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AN ANALYSIS GF EVIDENCE
IN
THE FIRST FORD/CARTER DEBATE

Throughout the ages, man as the sociai animal, has possessed an inquisitive, skeptical frame §f
mind. From Aristotle to the modern Political rhetoric of the twentieth-century, many kumans have '
desnanded proper proof before accepting new ideas__ and relationships. Skeptical men have taken a critical
stand, demanding much more than the “‘oratorical wizzardry” or colorful and emi}tivg “catch-phrases”
manifest in so many of today’s persuasive encounters and discourses. The skeptic or “doubting Thomas”,
desires and needs concrete proof and supportingmmaterials. The vast array of persua_.sivg oration an_d
discourse, in today;s ~political arena an_d the utilization of evidence in political diSéOUl’;e, represents an
essential, integral element to be examined and analyzed by the communication scholar.

Aristotle, in his Rhetoric, had laid the foundation‘ for the necessity of proof or evidence by
declaring:' ““A statement is persuasive and credible either becausé it is directly self-evident or because it
appears to be proved from other statements that aré so.”!

Monroe ard Ehninger substantiate that train of théught when they posit: “Most persons,
especially when they are members of a sizeable audience, find it difficult to undexrstand ab:tira.: ideas, '
bare and unadorned. Nor will they easily believe a propositic..- - act upon a proposal without stimulation
or proof.”? ' . -

McCroskey, in his numerous studies éaugmg the implementation of evidence in public speaking,
confirms that ¢ sneeches mcludmg evidence were swmfxcantly more effectwe in producing attitude shift

than those which included no evidence.” This view is in accord with the findings of Cathcart? and

Reﬂmghaus’ in which evxdence was found to sxgmfxcantly improve the persuasxveness of speeches
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It should be noted that evidence has been used as a measure of perceived credibility, attitude
'éhange, and persuasahility of speaches in both traditional and contemporary settings. Evidence has been
viewed by employing both descriptive {the manner in which evidence has been observed to affect people)
and prescriptive (how evidence ought to affect people) methodologies. Both the logical and psycliological
aspects of evidence have been examined by rhetorical critics and behaviorists alike,’

Although there have been conflicting findings concerning the importance and effectiveness of
evidence on such variables as perceived source credibility, attitude change, and persuasiveness of public
speeches,” many traditional and conté:nporary theorists suggest that there is “substantial justificatiori
for the generalization that initial credibility and evidence usage interact to produce attituda.change and™
percéived credibility.”® MecCroskey further states, however, that “thete is 2 major need” for more
research concerning evidence in various situations and contexts. McCroskey continues by saying that
concerning the “place of ew}i’den«:e in persuasive communication the surface of this problem afea has
barely been scratched. If we as communication researchers are to continue to focus our attention on

message variables within the communication process, evidence should continue to be one of the major

Yariables we study.™’

The context of the presidential debates represents an inviting anvd pracfcical situation concerning
~ the utilization and analysis of evidence or supporting materials. The purpose, structure, and procedural
’ con;:erns manifest in debate, especially political debate, are directly linked to the process of

argumentation. :

MéBumey and Mills state that debate “‘consists of opposing arzuments on a given proposition
between a supporting affirmative and an opposing negative."’ Moreover, in the view taken by McBurney
and Mills, “‘the essence of debate is the confrontation of opposing views through reasoned discourse,
no matt;er what the special circumstances, conditions, or conventions may; be under wﬁich thg debate
take'slplace.”’ O Furthermore, “it should be understood that the basic principles of argulmentation—
analysis, reasoning, evidence, and others—enter into all rational decision-making, whether ‘compétitive’

| | 1111 |

debate or ‘cooperative’ discussion is the primary approach.
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The general purpose of this paper is to consider the debate within ité proper rhetorical situation
and as a form of propositional argumentation. The focal point centers on the variable of e;;'id'ence or
supporting materials employed by Jimmy Carter and Gerald R. Ford in the first debate, Of course,
evidence was an impdrtant variable in all three debates, but the present essay focuses only on the first
debate,

Specifically, this paper provides an overview of t'he'(l) general types of evidence used in the first

| debate, (2) an analysis of the types of evidence linked with six key aebate sub-topics, and (3) an appli-
cation of some standard tests of the evidence employed (accuracy and reliability’). Finally, the paper'._g
concludes with a discussion session,

Evidence has been defined in various manners by traditional and behavioral researchers alike.

i

For example, these two viewpoints are illustrated by the works of Miller (behavioral) arid Monroe and
Ehninger (traditional).’? T

Gerald Miller states tha§ ‘“evidence consists of those (-iata that are intended to induce a sense of
belief in the propcsition which the data purportedly support.”’?  Moreover, Miller prefers to examine
evidence in a psychoiogicai and descriptive manner. By empioying ’this type of ahalysis one is able to
see evidence not as it ought to affect people, but the ways in which evidence does affect people and the
“ways in which evidence often is us;ed.”” The Ford/Ca);ter debates illustrate this important point
because Ford and Carter probably were not so co'nce’_rned about what their evidence ought to do,
but rather what effect their evidence ».>1ld heve on the voting public.

Evidence has also been termed the basic raw material used in establishing proof.”* A provo-
cative analcgy by Monroe and Ehninger serves as the traditional perspective of the role of evidence in
argumentation and debate. Evidence and supporting materials serve «“. . . to clgrify, amplify, or
establish as warranted the major ideas or contentions you wish to communicate. Without supporting

material, the thoughts you present may be as well organized as the bones in a skeléton, but they will

be equally bare and unappealing. The supporting are the flesh and blood which brings these ideas to

bor

life,” 16 ' 9




A more recent summary of various perspectives on evidence can be found in the Winter, 1877
Derst

issue of Western Journal of Sneech Communicaticn. Here one can find Fisher’s theoretical, Scheidel’s
behavioristic, and Delia and Grossberg’s interpretative perspectives.!’
The first presidential debate took place on September 23, 1976 in the Walnut Street Theater in

Philadelphia. The moderator was Edwin Newman of NBC News and the questioners were Frank Reynolds

of ABC News, Elizabetk Drew of The New Yorker, and James P. Gannon of The Wall Street Journal.
The first debate foédééd on domestic issues and economic policy only. The debate itself was a

90-minute confrontation which was interrupted by a 27-minute audio breakdown and delay that proé’éd

quite embarrassing to the ABC network, and gave the candidates an awkward situation to cope with

before their summations.

The first debate was significant because it was the only debate that most observers believed
f Mr. Ford had won from the total of the three televised debates. The various national surveys and opinion

polls verify the American perception that Ford “won” this first debate. ’®

-

FIRST PRESIDENTIAL DEBATE (Who Won?)
Ford Carter
Associated Press | 34.4% 31.8%
Harris/ABC News - 40% 31%
Roper 39% % “
Gallup 38% 25%

Three of the nation’s leading news-magazines: Time, Newsweek, and U.S. News and World Report

also acknowledged Ford as the winner of the first debate.’’ Was this the result of the effective use of
evidence by either candidate? This 2ssay will consider that question and its implications.

The géneral topic of “domestic issues and economic policy” included several spe‘(‘:ific sub_-topics.
I have categoﬁzed the first debate into seven separate and distinct sub-topics: (1) the economy

(unemployment, taxes, the budget, new programs, inflation, etc.); (2) the Nixon pardon and amnesty
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issue; (3) the energy policy;- (4) crime/intelligence agencies; (5) anti-Washington attitude;

(6) reorganization of the federal government; and (7) other issues (trust, leadership, the futl}re of
America, summations, ete.). An analysis was then performed for Ford and Carter’s responses toc determine
the total number of words spoken for the entire coverage of the debate in respdnding to the issues. An
analysis was also performed to determine how the candidates covered each of the seven sub-topics in

the debate.

The results of the analysis revealed that Carter used 5,818 total words; Ford 4,857. Thus, Cé:ter

used 961 more words than Ford in the first debate.

STATISTICAL EVIDENCE

Statistical evidence or data has been viewed as *‘testimony that asserts any fact about a sample
drawn from a p0pulati6n or, in some cases, testimony that asserts a fact about an entire population."‘?o

Miller contends that the main distinction between statistical evidence and other forms of evidence
“is to be fpund in the alleged precision with which the former is collected and the ‘typicalness’ that,
results from such precise collection.” ??

Both Ford and Carter cited statistical evidence a great deal in discussing and respording to the
issues of the first debate. Ford employed statistical evidence in 41 instanceé compared to 24 statistical
citations for Carter.?? This may lend some validity to the sugge-sti\on that Ford seemed to be
“programmed” and a bit too “mechanical” during the first debate.

Ford and Cartgr both cited statistical evidence in connection with six of the debate sub-topics.
Ford used moré wordslvthan Carter to express his statistical evidence.?’ -

Table 2 represents an illustration of statistical evidence employed by both candidates in each of

the six pertinent debate sub-topics.



‘ ILLUSTRATIVE EVIDENCE

Nlustration may be viewed zs “‘a detailed example cast into narrative form which serves to make
vivid znd concrete the idea it is intended te support.”’?# -—

Just as Ford used statistical evidencw as his major type of evidence in the first debate, Carter’s
major type was illustration, or use of detailed example. Carter used illustrative evidence 59 times
compared to Ford’s 28 times in thé first debate.’

Carter utilized vivid ilIustrz;tion in his responses regardirig reorganization of the federal
government and on the topic of energy policy. Carter, referring to government reorganization stz:n:ed-:’E
“The last year I was in office our budget was actuaﬂy less than it was a year before, which showed a éreat
improvement. . . . It took me about three years to completely reorganize‘t'he Georgia govemrﬁex;t ceenl
accomplished this with substantial reductions in employees in some departments. For instance, in the
Transportatior Department we had - we cut back about 25 percent of the total number of embloyees.

In giving our people better mentai health care, we increased the number of employees.”
Carter also employed the use of illustration or detai.led example when discussing the sub-topic
/ awd +

&
of energy nolicy: “T would certainly not cut out atomic power altogether. ord to
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that opportunity until later. But to the extent that we conti}lue to use atomic power, I would be res-
ponsible as President to make sure that the safety precautions were initiated and maintained. For
instance, some that have been forgotten. We need to have the reactor core below ground level. The entire
power plant that uses atomic power tightly sealed and a heavy vacuum maintained. There ought to bea
full-time atomic energy specialist independent of the power company in the control room, full time,
24 hours a day, to shut down a plant if it has an abnor{nality develop.” |

Ford similarly used illustration as a type of evidence in his treatment of the economy issue and the

-

anti-Washington attitude. On the economy issue, Ford stated:
The immediate problem we have is to stimulate our economy now so that we
can get rid of unemployment. What we have done is to hold the lid on
spending in an effort to reduce the rate of inflation. And we have proven, I
think very conclusively, that you can reduce the rate of inflation and increase
jobs. For example, as I have said, we have added some four million jobs in the .7}

; /




last 17 months. We have now employed 88 million people in America, the
largest number in the history of the United States . . . . I think it’s also

appropriate to point out that through our tax policies we have stimulated -
added employment throughout the country; the investment tax credit, tax
incentives for expansion and modernization of our understanding capacity.

Ford also used illustration as evidence on the sub-topic of anti-Washington attitude:

The anti-Washington feeling, in my opinion, ought to be focused on the Congress
of the United States. For example, this Congress very shortly will spend a
billion dollars a year for its housekeeping, its salaries, its expenses and the

- -~ like....Idon’t think the American people are getting their money’s worth
from the majority party that runs their Congress . ... Congress is hiring people
by the drove and the cost as a result has gone up. And I don’t see any improve-
ment in the performance of the Congress under present leadership. So it seems
to me instead of the anti-Washington feeling being aimed at everybody in
Washington, it seems to me that the focus should be where the problem is,
which is the Congress of the United States and particularly the majority in
the Congress.

AUTHORITY REFERENCES (Testimony)

Although the majority of the evidence employed by both candidates concentrated on statistical
evidence and illustration, authority references were also evident.

Authority references or testimony has been termed authority-based assertion by Miller, whoi svtates
that evidence ot:, this type is “presented by one whom the audience is likelv to think of as an hrmesf:‘and
dependable source. The content of the testimony is phrased in the form of an assertion or opinion, with
iittle or no indication of the basis for the assertion; however, the individual using such testimony always
hopes the source’s reputation will be sufficient to induce audience belief that the testimony is well
grounded, Thus, even more than testimony composed of statistical data (which often is nbt attributed
to any single source), testimony composed of authority-based assertion is largely dependent uponﬂg_
made the assertion rather than upon the apparent basis for what was asserted.”?6 Carter cited 10 such
instances compared to 5 for Ford.??

Ford used authority reference, for example, in the following stgtement: “I think the record
shows, Mr. Newman, that the Bureau of Census—we checked it just yesterday—indicates that in the four

. years that Governor Carter was Governor of the state of Georgia, expenditures by the government went

up over 50 percent.” 9
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Carter used authority references when he stated, “I think The Wall Street Journal reported not

too long ago they (Federal Energy Agency) have 112 public relations experts working for the Federal

Energy Agency to try to justify to the American people its own existence.”

COMPARISON (Analogy)

The final type of evidence to be examined here is the use of comparison or anzlogy. The speaker
Lsing com;;arison as a type of evidence implies that “‘one thing is in the same general classification as
another, that two objects or concepts or persons being compared are more alike than different . . . 4. The
particularly apt comparison quickly gains wide circulation and works effectively for the speaker u;tﬂ
its impact is dulled by too frequent repetition.”?¢ | |

Th;s,'comparison or analogy may be defined as similarities between something that is already
known, understood, or believed by an audience and something that is not known.2? The use of compa-
rison or analogy in the first debate was indeed minimal. Carter used comparison 6 times, and Ford only
2 times. /

Carter stated: “We’ve also got a co;nparison between himself (Ford) and Mr. Nixon. He’s got four
times the size of a deficit thal Mr. Nixon even nad himseif.” Carter aiso employed compariéon as a type
of evidence when he likened the American people to a great natural resource: *And the greatest resource
of all are the 215 million Americans who still have within us the strength, the character, the sense of
brotherhood on which we can rely in the future to restorg the greatness to our country .. .. And I believe
that we can bind our wounds. I believe that we can work together. And I believe that we can tap the
tremendous untai)ped reservolr of innate strength in this country.”

Ford used compa;ison or analogy when he stated: ‘“The individual worker in crafts throughout
the United States should not be a small cog in a big machine.” -

Thus, if we examine and tabulate the total number of referenceﬁ made concerning the four types
of evidence (statistics, illustration, autherity references, and comparison) we find that Carter employed

evider.ce in 99 instances compared to 76 for Ford in the first debate.
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TESTING THE EVIDENCE

Itis rdutine if not rnandétory, to consider the eﬁfectivenes of evidence zs 2 mears of inducing a
belief in an individual or group. An assessment of evidence includes an analysis or testing system to
gauge the effect of the evidence on the listeners. Several tests have been devised for such assessment.
The Ford/Carter d;abates should not be exempt from these evaluaticns.

Evidence is tested to check the credibility of one’s own evidence, to test the evidence of your
opponent, and to test the credibility of evidence advanced for a decision.’©

Three major tests of evidence may be applied to the first Ford/Carter debate. It should be noiéd
that these tests of evidence will not treat every citation of evidence in the first debate. That would b;a

beyond the scope of this paper.‘ However, pertinent 'éxamples of evidence will be considered.

The first major test of evidence to be considered is that of ggerétional definition., Miller believes

that this particular test may best be applied ‘o statistical evidence and data.’? Operationalism *“‘assigns
meaning to a construct or a variable by specifying the activities or ‘operations’ necessary to measure-it.”??
The concept behind this test is evident in several instances in the first debate, \

Two outstanding examples of this inability to reach similar definitions between Fora and Carter
are seen in the economy sub-topie and the amnesty sub-topic.

Fdrd asserted that ‘“Mr. Carter wants to increase taxes for roughly half of the taxpayers of this
country.”?? This assumption was based on z;n arror in an Associated Press interview with Carter. Carter
haa said that He intended to ‘“‘shift a substgntial increase [in taxes] toward those who have the highér-
incomes and reduce the income [tax] on the lower-income taxpayers.” The As;sociated Press had dropf)ed
the words middle-income from the Carter interview statement. Thus, there was not a level of common
definition as to what comprised “higher-i'ncomes” and “middle-incomes” or “‘median-income.” Therefore,
Ford was in error as a result of the error in the Alssociated Press report. Carter had specifically excluded
“middle-income” taxpayers from any tax increase at all.

The second instance of operational definition as a test of evidence can be seen in the sub-topic of

| 1
amnesty. Indeed, Carter said: “I don’t advocate amnesty; Iadvocate pardon. There’s a difference.. . . .

1l
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Amnesty means that what you did was right. Pardon means that what vou did, wkether it’s right or
wrong, vou're forgiven forit...." Tous, Ford and Carter had quite dissimilar notions concerring the

operational definition of amnesty.

A second test of evidence may be called the tests of substance which measures the quality of the

evidence itself. This test is crucial and includes (1) ccnsistency, (2) sufficiency, (3) recency, and
(4) relevancy.’? Brief selected excerpts from the first debate serve to illustrate theée four elements of

| the “tesfs of substance.”
(1) Cc;nsistency. Is the evidence presented consistent with the facts of reality? No, not when Carterf:
placed the period of the Great Depression in ‘“‘the 1940’s” and referred to Mr. Ford as “Mr. Nixon.”
Cartl‘er also was in- error when he claimed that there were fewef people employed in nonfarm private jobs
than when Mr. Ford tock office. In fact, there was an increase of 1.8 million neople in this category.
Finally, Carter stated, “We've got the highest inflation we’ve had in 25 years right now.” However, in

- reality, the inflation rate had been higher in 1974.

Ford had also committed errors and inaccurate use of evidence. Ford was inconsistent with
known facts when he declared that the current Governof of Georgia, George Bushee, had found Gecrgia’s
Medicaid program in “a shambles.” That quote does not appear in the Senate Financé subcommittee
testimony Mr. Ford had cited. Ford again was inaccurate in deriding Carter’s claim that there could be a
$60 E)-il\liqn surplus by fiscal 1981 if the economy and employmeqt grow as rapidly as Carter anticipatéd.
/Ironically‘, Ford’s own economic advisors predicted an even g‘reat'er'fi_scal gain of $75.5 billion.

(2) Sufficiency. Ford violated the test for sufficiency of evidence in his summation when he claimed that
“our children have b;a*en the victims of mass education,” without explaining why this educational goal

was wrong or what he proposed to do about it. Ford also took too much credit t;or the $28 billion tax
(reduction proposed for this year. In. fact, it was AIast year’s tax cuts, the result of Congress, that resulted

in the tax reduction.’” (Italics mine.)

(3) Recéncy_. Notice, however, that Ford supported one of his statements by using recency: “I think

the record shows, Mr. Newman, that the Bureau of Census—we checked it just yesterday—indicates

IToxt Provided by ERI



that in the four years that Governoy Oirter was_GOVernor of the state of Georgia, expenditures by the

]

government Went up over 50 percent."_(ltaliCS mine,)

(4) Relevancy. Two clear examples, Ohe from Ford and one from Carter, illustrate the use of relevancy

in the use of evidence. The specific sb. ose examples is the ‘‘anti-Washington attitude.”

Ford steted'i; “The anti-Washington ft ' RS ought to be focused on.the Con = oithe
United States. For example this Coﬂgl‘e:,s vel'y shortly will spend a billion dollars a year for its .ouse-
keepmg, its Sal:mes, its expenses-and fhe ‘rke
Cartet s reply also used relevaﬂty when he said: “Well, it’s not a matter of Repubhcan and -
Democrat. It's a matter of ]eaderé},ip Qrno leaderthp, While Mr, Ford has vetoed, as | sald earlier, four
* times as many bills per year as Mr, N%op, Mr. Ford qmte often puts forward a program)Ust asa pubhc ,
- relatxons stunt and never tries to pyt it through the Congress by Workmg thh the Congress.”

Thus, while both candldates dld present faCtUal‘evxdence concerning substance (the second te‘st of

N

evxdence) they commltted some erpo?S and therefore, partially violated the tests of evidence.
The thlrd and final test of eﬂd\;nce to be considered here is testing the sources of ev1dence
While the quality of substance is deerﬂ@d of lltmost lmportance, the source of the evidence is also of

prime concern. The test of sources b%omes important-when a person is unable to test t_he truth or

consis)tency of the evidence itself. Qdalities of the Source SUch as motai qualifications, opportunity of

_ the source tO get the truth, mental quallflcatlons of the source, and the percelved credlblllty or expertness
. ,

of the source must all be consldered W hen gauglng the effectlveness of the ev1dence 36
In the first Ford/Cartez debafe, both candldates referredato expert witnesses” as they cited ‘

various sources of percelved credrblht)' ) quahfmatwn, and expertlse McBurney and Mills say that,

—_—

“Statement Of opmlon from authofit‘&s or expe\ts are widely used in support of contentlons In,

™~
.

~ routine argumentatlve discourse we cite ¢ thls klnd of ewdence 0 Corroborate our own views. In effect,

- -~

,, ~.

the advocate says his polnt is vahd be"allse 1t is supported by ¢ sorneone who should know.’ 37
.'Both Ford and Carter were able to clte hlgh credible soUl'CeS Carter, _When dM‘F eral

Energy Agency, cxted The Wall St.eetf\ﬂournal as his source, He also referred to respected authorrty

13
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flgures 1ncludmg Presidents Kén fnedy and Eisenhower when he suggested that the issue was leadership,

and not necessarily party affiliation, For example he mentioned the Bureau of Census when he described

the 50% lncrease in expenditures by the state government while Carter was Governor of Georgia.
The test of sources may also be used to attack an opponerlt on any particular issue. Carter
employed this tactic 'by associating Nixon and Ford, Cart-r statedl “Well, Mr. Ford takes the same
attitude that the Republicans always take ....Iremershe vhen Herbert Hoover was against jobs for-
‘people. I remember when Al Landon was against Social Security and later President N.ixon 16 years ago /”
_ telling the publlc that John Kennedy s proposals would bankrupt the country and would double the. cost nik-
Thus, both Ford and Carter repeatedly used hlgh credlble sources, noteworthy sources, and

- . {
famous names to bol.gter their use of ev_ldence.

In concluswn, I have dxscussed several major types.of ev:dence used by Ford and Carter in the
first pres1dent1al debate of 1976. The types of ev1dence cons1dered Were (1) stat1st1cs, (2) 1llustratlon
(3) 'authorlty, and "(4) analogy (or comparlson). Three major tests for gauging the accuracy of the
candidate’s evidence were also presenl:ed. The use of st_atist_ical evidence and an illustration were the rnost '
" frequent -type‘s of evidence used. Altlkoug_h both candidat’es were guilty of incorrect evidence i_n.several
cases, they did employ all l‘our of these major types of evidence. \,'Qart\er used 99 citations of evidence
cornpared to Ford’s 76 citations. The application of the three tests of evidence: (1) operational defi-
nition, (2) tests of substance, and (3) tests of sourceg;.\reveale’d that Ford committed more errors in the
' presentation of .evidence than Carter. Ironically, Ford used fewer pieces of evidence and rnade more

' _en'ors (1naccurate statements), yet was conmdered the ‘winner’ of the first debate by ma]or oplnlon

o/
polls and surveys. Thls 1llustrates the controvers1al nature of the effectlveness, or lack of effectlveness
/

‘ l
. conce_rnlng th/e/presentatlon of evidence or supporting materials. Further research is necessary if one
hopes to gain a“clearer picture of evidence and its importance in various contexts and situations. For

N

—

- e // ) : s " -
example,:a comparison of all three Ford/Carter presidential debates together with an examination of

evidence used in the Nixon/Kennedy debates would serve as possible starting points for this political

commumcatlon genre, The major contradlctlon of Ford “wmmng with “inferior’’ ev1dence wluch the

[KC | | - 14
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o

present essay reveals, suggests that Carter may have been more “effective” and “accurate” in his presen-
tation of evidence as measured by the three tests. However, to what extent did other factors, such s the

nonverbal behavior of the candidates affect the impression of the American voting public? Future

research may answer such questions.

~
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CTABLE D o

Candidate Coverage of Debate SubTbgics‘*
| Topie: Domestic Issues and Economié Policy

Total number of words in debate coverage: Ford (4857)  Carter (5,816) , \\ |

SubTopie Number of words by Sub-Topie ~ % of total debate coverage by candidate
no Gl G
Economy | :
| 25N 3,204 51.9% 56.0%
0
Nixon | | e A
Dardon/Amnesty 333 1m . 3.0
 Energy Policy Loome 64 L 56 07
W | N

Crime/Intelligence | o N |

Agencles y 403 | 172 " 8.2 \ 29
6 |

Anti-Weshington | - ; | ;

Attilude ‘ - b4 i R U 61
(6)

Reorganization of t : " -

Federal Government | % 783 o 5.1 - 134
. (7 o
"2 Other Issues

(trust, leadership, | o o

:\ America’sfuture 480 499 o 9.8 8.5

| "Complete text of the First Presidential Debate was tal{en from The New York Times Frlday, September 24 1976 SectlonA, p, 20- 22
\\ All remaining quotations in this paper are from this same souree of the text |

Lt
b

** All percentages have bcen rounded to the nearest tenth




Total Statistical Citations in N bate 1:

Sub-Topics

1)
'_ Economy

TABLE 2

" Statistial Bvidence Uilzed In Debate Sub-Topics

(Note: Selected illustrations only are reported in 'Table 2)

Fod (41)  Cater (24) -

s onz (Statistical Citation)

“For the last 10 voars the budget of the United
States has grow= Zrom about 11 percent per
yoar.”

Carer (Statistical Citation)

“Is just a welfare progyam for the rich, Asa
matter of fact, 25 percent of the total tax
deductions go for only 1 pexcent of the richest

. people in this country, and over 50 percent of

the tax credits go for 14 percent of the richest

peaple in this country,”

t

Nixon Pardon/Amnesty

“The amnesty program that I recommended in
Chicago in September of 1574 would allow
draft evaders and military deserters the
opportunity to earn their good record back,
Almost 14 to 15 000 did take advantage of

~ that program.”

T

Energy Policy

“Tthink i's accurate to say that two years ago
when Mr. Nixon~Mr, Ford~put in this amnesty
that three times as many deserters were excused
as were the ones who evaded the draft,”

] ecommended to the Congress that we should

increase coal production in this country from
600 million tons a year tc a billion, 200 million

lonsby 1085."

| “When Ms, Nixon made his famous speech on

Operation Independence we were 1mportmg
about 35 percent of our'oil, Now we've increased
that amount 25 percent, We now import about

44 percent of our oil.”



Sub-Topic
(4)

Crime/Tntelligence
Agencies

‘TABLE 2 (continued)

Tord (Statistical Citation)

~ “You are familiax, of coutse with the fact that
~am the first President in 30 years who has reorganized
the intelligence agencies in the Federal Government:

the C.1A., the Defense Intelligence Agency, the
National Security Agency and the others.”

Carter (Statistical Citation)

“We've got ashort distinction between white
collar ctime, The big shots who are rich, or
influential very seldom go to jail; those who
are poor and who have no influence quite
often are the ones who are punished,”

“ ... like the treatment of drug addicts, I
have found there were 13 different agencies
that I had to go to manage thg drug treatment
program.” |

(5}
Anti-Washington
- Attitude

“The anti-Washington feeling, in my opinion, -

. ought to be focused on the Congress of the

United States. For example, this Congress very
shortly will spend a billion dollars a year for its
housekeeping, its salaries, its expenses and the

ik |

- “Well, it's not a matter of Republican and

Democrat. It's a matter of leadership or no

leadership. ... While Mr. Ford has vetoed, as I

said earlier, four times as many bills per year as
Mr. Nixon, Mz, Ford quite often puts forward
a program just as a public relations stunt and

* never tries fo put it through the Congress by

woer.ng with the Congress,”

S I
Reotpanization of 1
- Federal Government

”

“In the four years that Governor Carter was
Governor of the State of Georgia, expenditures
by the government went up over 50 percent,

 Employees of the government in Georgia during
his term of office went up over 25 percent ... Tn -
. the term that I've been President—some two

years~we have reduced federal employment by
11,000.. .. So I {hink our record of cutting back

. employees, plus the failure , . , . shows which is
* the better plan,” | o

“When I took over we had a buteaucratic mess,
like we have in Washington now, and we had 300
agencies, depattments, bureaus, commigsions,
“some fully budgeted, some not, but all having

responsibility to carry out, They were in conflict,

+ And we cut those 300 agencies and so forth down

substantially. We eliminated 278 of them.”
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