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ABSTRACT
A focal point of recent mass communication research

has been the influence on public accessibility to political
information, the "agenda setting" function of the media. This
function was,tosted during the Kentucky gubernatorial election and
the Lexington, Kentucky, mayoral election in November 1971. The
specific hypothesis postulated that public identification of
important issues in the campaigns would reflect the amount of media
coverage devoted to these issues and that this effect would be
stronaest for those people with the least education and least
interest in the campaign. Respondents selected at random 'rom the
Lexington telephone directory were asked what they believed were the
major issues of the campaigns. Resulting data supplied as much
evidence that the media reflect public concern as that the public is
influenced by media coverage. Correlations bek.ween educational levels
or campaign interest and media coverage of issues could not be
established. (CH)
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HE'D'? AGENDA-SETTING IN A STATE CAMPAIGN

Studying the effects of the mass media in shaping public opinion during

an election campaign has been a long but inconclusive concern of mass communi-

cation research. tiuch of this concern has concentrated on studying the

influence of the media on voting decisions, and that is where one of tne argu-

ments over media effects has centered. In recent years, however, researchers

have been investigating the effects of the media, not in influencing voting

decisions, but in influencing the political information the public has.

This area now goes under the general rubric of the "agenda-setting"

function of the media. Cohen (1903) has succinctly summarized tnis effect:

(The media) may not be successful much of the time in telling people what to

think, but it is stunningly successful in telling its readers what to think

about.-

It should be noted, however, that a distinction is here being made

between media effects on voting choices, and the public's awareness of campaign

issues. It is the latter that is of concern in the present study. Secondly,

k;enda-setting does not imply that the media arc solely responsible for creating

public awareness and concern for issues. In fact, the media may as much reflect

public concern for issues as influence public concern for certain issues. In

order to determine the extent to which the media set the agenda for the public

(rather than reflect the issues of the public), one must take account of each

over time. 1

In a recent test of tho npenda-sotting hypothesis McCombs and Shaw (1972)

found n strong correlation between the amount of coverage the media devoted to

an issue during a three-week period and what voters surveyed during that period

said were the important issues. Looking at only uncommitted voters, they con-

cluded that the media do indeed shape the salience of issues in a campaign.



McCombs and Shaw point out that in presidential elections there are

few alternative sources of information to the mass media. Few people have the

opportunity to learn a candidate's positions at first hand.

This assumption cannot necessarily be made in state and local elections,

however. In this situation, more voters can, if they wish, hear candidates

speak in person and can confront office-seekers in small groups rather than in

the huge public rallies of presidential politics. For this reason, one might

expect the media would be less influential in shaping public judgments about

campaign issues locally than in national elections.

On the other hand, Pool (1963) suggested that the U. S. media is more

likely to be influential in local, rather than in national elections:

Virile a national campaign may have focused (a voter's) intense
interest and deep conviction in the top office, he is often without
any sued internal guidance on the less important office. lie has

neither the time nor energy to inform himself of all of them. So

how he votes on these minor offices is apt to be affected by any
information that comes his way about the candidates for them. It

is in this situation of low intensity of attention and interest
that the endorsement of a candidate by a newspaper is capable of
influencing a number of votes.

Pool adds that paradoxically, the minor races (where the media might be

more influential) are the ones usually slighted in media coverage.

Jewell and Cunningham (1960 in their study of Kentucky politics, noted

that political behavior and attitudes in regard to state elections are much more

stable than in presidential campaigns in that state. This suggests again that

agenua-scatting would be less likely to occur in state campaigns than in presi-

doAtial elections.

This study was aimed at investigating the agonda-setting hypothesis in

-Lao context of a state and a city election in Lexington, Kentucky. The context

was the Kentucky governor's election and the Lexington mayoral election in

November, 1971. 2
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Several factors would seem to be crucial in assessing the agenda-setting

function on public opinion. First, time needs. to be taken into account. One

neee.7, to be sure that the direction of influence is from the media to the public

and not from the public to the media. Furthermore, not much is }'.nown about the

-time-lag" of influence. Lang and Lang (1966), for example, suggest only that

mAia effects 'Ire "long-range" and more apt to occur in the "quiescent" time

between calpaigns rw-er than during campaigns.

It may be that any mc.,ia influence will not be easily felt during the

relatively short priou the campaign- itself.

Little is known about ht,.: influence over time. We generally speak in

vague terms like "long range

much about what time late exist

Or short range" or "current." We cannot specify

,etwOC7 media coverage and public concern or

awareness of issues, if indeed such a

Since the pioneering effort
few studies have examined v.
current political informa
reinforcing and actives tins CL
voillance behavior have Lcen ah. 7cd, perhaps because more
dramatic impacts are so imperceptib and long term. In any
event, our understanding of tic precis, impact of the mass
media is only fragmentary and based on dated information.
(Dryer, 1972-72)

1 relationship exists.

berelson and Lazarsfeld,
ponses to the flow of
the most part only the
)f the electorate's sur-

Although voting choices tend to be relatively stable, some voters at

sonic times are influenced by what Sellers (196E) termed the "current flow of

information. lie argued that media coverage of a campaign will be most influ-

ential for "those voters with little interest and no strong partisanship."

'edia coverage, he wrote, "activates an increased proportion of those voters

who have slight interest in information about politics, who an) only slightly

if at all identified with any party, who are consequently extremely susceptible

to the short-term forces emphasized inthe flow of current information."

On the other hand, Converse (1966) formulated the hypothesis that

while information flow may cause low interest voters to change partisan attitudes
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between elections, these same low interest people may snow more stable partisan

attitudes during the short ,.erm of an election campaign, because they pay little

.attention to media coverage and will not be aware of immediate analysis.

However, in an analysis of two decades of presidential election survey

data, pryer (1',)71) found that the voters who pay the least attention to media

campaign coverage do tend to be the least stable in votins preference, otil

bcrtwoon elections and duriag the campaign itself. Thus it would seem that

agenda-setting is less likely to take place in state and local elections than in

presidential elections, but that the effect will be strongest among those witih .

less interest.

Another factor that would seem to make a difference is education. 'Chaffee

(1971) wrote that re-analysis of his data on political information F,ain among

teenagers (Chaffee, 4=7ard and Tipton, 1970) indicates that mass media use does

produce subsequent gains in knowledge at the same time that prior knowledge leads

to (greater media use. The effect is to increase the distance between people of

high and low knowledge. Tichener, Donohue and Ulicn (1970) supported this

hypothesis. They argued that people with higher education tend to acquire

information at a faster rate, thus increasing the ''knowledge gap.' ;.1cCombs and

Snaw also noted Mat the better educated and the more interested arc more likely

to seek inf-)rmation, but that these same people are the lenst likely to change

their political beliefs.

These studies seem to swgest that media coverage of changing issues in a

campaign will be noted first by those highly educated, highly interested people,

Dut that these people are not as apt to mange their minds about important issues

as much as tfic loss educated, less interested voters.

Specifically, this study was designed to test the hypothesis that the

public's identification of important issues in the campaigns would 1-Feflect the
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amount of media coverage clooted to these issues, and that this relationship

would be strongest for those people with the least education and interest in the

campaign.

Aethodology

To investigate the agonda-sotting hypothesis, t4is study ask-d respond:its

at three different times during the campaign to define what they felt were the

major issues facing voters in the two campaisns.
3

Respondents wore interviewed

in September just after the city primary, in the middle of October, and aain

just after ti general election in November. Followin; the original McCombs..no.

Snaw design (1969), new respondents were added at each phase to alkyl:Au some of

the methodological nroblems associated with panel surveys. 4 interviewing was

done cn weekends by telephone, with respondents randomly selected from the

Lexington area telephone directory.

In the analysis, we identify six different respondent groups. Group Ono

is the 303 respeaents interviewer in September. Group Two is 200 of these

people interviewed again in October. Group Four is 139 of those people inter-

viewed for a third time in November. Group Three is 52 respondents interviewed

for the first time in October; Group Five is 42 of those people interviewed clain

in November. Group Six is 80 people interviewed for the first time in November.

At the same time, the actual content of media coverage of the mayoral and

',:acrnatorial campaigns from Supt. 18, the date of the city primary, through Nov.

2, the date of the general election, was also coded. Stories were included from

three newspapersthe Louisville Courier-Journal, the morning Lexington herald,

-hid the evening Lexinton Leader.5 The 6 p. in. and 11 p. m. news show content of

two of the three Lexington television stations and the hourly local broadcasts of

two of thn three Lexington An radio stations were also included. (One of the

local radio stations had so little campaign coverage it was dropped from the

study; one of the local TV stations refused to participate.) A research assistant
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went to the station studios weekly and coded tne content from the original

copy for the broadcasts.

icCombs and Shaw used a major and minor item jistinction in coding media

content. This study used a 'major issue" and "other" issue code. A major issue

was defined as the issue that constituted the lead and major portion of a news

story; other issues were those also mentioned in that story.

iJine issue categories wore formulated for analyzing both respondent and

media mention of issues. Percentages of the frequency of mention wore. then com-

puted fur each of the six respondent groups and each of the seven media sources.

Three media indices were also formed, on for the liiIrce :ewspauers, one for the

two televiSion stations, and one for the two radio stations. Pearson r corre-

lations were then calculated between and among the various respondent groups and

media sources. In computing, these correlations, each issue was treated as an

"observation" and the frequency of mention of each issue as tho "scorc.'i

Finally, cross-lagged correlation technique is utilized in order to indicate

directionality (Campbel1 and Stanley, 1963; Pelz and Andrews, 1964; Chaffee, 1972,

mocker, 1973).

In its r,implest form, variables arc ordered accordinp to time so that

several correlation coefficients can be compared. Correlations are computed

for betwoen variables one and two at both time one and time:; two (r Y1 and

r Y2 -- soe figure one) Then the cross lagged correlations are computed

(r X1 Y2 l r X-, YI). These in turn are compared to a baseline statistic based

upon ti!e other correlations in the figure. If on (or both) of the; diagonal

coefficients exceed thu baseline, one assumes it is evidence of some causal

relationshj.p.

The technique makes stringost assumptions about the nature of the data,

including simultaneity of measurement and the equivalence of time lags, but it

is also a useful way of laying out time-ordered variables een when the data
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r._re n,:t met. In the F:usent study, .7ssu:lincj that the frequ.;ncy

UT mention of issues in the media (from L)ept. ii Oct. 15) is sis:tult;:neous v;ith

the tim_ two point of the respondent interview (th o2. :jctober 15) and

that the media content from Oct. lc throul,n the rest uf tao campaiJI is simultaneous

with threc of the respondent survey (the weeI no followin election day) .

The fIrst period for media content is one month: the second is a little

over t1,0 weeks.

Chaffee (1973) noted th :t the ontimal time-la is no perfunctory matter.

Il too ,411ort, the roin.tionship any not hive had time to be effective; if too ion:,

,-tfeer may 11:Ive di!=sipated. However, there is not clear cut answer about

what tiJe period to use in election studios.

In out the cross -la's, we decided to regard the correlati6ns between

media content for Time One (Sept. 18-Oct.15) and Time Two (Oct. 16-;,;ov.2) and

Groups Two and Four as one cross-lhged design. The' correlations between the same

media content and Groups Three and Five are treated as replications.

ilesults

The City Llectien: There was almost no coverage of the mayoral cmnpain

in the Lexington media. c ;,exino,ton herald and Leader combined ran only 16

stories about tnis race. Of these nine were concerned with a court suit on the

Ilart o): t.:e incumbent defer...zed in the September primary that changed vote fraud.

Two more concerned denials on the part of Candidate Sykes that he had made a

'deal- not to campaign in exchane for a promise to be named city manage-:.

Therefore, analysis of the city campaic,n was dropped.

Description 111:: Table 1 presents a broakdlwn of tile' six groups

by various demoraphic variables compared to the 1)70 census for the Lexington: area.

:respondents were asLed in open -ended questions to name the two or tnree most

important issues facing voters in the ,.;overnoris campain. Results in terms of
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frequency of mention are presented in Table 2. At all three interview times,

taxes- was the most often mentiened issue. Issues related to jaw and order,'

-special interests' (e. farmers, labor, tit elderly, etc.) and HL,eneral

state- (mestly various proposals to reerEanize the state Fovernment) were seldom

cited. iost of the differences between the tiro different interl'iew points

occurred with relatively minor chanses in position of isseee related to "ecology,-

"educalion,' and 'economy." Two other issue categories were included mainly to

cede media content rgther than for respondent replies. Theee are issues stemmin

from the "campaign" (e. g. mudslinging attacks or sources of campaign funds) and

-local issues- ( issues relatins to one specific communily.)

Ti e correlations between frequency of mentioa of issues by the six groups

ara presented in Table The correlations for the S:1110 respondents at the three

interview points (Groups 1, 2 and 4 and. Croups 3 aLd 5), and the correlations

between the new and repeat respondents are all very It snould be noted that

tai; repeat groups aro not precisely the same people, since replies fro::: those

first respondents who later dropped out of the study arc included in the rJsults.

Table 4 presents the correlations when the -campaign'. and "local issues- items

are dropped. Later analysis comparing media coverage with frequency of mention

by respondents does, not include these two categories. .01any Of tue media items

coded as campaign units are not issues. :;any of tae local items dealt with issues

oriented to communities other than Leiagton and could not be expected to be a

:ajor issue for Lk1:-:driPtOli area residents. The correlations when these items are

'dropped are not quite as strong, but troy arc still positive and statistically

significant.

Respondents were Dot puseed to answer the open-ended questions, and a

suostnntial number of voters in each group either could not or would not mention
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any issue as being important in fhe cwnpaign. The percentage of respondents who

did not mention at least one issue declines substantially over time: L;-L in

Group One; ":J8% and ,3% in C,roups Two and Three and 29c6, and 35% in Groups

FOUL', :=iv and ::ix.

Iedia Loverae of 'Cho laD1,_: 4 pres.:nt!:. tae percentapes f media

spee {1ven to the nine Like cCuLl,s -11c1 Shaw's analysis of t,le l'Jfeo

presidential campaigh, media coverage of tae ,:entucy )vernor's election was

ccncernod mainly uit.h tne campaign itself, and not Idth Almost half of

tit totnl media coverae was of this type. Ti.i:, c.Lte:,ory included such tilinst;s d3

anAouncements of the candidates' appearances ma descriptions Of ticir eampai:n

st;(los, ::jenoral attacks on opponents that re not issue oriented, and in the

case of third party candidate Llandler, lYpeculation on ta effect of hi:, vote.

.faxus' constituted the major issue discussed in tLc mediul, followed by

'special interest, economic issuec,, law and order, local issues, education,

ecology, and general state issues.

Tablc: ; presents tie correlations between the various media, c,aseu on Lic

Aumber of issue items mentioned in stories about tho gubernatorial race. ..1r211

all nine categories are induced, the correlations are extremely bet) for

wior items and total. items. There is consensus within the various iedia

caannels ns to what to 'news' of the comign is. This consensus is also very

betmeen the ti:;c periods for all canhairn covercp.e.

.hen Lto caNpaign and local issue cate;wriL:S are eropped, the media Con-

sensus lessens. Tic coefficients are generally stronger during thu closing pc -iod

of the campaign than for tn.; content from Sept. 18 throup,h cet. 15.

lc coefficients s ;gest that these 11e.:1.i.;: GO not present as consistent a

view of issues in the state campaign as Jecombs and Ska found for the 1.36'd

::r.isidential election coverape. Inere are clear print-broadcast differences,
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indicating that the newspapers generally weve emphasizing one set of issues an di

r:Idio and television another. ReforriaG back to Table 4 it can ee seen that

taxes'was a much mon,2 significant issue for the newspapers thda for radio anal

television. Law and ordGr was also a much more important issue for the broadcast

media and tae Lexin::ton Leader than for tae Lexinaton-.terald and the Louisville

Courier - Journal. The Louisville paper, since it eirculates state -wide, also

devoted much more coverage to local i2sucs tan diu any ef other zlodia.

Correlations 'between media cowzra,,, and issue-3 ci -d by ti!: :' public. l'or

remainder of tae analysis, only the 5even issues (e;-xidding -cEmipaign" aid

'local issues' categories) are used.

O test the agenda-setting nypotaesis, we first compared correlations

2tween media coverage for different time periods with ra frequency of :;en on

by tae various panel groups. Table 7 presents the correlations using t(,tal media

dre4;s for tat: entire six-weeks period.

Afferent relationships show up when tilt specific tie period of L'edia

coveral;e is considered. In separating the media content into two time porious,

Ice labeled -edia t)no as the four-week period from Sept. 16 throu,,h Jct. 13. .1eLia

iwo is tae two-week period from Oct. 15 tarough election day. Figures "2 and 3

present the cross-la l;s for newspapers and television.

0eicause of its low corn:lotions, as well as its infrequency of mention as

a 1:ximary news source uy respondents, :w furtaer analysis of radio is included.

Correlations for newspaper coverage a4c tne public (Fi) r,-ure 2) for the most

part exceed the critical values for statistical significance levels. ii0WorL:r,

no consistent imattern emerLes. In terms of cross-lag logic?, uoth the diagonals

for Groups Two and Four exceed tae baseline statistic cite-.1 by Chaffee (1.:)72),

so is no choice. botweun 'aypotausJS that the public frequency of mention



reflects media coverage, o- vice versa, that the media frequency reflects public

concern. 1

It can be concluded that there is a relationship between the frequency of

mention of issues by newspapers and the frequency of mention by the public.

However, given the failure of this data to meet the strict assumptions of cross-

lag analysis, and the failure to "replicate" between the different groups of

respondents, there is nu consistent evidence that the media is serving a causal

agonda- setting function.

Figure 3 indicates that television content during the early part of the

campaign contributes to the negative correlations found between television fre-

quency and respondent frequency. The negative correlation in issue ocverage over

the two time periods makes cross-lag interpretations difficult.

Interviews with some of the groups asked respondents to name the medium

from which they had gotten most of their information about the campaign so far.

Newspapers were named by 47; television by 3b% and radio by 6%.

Partitioning on this question prmits separate cross-lag comparisons for

those who named newspapers anti those who named television (Figures 4 and 5).

Results are similar to the non-partitioned sample. Of those respondents naming

television, (Fig. 4) the correlations with television coverage for the first part.

of the campaign period are still negative (although less so than for the non-

partitioned sample). The Time Two correlations arc postive, and stronger than

results for the non-partititioned sample, but do not reach statistically signi-

ficant levels. Results for those who named newspapers are very similar to the

non-partitioned results. (Figure 5). Correlations between those naming television

as a primary news source and newspaper coverage were even stronger than those

naming newspapers with newspaper coverage. (Results not shown.)
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Respondents were partitioned on two other variables: degree of interest

and education. Interest was tapped by a question that asked respondents

"Generally, how interested would you say your yourself, are in the current state

elections--very interested, pretty interested, not too interested or not at all?

The 'not at all and 'not too' categories were collapsed into a "low interest"

group. Cross -lags for the three interest groups with newspaper coverage arc

presented in Figures G, 7 and 8.

The partitioned results tend to suggest that, as expected, the higher the

interest, the less the change in salience of issues over time; at least the cor-

relations over time are somewhat stronger for the high interest respondents.

The cross-lags with media coverage for the High and Medium interest groups

are similar to results for the entire sample. Again, there seems to be a

relationship between media coverage and frequency of mention of issues, but no

marked evidence that the direction is media to public rather than public to media.

The low interest group (Figuro 8) is the most interesting. We had expected

this group to show the strongest "snort range " relationship to media coverage.

Yet the synchronous correlations are the weakest here for any of the three

interest subsets. Only one coefficient (papers Time Two with Group Four) reaches

statistical significance levels (r+ .748, p .05). And the sets of diagonal

comparisons seem to indicate the least evidence of the tierce groups in support of

a media agenda-setting hypothesis.

Respondents were also partitioned into two educational levels: Those witn

a high school education (Fig. 9) and those with some formal schooling beyond high

school (Fig. 10).

The correlations are not markedly different for the two groups, although

two of the media/public coefficients that arc statistically significant for the

college respondent group are not for the high school respondents. Again, most of
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tne cross-lag coefficients exceed the baseline statistic. ':he only exception is

tne dollege croups 3 ar.d 5 where the Newspaper One to Croup Five diazcnal r

exceeds t;:e daseline, the public to media does not. Again, while tnere is

evidence of a relationship between media frequency am. frequency of pHdlic

iLention, there is no consistent supoort for the idea that the puiiic reflects

tne meeia, rather than that the media reflects the public' agenda.

Conclusions

'detecting stron. er.pirical evidence for me -ia effects is a diffic lt

business and perhaps e nave been overly-pessimistic about the extent tc which

our data would support a causal media i'.z;enaa-settinL: hypotheis. ';'ne high

stadility of tae respondents' definitions of what Lere tne main issues involved

ia the eovrnor's eampa4;n, the relative. Aach of consensus among the media about

the issdes, and tne insta:dility of n:edia coverai,e between our two time periods

contri:ddte to t:iC difficulty.

can conclude that there is a relationship oetween coverage and

public frequency of nention in a state capaign. This supports evi,:,ence tat

tic media serve such a function in more freque.tly-stdcies presidential campaighs.

The fact that total media coverage throughout the campaign correlates stronger

pudic MChwith tion of issues tan coverage for specific tine peio%s does not

atrngthen arguments that voters are respoding to a current flow of information.

Adding measurement over time ;:so indicates taat showing a positive

relationsip between media coverage and public frequency is not in itself

sufficient to argue for a media agenda-settin nypethesis. e:ur data provide

as much evidence tat the nedia reflects ounic concern as that ,Iblic reflects

:c,eaia coverage. was evi,,ence found for expectations about the effect of

media coverage oa low interest or less educated groups.

cur selection of Sept. as a starting data for monitoring media cov-

erage is arbitrary as tar as the governor's campaign is concerned, although it ;:lade
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sense for mayor's race. The similarity between the public's issues in September

and those mentioned at later time points indicates thut the issues gad already

been set at the time we began monitoring.

The lack of a perfect correlation between different media sources may,

as McCombs and Shaw suggest, reflect an imperfect 'pseudo-environment" for the

campaign. It would also weaken arguments that a third for-;e, say, the candidates

themselves, were actually setting the issue agenda. If this were the case, then

the media. would tend to show more consensus than was found. In part, tne lack of

consensus could reflect, again as McCombs and Slaw suggest, a political point of

view on the part of the media sources, perhaps bads. But the fact that the

Lexington Herald and the Leader correlated as positively as they did, even when

editorials are included, weakens that line of argument. The fact that the Courier-

Journal correlates stronger with the Herald, which endorsed opposing candidates

fur governor, than with the Leader, suggests that it is something other than

political point of view that leads to similarities in coverage. It could be

sender news judgments, but a more likely argument is common deadlines, since

they arc both morning papers.

We find the differences between newspapers, television and radio interesting,

but think a conclusion that our data suggest an agenda-setting function only for

newspapers too hasty. The television station with the highest percentage of the

Lexington audience refused to participate in the study, and results may have been

very different if that station had been included. Still, the data would seem to

suggest that recent speculation about the great influence of television news on

election campaigns may be unwarranted. The fact that those respondents who named

television as their primary news source still showed a much stronger relationship

to newspaper coverage than to television coverage cannot be discarded lightly.

This suggests that to the extent that there is agenda-setting, it is by medium

rather than media.



Footnotes

1. There is also the related issue of whether or not candidates reflect (or are

influenced by) both the media's and the public's interpretation of issues. Such

a determination would involve a content analysis of the candidates' speeches again

over time, and was beyond the scope of this study. Furthermore, it can be argued

that most voters determine candidate positions via the media.

2. In the gubernatorial election, Lt. Gov. Wendell Ford, a Democrat,was running

against Republican Tom Emberton. Also, former governor A. B. Chandler was running

on his newly-formed Commonwealth Party ticket and William Smith was running as the

Independent Party candidate.

In the Lexington mayor's race, Foster. Pettit 'WAS running against Harry Sykes,

the first neck candidate to seek the office. Both had survived a run-off in

September that saw a controversial former councilman defeated. ne'mayural

election is non-partisan. While other studies have indicated that voters do

identify party slates in such elections, in this case both candidates were

registered Democrats.

3. Respondents specifically were asked: "Now, what do you think are the two or

three major issues facing the state in the gubernatorial election?" Earlier they had

been asked a battery of media use questions, questions about their political dis-

cussions with friends and fE,.mily, their political affiliation, registration, and

interest in the two campaigns.

4. A forthcoming paper is concerned with methodological implications, specifically

the problems of sensitization and attrition in panel designs.

5. The two Lexington papers publish joint editions on Saturday and Sunday, although

the Saturday editions have separate editorial pages. They publish some joint sections



on Thursdays. In some of the analysis, a newspaper index is used that includes

these joint editions. The Saturday editorial pages are included in the separate

Herald and Leader measures.

6. Editorials as well as news stories are included. The Lexington Herald endorsed

the Democratic candidates for governor and lt. governor; the Lexington Leader

endorsed both Republican candidates. The Courier-Journal endorsed the Republican

candidate for governor and the Democratic candidate for lieutenant governor.
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TABLE

Soma Demographic Characteristic_ of the sample

Variable

Sex

September October November
PopulationGroup 1

(N=303)

Group 2

(N=200)

Group

(N=52)

Group 4

(N=139)

Group 5

(N=42)

Group 6

(N=80)

Male 44% 45.5% 54% 42% 57% 66% 48%

Female 56 55.5 46 58 43 34 52

Age

Over 71 l4r 23% 16% 8%

61-70 12 13 26 9

51-60 29 31 28 14

41-50 24 23 14 17

31-40 12 8 5 18

22-30 6 2 4 21

18-21 3 0 6 12

Voted for (N=75) (N=26) (N=47)

Emberton 48 65 57 46%

Ford 45 27 24 37

Chandler 7 4 20 16

Smith 0 4 0 1



TABLE 2

Percentages of frequency of issues mentioned by respondents

September October November
Group 1 Group 2 Group Group 4 Group 5 Group

Campaign 6% 1J% 9% 9% 6% 11%

Taxes 37 38 37 49 35 40

Special
Interests 4 5 6 4 10 2

Economy 7 8 i2 9 17 11

Law and
Order 3 4 0 1 0 0

Local
Issues 3 2 1 1 4 7

Education 17 11 20 12 11 13

Ecology 14 15 9 9 11 13

General
State

7 8 6 6 7

Total number
of issues
mentioned 260 209 65 181 52 85

6



TABLE 3

Correlations of total frequency of mention of issues by the six respondent groups

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4

9 Categories

Group 1 966 952 959

Group 2 972 905 983

Group 3 954 895 940

Group 4 964 981 936

Group 5 876 883 936 933

Group 6 883 885 911 913

7 categories

Group 5 Group 6

891

885

935

930

888

896

921

920

956
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TABLE 6

Correlations between frequency of mention of items before Oct. 15 and after Oct. 15

A,

Courier-

All Campaign Coverage

Major Total
Items Items

Seven Issues only

Major Total
Items Items

Journal .972 .867 .646 .434

Ilerald .900 .859 -.433 .377

Leader .965 .897 -.029 -.683

Channel 13 .960 .979 p -.120 .212

Channel 62 .633 .648 .119 -.269

WLAP .963 .967 .528 .647

WVLK .948 .915 .060 -..-172

Papers .961 .901 .088 ..32.0

TV .976
979 .391 -.188

Radio .972 .970 .523 .475
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FIGURE 1

Measures for Cross-Lagged Analysis
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FIGURE 2

Correlations between newspaper coverage and respondent L,roups
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FIGnii 3

Correlations between television coverage and respondent groups
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FIGURE 4

Correlations between television coverage and respondents naming
television as their primary news source
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FIGURE 6

Correlations between newspaper coverage and 'very interested
respondents
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FIGURE 7

Correlations between newspaper coverage and 'somewhat interested-
respondents
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Figure 8

Correlations 0etween newspaper coverage and not very interested-
respondents
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FIGulai 9

Correlations between newspaper coverage and respondents with
nigh school education or less
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FIGURE ]O

Correlations between newspaper coverage and respondents with
sone college education
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