over
TV News . \,,, 54.5% 51,02~ 5  47.0%
Radio News 4.0 2.0 - 4.0 °
Radio Advertising 0 ‘ 0 ' 0
Campaign Literature 0 O - 0 *’
Newspaper’ Stories 310 “39 & 47.0
TV Advertising ) 4.5° . 2.0 -0
Newspaper )Adver;:i'sing 0 - 10 ‘ 0 '
* “Direct Mafl 1.0 o0 - o
‘Hagazi‘.ne Stgries 3.0 4.0 Co \_2.0
P 100,02 '100.0% -

100.0%

Aal o W s
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3

-

L3

'A&oidance of Political A

Nixon

¢ supporters

YES

McGovern

*supporters-:

Supporters
of others

&ES

NO

YES

NO

-

Table 4

. N Y
v b

- "Did you attempt
to avoid Nixon's
political advertising?” .

" Tor

" 9.8%
©_90.2 ] -

*  100.0% -

25.6%
4.4

100.0%

40.0% T, {

gl

60.0 _
100:0%

-~ 27.0%

73.0

100.0%

8.0%

92.0

100.0%

32.0%

6.8n0 -’:‘

]
100.0%

“Did you’attempt
_to avoid McGovern's
political ‘advertising?”

e . 4 )

.

dvertising by Differeht Political Group

N

¢
S
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{

Informatioﬁ Percgkved Gained from TV Po

Ta?le‘S J )g% .

L

' itical Adveft'.ising < s

’ -
3 ’

‘ | hﬂow much did you learn about Nixon's qualifications
from his politital ads on ?yvh Ol

Kl

2 .
McGovern . <\\\§upporters
: f others ~

supporters

r

50.5% ' 50,0%
36.0 37.5
« - -
** 15.5 12,_£_
100.02°

100.0%

Y

+

.

"How much did you learn about McGobern 8 qualificatious

from his political ads on TV?"

\ ‘1 A C/” ’
) . Nixon
&4 - supporters ~
k3 ro .
NOTHING 39,27
A LITTLE 39.0
A 10T, 21.8
- 100.0% .
Nixon
supporters
N NOTHING 42.67%
A LITTLE 32.8
AT . _26.6
100.0%

7

V .
L_, McGovern Supporters
supporters of ‘ethers
218 29.2%
44,2 58.3
337 12.5
100.02 100.0%
A ’
% * ‘ //L n




