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BESTBACT : .
Thé quéstlan of whether putllsbers' néas greferences

affect. the performances of Eéltars and regcrtexrs is examined in this
paper. The first section reviews studies of ways the newsrccm
environment has affected reporters' rcle assumgticnej it then netes
“that prev;cus studies have generally teen monadic (focusirg cn cnly
one persen) and have provided little insight into role.interactions
in the "newsrcon, Ihe second section shows how the toorientation maael
of Gommunication was used in a dyadic ' study in twelve Indiana
newsrooms, in which the following coorientaticn relationships were
investigated: agreement between reporters® and editcrs' neus
selections; congruency. betveen reporters? selections and their
perceptions of how their superiors would select the news; and
acauracy of reporters' perceptions of their sugperiocrs? neus-
selections. Among. the findings presented in the paper were that .
reporters and editors seem to operate independertly of each other,
that reporters pay more attention to their cun convictions than to
those of their editors and publishers, and that the news play ef,
editors and publishers is very sipmilar. (GV) :
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~ - ‘COORIENTATION IN THE NEWSROOM: AN”ENAL?SEé RO
| OFyTHE NEWS PREFERENCES OF BEPORTERS, . ' [ ' - |-

'EDITORS, aND. PUBLISHERS = -5'? S e
- S e : . _‘Lﬁ‘ SN T
‘-.,\. -V= A‘, » . L '("f’ﬂ'{‘i‘k“! ' v > o oy b o \\’ "“' ) %
- For as lanqvas editors, repgrtars, and publ;shers hsve been, o -
V | E e
’ ;ﬁf A Wgrklﬂg tﬂgéther, the questlcnggf whether publlsher news preietéuv

3

- A
‘ences (p@ll:y, 1f you will) ff ect S‘thé Eerfgrmanée ct edltaf

and répqrtérs has‘baéﬂ a palﬁt éf :anténtlan. Andlaéﬁgaﬂgh @@msiil

- questlanﬁ%nvalv;ng these threesgﬂfes "slmultaneauzly has n@t

attitudes,

“sge why hF perf@rms the way he d@es His pro-

Vo,

;éfsanéliﬁ§

f2551analsvalues have béén Ecrutlnlﬁed, and the a:ganlzatrbn az@unﬂ Lo

him has beem anaiyzed to better understand tha Pr@blems and
"ﬁrust;atl@nsighat,he faéai based on ,the size of the @rganlzatlan ‘
T

el =

to wthﬁ he belangs.

The rala,'skl 1y and perscnallty of editors has been re- S

i T A

searzheﬁ in much the same-way,, Aﬂd in the pub;lshe: studles that

R " have bégﬁ :andusted, we Know . whg-th21r Er;egﬁs are, and in what

!

s;tuat;@nSFWé can expeét them ta éxért;g@me influéﬂca in the news-

- room. However, s;n;e these studles have generally been m@nadla in -

A
i

'hatuﬁré, i:e-,{;écus:.ng on* c:!raly one person for the mcsst part, re-=
i

- searchers have glven us 1;ttle 1ﬂ51ght lnté the r@le 1nte:a:t1ang

= =

in the newsr@@m that pr@duce the ﬁyge of news we read each even-

\ 1ng in @ur dally newspapérs, Or see on our TV sets. Med;a critic

. Ben Bagdikian hag vacalLZEﬁ'a;negd for such stud;es* )




sy . - .

TH%rg is needed, for example,'a éaretul set of Parallél
Etui;es of 'social perceptions of owners, publishers, editors,
. ‘,and various levels of working staffs. Until this.is ayaila-
\ . . ble,; knEWléﬂgé of the complicated interaction of these ‘people
Lot ko pr@duca Tniews absorbed by the public have to ‘depend on _ -
o 'raferen:a to older studies such as Eread 'S o on lnleldual and
- émg:ess;anlsﬁ;e regcﬁts (1). - : :

Y s

k .»such a study that will p @VldégaﬂSWérE f@r sucH & c@mpl;cated

quest;éﬂ Ehls paper w;ll assess hlstéflgally, aﬁd %flefly; some

of tﬁgﬂstud;@s scnductsd cancernlnq r&p@rgarg and ‘how the newsrgam
t;sﬁVlronﬂent ha; affect@d the1r rale assamgtlan, 'Théﬂalt'w1ll pré“
sant the flﬂdlﬂgs of a study ccmpleted lh Indlaﬁa ﬂ@wsr@gms, Whlch

attempt@d ko daterm;né if- ‘the. news s&lecthﬁ §attéfﬂs Qf“Publl%héIS

!
are mlf:oréd @ﬂ tha news salectlan Paﬁtétﬁs af éd;t@rs and ;eg@rters

= . N . 1

.on thé samé ﬂgwspaper 7 - . e

i

v

. kRelated . thératuré

»_I'

In 19377 when Lee Rosten was Q@ndu:ting 1hterv;ews fsr hlS

sic study, The Washlngt@n Carréégﬁnﬂéﬂfg, he . attemgtaﬁ ta

T

N

determlne if ﬂewspapéf managgmént exértéd lﬁfluéﬂae ovar faparters/

\ Raséan sé\d that during hls work one quastz@n was asked gf hlm

®

nore Q&,Eﬂ than any other: "How frss is a newspaPerman t@ write.

the news as he hmnastly sees and uﬂéerstaﬁds ;t?” In an-attempt

/ : 4

ta,aﬂswer fhaﬁ,auesti@n. Résten askéi'thé G@rresp@ﬁaénts iﬁ his
e

stqd; to résm@nd to seven statamantg abaut publ;éhe: péllcy fram

T,

sevaral diifefent F@;ngs of view. &as an éﬁamplé, one. statements:‘

R

s

vféad? I am nat avare afqany déflﬂLté, flqed p@l;cy _He
\nzié s v
Emuﬂd that thirty- - EWO pergent of his Subjécts agreed w1th the .
IS Bx" e N

statement,\wh;le sixty périent d$sa§reed éanérsevaﬁ péfsent were

R N R

. o ! 3 . ‘.
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Basad @n h;s.f;ndlngs, Rcsteﬂ Eeparted that reparters weré

v ngt wa:klng for thslr audiences, ﬂecessax;ly, but were working

to surv;ve and sucseed in the néwgrbam. Subquuéntly, thé CDmm;551Dn

gs; althcugh they

/; " ‘on Fregda% 'Qf the Préss ééh@éd Régseh's find
wera addr és;ng the larger problém Gf publ;a access. the Cém%
m;SSLQn, Lt was .the- EWﬁErS and mana@ars of the gress wha de%érmlned
wh;:h faéts aﬂé 1&3&3 would reach tha publ;c- a s;tuat;on maré o
serious. ta the Q@mm1351©n thaﬂ prabable transgr5551@ns by the

; gcvernment (3). , . Y . »E | 3 ;{

B Althcugh Warran Bf%éa s study is §§n31ﬂaréd ta be one of the. s

laﬂdmarks sf lﬁVEStlgatlén ;ﬁ thls pa:t;culaf,subgect area, Cha:les

< gwaﬁg@n helgéﬁ 1ay thé lnltl 1 gr@undwark for sgch.studléE in a - '
. A : * - or -

ﬁé"serles @f art icles he grqﬁuc,é in the 1940's. ' Goe
N 7 o - _ ; T
T Swans@nq§L:ked a midwes
] . ~ Cot :

and he aaminigte§ed-iﬂ§trumeé

fern city for his series of 'studies

1ts to thirty executives, sub-editors,
i . v =

-

rEprEEIS} -and. Qhatagraphérs;
= 1

i +he mast sgntral over news;

He concluded that managing editors

adlt@rs;' Eubllshers rankéd £fifth, newsmen's personal views
ranked-sevanth, and space injthé’QEWEpagar, hﬁrteenth ‘out gf

f@urtéen{itémsi H§'§EEiﬂéd tha'WSémﬁ membér of the editing-

%

gapa: (4).

Warrén Breed's study of 120 newsmen in ‘he northeastern part

'newsﬁ%; lgégnéﬁ policy, why they conformed to it, how they deviated .

from it,.%ﬂd!Whéf some of the consequences af the pattern werd.

k.




Breed conc luded} in'partg that the reporter's source @f reward

‘was located gm@ng!his'péers_Ln the newsroom, thus "he redefines

his values ‘to the more pragmatic level of “the newsroom group."(5)

_ . & , : .
. Judd's study of reporters on a West Coast Suburban news-

paper led him to believe that IE§Q;EEIS looked to their.superiars v

for more than news values SDm%timéEi Réparters, who E%EF@& to

Llet their newsrcam world eng lf th21r saurcas, and EV%E.EEEL:

A

- families, géﬂerallylreliédv@n thg-ed;t@r pgraagﬁi@ﬁ of audi- .

.

;énzégngeég and demands. This reliaﬂcé was seldom challenged by -

E
& i v _J :

'tha repgrtér, aczardlng to Judd (6}
- 8tark ccnducted a stuay 51mllar to Breed s .eXcept that his

subjects were ;@nflned‘ta ?ne Amgrlﬁan newggagér in. a metrggal;*

tan area with over 200,000 circulation. He determined that two

¢ . %

types of reporters were’in_evidenca——Pras and locals (Stark's

. . ) _
- labels). Stark found the pros to be better educated, better

d;aééedi-we;lhtravglad_scéially and!préféssi@nally; more liberal
;téwarakgther neyspapersgand'their Stggfsi fr@m'ﬁiﬂdléclass.baskﬁ
gf@uﬁgs'ani above, m@ralafianted toward literature aniiﬁhe arts,
aﬂd;iess ::ﬁgan? @rggﬁééd than the locals. H@ﬁéver,ltha lacéls
were usually thé edltars because éf th51r l@yalty to the pub%
1ishef; The pPros resentéd su:h a. pract;ee siﬁce they felt more
qualified ‘for the jabs, but less in:llnei‘ta také them because .
of E@mp;hy péliéiési_ Stark concluded that Sﬁéh a'siﬁﬁatiﬂﬁ;iﬁk
thé newsroom led to a violation @f newsmen's values because @f

JQGl;EY, wh;ch dlstértea what the Staffers per231ved as the true

news to be (7). : : . o
) _ _ &
Ar*? .L
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- - Two studies by Geiber suggest'thétznewsra@m';;iméta\is- Lo ) Z f‘;

jimgcrtant to ﬂewsméﬁi Iﬂ;théifir%t StﬁdY,'hé intervié%&i reEv‘
porters and saurces f:am flVE Callfgrnla newspapérs in érder t@
examlné ﬁh21r judgeménts aﬁd perce%ﬁians of each théf He |
f@und rap@rteﬁ frustrat;ans revalv;ng_araunﬂ craft Erablémsp,ngt

sﬁary prablems._ RepérterigFaa percaph;ans cf th51: auﬂlence, but-

é they prabably wrote for thélr edltars, or fellaw newsmEﬂ, 1f

they had an audience in mind (8). o .
52&5 | A Saéand stud"éf Ewenty*tWﬁ regértérs by Geiber uncovered

» :ep@rtér frustratlén aga;n, because tha rep@rters felt they were
not allawed ko d;g fDr st@rles ;nta Sltuatléns that :hallengéd ’
ai) .

their cur;as;tyr Gélbér c@ncluded that the fate af a news o

stoxy waé‘natfdégggm;néé byjﬁhévneedé of the :@mmuﬂltyp but by
) h-1 _ . ) if - : . . e
the demands of the reference group to which the reporter belanqéﬁ
(9). o
» )
Tlehénér, ‘et al., anhdlyzed seventy five artléles and inter-

~5

viewed séventy=three EElEnt;flE SDEICES and sixtyﬁEEVEn reparters
- 3 _.f
to iatermlne rale pérf@rﬁénces and lﬂteractlan amang reporters,

adltars, and scientists as they related to the accura:y of

- : ’ - Lo

sl &td;enca understandlng of media messages. In part, thé authors

found 'that articles initiated by reporters were less accurate

‘than thHose afticles assigned by editors, or thoge articles
that originated from preds' releases or, journal articles.. They

" concluded that "specific éditér‘intérest was a crucial factor

7 ]

e . "
- - . o
- - TR T B

' -in reporter performance,-and . . . editors present both an

. R oo .
energic and control factor,” in the newsrocom (10). R

. - .
% . /




_ é:éanizatién ladder tended to structure cutgut more if editors

: /’xﬂ

v-; L | . ( , 6 : 7, . o

]

. B . * - = . ;’ ) ) ‘P,
The effects of- policy in ﬁhé'télevisian.néwsriam has been ;)

the subject of studies by Warner and Garvey; ngnerlst iléd'pgliGY'
' in the television hewsrooms of three major networks in this

!GﬁuﬁtzyaﬂNEC,-ABcf and'EESi Hevféuﬂd'that lower ménﬁers on. the i

g;%a poor 1nfarmat1@n, tended to déVlaté from QDllEy more if it
was vaguely stated; ténded to strusturelthése st@fLés Whléh-théy
1n1t;atéd, tended to receive gréater latltude frém the érgan;—‘

zation as .their prgf2551anal status LﬂéréaSEd aﬂd tended to |

T

. tolerate deviance more as the collective nature of th%‘yérk‘

=

:ﬁasksLb came égéater (lli v‘-. R ? 

Garvey attempted to test lﬂ thraé telev1sLQﬂ news:aams thg

Eréed asseztlgn that répgrters absarb management news pgllcy in

-
=

EhElI own evaluatlve systems ag gart Gf their SQ:Lallzatlan into

Vthernewsré@m! He concluded -that staff members do absorb the

-m§§agérial viewpoint over yeazs,'but that the relatianshigfbe-

*

i tWéén the two variables was'carvilineaf ThlS finding :@ntra-7

él:tei thé Ereed study samewhat, béEaLSE Bréea suggested that

as reporters grew older: they "mellawed" toward® campany p@ll:y,

Garﬁf? found evidence that 1nd1v1dual staffer stary fatlngs :an—“

;férmed nore Glﬂsély with héw thé_stat;an manager actually per-
;ved the st@rles, tHan how the stafféerh@ught the manaéer

wauld ratg the stories. Such a findinq would Segmntg_%uggest

théﬁ“télévisign staffers had absorbed more Qaiiéy than they were

R |
aware (12). - - . - R L
] {

&




.lﬁ R | i ,thé-pésé f W yéafé,,SQciolggists haéa tEEéﬂ é reﬁéwaﬁ
'1nterest 1n the Braed study, and thay have reexamlﬂed thé effeats
of crganltatlgnal stractare ‘on the saﬂ;al;gatlgn cf the néwsman

"in the néwsraém.' Slgelman ébSéfVéﬂ régértérs on ﬁwa newspapérsi

in a "SQuthe&%E\City,"‘and baslcally disagreed with thé flndlncs

of Breed, Stérkf&and'Warne:g Slgélman Eelt thege studlés tr:*j

' be too na:f@w in' ,,ey QVEfStatéd the caﬂfl;ct between

O

B reparter and ﬁewspapér managemant R . _; T w
In Slgé;man S,judg%mént, newsroom é@licy did not exist for
the sole. purposé of cir ;uﬁs:tibiﬁé the advarsary rélatléﬂSth
between repézter and maﬁagemeﬂt - since ;n hlS test clty, rep@rter
political lég%ingé were nétra grereguiszté for amgléy@agti S
l héugh management‘aid éxtena*auﬁ@ﬁ@my in some dégéee'ta those
1n agraement w1th campany pallcy, baslcally managegéaExESEd
selective recruitment and. sac;allgatlaﬁ fgr c@nfllct avoidance.
Newsréam policy assureﬂ the newspape ’f @bjéctlve rapa:timg
from nawsm&n_and:favarablé‘éttltuies and gerf@rﬁance (13). |
 Arre¢eﬁt.$§cié1@qica1 study by jﬁhnsé@né; whi;h\wasithe\
- first natiénalljaurﬁalism survey of its kind, found that'a

;magarlty Qfssubgects éé réécgn;ze @rgan;zatlanal cgnstralnts cver
. g
the ;n;t;at;cn and f;naL ac;eptan:e of th51r work. Thé auth@r,
- found about three- -quarters of all. rep@rtérs :laimad a ;rea—hand
in the ﬂewswrlﬁ;ng Etagé, SLE'DuF of ten had complete freedom
;:_ ' in 1 ing théLI own' stor es, less than half created their

" own 3351gnments, and anLy abﬂut ‘a third .could claim that Ehey

were thé @nly ‘ones to edit their StﬂzleS;‘ Moreover, Johnstone




B & =
£ ox

determined that,rep@rtérs-warking,cn the‘lafgest newspapers -

feéuld claim GﬁlY%aﬁﬁGthy at the ﬂéwswriﬁing stage while théir,

3

'A phaées af the naws Wr;t;ng pr@ze%g (lé),

Kerrlck Anderson, and Swales assesséd tha aiteéé affeeﬁ
: - P

‘in,ééllEYpQﬁ néwgmén;"i Us;ng callege Etudents, ﬁhe authsrs

e e mate e

found that whénever p@l;cy was invoked f@r the stuients, it

affected their stsrlés no matter what the wr;tafﬁg att;tuﬂe-r

Dnly when no policy or- cantrlvad b;as entaréd lnt@ the plcture dld o

'the‘wr;terrsggtt;tudé determine tha,b;as in the story. Surpris-
. - S _ { L o _
ingly, they'f@uﬂa thatith@sa writars who agréea with policy weyge

mare able to .be fair t@ the Gpgas;ng p@lnt cf view than the repor-

“ters w?@se own VLEWS appﬂsed policy (135).

Us;ng madlcare as a stlmulus lssue, Donohew used :ﬂﬁéent

analys;s and publ;sher Lﬂte:Viaws to’ ascertaka whg$her publlsher
““T /

and/or pe;ge;vad,cammun;ty-ap;nigﬂ_;nﬁluen:ed the b%haVl@f of gate=

L

keepers concerning the social issue. ‘He concluded that "publisher
attitude appeared to hold up as the greatest 'single' ‘force

épgratiﬁg‘withiﬂ the news channel." He faund that those ngwsE'

_papers wh;:h were Eavarable to médlEaIE in mast ;nstan:es had

gubl;shers who alsoafav@:ed the issue. - Such papers ﬁéﬂﬂéi to
b%:thé larger\@nes in his stﬁdy (lé)g

| To study of the guest;én @f publlshar dleétlQD of news in
use, content, and dlsglay, Bowers sant a quesﬁicnnalre t@ fnanagaf
1ng éd;ﬁgzs of all U.S. evening dailies. Generally, he found that.

the larger- the circulation the less active the publisher was

2

10



in the newsroom. Publishers did get involved., th@uéﬂr in,v
money ‘issues, more often than any other issue including social
issués. And Baweis deteete&‘ﬁhat ﬁhe clésér the news zamé téi
invclv;ng thé nawspager or the Publlshér, thé more: 1nteraste§

‘the publ;shergbecamé (l7)_ e

L]

Atwood cancernad himself with patterns of news préférences

of ane newspapé: s staff and a §ample @f its subscr;bersi‘ He

;"

seught to detérmlne if newsmen and subscribers had slmllaf per-

=

=:ept;éﬁ3‘©fv§ach @therZS»ngwg Pﬁéféf,ﬂﬂes Hé'faund that the

news values of the newsmen and subscribers were more homogeneous
than those preferred by desk-bound newsmen and subscribers.
. The publisher in Atwood's study displayed news perceptions’

e S T . o
similar to those of newsmen and subscribers, the group which

canéaiﬁéa the.most participants in the study (18).

Although all the studies ﬁiscussea the,héVé éﬁgbasiaeé
the'égistan¢§'éf policy in the newsroom, ‘a ‘study by Flegel and
Chaffee seems tg‘be contrary to prévi@us»finiihés. 'They queried
tﬁi:ﬁégnj:egartersnéﬂ two WiscansinbNewsgapéEs.ﬁa detérmiﬁe if
rrépérE§ES;Wéuld stress news values over théifjéwn personal |
6iews, the views @f their éﬂltBrS, or thé views of their readers.
They fgund that although ;ntrln31a news ValUéS (new and anusual
- aspects, local ang;es,wand nggrtanée) had the greatest Lnfluéncé'
on’ reporters, Eé?artérs felt their @ﬁn:p%fsénallﬂpiniansvwere ;
more im@artant ﬁhan those of ﬁheir édiﬁsré and readers (19).
Flggel-and»chaffeé'aisg undersgo:éi in tﬁgir stﬁéy some -of the

B

drawbacks of previous reporter studies:
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P =
®

.nly -in this study (Flegel and Chaffee's) and that of
¥ . Pool and Shulman has there been an attempt to. gather
~ and to validate self-descriptions by reporters of their
thoughts as they encode messages. No one can learn
much about the reporters 50 long as they ¢ling to the =
- methodological assumption that they are nothing more =~
~than dnits of analysis to be observed from a distance (20).
.-The participant observation studies of Breed, Stark, Warner,
Sigelman, Geiber, and Judd, ‘to-name a few; assessed the nature

cf-pél;zy‘in‘the,cantaxt of -the newsroom. 'Thgsé stu&ias’absé:vgd:
reporter gérfgrmagce; but did gat;ﬁeggurg it. Of all the Studiesf
.thét!have'béen :Qéductéag few have tried t@HQuantify_thelgerfr i
fafmance Df'regarters; gditérsi and publisﬁé:s.inlﬁhe same
newsroom, and}iﬁ the same cahﬁexti Alt'@ﬁgh researchers have

- said that publishers have inflﬁéncé in the newsroom, very.few,'
if any, have looked at the performance of these three groups

=

simultaneously. And, as mentiéned at the outset,. the majority
Qf=reéérter s*ud;gs have been -monadic in nature. Few studies

'havg investigated the individual dynamics involved strictly in ',
‘ ] ‘ o . : . - -
the newsroom environment, or have been dyadic in scope in 'the.

newsroom. o

]

In order to structure an dyadic experimental study, it
‘was necessafﬁpta seek a méﬁh@iél@gisal approach which would lend
itself to such considerations. The coorientation médél_cf .
lzémmﬁni:atiags suited the,K needs of this study. Creators McLeod
and Chaffeé*painta@ut;_
A coorientation model of communication includes variables
that a single-person model omits. ®We assume that each
person in the coorienting pair has two d%ﬁtingaishable

sets of cognitions: he knows what he ththks, and he has:
some estimate of what the other person thinks (21).

!



Dr understandlng that transg;res between them Three separate

varlabl as can be :e@st? cted from’ c@mpar;séns amang the two
saparaté ‘sets @ csgn;tlcns that each, 1nd;v;dual has.' ane

tasks have been glVén t@ subjects ;n a study, then the investia- -
gator can detérm ine tha degree Df accu:acyf cgngruancyg and
agreement betwgan pa;:s.af individuals. . . 3

"This agpraach can be easily apglléd to a newsroom environment

as a recent study 1n WlSC@nElE ;llustfsg?é%k Maftin, o' Keefe and

ﬁayman asked sixty-~ f;ve EdltDES from ;h;rty—faur Wls:énSLﬂ dall;és :
e Yy S |

to rate on a sel;=admlnlstered ques; onnaire their own position

‘h

“on six topics; and ;; a -secondy fy, rate how they felt their own
camﬁunity would feééénd_ The authors had 432 newspaper subscribers
. follow the same pfééedure= The authors found that althcugh eﬂ;hgrs

.f

- were generally accurate in gudglng direction of cammun;ty bel;efs

v

. On some issues, editors showed the tendency to overes sti ate the

distance and directi@h of those beliefs. Aqﬁéément between

editors and readérs was relatlvely poor. The éuth%:éifelt that

the édltcrs seeméd to be making news judgements on pérzeived ma-=

1

- jority opinion rather than on actual éamﬁunity @Piﬁi@ni Editors

‘thaugﬂt they could do a better job. of. est;mat;nq ccmmunlty pas;tlans

-

on lssuas than they dld, WhllE the readers thought they were less

in agreement with newspaper positions t@?ﬁfthey were (22).
F _ e i ;

@
e
N
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If e nake use of the'aséumptioﬁs'expresseglby Chatfee and

NcLeod, then ve can assune that reporters, editors, and publishers,

ot necessarily in that order, communicate daily as they complete

i

the required tésk'“;pr producing a daily newspapeﬁ. Reparters

2
'
%
¢ i "y

lﬁﬂﬁﬂumwﬂﬁx% MnﬁmmﬂomﬁMgmnm.
raporters Have their own idess o£ what ccnst;tutes news, but

they alsa héve sone Lnkllnq af what constitutes news f@r their
editors, Regearch stydies have lmplled that reporterg are faced
With & personal conflict hecause of those two sets of cognitions, |

O the one hand, theyt know Wt hey Like Ln the way of news;

hut on the other hand, since they think they know what the editor

wants, they try-to-give bt hin, - Frankly, the reporter, 4F. . .

he wishes to continve in emoloyment, carries out the wlshes of
his superiors. Or, as Rosten says, ﬁhe veporter can in a sense
work boﬁh sides of the street, in thathe knéﬁs hat his editors
want, but be is also able to uselhis ekperience in order to give
the nevs a slant thaﬁ‘will hopefully enhance his career (23)?
How congruent his owmynews selections are witﬁ how he pérceives
his editor's news selections cén be neasured by neans of the
coqrientation‘moéel. Similarly,‘the degree of accuracy exhibiﬁed
betyeen thg;reporter's perceptions of his editaﬁis news selactions,
and hié editor's actual nebs selections can also be measured.

0f thg three varizbles explained by Chafgee and Meleod,

probably accuracy cones ¢losest =0 being synonymous with policy

N 'V 'l,g‘ _ N
mmmmmﬁmmmwMMMMwammr

1:li\v(3
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mmMmmmmmmmmemm'
e

neaning. -This would imply that the repeiter has his o feelings
about what 1s news, but in order to carry out his role tasks,

he makes pse of his percePtlons of his edltoz § nevs pzeferénces

A orde: to survive in the newszoom. A neadure of accuracy

beteen @ reporter and his editor does not necessarily consti-
) f

mwmgmmmwmmmmmmm;m4f

e add the news selections of the pubiisher into the coorien-
tation model, then by trécing the publisher's nEWS,Seiections

sinultaneously & ve trace the news delections of editor and re--

porter, we might have some idea of how similar publisgfr TR

" selections are to others in the newsroon. By kesping o nind .. ..
the assumption that seme communication has alzéady transpired

- betyeen repdrters, and editors, and publishers, ve cah begin,

t0get an inklinglaf how the news selectlon process operates in
the newsroon 'snvizonment. e j
s Eg :

Based on the literature review, and the coorientation

approach, some research hypotheses vers constructed in ordezféa

shed sone light on the sinilarities and differences betveen the,

news selections of reporters, editors, and publishers; Coorlenta=
tion relationships tested included: agreement, or the neasure .
of sinilarity betweén the reporter's ow views selections and

the editor's own news selection; congruency, or. the neasure of

o * L :
sinilarity between the reporter's own selections and how he per-

celves 13 superior would selegt~the news; and accuracy, or the
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Reporter | . Eddtor . . Publisher
Own o Oown ° ’ Own
i s s F e o — % B s e
Codgnitions ~ . -] Cognitions §§‘§§#C@gn1t1ans 7
N DN LN AN e
N o NN _ _
Perceptiond ) Perceptions Eﬁ::éﬁt;@ns
of Editore ! of Reporter || of Publisher
Selections ) Selections Selections
e Figure 1 == Schematic %epresénta ion of
Coorientation Variables . .7
the mgasure Qf SLm;ia:ity between the reporte
nLS'super;ar S own news SElECt‘DﬂS ari_his sy e

news sel%:ti@n&- The ﬂypatnese% wara based on +he cooriantation

model which had been designed for this sﬁuiy (sea figure 1).
1

/ Hypotheses tested inc
; 1) Reportars own selsction of news stories would be con-
gruent with what he perceived that his immediate su-
pervisor would selact in the same situation

" Most of the p@l;sy studies conducted have iama to the conclusion
that ﬁews selactlcn E@l; generaily supercedes other va?iabLég
° in the newsroom environment.
that it becomes =z
has hes=n suggested
.Such wvalues to younger newsmen,
by publishers. TIf that
selections should be congruent \
)
T 0 . -
‘ -
o : : £

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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wsuid select undér the same :lr:umstanqes. Such a finding wauld

*suggest that the repa:ter has ass;milaﬁgd ed;tér values as hls

own - partlaularly since the reporter has :@ngclgusl¥frep@rted

n

his an cognitions and h;s Pércept;@ns ef hew his editoer wculd

selact the same starles If there 13 a diffaran:e betwaen the
. ;ﬁ‘t .
‘ two measures, then it will be necessary to measure reporter

agreement with his editor in order ta better undgrstand thé‘déqréé

f . . ) s 5 - ¢

of communication that has transpired, between the two.

2) Reporter perceptions of editors' ‘own news selections
will be as accurate as editors' pégcep&ién of pub-
lisheérs' own news 5elact;ans.

1

By measuring both the accuracy of the repaftér s per:ePtlﬂns

Qf editor's own newg;sele;tlan, and the a:curacy of editor percep-

e U e e ——— — e —— 4

,15her news seleat;ans, some evidence @f héw similar,

“tions of pub

theemublLsher S news preferences are with other members in the

newsroom will be available. This hypothesis 15-§6n3ist%ﬁt with
the major policy studies that have been carried out by Breed,

Swanson, Gieber, Donohew, Bowers and others. They suggest that
/ ' : '

evidence 1s not necessarily tangible. Tf that is the ¢Ase, then

.r N

reporter and editor adccuracy should bé very similar. But, if

a::ugacy between the three parties is low and lﬁ:@ngjstent, then

o it must be assumed that publisher news sélécti@ns aye different
- ~ from others in the newsroom.
i . 3), Zditors will perceive more accufataly puljlishers’ own

news selections than reporters' own news selections.




, ij%#;h;s hyp@thégls Suggests that editors,

~

as a ‘part of management
v generally, will kn@w what ‘the publkghér wants lﬁ tegms of news y .
selections., Aqaln, th;s hypctges;s lS c@ns;stent:w1th the genezal
finding the pallcy rules the newsgaam
! -

And\%gé rép@rtér, as the
low man in the nawsraém hle:arehy, seldom E;ﬂdg an audlénce fér
wha; he” Pérce;ves as news,

"His immediate supéflars will géﬂéﬁally
- have™a bettgr idea of what upper management’ might w1sh to'see in
the newspaper S

- = N * r ’ L s r:;‘.\ B -
4) Editors' and bublishgzg' agreement on EWﬂ news selec-
' tions will be greater than agreement between &ditors

‘and ﬁggafters.§[‘

Some of thé stud;as, namaly Warner, jEtark and Elgelmaﬂ, suggest .

. editors have bééﬂ chosen by. publishers Eecausé they mlght
have the same

the same -type of- §h1laséphyﬂcrﬁ@utlcak as--the-publishers.:
If that is the case,

then could an editor's dwn selections of the

news be similar to how hls publisher §él%§t5 the news? Agreemané
is‘hYPﬁghééizéd
] .

and it 'should be gréatér bétWEéﬁ editors and pub-

g’}f
lishers than betwee@eregartEfs and-. Ed;tars, beﬁause it is a

¢
generally accepted Zact that reporters do not always agree with
‘management. 'Sigel; '

S;gélraﬂ sugqests that r parﬁérs as a cgndiﬁié§ of
employment, dre nmt feau;zeé to agree .politically with management
(26).

e

4

But if jche Ié?@tt&:, 2s Breed has p@lntéd out, has assumed
: R

news to be a part of h;s values, then even the reFDrtar s "own news

values Wlll be influenced by tha{am@unt of policy in #I

(27). & '

the newsroom
Hypothetically thaﬁg the fép@rtéf s own salections will
be in-

l
) "i selections wi: \
- agre éﬂéﬂt to some degree w;;h the selections of hiz editor.




©5) Editors’ own news selections will be more congruent

. . with how they perceive publishers' own news selections

'_4{/ | ) than how they perceive, reporters' own news selections.
3

s

=, &

v As a parﬁ"af management, generally, thé editsris,ability to
assume Eﬂmé idea of what hlS publlshér w1§hés as news should be
easily ﬁ:a;ed{ ThlS hypothesis suggests that edlt@rs will be
more prone te;havg assuméd the values of h;sfsuéerlcrs,‘ﬁﬁan the .
news values of tbé re%artgré, who are lower in the-hierarghy;“: ;

It will be interesting "to see if actual news selecflions of the

i
[T

N eﬁitar'éfé congrugnt with how he perceives, what publishers and"
eporters would select as news stsrlés, ‘although 1% is hypothesized
-that little dlSEIépanQY between EdltDr aﬂﬂ publlsher stcry selec~-
tions 11’ be found, the quastl@n ‘will be whether the editor has
assumed as his own, thasé news values d;splayea by the pubilsherg
.For..the gﬁrpases of.. th;s study,Arép@rtérs ware. déf;&éd as, ‘%:vd,_
those members af the newsroom. wh@se main purpése was to collect,
GrganLZ; and write news on a daily basis. The editors chosen- faf@é

. o ) T
the study were thase méﬂbers of management wh@ were directly ;

réspan31ble for the pérfgrmanceg of reporters, ‘or who directed

reparters in the.lr: cia,lly tasks. and,,from an operational stand-

.
point, news, selectlaﬂs by reporters, eﬂ;ta:s, and - Publlshers were

- based on théLI‘PérCéPtl@nS of h@w their lmmedlage superlaﬁs would
glay StéIléE,—ﬁather than selégt starigé\\ Hiett fcuﬁd campletely
: dlgferent ;ﬂfluén:as on editor stary, lectléns as campared o

how they would play stories. He found that story content accounted
for more variance in story play decisions by editors, while

« U




étery selection .decisions by 'the same group were -influenced more

-

by mechanical factors (e.g. size of newshole, day of pub;;éat;335
I 4 , . B i .

thaﬁéanythiﬁg else (28). #
. # : = . ff;———‘*’

Method gﬁf . "
Research was canducted ;n the newsracﬁ% of twelve daily
) s .
newspapérs thraughaut Indiana. Flrst, pub;;ghérs_were contacted
and ‘asked to participate in the study. ThérﬁijEGE was ﬂéSEfibéﬂ
as a researg@ effort des;gned to ascertain how various lévels of
newspaper management and reporters would play environment stories.
. g , _

Once the publisher consented to participation, he was sent the
research instrument f@rfiﬁiarmaticn and féf his responses, and
an a@?cintﬁe 1t t'%f to visit the newsrocm was set. The publlshér s
‘responses to the instrument constituted: the f;rst part Df the
study, and éléVén publishégs résp@ndedi

Onge in the newsroom, the investigst@r made it clear that
dﬁly volunteers would be asked to respgnd-t@ ﬁhu instruméntg.

Zhe procedures involved in the study were aggla;ﬁed to reparters
and editors in&i&iiually; Réportérs whé volunteered were agkaa
/t@ respond to the instrument in two ways, but-the séccﬁd resﬁcnse
method was not revealed to them until thE'fifét instriment had
been completed. Repart rs wer2=askéd ﬁa zaéé h@W*t@éy élayed
~each story. 'On th%iSéCéﬂd Erial “with the same instrum, 1t, they
were asked to respond. as they thought their éd;tar wauld réspgnd;
From the ﬁwelve new5papérz selected for the stuiy, f@zty-seﬁén

4

reporters volunteered for the study.
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13

,&atégéries afﬁitrarily, and Eeza; colliform figures were obtain-

~which the subjects were asked to consider as local stories.

19

g

Thirteen ed;tcrs, who Wér? aétuallyléuge:ﬁis;rs faf their
:ép?rtérs;]partieipatea'in‘tgé;stﬁay (29) . Egiﬁafs,reép@ndéa in
three ways £a the same ihstrumént. 'fi:st'theyrwere asked to re-=
spcnd as they actually felt the stories should be played. On
the SEEQﬂd attempt they were asked to. rasgeni as they thﬂught
their publlshér wculd §§tually play Fhé Stcrles. Dn théathlfd

attem;t, ¢hey weré asked t@ resp@ﬂﬁ as. they félt their feparters

=

wapld rasPQnd. In each ;ﬁstance, ‘editors were not pré';%Iﬁéir

that thay would be askad to réspand tq the lnstrumént in-a. dlffer—’

1 - =

ent ‘'way.’ ' ' : v oF

The'. selection of newspapers fcf,thé'studyh%as basgé upon

two variablgs: Cifculatlgn of the newspapef} and .the amcunt of pol-
. . $’.{;§§§ ‘ i ¥
kocal water supply based upon the -actual fecal

o

lution in the

ééailifa;m count. Newspapers»>»yere divided  into four circulagﬁan

aééffmm the* Ind;a Stf am Pollution C@nﬁ:al oard. In the end, .
. \

O

ﬁtwelva da;l;es were selected w1th{ea:h daily zeprégentlng one of

twe7ve\caﬁegcr1és-=faur c;rculaﬁ;éﬁ and three water polluthion

:atégarles (3@)
The Lnstruméﬁt, to which the subjects were asked to respond

contained SLKtyefDur story synopses concerning eavironment issues,

e

. _ . { v
Respéndénts were asked to rate each story as: 5) first news page,

) £irst or sea@nd news page, 3) undecided on what play, 2) some

=Y

othef page, and l)‘wauid not uééaét all.

o
e - e
]
i
a £y =1
<
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&

of four persons in env;r@nmént related careers were ;Qnsultai

H

.~ Each story. syn@ps;s represented aﬁé of four b3sic factars,
éach an- element in ecology ;ssues. The. fagtors were: natufei
;ndlyldualgrcarpégﬁté, and g@vernmént, - Four stories, two negative'}‘

and two positive, were contrived from actual environment stories

appearing in newspapers to represent efch combination of factors.

The structure of the stories was based udqn a 4x4x2 factorial

designa Ecclagy sﬁaries were chosen for two reasons: liAThéy

presented an, issue of vital ooncern which had been éievatéd;ta
7
ational status~by the federal gavernment, and 2) as one issue,

ecology st@rles cut acrééé thé élements and férces in ‘the fabr;:

of sacletg, which meant St@flés ranging from the lﬁpcftant to the

grivial, E - ’ : .
In orderlto make sure that the instrument was internally
consistent with thé definitions set forth f@::thé study,. .a. panél R

and asked to review the instrumeht. . Dﬁéifthe panel hadfsuggestéd &

‘changes in the instrument, it was refined and made ready for the

field expe lméﬂt

The instrument was used to collect the'fgliawiﬂg dém@graé%ié

, variables: newsman years lﬂ gaurnalism number of ars in

i

“income, newspaper circulation, and :hainéé/indégandgnt status of

each newspaper. A community pollution index (fecal colliform

figures) was also included.
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£

Percent of ecology coverage, for each newspaper was de-

‘termined by measuring thé number of column 1nches of env1rgnm2ﬂt

13

. Etérlés in the total editorial newshole. This figure was cémplled

from a Ecmp@sité week. The five dates selected for a content

.analy31s were ﬁrawn randamly from a pool of weekdays derived fr@m

9 ’3‘%,: L

the months of March, April, and May. Any newspaper material that

—_

was not advertising was considered part of the .newspaper's editorial

newshole.
A1l ten.of th% dem@graph;c variables were cgllectea to as-
N sy
\ certain whather they m;ght have any fa;atianshlp to the pélléy

aéqu151ﬁ;§ﬂlﬂf reporters. Reporter acsuraéj SSEIEE were used as
pél;cy acquisition varlablas (CILtEflOE variable) in a multlplé
régress;ﬂﬁ\analyéis! The purpose afithé regressi@n exercise was

to see ;f knawledge of the ﬂemggraph;c ﬁarlablgs (pred;ctar var;ﬁ‘ﬁ:f

ables) w@uLd be helpful in predicting the degree of policy acqu151ﬁ

t%@n by reporters.

A
.In érder to compute the agreement, accuracy, and congruency

scores needed to test the five hypéthe es, isssarés were‘uséd.
D-scores, as explained by Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum are a
measure of the q;séimilafity between profile scores of groups,
individuals, or iniividuals and groups (31). One of the advan- . .

'iasure over correlation doefficients, according

tagésﬂafisu?
@.'sgégaf Suci, aha'TannEﬂbaum, is that the D-score takes into

acczhnt the elevation, shape, and scatter of the grofiigéf there-
by giving a more accurate picture of thé information available in

the data. D-scores also havF“bne idiosyncracy whic@ was taken
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into consideration when interpreting the findings. They p@sseés

inverse properties which meant the smaller the computed D~score,.
the greater the simila:ity between' the two profiles éampaféd-
. . . : , )
In computing D-scores for the hypotheses, each reportar was

pairéd with his editor and each editor was pairted with his

o,

J gublisher acscrding to research desigg illustrated in Eigurgylg
In order to test .the significance @fgthé differences b%tWééﬂJﬁh%i
D-scores saﬁphtad fés the coorientation measures, the Wilcégan
rmatch-galrs signeésfank test was used according to procedures
éuﬁliged in Sigel (32). The level of significaneé for all £Ests

" of the coorientation’'variables was .05.

.Findings

From the twelve Indié;aria;;;gs_selécted for thisAéggggibﬂ%xﬁ;;:;H

forty-seven reporters ¥dlunteered to be a part of the study. ¢

Tha average reporter in this study was 29.7 yéars old, and a

college graduate; but he did not necgssarily have a ﬂégiéé‘in

jcu:nalisﬁ (36.2 percent did). .He‘%aa been working for B,nyears
"in his pféséﬂt'ﬁ@b; and he had been iﬁ the journalism pf@féésisg

for 5.9 years. H;s average salary was $9;054.15, and ﬁéig\:@bablii

worked for a chain newg;ager (64 peréent);

The average editor in this stﬁdy, for which thirteen
volunteered, Qés 39.8 years old. For all inﬁéntg and purposes,

he was a college graduate (liig years of education) , ané=h§ held

* " a degree in journalism (54 percent). The editor had been in
i;;? .

his present position over five,years, and he had been in journal-
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514?216223, and tﬁééé was an-even chaﬁee’thaﬁ he :eéld eitﬁer
be the clty editor-dr the managlng éd;tgr by t;tle as the perscn
‘having d;ract=ﬁugérv;51an ovaer the newspaper's répcrters;

Of the eleven Eubl;shérs fespanﬂlng to the study, the aveﬁﬁ.'
agé:age was 54i7 years. .The average‘publisher had Spént 8.2

years in h;s present p@Slt;@n, and he had spent 27 years ‘in the

prféSSlDﬂ- He had 1459 years of education, and did not hold

a journalism degree (only 27 pexcent had one), if he had earned

a degree at all. Publishers did not volunteer their annuali

salaries. o
The twelve newspapers in this study ranged in daily circu-

lation from 3,38l copies to 115,453 copies per day. Seven of

the twelve néwsgapérs (58 percent) were part of a chain operation

(which is .somewhat higher than the Indiana averaga for all its
dajlies). As a group, the newspapérs devoted an avéraqe af 3.6
percent of their total newsh@l% to environment coverage. Ten
of the newspapers produced evening editions, and two pr@duced.
morning editions. i
ﬁ The results .0of the computations for the coorientation

VariaéléS*‘agrééméﬂt, congruency, gnd aecurécyg¥agpear in Table
In the first hypothesis, it was predicted that the measure
between thé.reparﬁgrsf own news play and his perception of how
his editor would play 'stories would be cangfuénti Most of the
pgl;:y Studlés canducted have come to the EDﬂEluSan that news

‘salect;cﬂ policy Eupersedés other variables in the nawsroam

oo
<
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'I'ABLE: L ;
D-SCDRES FOR NEWSMEN CQDRILNTATION FARIABLES
7 _ _ P _ o
;{7 — — — . —
Response R R~E E E-R  E-P P’
— o e — = — — -
‘ . .
;(i% Reporter Own \ 4 0.0 1.73 4,38** 4.22*%** n/a n/a .
(2) Rep-Ed Pergeptions . 0.0 4.34%* n/a . n/a n/a,
(3) Editor Qwrd 0.0 3.19 3.12*%. 3.85
(4),E§“R%§{ r@agtien% ‘ J0.0 n/a n/a
(3) Ed=Pub'Perceptions. o ) 0.0 3.93~%
(8) Eubl;sbéts Own - ) . . 0.0
# <, 05 *xp <, 01
. n

enwironment., 3y comparing the two sets of reporter responsas,

\and westing for Ei”ﬂif?:an:e with the wilcoxon ﬁat:hedspa;rﬁwgigneda
¢ 7

rank test, the d;s EE between the reporter :rsél;es was, equ;valent

£0 ze:a'(@sl.?;z zs—o 85, ;s.lg'z)a In short, :Ep;rtér OWIl news
;Lagﬁand his‘gé::eptian of h;s.éditsr’s news play was similar, and
ihév:sngruénéfbwascbaséd on the Treporter's news play.

The second hygcthés;s was a test of whether reporter accuracy
with Edltﬂiﬁ@Wﬁ news play would be similar to those of éd;tars -
and ;ublwshérs, Faweve:, after teat;mg for this hypothesis,
répaf;srs aﬁi ed;tars in tth sﬁugy did nat EDESSlSESnggéICEiVé
the news°§lay of their su@er;ars,' The Daséﬂtérfér repcrter-editor

:agcura§§-was 4.34 (2=-4.99, p=.001), and ‘or ééiﬁ;r*;ublishér accuracy

- the ﬁ;sa;fa_was 3.93 (::aEiDEEP §si6183). Not only were éh@gg

5

WO accuracy scores significantly different, but the difference’

i3
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1

between thém was also Eigniflcant (3’*3 01, pa.OOI)

In the third hYPEthESlEg editars were. expected to have better

““news play accuracy sgares Wlth Qublishers than With repgrtar

o ==

iawn néws play. With previ ous lL—%Iat :% Ain mind, andfassuming
=~the accuracy variable to be the clcsast to acquired palicy f@r'
vvnewsmen in tha study, edltar accuracy of publishér @wn news play
'shculi have been high, and the result should have been similar
for reporters. Resultsvshawed,’héwéverg that édit@rs were not
very ac:u£atg in PéfEéiViﬂg either gréup's news selections.
Edit@r—repérté:'acéuracy scores pr@&ucéd a Discsfe‘éfké;zé
(z=-5.53, p=.001), while;ediié:fpublishér scores produced a
vD-scare of BFQB'(é;éZ_QQE,‘pE!OQl).j In tarms of the relative
value of the D-score in. comparison with one ancther, these. :esults

o vvtentatively demanstrated that aithaugh editors. might Eercaive

v fégértér news play, théy really did a poor job of perceiving
éithér‘graup’s news play. v

) . S ) o )
’Ag:eem@nt'between edit@rs and publishers was preﬂictéd in

ed;tars and regarters In this study, aditcrs and publlshers were
in %graement on news play af env;rcnment stcrias (D=3. 85, ge—.sgs,
pz.???é), but editors and'repcrtergbweré not in agraement on news
plaﬁ D=4.38, z=-4.73, p=.001). 'Thé difference bétween the two
gf@ups:éﬁ agreement scores was also significant (z==-3. 33, p=.001).

In "the’ final hypéthESis, edit@r own news play was gredicted
to be more congruent With hgw_ﬂa Perce;ved hLSvFQElLEhEr 5 news

pfay than how he perceivad his reporters' news play. The editor-
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repcrtér zcngruency score was a- Dﬁsssre ﬂf 3 19 (3240 167; p=!8728

wh;lé the aélt@rsgubllsher cangruency Pfolle prcdu:eﬂ a éignifisb'

[
1

‘cant D-score of 3.12 (2—1 76, p= 0392)—

A, As an adjunct t@ the cacr;entatlan study conducted here, the

B f"

viﬁ a{multlple:réqress;an model in which the-1nd1v1dual accuracy= ,
Dsscares between repartars and the;r adltars were‘uséd as the
Gr;terlan varlablé_ D sgcores 1in thé CIltéIan varlabl Tr nged from

a high of 17 38 to a léw of 7 21.; Ncné éf the Disc@res ;ndlcated

any slgn;f;cant_s;m;;arlty between how the fgpartér thought h;s

L N ' R T . , i
~editor would -play env;ronment stories and how his editor actually
played éﬂVlranment star;és

All ten ef the pfadlctar variables accounted er*flftyatWG

Pércant of the variance in the_regressian model (See Table 2).

Regression analysis exhibited three variables which had some re--

&

lat;anshlp with théfcritefionyvariablé* percent of newspaper

=

environment coverage (r=-.36), c;ty pcllutlan 1nd§x (r§= 33), and
q!‘.

cha;ned/lndepend%nt status (r=,34)7 In sh@rt ‘the hlgher the
 city Pallut;en 1ndex and the h;gher the prav;aus column 1n§hes -

aevatéd to the env;:énment, then the greater the s;mllarlty in news ”

4

play exhibited between repa:terg aﬁa théir editors iﬂ this gﬁﬁdyg
However, these findings must be cons;dered very tentatlve since
nane of ﬁhe reparter ac:uzacy D scores were glgnlflcantly 51mllar
to their respectlve editors. Aﬂd,Abased an‘the regresglcn findings,
.reporters warking on éhaigéd,ﬁéwspapers téniéﬂ té:display greatef
Déscéras (less*simiiarity) than the;r counterparts on the lndepen—

dent papézs in Indiana.

=

Co




room.
. v
the

‘and

news play of h;s super;@rs.g

By util;z;ng the coorientation

2o
A
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: TABLE 2 |
CGDRELAIIQNS BETWEEN TEN REPDRTER DEMDGRAPHIC -
] o A' *
j e VARIABLES AND EDLICY ACQUlSTIDN _
12 3. 4 85 6 7 8 9 10 11
*l) K environment 0.0: .10 ,25 09 §‘09 —.Dl 5!44?=i08 .11 ;zé_eLséé
- coverage S b by L B
2) Years in 0.0. -.16 85 =.27 gSD'?,Ol .12 -.01 -.15 .09
© ' Jjournalism I o - A R
3) Journalism- 0.0 =-.04 .27 —.24 -.05 .02 .01 .15 -.19
) degree = R g e e i e
'4)  Years in , 0.0 -.06 .80°-.09 .05 .01 -.12 .20
_ present job ¢ ‘ T v .
5) Education 0.0 =.10 .08 .11 .14 .13°-.02
6) Age 0.0 =.07 .18 =.01 =.22 .23
'7) Newspaper 0.0 .35% .21 .19 -.00 .
- circulation ' _ )
8) salary 0.0 .33% .17 -.09
9) Chains vs. . 0.0 .25 .34%
Independents ' a
10) City peollution 0.0 =-.33
- index “
11) Policy acquisition : 0.0
' score -
a_ . b B Bl .
p <. 05 p<.01 \
% Dpiscussion N
At the Dutset, this study was designed to compare publlshpr

- news play with the news play of reporters and édlt@r% in the news-

The majér task was tD determine if reporter news play mirrored

model

examlning agreemént, accuracy, and congruency scores, ev1dence



-Eév
exists that répartérs'!news'play differs:féam%that of editors
and publ;shérs as far as, the env1rcnment stsrles ;n thls study

are cancerned. Répcrter own  news Play was s;qnlflcantly dlSSlmllar

, fr@m edltcr QWﬂ néws play. Repé%ters accuracy sccres af h@w they

b»play stories was also 51gn1f1cantly d1551mllar, but reEQrtérs
did feel that EﬂltDIS»WGulﬂ ‘play news as they (rep@rte%s) wguld
play ditee .. e o A
Examination Df edltor perfa?manca 111ustrates the same resultsg
i anly the ed;tar sees thé regarter as agree;ng w1th hlm - Editor
:cngruency was hlgh, ‘but hls ac:u:aey measu:é and agreement maasuré
in relatlgnsh;p to his- répartars were: 51gn1flcantly dlsslmllar
As a result, both reg@:ters and ed;tars _seem to be @peratlnq in- ,
dependently of each’other,flf the results of this study a;e.gé
' be taken seriausly? |

On the basis of this ﬁinding,'it w;uli seem és though_repaiters
have news'values which are not influencéé'by the newsroom environ-
ment. Such a finding would tend to dispdté those leaniﬁg_tcwazd
a role theory phil@é@phy of reporting, in wﬁich tha régérterrig-
typlfiéa as a frustrated individual bécause he must- subllmate hlS
own feellngs absut stgrlés to what he considers the “news wishes"
of his editors. This finding woéuld tend to dispute Geiber's a

p or argument that external or internal pressures are forcing:-

the repartér into denial of self (33). Judd stated early that F
reporters rély on their city adltor s reflections of audience needs

and desires in order to write the news. Agséfdingbtc this finding,



f;'s;ch statements may need more ;nvestlgatlan. T;chenc } ln dé 1 ,gA

w;th sc;én:e write:s, Sa;d that "sgec;flc édltgr 1nté\ests" Wafé

-a. fact@r ;n reparter décls;ans.i Agaln, thé reparters fn thlS study

Ty

. \
- exhlbltaﬂ that they do .not: rely on the;r c1ty eﬁltcrs iﬁlECtlng

Eﬂv;rcnment newsi Slgelman cgntenaea that'Breed,a;n hi ,rly study,'

ha& overstated, .a pal;ay conflict between. edltcrs and re’cr ers.,
rThls stuﬂy sugg%sts that Slgelman may bé c@rrect since f su,ts'
showed that repcrters axperlenced no pal;cy cgnfllct échirnlng _
fenv1r@nmental Etary Séléﬂtan, ana because réporterg apezate&\;nde=

pendenti of their EdltGrE.\ \

Ev;aence fram ;hlg,indiana study guppgrts thé'fiﬂdings\éfz

Flegel and Chaffee in tWé wayg; >Thé aﬁth@rs of the Wisconsin :

fcund that althcugh the intrinsic news values of stor es were tl
m@st ;mpartant fad@cré to them, repartér personal Qplnl@ﬂs were
‘more 1mpgrtant to repsrters than the opinidn @f the;r ed;tézs or

aud;encé. The cacr;entatl@n measures in thls’study 5ugge§ﬁ thaﬁ .

\
H i

fepgrtérs do pay more attention to 'their own caﬁvi:tiigi‘than té
th@se of %§21r editors and publishers. Both repartér éﬁd edit§: 
~accuracy and agreement scores were slgnlfléantly d1351mllar. .
N
’”“Séeénd, ‘the regresglon f;ndlngs, althcugh tentat;ve in thls stuﬂy,;“
-WGulaaindicate'that intrinsic news values of stories are imp@ftant
to the fglatiansﬁip between reporters and editors. Eegcrter policy
'acguisitién scores were 1nﬁ;u nced by the:city pollution index
and'by‘percent of the newspaper's previous environment coverage,.

béth-fact@rs’adding to the news values of the stories on the

‘instrument used in this study.

fe-a
|
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Cac:;entatlgn batween édltars and Publlshers presented a
d;fferent p;cture altagether in the newsracm ) The ed;taf c@na'»

gruéncy sc@re 1nd;eated a real aLffEIEﬂca existed between thé'

& i

zf?eﬁltc: s actual news play and what he thcught the Eubllshér w@uld

”viactually play. The editor plctur%d hlmself qulte apart from
his publ;shér, but in actuallty edltcr-publlsher agreement scores
'i;nalcatad that thel; own: news play was very 31m11ar. Seemlngly,

?thé Edlt@f has uncansc;ously assimilated some of the news values
rfof his Eubllshgrf LT :

Whén thé‘éditOI ié viewed in tﬁa context. of the ént;re ce@:ien—
tati ion m@del canstructad fér th;s study, his rale-Playlng p@tential
would saem to increase. Early,;mvest1g§tgrs had hinted tﬁat
réparteré could be rpleapiaying invﬁhéir ne%s¥ga£hering_functi53i A\
This study seems;%@.suggest'that editors :éuld conceivably be thé[h
real role players in the newszroon hierarchy. And possibly, tﬁéy ,

" have assumed these réles unw;ttlﬂgly. The editors iﬁ'thig study
wauld be ClaSSlflEd as ;@werigchélgg management, but aseimmediata
jsupervisozs.tg regg:tefs, editors really intargﬁét maﬁagementta(iﬁ

' those under them. Conceivably; the editor here might be so. far ~
down in the managementjhiéfarchymﬁhatmhé?feaily,d@eswngt fgelya“m_””MA
part of management. He is in hetween, and as a raéu;t; he might
be confused abqgt his role. In this Iné;ana study, it 1is :lgag:
tﬁat éditérsfwéreiaverestiméting their knowledge of théir répafﬁé%s
and unigteétimatiﬂg their knowledge intheir‘publishéfs. Such a
Linding :éuld:bé pingéinting'the-aréifacts of role confusion that

confrents editors in the newsroom.

g
“m‘
0o
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i

It was Swanscn wh@ suggéstéd that in thé! éwsrcams he cbsfrved,

news. was ‘chosen by a Eansensus af newsr&am pérsannal, 1nclud;n§

: :epcftersg EVényné 1n the news:aem, at some t;mé or angther, -was

a part of the dec;51gn—maklng p;@cess c@ncernlng news, This

g 7

-In diana study, aleng with’ thE J@hnstcne gtudy, suggests that re—f

- . -
péfters are_nat \ part of. tha dEClSan -making prccessi_ Jahnstane
/ .
f@und that :eperters on. Smallér ﬁewspapér anj@yed greater autonomy

~than: the;r cauntérparts on larger newspap%rs up to a palnt (i.e.,

/
as staff size grew to lDD'auténGmy deéréasad,ﬂbut over 100 staff

/
/

members autonomy aqa;n 1ﬂcre ased). Johnst%ie'was;hdt:sure i such
. a-ﬁindinggwas caused by thé size of the sta

f of by the organiza-
‘tign/af the staff-an :halned—owned newSpagé:s”wﬁich_é@mprised the

majority of néwspapé:s iﬁ-hié medium size grouping.

/
/

This Ind;ana study suggé%Fs, tDD, that CE@flEntaﬁan dld nat
exlst for ed;tors ani :gp@rters, but did exlé£ far editors and pub-
:1ishérsi Evidence indizates that-dégree of policy acquigiﬁiéﬁ seems

to be less @f a Problem fDr reporters on chained newspapers than

for tthE reporters on 1ndep ndent newspapers, most of which were

z _

the smaller newspapers in thig sﬁﬁdg.: Although n@géignifi:ant
correlation was.fadnd bétwggﬁléir:ulation and pélicy acquisition,
ﬁaybéuEESEaIéhars should l@@kémgré sgecifidally atbp@liéy acguisi-
th@n on chalned and 1ﬂdépendent\ne€fpa rs as Johnstone hintsyin
his study. |
Final;y; if there is cansénsusétaking cgncetning what 1is
énvir@ﬂmant news in théiindiana‘newsgagm in this study, then it is-
éc:urﬁing bétwéen editors anéfpgblisheféz Reporters do not seem to

be a part of the decision-making process, at least not directly.

—
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