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“The 1976 Présidentical Debates and Patterns of Politféal Learning

v i Purpose of the Study \ _ _ ( ‘f S

The 1975 presidential debates,have been hailed as the major political -

communlcatlon events of the presldentlal race;’Re ortedly, ah average of 85

L]

: million pEople vatched each of the three debates which took up a total “of

.

four and a half hours of air time. Several media codrentators claimed that
[ LY
the debates contributed heav1ly to polltlcal learnlng and voting decision-making
) 1
among those members of the publlc ‘who had not yet mad% a presldentlal choice.
4

< _ Along wrth the medlz/;nd various pollsters, socla‘

scientists have followed

.
L] - L}

the debates closely. They have analyzed the effects of the debates on the au-

.y,

dience, focusing primarily on how the public evaluated the candidates' performances.

- .
r

the debate had'any 1mpact on voting intentions. Researcher haae suggested for .

\

egample, that the 1976 presidential debates have had a relatively mlnoé.imodttr o\

¢

gested that the debates did little to change theﬁ;éllence of \campaign issines.3
N a L .

a 1
: .

}
one” can already percerve a number of srmrlar;tres between the

,, ‘.

Ford‘Earter debates and-those from. the Kennedy -Nixon debates.

.in summarrzrng various flndlngs presented in a reader about the Kennedy eron
F-J

B

debaies, condluded that the primary effect of the debates was to reinforce ’ .

/' \
exastlng.oandldaté preferences; there, was no slgnlflcant dlfference in atti-
” 4 + * ' -
tudlnal changeuamong viewers and non~viewers., These tentative concluslons are
F] +
. *

<
also supported by the study report in thi ﬁaper . o :
/

¥
Nhlle these flndings are important and of great interest to the pﬂbllc as N
L L
well as the parties and candldates, a more fundament:l effatt’ of such a T,

P b
7, r
1




A - - .__2_ . . -

. o -
significant polltlcal communlcatlon e fent -- its impdct on polltlcal\éearnlng
by the public-~ has not received much t;ention from reseamcherq. As was cléarly

. b . o ' w';

stated by representatives of the Leaguejof Women Voters which arranged the debates, '
o -

the ma;qr ratlonale for telev1sed debateb was to help the public to be b ter

. . '

. .\ ; informed about the candldates and thglr tands on maJor 1ssues S0 tha: the , AN
3‘ ind%vidual voters could make a sdbund voti. g=decision. 5 ‘. . h
h{a . Evidence from previous studies demoﬂs rates thdat public awareness. of the
' candidates' views and the parties' stands. &? various issuesriqgreaseé as a re- c
\1 sult of campaigﬁing.,Ben-Zeev and Nh;ﬁe fou dlﬁhat ,‘aé‘ggg 1960 campaigp pro- .
\ . gressed, there was a d&cline in the percent € of people who said that th2y did
' L-‘ ’ not know‘where Kennedy stood on issues.6 Tre aman and McQuall reportad that, re-
,\ -
o
> ".
‘ general campa1gn learning. Further, and more 1mportaht1y, we have identified - ’ .
- several factqrs which\are linked to learning ;nd which explaln 1nd1v1duai Jlf- |
P
. ferences in the amount of learning from the debates. Obviously, learnlng 1s ‘not }
‘ a monolithic process. We need-to know under what circumstan?es it is_lingy'to
occur and wﬁz; fagtbrs produce differential }earning. This study seeks go:: ' "
coﬁtributg to this.important area of knowledge. ‘
<
Q . N o : 4 )
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. . Hypotheses : s

In the natural communication énvironment, exposure to mass media messages .

is mostly voluntary and a matter of individual choice. This means that exposure to
" the first presidential debate on television was a matter of free choice for most

-

members of the telev1slon audlence. This was also tTue fbr contlnuatlon of ex-

posure and reetposure to the same or subsequent debates and to the repo¥ts abﬁUt
Yan

* the debates®in other sources of infofmation, such as neyspapers, hews magazines,

or radio. If exposure andrlearning are matters of free choice, then the factors which

) - -

led to this choice need to be éxamined. An obvious assumption is that attention
. B . § b 4

is given initizlly and continuously to materials which are conﬁruént with or
] H *
9

satisﬁy‘predisbosipions. Put in another way, those individuals who' chose to .

.

expose themselves frequently to the television debates and/or to reports about

N . L . L a
the debates in other media, did so because they sought certain gqstifiigsions -

‘.
- * -

from these experiences. . . 1

‘ ! .
Emphasls on the initiative of the audience brings into central focus Jhe im- =
~ .

portance of coﬂslderlng the sogial-psychological attrlbutes of 1nd1v1duai audience
members, if the effects of the debates in producing political learning aie‘to‘be
.understood. Among many possible attributes Oﬁ;the apdience that might be investi- ] .
gated in.this rdgard, we hive focused on two predispositiohal éac?ors--one's R ‘

interest in the presidential race, and one's knowledge or familiarity with the

(L)

R . - ’ - »
campaign issues and candidate qualifications and issue stands prior to the debates.
4 . . - . -

“ . rl -

. . _Inferest in the 1976 election &ampaigh in general, and in the presidential
F L W, J ) N /'/ ‘ - : ' . A &
) debates. in particular, is comsidered totreflect a complex aggregation &%f motives

s .
that orient a person to exposing hexself/himself to the debates and related re-

RN " . . . ‘

ports. Further, the degree of interest and attentiveness to political information

-
L
’

//7/ is probably due to ﬁersonal and social factors wiich existed, §or the most part,
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u 13
' ¢ N .
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. o .
) prior to g¢xposure to the debates. Since interest and exposure are apparently

» .

@ correlated preexisting interest leads to exposure Exposure, in turn, may

» ’ -

sustain or strengthen eexisfing interest. Since a correlational relationship

T 10 ‘ -
- tvo. However,
i

~~ interest level

n this study in which a'clear time order is established between

.before the debates and learning from the debates, we can. examine)

‘ £
the ¢ausal égiéct of interest on exposure to the debates and on the level of L

o
. -
-, .'

L 2 [

learning from .the debates. ..

»

K . ‘ P .
The-second important aspect of individual predisposition that . is considered

%0 have causal influence on one“s leanning from the debates is one's knowledge

LLIS N S -

" - "7 and familiaritx with the candidates and issues prior to the debates. It is’ gen-

érally accepted that indiViduals differ in their knowledge patt@rns and that,

) -

a

aven within the 'same individual, patterns vary in complexity, depending ‘on the
- " L}
- :

. * E s s s . P 11 s o
. nature of particular issues and their salience to the individual.”” An individual's

perceptua} structure is determined by previous learning and allows the individual .

to~prooess and retain_information more effectively Without any preexisting fram .

Y ‘ 1

< work-or knqwfedge regarding the candidates and issues, the debates and information

regarding the debates would be extremely difficulﬁ;to process. This would be particuv

1 -
v i . . . -

Yarly true for the more specific and detailed information abdut complex issues.

- The above consigerations, enable us to predict that those who were mofe in-

* terested in and Better informed about the candidates and issues and the related

- L]

f ~ : - et a 2
aspects of theflg?k campaign prior to the debates, were easier, to reach and were

able to learn more from the debates than those whose interest in the election and ;

4
1

knowledge about candidates and.ilsues was lower. While the overall informatiOn . "

\ ’ .

‘1evel could have increased for all members of the debate audience, the gap between

: "« the knd«ledge rich and knowledge-poor 'was likely to re@\stable, or to grow,

L

Fan

+

‘rather than diminish in the wake of the debat ) (
- .o ]
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bt ¢ - - »
‘registered voters in Evanston (2 panels), a suburban community near Chicago,

‘ - . * L. ‘-5"

We were able to examine thfse qufstfons in depth because we had closely

k] 7 .

observed political learﬁiﬁg by four smalf'ﬁanels 6f ﬁeters totalliné 164 _in- "’ :_ i ¥

dividuals, over the period of an entlre year. Thls.encompassed all phases of the-

1976 pre51dent1a1 campaign, from the pre-prlmary days in January 1976, through .

L] L}

the primaries, the conventions, the post-conventlon phases, including the debates, N

ot

to the election and the immediate post-election period.’

Members of the four panels were selected ffom a randomly drawn sample of
. - LS . - i

v

in metropolitan 1 1anap0115, Indlana, .and ‘in Lebanon, New Hampshgre, a small .

New England toﬁnt Th flnal sample was drawn to assure a~balance of demographic
Ay

characteristics.to represent various levels of interest in polirids, availability

L
-

of time for news consumption, and attention to print and/or electronic media. .

The'findings of debate learning hresented in this paper are based on the ex-

periences of 21 members of our panels who were selected for especlally intensive

analysis. Since Evanston is primarily a un1vers:ty town, with 11tt1e 1ndustry, the

educatlonag level tuns higher than natlonal averages. The descrlptlve data from’

.
.
t e

the panel as a whole on\ the extent of interest/knowledge and learnlng from the

t

debates should be 1nterpreted in light ‘of this fact Testzng of the main hypotheses .

and examlnatien of relationships among variables, however, should not be serlously

L] .,

blased by the hlgher-than average educational level of our‘sample. v

A comparlsdn of responses given to débate-related questions by members of

"

the 1nten51ve-stu§y paneL and by members of the other three panels showed 'no 51g- .

- - _ ‘ & ‘ i
nificant discrepancies in matters such as issue/salience, attention to personal
. - . ! N . N

qualities of the cendidates} or fluctuations in voting plans.lzThe same¢ was trde .
when we compgred'reeponses by our panel members with equivalent reﬁponses by /I
L3 . LY i |
1 .
Gallup and Roper pdll interviewees throughout 1976. 3 Thls gives u$ confldence o !

that our respondents do not differ slgniflcantly 1n their p011t1ca1 learning be- b

havior from general popq}atlon samples. Intensive.study of their pollt;cal learnlng.

behaviors should reveal general pattérns found commonly among voters with 51m&1ar

"o . . ' 3 - .

leﬁtning propen51t1es.14 C L L.
. .o . '. . / ____'_-;_'.‘_'-
- B
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Tqﬁle 1 presents th%ibackground Characteristics of the intensivye study

panel.

1
!.

6

.1

4+

Chalracteristics of

- L

.

L]
¥

Tabla(1}: "Bagpk'.grodnd

!
NI }

o 1
1. High Interest--High Av ilablllty Group

L)

-k

:¥e Intensive Study Panel *

{ ,.

A

3]

L

! Educatlon Occupation Marital Status ~
. M . College Research Engineer Single , .
- IM  College ~ Admipistrator . Married, ? )
M. College Academic Married '
) 'EM . . College Lawyer Married
’ M Grade Sch. Blue Collar - - ;o Married ||
2. High Interest--Low Avdilability Group -
. F College *  Home/Child Care Married
;F College Corporation Exec. -Single d
Lot .F College Job/Home/Child Care . Married
M College Government Admin. Married
i M College Editor Married
3. Low Interest--High ‘Availability Group -, '
.28 M College  Grocery Clerk Single
46" F  ~High Sch. Dress Shop Owner Married
Sﬁ . F College Homemaker ", Widowed
65 F High Sch.  Bookkeeper Widowed .o
" 78 F High Sch.  Homemaker R Widowed ‘ Y
4. Low Interest--Low Availability.Group : \
23, M High Sch.- Hospital Clerk Single -
. . 2% M College Retail Sales Single | , )
. Toi28 F  High Sch. Insurance Clerk Single
‘3¢ . F High Sch. Nurse Married .
) ) 56 F . 3rd Grade Maid Widowed .
T 62 ¥ - College Plant Manager Married .

*Group assignments are based orn replies to nine questions which ascertained
interest and part1c1pat10n in politics and media use patterhs and life style
characteristics. The latter two gave clues to the availability of mass media
information for particular respondents. Scores weee based on a combination of

self-assessment and objective measures.
T

" **The designations-indioate compietidq of degree requirehents.

badald Ogcupatlonal needs, and social needs related to marital stafus, had a strong
impact on frequancles of political discussion.

N +
. . s -
¢ .
- o -~ y . .
: .
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+  ten times throughodt the election year. The interviews, ‘which ran betwéen one [}
, A s, . ! , o
and two-and-a-half-I rs in length, were tapé-recsrded. Most questions were_open-

ended and designed to permii the respondent to formulate the major outlines of

.
ns designed to get commentary from all respondents in the

the questions as she he perceived them,” These hroad questions were then followed -
\\h\\v by more focussed que;? 0

same knowledge areas. - elicit as broad a response as p0551ble, probes and follow-up
Probes routipely asked for the reasons which had

-3

"The members’of the initensive panel also completed daily diaries throughoot the

. * ' [ . a . . ‘
year in which they recorded, news stories which had come to their attentien froh

questions were unlimiti?

prompted particular an§ﬂ§

the mass media or'ﬂhrough 'fsonal\;ontacfs. They were instyucted to enter any

news story which they rememiered at the time set aside for diary compfetion, noting

. briefly thg main theme: the sgurce , the length of the story, the reasons for their

-

interest in the story, and Eheﬁr reaction to it. A minimum of 30.minutes was

» - i [

to elapse between .story exposu ! and diary entry to allow normal forgetting processes

to operate. In most 1nst£nces t k actual 1nterval was four hours or more. 1In
\ .

additlon, members of the 1ntens1v panel were questioned during each interview about

. ~

. an array of twenty t% thirty news t\:nes which had been covered by the news-

- papers and/or television newslnrogr to which they normally paid attentign.
. ' - ey
\ To.detect possible sensitization effects which might result from the .

repeated interviews and d1ary-keep1n?/!§everal checks were-run u51ng respondents

who had not been included in the four paﬁels. Recall of stories was scored on a

+
-

\four point” scale, ranging from 1 for "nong" to four for "a lot." The, latter rating

L

. r .
’ . was awarded whenever respondents dould, spontaneously relate three or more major as- | 5

pects of a news stéry. Comparisons of the m%an recall scores showed no significant

differences between the panel meambers (X. .b 3 ooints ) and.the control group IS .
(x = 2.4 points) based on responses about}indhledge of randomly selected spec1f1c

# recent news stories. (24.’..05). ‘} " . .

n The reas'on"for thd smail 'sanrfzi:! of"?:our‘ e, is the desire to investigate '

A N e Yoo ¢




.

is egsential in putting their verbal responses and their learning behaviors into
- - . - . s
apprdpriate contexts. . K ' . Lt
# i The key var}ables of the present study were assessed through .the following .

-

multfi-item scores: '

\ o

thef issues throughout the pre-debate month

INTEREST: The-level of interest in tje 1976 election , the candidates, and

was measured by the frequency of

election stories in each respondent's dlaJles We assumed that inclusion of )

- ll" -

stgries in a respondent s diaries reflected their salience to the respondent at’

th¢ tibe of writing. Hence, we believe thatlthe freJuency of elettion stories in

-

diaries provides an effective and reliable measure of a respondent's cumu-

- .
- ..
.

L . -
13

14tive interest level priof to the debates.~ - ' - .

i

KNowLﬁ?GE: "The extent of knowledgeSfand familiarity with the candidates and )
. . ) -
ssues prior to the debates was scored by the extent of recall of election stories

n response to questions in each of the inter\(iews', starting in February, 1976. 'i"ihen

the lQiOWLEDGE scores were compared w:.th the respondea%‘ 5pec1f1c knowledge of
candidate qualzfz.catmns and campdign issues? as me.asured after the - pnmarle » these - E
two measures cor;elated with each other s:.gn:.fm;antly. (ra.&*g_( .001). 1'\ '

. DEBATE LEARNING. In assessing the respondents' learning from the desates,

e:.ther through telev:.s:.on oY through other sources, four questions v.;gre asked

shortly after the sec0nd &ebate and again after the last. The)_'\ were (1) "How - ‘ .

-

.'much did you learn from the debates about" Ford'fCart-ex‘*\\?" () "How much




A
: —9em

. .
- -,

dlﬂ you learn from the debates about the candidates' issue Qtands’" ja)

"Nhat spectflc‘thlngs about Ford/Carter d1d you learn from the debate?" and

s Fl

{(4) '"What spec1f1c knowledge did you gain in terms of each candidate's issue

E

stands?"' The first two items were asked to measure the fespondent's self-

assessment of her/his léarning from each of the debates. The third and fourth

’

items meaeured the actual knawledge of the respondent about candidate quali-’

- - . . !
fications and issue stands that had been covered during the debates preceding the

interview.'The self-assessment measures and the objective test_ of learning correlated

by =, 68 (L .001} for issue learning and by r=.62 (p&, 001) for cand:.date* learning.

TV EXPOSURE: The extent’ to Which the respondents etposed themsef’bs to

each of the live telecasts of the presidential debates was measured by six

f////a levels --none(l), less then 30 minutes (2), 30-45 minutes (3), 45-60 minutes (4),

*

4

L L - *
_ 61-75 minutes (5) and more than 75 minutés (6); The~sgquf the scores for the

" three iJresidential debates wasgcomputed for eagh respondent's degree of e:q:go's:..lre‘ .
. . . vl L -

-

to .the pres:i:dential debates on televisian. -

-

LY . ¥

PRIOR ATTITUDE: To check for a possible relationship between one's'atti-

.

” tude " towards the two, candldates prior to the debates and the extent of exposure

to, the televised debates, as well as learnlng from the debates, we eXamined

L} . &
!
. answers to 'a series, of questions posed after the conventions.hﬁespondents had
PR . - . .
been asked to use a seven-point scale to indicate various degrees of agreement or

- ~ i . #
" disagreement with-the following gpur state?ents: (1) "Ford/Carter, as Presi-

.dent » coild be trusted.” (2) Ford/Carter has-the kind of personality a President
ought to haee.? {3)"Ford/Carter, as President,wpuld'feduce unemployment ."* And

i (4) ""Ford/Carter, as President, would make the goverﬂhent run better and make

it more efficient." The ‘respondent's composite score from these four items is
[ . 1 ‘ b

* - i _
'/}used as a measure of her/his attitud‘e toward Ford and Carter prior to the debates.

> - -

- L] -

[N

[N

L4




the overall effects of the 1976 presidential debates on political learning !

] . 'I: - W

o - ?10» - ) o A - - * '1
LI - " ' N . I
Findings . N v
\ As m?‘tioned earlier, the primafy purpose of this.study is to explore °

¥

~-

and to investigate. the factors that caused or éontributed to the jndividual ‘.
. ¥

differences in learning from the debates. We have hypotheéi:ed two predispositidnall

factors-- prioTr interest level , Emg the lewsl of fam:.hangr and knowledge.regarding

the candidates and issues which indivi&uals had already acquifed'before the de-"
.~ - Q . H

- u - * u -. * L [E} ’ d
bates. We also investigated the relationships of a few demographic variables --

L]
1

“+ . - ) *
age, sex, education-a to the levelaof interest and knowledge and th® patterns of

learnlng from the debates. . . .

The results from the study are reported bélow under three headings. These ar

b »

(1) the respoﬂdents‘ overali Tedctions to the debates, including attendance'pat-

terns and learnzng reported from the debates; (2) the relationsth between pre-debate

interest: and .. kn_owledge, ahd debate lear‘n,mg, and (a) the effects of age, .

séx, and education on féarning from thé debatés.

- - o . 1 - t L Y
* The Respondents1 Overall Reactions to the Debates . ) ~

K

e lAmorlg dur 21 respﬁndents, 6 did not watch any port1on of the first debate.

Seven respondents did not watch any of 'the Second and the third presidential
6 .
debates. Two Tespondent’s skipped all three debates. Only 2 resPOndents‘had a

8

perfect debate attendance recbrd for thé presidential debates by watching all

" three in their eﬁ%irety. Sixteen respondents watched the bulk of -at least one

debate; four of these watched two ddbates entirely. The brimary redsons £or’
- * ‘ -

;kipping the televised encounters were conflicting duties and engagements

at the time of the telecasts. Only two panel members cited lack of interest

’ * ’ L u u r’ b d u - '
as the primary reason for¥ missing thf television performance. However,

L4




.
- 11‘ ~ - L
) . . owelle- e . . , .

the fact that other engagements were allowed to supersede the debates in so many -
v s " LY . * ’ - t

. instances casts some doubts on the strength of our respondents' commitment to

- attention to the debate event. ' .
- - . .

Most of our respondi?ts expressed some dpgree of disappointment about the way

4
L]

the debates were handled. Primarily they complained about poor performance by

e L]

. _the candidates, too much structure and Tack of spontaneity'in the debate format,

4 ﬁ

or redundancy-of questions raised during the debates with previously available

information. Unfavorable reactions declined slightly for the second and'third

- .

debate. While 17 out of 21 respondents had expressed disappointment about the

- [

first debate, only 10 and 7 respectively did so For the secong and third debate

The reasons for less dissatisfaction may be better performance on Jll scores during .

- . - &

the later debates or the audience may have becéme reconciled to tHe format of

~
* <

thetdebates and to the candidates' performances 50 that the gap between expectation

“and’ performance had closed down. The tape trans¢ripts support the latter reason

o " "

. “A Uorresponding pattern was found in the respondents‘ selfnassessment“of
. - %~

\ ~

'learning from the debates abopt key election issues and the candidates' positions

-

- ) on the issues. In the first debate, where expressed dissatisﬁuition had been high

0

! . none of the respondents reported learnfng anything JNew. In the sscond debate,

however, complaints decreased and the’ number reporting no new issue :18¥%yning was

4 .
5 b

reduded to 9. In the third‘debate, the number reporting no‘new learning rose to
. t
.18, but remained Beiow the firSt debate nonwlearning figure. ,&séientioned, the closing
T Bagd oL e o -~ A e -
of the expectation-pbtformance gap may egp&ain the contrnued drquhgycomplaints &n

T .}“'-'v,___
The total number of Speclflc issues or candidate s ands on issues which were

L]

.-
A

L3 - . LY -

mentioned by the respondents was 34 for all thr)e debates, an average of 1, 6 issues

_per respondent Measured agaihst even the most modest expectations , th;s is a

\

poor learning rate. Our expectations are based on the assumption that an: attentive

. .
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_number of specific 1ssues and issue stands that they had 1earned A total”b£ 1 7

PO - L eel2e-

citizen, in a presentaégon geared to her/his interest and level of‘dnderstand1ng,

Ns r1
should ‘be able to Tecall at’ least one out of every 100 1ssue mentlons& espeC1a11y when
many rssues were tovered repeatedly. A total of 166:questlons was asked in the

~ . e e
thrae debates. Cod1ng up to three’%%sue mentions for each response, 293 issue

t

mentlons occurred, cover1ng d1verse.aspects of 26 issues. Nearly half ghe issues
. 3}‘|

“ = . !

were mentioned more than 10 times. Yet the\l? learning rate , whlch wouﬂd have

- e,

.

!E"'r
meant an average of 3.0 statements'refleetlng issu—tearning, was not achieved.

’

Learning from the debates.about the personal qualities of thé candidates was

il -

greater than issue learning. Approxlmately half of the respondents said that they .

learned Somethlng about Ford and €arter from each of the three debates The tota1
‘

number of specific personal qualities “of the two cand;dates which were elu—

. { i
cidated by the three debates, as judged by our respondeﬂts, was almost’ double

s !‘

1 ar
- . Il

Lhe .
i !

I,

were mentloned for an avetage of 3.9 qualities learned by each *';

quelities °

» HE

respondent "from the pres1dent1a1 debates The personal qua11t1es of the cand1 ates‘

5
fe .

which the respondenté reported,related to thelr look of sincerity, tensrﬂn,

-

.the way they handled themselves in the debates,“thelr artlpulanﬁpess and simibar
\ ' ~ I:i . - '

matters. . g . , 3'%: }gg
p&e51dent1a1

g - "

debates provided an opportunlty toxsvaluate the persona1~and pro?Ess1ona1 'qua11~

.

Y e

If-one assumes that the answer to each of the 166 qUestlons in the
’

-

fications of the cand1dates, theri our respondents had 332 opportunltles to Judge

e wq-,'. - ratn P e

‘t."‘

on these figures, the rate of learning aboyt qualities stands, at 1.5 peﬁcent. An

s H . L
B . 4

extremely modest e¥pecation of a 1% learning rate has been met. Any high?r"gx-

. % K3 ’ . id

e o e~ = e
Pimg-sipeil——

]
. i'?

the cand1dates along the dimensions which they had used in prev1ous Judgments. Based, |

pectations or hopes , as expressed by people who view the dembpratic.p?ocess

optimistically, ane disappointled.
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4 ‘ L3 I
the debates was also available“from other sourcesh‘sué as radio, newspapers, .

and news magazlnes, it conceivably could be inconsequential whether the orlglnal

teleV151on medium was used. We found that the relatlve length. of telev1s§on expo-

Pk “ . . . .
sure and the overall learning about the candldates and issues were positively ., \
H » ! 7 . b

and 51gn1ficant1y related. The correlation coefficient between television watching

and 1ssue 1earn1ng was .60 Qgs\.OOI) when . 6iearnmg was, Judged from- self -assess-
- - ¢ Q ;
ment and 41 QE_\ ., 05) when measured by specific 1ssues mentloned by the respondents

M

-

L [

13 ‘l
The te1eV151on exposure was also positively related té the respondents' learn1ng

. . - about the candldates (r= 53,‘R<: 05) when learning was measured by self-assesshent,

*

and r=.45(p. £ 055 when_measured by specific qualities reported. “Thi's shows clearly
¥

N - . [

v that the length of actual television watching Slgnzflcantly affected overall
! , learpmg erom the debates. Whatever. public learning did occur from the debates

] " M . ~
-~ ahd we have indicated that it was a discernible,:yet modest amount-- came pri- _
. ) -'mati%y from television. . ) AR -
’ Cor > -

. : Pré-@ebatq Interesthhowiédge and DebBaté Learning - NP ,‘) '

i ;‘ E ' - ) }
. .. The f%nding that the debate period was a time of increased learning is further

MR su?ported by analysis of the trends-in.the interest level *in the months prior to

: the debates. Figure 1 depicts the percentage!of election- related stories out of
1; the tqtal number o} news items’ whlch the respOndents necorded 1n the1r diaries, ‘
?i plofted monthly It demonstrateslthat the overall interest IGVel corresponded
closel? with the major events in the egmpalgn prooess. bVerall attentlon to ’

e;ect1on stories increased throughout the prlmaries and dropped to the original

level after the prigaries. The attention level rose again during the Republican
* L - e . . I . X L .

v .o - ‘ - - ¢ ) . -, , - " .
.; and Democratic conventions, only to plummet once more after the conventions. !

: . s - . - :
\f 1
-
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"As the presidential debates approached, the subdued 1ntere>t‘of the public inethe
*u 3

" election revived and reached its h:i.ghes,t peak of the e}ect.,uon season.In the ab-~
% ot '

T

~ . »

———

- . - . ‘ N A]
t sence of comparative data from other years, we chnnot assess }‘ much of this rise Lo

-~ must be attrlbuted ‘to the debate stlmulus, and how much reflected the normal

1)
LI

% . peaking .of 1nterest in the campalgn when the el&qtipn was near.

The respondents knowledge anh\famlllarltx with the candidates and issues,

as measured by the extent to which they recalled! elettion- related*news stories

during :|.nterv:|.ews, followed the same patterns ds 'observed in ‘Figure 1. Recall
L} - . . ./_ -

’of election stpries during the debates increased eonsidefably, as it had dogg during
\ the primaries ‘and the conventions. - - ¢~ ﬂ\, R i
o e mmmeemeeeeepea————— ‘-u--i--r--;--- * '
Insert F:l.gure 2 about here .
. . . o TmmEmmE T “"""""""".:'_ """ - -
N "o .’:' [} [
L . - ) o )
, We also found that learning about*issues and candidates was.highly Correlated.
- b 1 R . . -
Those who learned most about issues from the debates, learned mogt about the can-
.ot
didates as _well. The correlation coefle.c:l.ent between the two aspects of debate
\‘ - . - . P .
. learning was 75 4] _.001) when both varlables were measured by speC1f1c 1nform~ '
- . ~ . T
+ ~  ation learned, and .58 (244:.001) when measured by the respondents' subiective -
- I} Com e . T LY 4

assessments. In a similar manner, the learning.about the two candidates from the

. debates was closely related . Those who learned more about Foradas. a person also

» S . : * . “ B ) . . .

learned moye about Carter. (r= .75, EL .001). No selectivity was obserVed in
"i‘ . * . ’ . - - ?9. :'

. either Ford or Carter supporters in their l€arning about the twp candidates as

well - as in their télevision exposure and their learning about issues.

]

Insert Table:2 here = .
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on, February through October 1976
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Figure (1): Trends in Interest'in the Elécti n
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L *Interview 2 coincides wlth the. I1linois primary; by InterV1ew 3,

eight prlmarl had been completed and 22 wexg yet to come; by
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primaries-to come; by Interview’s, .the primaries were over and the
Democratic ConVention was three weeks awav. Interviews 6 and 7 ‘span
.ﬁhe Democratic and Republican conventions. Interview .8 coincides |
. owtth the debates. Intbrv1em 9 followed the election.’ '
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Tablé (2): Pearson Correlations between Evaluation of
Candidates and Exposure/Learning from the .
" Debates v o -~

. -
Evaluation of Ford Evaluation of Carter

Degree of ' ) . -
Exposure to , ~.01 ] . =u16 .
TV Debates .

) .
Learning abeui/ . » . L '
Ford (Self- " -.04 -.05,
/ , Assessment] - : ~

Learning about S ‘
.- Ford (# of -.04 ST . -.04" R
. Qualities) ’

AN . lLearning about Y f !
. Carter (Self-- -.52* . --29
- Assessment) - o -

st ‘ k Learning about - .o

' . Carter (# of ./ - - -.14 - «.09

* Qualities) :

. . ‘ ’ . . )
AR ' Learning, about . ) X

Issues %elf-‘ -.09 - -.07

‘ - )

Assessment) ] O g -

Learning about ’ : 1' ' ) o o
“Issues (# of S 7 ' .
Issues)

.
. - -] . - B v
. P

r ‘ - .
' *Sigmfi!:ant at the, .05 level. All other” correlatlon cbefficlents
are not s.taqlstlcally s;.gmficant at ‘the .10 level. ! . .
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A$ reported in.Table 2, favorable or uﬁfavqrabie evaluation.of the two can-

L

. . L. Y - -
didates prior to the first debate did not correlate with the amount of exposure

) - . ' . .
to the debates. Furthermore, no significant relationship was .observed between
* A ) L3 ) - )

theq&riof,émaluation of Ford or Carper and learning isbqt Ford/Carter after the

-

.debétgg. Learning about the candidates from the debates was thus not affected by

the respondents’ pregxisting attitudes towards the candiddtes. One exception,
I ; . . \. \ L)
however, is fhe negative'relationship between prior attitude toward Ford L

-

1

!
aﬁa 1earn1qg about Carter. Those who were more favorable toward Ford reported .

less learnlng about Cartet from the debates However, this self-assessment was

i - % &

not born qpt by our data on actual léarning. We therefore conclude that actual

f
E )

leerning was not influenced by the directipnality of attitude toward the two

R t
'L | % .

‘eandidates before the debates. = . _ ST ™ -t
o T . _. ’ k4 L. ”_
., fGiven tge overall patterns of learhing from.the debates and the develop-

mehtal trends of ,public interest and knowledge throdgh the pre-ﬂebate months;

we then tested the,data against gﬁr original hypotheses reéarding the "interrelation-

ship between the two predispositional factors - interest and knowledge-~ with

8

subsequent learning #om the debates, Table 3 shows‘ghat the leved of interest

' . Y e ---‘--“---T-h ------- - ‘\_\‘“--___

P

- . .
f Y eaemesese= ,... ........... ot \1 .

. . : a.@" : : .

in the election prior to the debates was positively associated with the E*tqpf
-

. 4

to which the respondents watched the debates on' television and with the various

= - - - - m " Y .
~ ¢ . - -

""; measures. of learning about isstes and candidates, A similar and even stronger

-

a ) - 3 - ' <
correlation between prior knowledge and debate learning was found. ’
. . ‘ o
- w ot - 1 p LA
. -We can conc{yde from these-results that learning from the'
.presidential debates was influenced by :the interest and . - !
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Table (3): Peafsén‘- éorrelatiohs between Prior Intereﬁt/l(nowlédgg o .
and Exposure/Ledrning from the . ,
. : ' » . _Debates.” . -- L0
L . - - LN ‘ " . *
¢ R "k Coy TR AN
:  AMrior Interest— ° Prior Knowledge Ry
1 N . K . . :'_ N N . . . - .
Degree of \‘\ Y "_ - - U W
. TV exposure '~ * .35 . | .34 - \
. | AN . .- ‘ '
Learnin ut - ’ R - .
Issues (Self- . _-.20 LT 35 — )
Assessment) ., - )
z L )  — . . .~ - .y .. «
. . . Learming about’ : l - ) L Cew / T
* issues (# of . ° S2r v - 056" - i }
¢ Issues] e e T . . o .
L G : : 3 ) .
- Les'tming about- . » —— ) YL
., - Candidates ‘ .43 _-68 . C
. (Self-Assessmént] ! o Ve LT
s - ) Leamin%,‘about. T O . : .
'+ Candidatés « ' - : .37 N 67 . -
(¥ of Qualities)"l Lol
< . : . ".‘" -
. o i - . . - e - .
| —l~ *Significant at the .10 levelw
. - ' #*§ignificant a 1
. . K . LLL itant at the ,001 level
i /
.IP, .,ﬁ
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i . knowledge that the respondents already possessed prior to the debates. The effect . )

s ¥
the deba;es ons*he respondents' acquzsrtzon of \knowledge were stronger among
1“ ]
—w é who had already dzsplayed‘é‘greater degr;\\of 1nterest and khowledge przor ) jﬂ
Eo the debates, than among those who had less 1nterest and knowledg% about:thei

Fion. Infor@ptzon transmitted to the publzc through the telev1s5d debates N -

-

ernforced preex;stlng interest and‘knowledge, rather than equalrezng the,drf-

4

zferentral level of knowledge among voters. The results clearly 1nd1cate thsF"

' - N ’
\ the process of knowledae acquisrtion is ¢ontinuous and cumulative throughout the

o F . T .8 N

election year, rather ﬂggz subject to sudden change's due to spectacular events

a . { i . . .
Gch as the président?fl debates. T " Tt L @
et " M ' o

. .
. .

5 R B ]
4

‘- . The Effects of Age, Set, and Education on Learnlng_ N . ©

-

Having establ1shed the relat1on\h1p between pr;or 1nterest and Lnowledg
¢ vl

e -on one hand and learnzng from tﬁe debates on tﬁe other, we further atteqpted to
" . explore poss1ble relatronshlpsvbetween some demograph;c andtpredlsﬁosztxonal char- . .

4§ .
acteristics of the respondents and the1r learning’ £rom the debates. Table 4 reports .

& .
the correlatlon coeff1c1ents between age, Sex,,educat1on and prlor 1nterest and .

v .- - F

,» knowledge before the debates and the ind1cators of learn1ng from the debates. ) .

-
o wt o=
’ ¥ . . f w P . \ - . e
. . [ . [
R e e e M ¢ S mn - ————— . g . L . .

Insert Table 4 here ° ° R B S

\*o : _.._-_--____—--__-——_-—.__-..-‘-_af..-—_;‘—_—.'g .

\ %

The table shows tqat the respondent’s age and sex bear no s1gn1£icgnt relataon tor |

;—

her/h1s pre debate 1nterest level and'E”owledge about the electaon. Exogpt for-a

. w . P

bareiy 51gn1f1cant negative relatlonshmp between advanced age and learn1 about vy

’ specific issues from the debates, there 1s no s;gnrfrcant 1n£luenoe on o{h indin

L] : *

cators of learning. Educatlon, on the fther hand,‘1sos1gnif1cantly relate& to, one' s . .

knowledge of elect1on stories pr1or to; the debates.’ Educatlon adso 1nfluences QEgnlfIC*

- antly the extent to;whzch the~respondents 1earned about thevlssues and candzdate from

- L4

. the presidentidl debates. Educatzon, although 1nfluenc1ng oneés knowledge and\\“‘
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Table (4): Pearson Correlatlons between Sex, Rge, Educationr and . \ , S
.. I‘nterest/Know’ledge/Leammg from the Debates ° . - < .
' - . Bex - Age \ Education -
‘. ¢ - B LY q X .
Prior Interest .04 .18 -.01 ~ , .
" Prior Knowjedge -.21 .07 34" A '
- " ) & . !
- Learning about : * .. i y
Issued (Self- 01, .00 +.31 .
. ) -~ &
Assessment) - i . , d
- “ ]
Learm.ng about: . : . .
Issuds (# of . .05 -.29 47> h ‘o
Issues) - . o .
l beamlng about - . - . \ * - A '. ¢ - o R . ‘ " L
Cand:.dates .10 * .02 \ .53 .
(SeIf-rAssessme};t) * . ’
% . ’ , e ;
% Learning about S e ? N
- (Candidates - 08 03 .59 . r )
(# of Qualities) , -
‘ ) . - . ) - . . LY . LY
' " - ’ - J
- ' " *Signifitant at’ the .10 level . -
' +*Significant at the .05 1 -
© . ***Significant at the .01 level .
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- . learning about 1ssues and candidates before and arcer the debates, is not 51g-

. nlflcantly related to one’s interest 1eve1 As with Setjgnd age, one cannot
pcedict level of interest in tée election and in the debates ‘from the :espondent's

/ - lovel 'of‘educat:i.oli. - . . o . T ' -

Summéry and Conclusions

- ‘ The present paper pas demonstrated a few empirical bases from which we

R - -

can assess the impact of the 1976 presidential debates on political learning. e

.. . Ffrst,'tﬁis study ahowg that the'debates_did produce a measqfable impact )

. . Lo
~ on audience members.They stimulated most of our respondents jo watch one or .
N . R N . *
- . B . L]

more of the televised encounters and expos€ themselves thereby to }arge doses -

of e1ection information..They contributed to the sharp rise in level of in-- N
o L4
terest in ehe elegtlon whlch occurred early "in October. They also 1ed to small
¢ "'\
- 1ncreases in the audiencé' 5ﬁ¥now1edge gbout candldates and issies. These ef-' . }-

© fects occurred fof all the reSpondents in our panel, regardless of their pre-

R debate at*ltudes towards the presadentlal candldates - . )

Altkg:;ﬁ the knowlgdge gains were quite modest they indicate ,that the
audxence was still receptlveoln the final weeks of the long campaign to learning

e . more about the candidates as ‘well as the issueé. Whether 1earging would have

‘been greater i¥ the debates had occurred earlier in the, campalgn, or if the - .
. - -
debate—fornat had been dlfferent, remains a matter for conjecture on whlch " o
. . . -
the data pres&nted here shed no 11ght. Vonetheless, these kinds of questions . i :
5. , 4 ted - ol ‘ . s :
ought to receive serious thought‘prlox to repeatlng the 1976 experlence 1n .

another presidential election. ) B ¢ ) )

vSecondlg, we found substantial differenCes in knowledge galn'between those

-of high interest and knowIedge and those of lesser interest and knowledge d%ﬁln“
+ - - .
the pre-debate period. Those who already knew much_abOut thedelectlon 1earned more.




1. . ) < . . L
i;! 0 . . . - --m-- - . - A . i .
1] +
~) by .
Again, - these differences were unrelated to th respondents' prior attitudes

%
toward the candldates. The flndlngs about knopledge gains answer .an 1ntrlgu1ng

question about learnlng 1ncent1ves and theirllikely consequences. One might *

| assume that the comparatively ‘uninformed woulll have learmed most from the
P _‘ _\? . .o, . . . . :
l debates because they realized that t?ey neede? additional ipformation. For them, -~ !

’ - . L

L 5

tIe debates might constitute a last chance to catch up on’ missed' information,
3 . R ) - ‘ h
'jlet in time for the election. Similarly, .one might assume that the comparatively

wéll-informed might learn little because they might ignore additional election ‘

4
N 1qformatlon, belleVlng that they had already learned much and hencﬁ were uns- -
b 0 .
) I#kely to dlscover many new things to learn during the debﬁtes. Contrary to' “

=such a p0551b111ty, the present study supported our initial hypothe51s that® .

f ; the learnlng trends establlshed prior to the debates contlndbd throughout the ] _
| debate perlod. ! ' ' . : = T .

Thirdly, we have shown that‘of the three demographic factors which we’ .

o ﬁ (  examined -- age, sex, and education--- only the level of education influenced

f

. . "political leafqlng Responﬁents.who had achieved higher educational levels .

. d1§played greater knowledge throughout the election year and learned more , ol
[ ] ! s
from the debates than those with less formal educatlon Th{i d1fferent1a1
capac;{? for ‘learning, which has been demo;strated by other studies,

[ -

indicates the need to reeonsider the method of dlﬁpeﬂSlng electlon information. .
, . o

Was*the campaign, including~the debates, Fooduoted at an intellectual 1 vel RO .
s - : a . “

, which was beyond the comprehénsion of much of the electorate? Did it fp&l to 'ﬂf*ﬁ*;

i - - . i . §- s . .

f stir the interests of the bulk of voters? If the answers are affirmative-: . =%_'§i_

; - as they ?Bpearvto be,’judginé frof the ;esponses of our panel -- then' one needs ”

/ - 4 . . e

to investigate what might have been done to change at least these deterrents
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well- educated and the less well- informed in understanding the ¢ d1dates and,the

[ . - - -
1

. ma;or election'issues. A receént study*éay point the wQ} Its findings indicate

e

. that simple formats of news Presentation, such. as those wh;ch prevazl 1n “or- ;7 H
) drnary television newscasts, jcan serve @S "knowledge levelers" between peopie e
. R .. ookt
of variops educational levels..,, *-' R . ' - . .
o e, T * : -

The. findrng that age and sex did not make _any difference 1n~1nterest, learning,

5 * ' H

and knowledge levsla ;yns counter to preqalent popular ngtions that there are age-

linked diiferences in politicaL learning at both ends of %He age specqrum R and
2' . -

that pol;tzcal knowledge levels differ substantially anong men and women. However,

the finding is 1n-accord with recent studies which indicate that sex and aging

» "
18 .
differences tend to disappear when one controls for, education, Since our' study

did not ancludelyoung voters between the ages of 18 and 22,,the lower interest- .
Ct and learnzng rates which one might have predicted for thrs group, d1d not come
- into play. S . —

i" ‘Fourthix, we haye demonstrated that the effects of spectacular political events,

such as the debates, on pol;tical learning,, cannod be studied adequately if the

' occurrence is viewed in 1solafion. Debates, conventrons,\primarzes, and similar
highly publicized and dramatic occurrences are part-of an'information prodess

which 15 cumulatrve fbrougﬁout the year.. Thez add to the prevrously disseminated

fund of information abowt candidates and issues. The contr1but1on Wthh the; can

.make depends on the richness or po;erty of prevzously d1ssem1nated 1nformation. .

< [

<Likewise, the political learnrng that occurred during the debates was part

.

of a continuous process. How much and what‘%ypa of 1nformation a given individual

" . .

could learn depended very much on the nature of pre debate learnlng Bne could

.not measure the extent of knowledge'gains from the debates W1thout establishing . ’f
. s - . -.""’ &
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“

the leVel of pre-debate learnlng as the polnt of departure. Not could one judge

whether the debates were a maJor learnlng event, or just a small ripple 1nLthe

sea of learnlng, wzthout cdmparing debate 1earn1ng with learning from .qther

3

major events, such as the conventions or the primaries. .

stlz, a comment about the ba51c nature of our study seems in order. We

o -

have examlneq’the reiatlon of a var1ety of factors to political, learning Many

", of olr findings require further testing with larger samples. However, "since

examlnatlon of these factors has involved 1nten51ve study of réspondents over

a prolonged time span, 1t’cou1d not have been accdmpllshed if large samples had
~been u$ed 1n1t1a11y HenCe this study demonstrate; the ut111ty of the small,

IR

inten51ve sample approach for pilot- testang of major hypotheses conCernlng

-

A
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Footnotes _ } b
1.The following Sources were monitored for pre-and post-debate coverage: early l
evening network news on ABC, CBS, NBC; local news on CBS and NBC;’ press coverage:.
in the New York Times, Philadelphia Inquirer, Boston Giobe .Bangor Daily News,
Chicago Tribune, Cleveland Plain Dealer, Detroit Free Press, Topeka Daily Capital,
Houston Chronicle, Miami Herald, Raleigh News & Observer, Atlanta Constitution,
Los AngelesTimes, Seattle Daily Times, Denver Post, Salt Lake City Tribume, Chi- °
cago Daily-Defender, National Observer, Wall Street Journal, and Washington Post.
Two representative articles , 111ustrat1ng the point made in the text, are a.
thcago Tribune editorial and news story on September 25th by Jim Squrres, titled
'Debate prize: One third of voters still undecided;" .and a New York Times stoxy
of October 7th by R.W. Apple, Jr., titled 'Carter, focusing on Ford record garns
among 1ndependents in pell.” ) ’
2. Nllllam R. Cantrall, Michael A. Colella, and Alan D. Monroe, "The Great Debates
of 1976: A Quasi-Experimental Analysis of Audience Effects,' Paper presented
at the annual meeting of the Mldwest'Assocratlon for Public Opinion Research, 1976, ..

Jack Dennis and Steven H. Chaffee, "Impact of the Debates Upon Partisan , ' .
Image and Issue Voting, in Great Debates, 1976, Ford vs. Carter, Sidney Kraus,
"ed., Indianapolis: Indigna University Press, forthcomlng Paul R. Hagner and
Lergy N. Rieselbach, "The Presidentlal Debates in the 1976 Campaign: A Panel
Study," Midwest Polrtzcal Science As oc1at10n Paper, 1977, .
\ N

3.Lee Becker, David Weaver, Doris Grabdr, and Maxwell McCombs, "Influence of thes

Debate; on Puhlic Agendas." In Great Debates, 1976, op. cit., forthcoming,

i = 2 [R—

-——

- 4, Elihu Katz and Jacob J. Feldman, "The Debates in the Light of Research: ‘A Sur- .
vey of Surveys in Sidney Kraus, ed., The Great Debates: Background, Per_pectrve,
Effects. Glouste?, Mass: Peter Smith 1968, pp. 173-223,

S. These purposes were stated in the moderators' remarks s preceding each debate.

.~ They can be found in debate texts, reprinted in the New York Times and other
papers , quoting Edwin Newman for the first debate, Pauline Frederick for the
second debate,’ and Barbara Walters for.the third debate.

6. Saul Ben-Zeev and Irv1ng R, White, “%ffects and Implications,' in Sidney Kraus,
ed., The Great Debates: Background, Perspective,.Effects. Glouster, Mass: Peter
Smith, 1963, pp. 331-337, l -

7. Joseph Trenaman ‘and Denis WcQuail "The Effects of Television and Other Media,"
in Josgph Trenaman and Denis McQuail, Television and the Political I mage. London:
Methuen, 1961, pp. 182 206,

«“ . o .

8. Katz and Feldman, c1ted in note 4, S;milar frndzrgs for 1976 are drscussed by
Arthur H. Miller and Michael MacKuen, "Who Saw What .and Why: The Y976 Debates,"
American Association for Public Opinion Research Paper, 1977; and Lee B. Becker,
1dowu A. Sobowale, Robin E. Cobbey, and Chaim H. Eyal, “"Effects- of the 1976 De- -
bates on Voter's Understanding of the Candidates and Issues," Communications '
Research Center, Syraquse University, 1977, ‘-

- * £
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L 9. Walter Weiss,"Effects of the Mass Media of Communication," in Gardner Lindzey
4 and Elliot Aronson, eds., The Handbook of Social Psychology, 2nd ed., Vol. v,
Ty Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley Publishing Co., 1969, pp. 77 195. *

—5A

ST 10, Ibid;, p. 1SS. - # A

. "11. . Crockett, "Cognitive Complexity and Impresslon Formation," in B.A. Maher, °
- ed., Progress in Experimental Personality Research. New York: Academic Press,

+ /1965, Vol. 1, p. S3. 7 : . '
~ . A

12, See for instance the data cited in Becker, Weaver, Graber, and McCombs, clted “\\
_in note 3, above. Besides the authors of this paper, major collaborators in this -
study were Maxwell McCombs and Lee Becker and associates, Syracuse University, .
. .and David weaver and associates, Indiana University. Vo -

13. See, for example, the candidate preférence polls ard "Most Important Prob- i
lem " polls in the Gallup Opinion Index starting with No. 126 in January,
1976 and extending throughout the calendar year. Also sée the Roper polls
on election knowledge published in the New York Times, as well as the CBS-
Times polls. Examples are polls published on June 3rd and 4th under the
heading *'Poll Finds, Voters Unsure about Canfidates' Positions" and "Poll
Finds Public Hazy on Candidates." For most-polls, there was no significant
difference between Ehe distribution of responses of our panel members and
those .of poll respondents. ,

14, The argument that generalizable findings about human behavior can be made
on the basis of intensive study of small numbers of individuals has been.
made persuasively by many scholars. -Examples are:Steven R. Brown, "Inteénsive
Analysis in-Political Research," Political Methodelogy, vel. 1, 1874, pp.

. 1-25; Pred M. Kerlinger, "Q-Methodelogy in Behavioral Research," in Steven
R. Brown and Garry D. Brenner, eds., SCience, Psychology, Communication. °’
New York: Teacher's College Press, 1972, pp..3-38; Kenneth Keniston, Young
Radicals. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1968, passim; Robert E. Lane,
Political ldeology:” Why the American Common Man Believes What He Does. New .

_ York: The Free Press, 1962, pp. '1-11; and Karl Lamb, As Orange Goes: Twelve

_ California-Families and the Future of Amerlcan Polltlcs. New York: W.W. Nortonm, .

4 L\ )

15,

1975, pp vii-xiii, 3-23.

P '11p J. Tichenor, George Donohue, and Clarice Olien, '™ass Medfa‘and Differential
rowth in Knowledge," Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 34, 1970, pp. 151-170., Also-
ee Serena Wade and Wilbur Schrammw, "The Mass Media as Sources of Public Affairs, .
) Science, and Health Khowledge," Public Opinion ggarterly, vol. 33, 1969, ¥

- pPp- 197-209.

\

16, No claims are made that these are the|sole factors which explain siiall learning
gains. In fact, the low salience of p6litics in cofMarison with other concerns,
onstTated in our data on debate watching, may make the effects of changes in

. ing and format negligible. Nonetheless, such changes deserve attention.

g

17. W. Russell Neuman, "Patterns of Recall among Televislon News Viewers," Public
Oplnlon Quarterly, Vol. 40, 1976 Pp. 115-1237 > i

s
18. A variety of relevant findings are reported in Gerald Bomper, Voters' Choicu:é
Varieties of American Electoral BehaV1or. New York: Dodd, Mead.& Co., 1975,
PP 67-116.,

. A

' | 29 ' =

e otk




