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Studles of the effects of mass communlcatlon normally work from-a model of

y . -

content specﬂflc dlrectlonal attltualnal influence oRr 1nd1v1duals. That is, the

tynlcal study eyam;nes changes 1n the oplnﬂons of & person that correspond to the ~

argunents made in a'message to which he has been exposed. New formulatlons in

~
‘e . )
media e;fects analysis consist of variations from this-model. For instance,.agenda-

N v ~
- .

.

setting research involves' content-specific “influencé of commurity news sources on

'ndividuals, but does not inouire into the attitudinal direction of that influence

* .

(see Becker, McCombs and McLeod, 1975) Tichenor's con*lict and consensus studies

are concerned with effects on the local .community as 8 system rather than on specif1c‘

< hd "

G

1nGJV1duals w1th1n it, bu this, research necessarily bullds on-& content-specific d1rec-"

>

. tlonaE Etbltud‘nak influence model CTlchenor end Wackman, 1973, TLchenor Rodenkirchen,

Ollen and Donohu 1973). Besearch on -the ' 1nformatlon gap 1s non- attltudlnal and
5 .

concerns an effect of mass communlcatlon on the structure of society as a whole rather )

than on 1nd1v1dualsf'but it 1is closely t1ed\to spec1f1c *tems of med1a content (Donohue,

y »

Tlchenor ~and Ollen, 1975, McNélly and Mollna, 1972). - The study of "1nformatlon hold-

. ..’ .
ing" (Clarke ahd Kline, 1974) is non- attitudinal in 1ts conceptlon, but it is highly
/ .o

P

content soec1fic a.nd concerned with effects on individuals. —

ThlS paner contemplases a more complete abandonment of the tradltional model.

It propOses and 1llustrates a form of media effects research that is not concerped

”

with diﬁeétronal attitudinal outcomes nor with specific media conitent, and which

. f -

evaluates med1a impact at the level.of the c0mmun1ty as a system rather than in

0

terms of indiv1duals. While, th1s apnroach is novel in pmpirical research, the or-

iglns oﬂv- underlylng assumotaons are some 200 years old. The pre-emplrlcal

argiments t at'woh adoption of the First Amendment guarantees of ‘freedom of speech

* -
'

el
r-
i
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- and of the press did rot revolve around any presuméd power of the newspaper to

'
. 3

exercise directional persuasive influence on individuals. Instead, it was éimply

assumed that press freedom would guarantee a diversity of wvoices and that the over-
c . 1 .

a1l result of this would be a political system that was on the whole capable of -

y

Ll
. meking informed judgments on public issues.

y , While new modes of transmission have been addéh'to the national ﬁgdia syétem
through technological innovation in the intervening two centuries, the diversity -

>

of viewpoints expressed via those media has not necessarily expanded. Indeed, it

may have shrunk appreciably in the past six decades as & consequence of the loss
t . / ’

‘of Thewspaper competition in many communities. Even with network television and

local radio news, available to practicélly every citizen, there are considerable

{ .
differences in media informatjonal‘rgséﬁrces from ope locale to another in the

United States (and even greater‘differenées around the world), One current study

‘of media influence in the 1976 pre31dent1al camnalgnfzis based on a contrast be-

- g . . . " am Abelses.
t tween two c1tles one medla r1ch and the other "media poor (Patterson A}97

(IR ‘o

-ou931de the cities, neonle car'flnd themselves lnliggatlons that are undeniably

"media poor" in comparison w1th.metronQ11tan locales, where one can still expect

ﬁ“ '
truly competitive newspapers. Ncn-neuwork television channels add an element of

-

media richness and they’ too tend’'tq be found in the major 01t1es.
. . -
Our central guestion in this paper is vhether the apparently greater diversity

of media resources avalldble in urban (and suburban) communltles manifests it-

i
. - \ ,

eelf in a corresnondlng dmversiuy of nerceptions about publlc issues among its

citizenry. This is not an 1nd1v1dual-levgl matter it is net requlrea under pIdral- .

«
.t

istic political theory that each person hold a Tyil rénge of viewgbon an issue,

What igs assumed is only that the total set of opinions in the communfty will be

'-diversified even though each individual may hold ;to his own narrow personal vieve

.
.
. -

POinf'. - . . . - o

> B « ~.

]

‘ 'The,géneral goal of reporters and editors in the news-industry is to identil .
issueé.aﬁd explaih the various positions that people hold on them.. The result, i#f - |

A s : Vo s .




the news media are "effective" in what they are’trying to do, -should be two-fold.

First, the media audience should come to be doncerned with those iésues,streséed”

in the news; agenda#etting research indicates that, under certain conditions at
least, this is the case (McCombs and Shaw,’1972; McLeod, Becker and Byrnes, 197hy”

Weaver, McCombs and Spellman, 1975). Secondly, theretshould be diversity ofgperogﬂ

Al s ]

ceotlons<3fpub11c ‘issues. Thig should’manifest 1tself first in the number gnd

- -~ . -

variety of issues that people think are important, and secondly in the veriety d}‘

H

conclusions they have reached on those issues.

Lest‘this conf§eptual approach seerm obvious, it should be pointed-outsthaq 1{
is not widely shared in mass commnication research. fhe goal of news comﬁdnica-
tion that is assumed in“post writiogs is\that of-achievdng;community ;greement or

consensus on an issuej Lasswell (19h8),”perhaps the most infiuential_of the field's
pre-empirical theorists, calls this the "correlation function™ of communication, w,

‘and Schramm (1971) likens the persuasive role ¢f the media to those of the tribal

council of elders in traditi 'society and the salesman in modern times. The,

-

mass communieasion (Klapper; 1960) practigally dismisses
A . . P
se.pf failure to convert large numbers of individuals

"limited effects" mgdel of

the media as ineffectual bec

to new-positions, or to narrowﬂsociety's defiq;tions of problems into compact pack-

.
~

ages. Diversity of opinion, on what probleﬁs are important-‘and what should be done

Il

about them, is not only not orized in £H€§e conceptions; it is a pbsitive hindrance
‘o getting -things done. - The medla dgre deemed to have failed when they neglect to

PR
. ’

"correlate'- society igto a single v1ewp01nt : ' ’

Non-directlonal societal-~level effects, then, run counfer to fraditional norms

———

within the academlc commnity regarding the appropriate test of media performance.

This type of lmpact does, however, accord reasonably well both with Jeffersonian .
‘ - \
reasoning with regard to press freedom, angd with the goals toward which professiondl . -
- ]
news personnel strive in Yoday's comoaratlvely free ‘media environment,

-

-
"
an
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P  The Measurement of Diversity
& . . B ) »
, , ]
C. A quarter-century ago, a measure was introduced into communicatio research -

A

- -

, oo . .
«which most of the .field could not figure out quite how fo use. This yas Shannon's

‘g, the statistic indicating'entropy in a system (Shannon and Weaver,'19§9). The -

' underiying rationale for the measurement of H was Information Theory, and for a .
. % uhile it bade fair to unify all of the empirical sciences (von Bertalanffy, 1968).

Schramm (1955) outlined some of its potential applications to mass commmnication
i \ <o

Y

problems, but it has fallen into relative disuse in social Agience as in biologiecal

science, owing apparently to operational dlfficﬁltles in applying it to unbounded

. .

‘living systems. It has been of], some.vélue in content analyses (Paisley, l96h
Watt and XKrull, 197h) and in_the study of social mobility (McFarland, 1969) in

recent years, and a few devotees have used it in ‘place of conventional parameffic

. - M

. statistics'in other types of data analysis. . /
4 A .

. Despite its seeming limitations, the statistic H has several properties that
make it an ideal measure of diversity, of perceptlons in a local political system.
7

First, it is a ratio scale with a true zero polnt th1s means that all mathematical

¢ L]

’ operatlons can be performed on it (Stevens 1946)., More 1mportantly, it can be

s L4

celculated Prom purely nominal scale data; directionality, as in an ord1nal scale,

need not be assumed 1nsofar as the primary observations under analysis are con-

cerned. One may start w1th a set of categories and observe the frequency w1th whlch

. )

events in the system under study fall 1nto each category. ~‘Calculation of H under

Shannon s formula is based on tvo factors, each of which is substantlvely 1mportant

-
L

<in the concept of diversity as we, have been discussing it here. Entropy (H) in-
creases w1th a greater number of categorles, and it decreases to the extent that ob- !
Servations concentrate disproportlonateiy in one or a few of these categories.

9
What~kinds of observations, and What kinds of categories, ‘are appropriate for

assessing d1versity of public 1ssues perceptions using this measure? These are
| nk

questions on which th1s paper hopes tojﬂﬂykiate rather than to resolve, debate.

SRS
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understa.ndlng ﬁllly that the measures so eas:hly avallable to us aré ‘not the optimal *

.
\ w

1nd1cato‘rs of d1vers.1ty, If we fmd provocatlve results with Tess than the con=

o
-

ceivable best measures, the case for future research will be that much the stronger.w; o

' Two recent large-sam‘ble surveys, one . of:the state “of Wisconsin in 1973 and

the other a U.SR. nati'onwide survey in 19714, will be util¥zed. The question on which

P .

o{u‘ diversity measures are based in both ‘cases concerns the.respondent's perceptioh N

.

N of the "most important problem" of the society wnder study. In the case of the

~

Wisconsin survey, respondents were asked what they thought was the most importart .

problem facing that state; respon’seS' {up to three per pers were,reco’rded)"were

rd

~coded into 33 esategories, which are, listed in Appendix A. THe nationwide survey,

. _— '

whlch was conducted during the 1974 elect:Lon campaign by the Center for Polltica,l

Lo
.

Studies of the University of Mlchlgan asked the most importa,nt problems facing the

natlon, agaln three responses per person were recorded a.n'd these were coded into - A

\

the. 15 categorles that appear in Appendlx B. . o ‘ -

.

’ Kﬁﬁ In th1s paper we will charaoteme these measures as, 'enda ,holding. T/he *

_most 1mpoz‘tant probIem questlons have been deslgned mainly for use in studles of

R the power of the mass medla in settlng the’ publlc agenda, yhlch has been operatlonal- .
- 1zed as the problems people think are 1mporta.nt -- regardle s of what, if- am;t‘lﬁng, R
they think should be done about those“problems. Yince ther are a number of llmlta- ¢

tions on th&:.ag,enda-setting principle (see McLeod, Becker an Byrnes, 19714; Chaffee | ’
and Izcaray, 1'975), we wiil not ﬁ e that the problem agendas measured in the data
we are a.na.lyzmg have necessarlly been set Ey the press, Instead we will simply -

note that the problems peoplej‘.dentify as important,, when aggregated across the

population of & community, constitute the pudblic agenda that is held in that conx-

v

\ .

* munity. We expe\t this to vary from one place to another both because the actual

/u

‘) -
problems of communltles differ and because the ptoblems stressed by the Iocal press .

¢
7 M 4 ":

- will be somewhat differerit . “. - . . L o
L o In the measur,en}}ent of H f¥om such data, ‘the- numbexr of categorles deflned by, the -
v, . . . , 7« AN .. = n X

a0 L?"l

researchers is not g;pn.j.aiportant gs is the numb‘er of categories into wh“ich the -responses *

\‘l

L4
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actually fall, and the relati\:'e frequencies in each, FOT imstance, one might’ de-

fine lOO different "1mportant %robleni" categories, but .chances -are that very few ~—

responses would fall into more than a dozen or two of them with sufficient fre-

»

quency to affect the value of H significantly. Lt’ one extreme, if &il responses

"f‘ell into ‘a single ’category, H would be minimal -- 2ero, in fact: -- regardless of

- .
p—

- , \ . ?/‘
the number of categories.that”had "een, defined g priori.
The calculation of entropy is based on the formula

n s - .
o ' ( -
. 5 ?-i 'p, Tog2 s , A

A .l
. 1

where n 1s the number of poss1ble categories, and’ pi is the probability of occurrence

I
/g?/the 1th category While any logarithm could theoretically be used in the formula, n

-

- +  the base-2 log is conventiénally used because of the frequent application ‘of Informa-

. tion Theory to two-state systems such as electronic computers. The result is &'.binary

Ed

) digit or nb‘itv'9 which is the form in which H yzronally repbfted. Another waY—

of expressing the implicatlon of the formula &s that the ma.x;hmm,value of entropy
K+ I

for n categories 15 Hmax = log2n bits. For example, 1f‘4;,\ere a.re\ﬁ cateéories. into
\
which responses \can be c0ded then H cennot exceed 1log, (16) = k. 00. This maximum \

value would grxly!be reached, however, if exa.ctly l/l6 of all‘ responses fell 1nto .

each of the 16 categories; any d'eviation from this perfectly rectangular distribution

of responses would reduce the value, of H below L, OObl‘tS..: ‘o N ‘

-~ H]

Because Hmax varies,with the number of categor1es , the. data from the two surveys

i

« .. We are secondarilys an“'fyz:.ng here will not bel d1rectly comparable to one another.

Specifically, Hmax = 5. 04 for the Wisconsin survey, and Hma.» 3. 9l for the national -

-
. - ¥ - — L, .

survey. The two studies can, however, be viewed gs closely complementary to one -

. ' L]
. v

another./ The measures of agenda-holding in the t:»ro surveys are similar, as are (to

T \ wy
a lesser extent) the coding category schemes Each study is something of a summary
r el -
~ test of the hypothesis that media richness of a connmm1ty is associat with greater-
diversity in the. public probléms agenda. held. by the titizéns of that coxmmm:ity The °

/. pecifica‘tion of "media Tich"” communit‘ies i‘s based m both stud1es on the number of

" di&ferent daily newspapers locally published and circulated in t‘ne national sample T .

EC C ’ PRI ' .
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study, co ities are -also divided. roughly by population, a factor that correlates

- »

both with number‘of daily,neWSpapers and with other elements of media-richness (e.g.
number of television and radiefstations). - ’ -

— . .

1

, The Wlsconsin Study . ) . e

In October, 1973 a stateW1de adult probability sample was drawn by the Wisconsin .

" ]

Survey Research Labo”atory, or a study of env1ronmental values Among the'questions >

asked was, What do ‘you think are the mast 1mportant problems f cing the™state of
Wisconsin?" Additioniiﬁprobes encouraged the.respondent to,makKe a second or third

response. These respoikes were categorized by the Laboratory staff into the topic' ) "

areas listed in Appendix A. To measure diversity of agenda-holding, we grouped the

respondents by county and calculated two statistics. The first measure was s1mp1y

.o L

the mean number of different problem categories mentloned by each respondent The
- . [ )

second was entropy, whlch was,calculated separately for each county on'the bas1s of
e
l ’ ¥

the d1str1but10n 6f responses gcross the categories listed 1n Appendix A. (It should

~

be emphasized that entropy is operationally 1$dependent of both the number of r;\; .

- v, -0 N
v . H

/ .
spondents, and the. number of responses /pér person, in a community, since 1t 1sscal:i__l"__<

- -

culated from the percentages of all responses that fall mnto each category, rather

. N . - 4

than from the raw frequenc1es ) . - ,

. .
.
N . -

The Labpratory s multi stage sampling dedign produced interv1ews in 25 of
* )

, Wiscdnsin's 50 countieS\ These were divided into three groups on the basis of dur

»

- best ,estimate of.media fi‘hness (see Appendix C. for full listing ) The fikst group

of ll counties is identified as media-rich", it inéludes two kinds of areas: those
. ’
withln the immediate circulation_zones of competitive metropolitan newspapers (from .

Milwaukee, Chicago, or Mlnneapolls-St Paul), and those counties in which there is

‘more than one local daily’newspaper. Group II consists of nine countiea 1n whlch

\

there is a single daily newspap N and where metropolitan circulation is a minor "
factor " (according to our information from persons knqﬁlEdéeable about those areas)

Finally, there is a set of six counties in which there is no locally published daily

~

ewspaper, and little evidence of major dominance from a metropolitan (or even
: 9 : s

. -
L R .

s

.
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regional) daily from outside, We should emphasize that our claSsification,of i

a ¢ a

counties 1n§o these three groups is doubtless 1mperfect accurate circulation data
about competing news ers in.a local district is difficult to come by " One praé;’

matic test of the val dity of our groupings w1ll be wheﬂher the differences we

find on our dependent variables follow the patterng we have hypothesized. T i
. - Table” 1 shows in sumpary form the relevant data frdm the Wisconsin survey.

is clear that there is a sharp drop-off 1n both dependent variables, on the average, fi

between the first (media-rich) .group of counties and the other th: There are slight '

¢
mT«

differences between the second and thitk groups overall both are in’the dlrecthﬁ%A‘

,‘

g of greater diversity of .agenda holdipg in, those which are served by a single daliy
’ ’ ' ‘ * - , "1;" \:r

paper. . ’ ’ *\ RS

SaN

!(‘/"

¥ . 'L" .

The simple comparisons between the media-rich counﬁies on the one hand 'an“

")‘11 ,:‘f{.-

strong. of 15k comparisons between palrs of’ counties from theSe two groups «115~ :
f‘* R '.‘T:"“j‘s L

(75%) areAin ‘the direction hypothesized for each dependent variable, Because of a j»

. f‘ i ' " N .2\ - -4 i
few ties, the significance leiels based on sign tests dlffer’slightly'12&7 06, p< OOl
. e et g™ N ,J e e 'v“ . i “\
e for mean number of’reSponses per person,‘z 7 39, p< OOl for entropy per county)

) s of course, 1t 1s impossible with this type of analysis to control for other factors
that doubtless have a bearing on both dependent variables, and we should expect such N
factors as education and the availability of other (non-media) cultur resource; to

’ IRy
favor the areas that are‘élso class1f1edihere as media-rich Further, our estimates ’
of entropy are based on rather few respondents in most cases; reasonably stable

. ~

f? , estimates would require sampIes of perhaps 50 or more- from each locale.h Understand-

>

ing those limitations -we can state at the least that the differences found here are

[

sufficient to establish (a) the hypothes1s ‘as one worth pursuing in studies designed

- v A A'

specifically for it and (b) the entropy measure . as one. that Behaves stably enough

¢

Since the N for om' a.nalysis of entropy is only 25 couxﬁ:ies, it [.LS 1mp1‘actical

to attempt to suht$1ide this sample further to control for other community cultural

(€] s “] e i_() . - -2

the two groups ‘with lesser media resources ort the'othen, are sthtisti ally quite f;“-’x’ ;.
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fadtors that might oorrelate w1th diVertlty ofr agenda-holdn.ng. . We turn now:to the .

-t };c‘ ., ¥ t‘}‘ B l"l'.

) Rl

K second study, in whlch the@»of sa.trrpling 1ocales 3@5/» arge enoughuto permlt

. %, pa7k’lallng on ot lea%t one such correla;',e, population si:e;e. . / EE :n&”ff’”' )

T ?’ - / s i /.“ g N N 3
AT A L /. N The Natfonal Study : Nt : . ;
" ‘ ! R

PN +
. .o e »\,_\ ¢ < !
By ub. .c? - Ver

H

» In November 19714 ~follow1ng the n/axflonal elections , the Center for POllt;LC/éi .

‘ '
. ’ > - ‘J . s.
Studlm&Unlvezamty of: Mlchlga.n conducted, a nationwide survey of mass

) commutp(catioz\ and polltlgﬁ behanor eca.‘ase /af the current fermlnence of egenda- ‘ Mg
. ’ < . @ ":
, settlng res@z;eh an open-ended questlon about "the most 1mportant problems facing p

th:Es country was 1ncluded 4n the que«;tionnaz,re_, As wi*th the Wiscdnsin survey,’ we'
B ',’n.».w‘, LTI LR ) .

. . haver use’&«d;he data as coded by CES (see y ppendlx B) .as our estimate of the grequency

-

of occurrence of each category in calcula.t g H. . / v .‘ “ VA "

/ k]
. N / . -
E R

Table 2 presen‘ts ‘the results for each pr1mary sampling unit (PSU) in the CPS o

N 4
data set

' ﬁle three

i ategorles of (1) Media—rlch (more tha.n one daily newspaper), (H) Single- o

s in the Wlsconsln study (‘I‘able 1), }conmmnlties have been grouped into !

Y

n.ta.es,,a.nd (III) Comnunitles w1thout local daily’ newspapers. In addition,

&
e ,’l,

é,':"me.‘gi.ia—ric‘nv smgle—&ally groups have b}zth been divided further on the .basis of \ P\

G 75' meﬁr'politanism, usu%ntena developéd by CPS from U.S. Census data. The most o

RN

me opolita.n group coﬁsa_sts of the II/B/ largest urban commumties in the 'natlon, which

j

the CPS sa.mpllng deslgn are 7Kured of being sampled so that there are data to Tep- \“ ‘
resent them; theSe are called self-representlng sta.ndard metropolitan statlstical

’ areas (SMSAs) The remain d ’r of ‘ﬂhe med1a rich group, which conslsts of PSUs that

were rmdomly sampled 13 sh own separe.tely in TN)le 1. The smgIe-newspaper com=~
A T

¥
\

.
|

munities are also divided on the basis of metropolitanism. Here, however, the .

<o

dinsion is between thosé t;hat a?e classified a,s SMSAS a.nd those that are not (ﬁ’ll R

'

'of .the selfarepresenting SMSAs are medla rich ) Flnally, Group III cdnsists of com- ,"’

munities thataxave no local daily paper, non\e of ‘these comprises e.n é!ﬁA«, For a full

v

: ldstlng of the PSUs falling ‘into ea.ch ‘of these five categories in our da‘b& aala.lb'sis,

1‘;\

- see APPendixD e EREE ’. E "

v
. -
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The national study data in Table 2 generally replicate the findings from the

125 sconsin, study (Table 1), and support the overall hypothes1s. The -results are

\\\ ¢ spmewhat more clear-cut for the measure of entropy per communlty than th

-
)
<

the number of responses per ‘person, when the partialing for metropoiitanism i

considered. The two'groups of media-rich SMSAs, which do differ in total popula-
o . / ‘
tion, do not differ appreclably 1n average entropy, and both aré rather ‘clearly
‘ /
above the other three groups in th1s respect. { On the other hand the number of prob-
e Z ' .’\v

lem categories mentioned' by eagh .respondent appears to vary more w1th metropolltanlsm

than it does with media-richness Kwheg metropolitanism is controlled). Thede patterns

A ‘ N

‘ are SOme&hat’easler to see in Table 3, which’ summarlzes the findings from the tWo

. "b’ s, \ .. .
gtudies. %l;;’conslstent W1th the Wisconsin results is the fact that entropy varies, .

]

ry little among the various ‘groups of cdmmunltles'%hat are not tlassified here as
: Amedla-rlch - . : \ g o . ~ C

> Stat1st1cally, the s1mp}e contrasts between the media- r1ch communitles and the
‘other PSUs in the natlonal studg are almost as large as in the W1sconS1n study (above)
. \ ~
of 1,386 poss1ble comparisons between each of the 33 med;a-rlch PSUs*and each of the "

\ ia ' "(A
L

s 42 other PSUs, 7h% are in the hypothesxzed direction for responses per person; as are
AN

) 62% for the communlty entropy estimates. By sign test, both flndlngs are hlghly sig-

NS nlficant (z= 25 OO <. 001 forr responses; z=12. 30, p<.001 for entropy)e a 1ess con-

- I
NS / N ! .

servative statlstlcal procedure would probably‘yield higher’ estimates of sréniflcance, "

A

byt would involve more assumptions about the distributions of these vafiables than
. N ; . £} - '; . /t

- vy

appear warranted here. " ' . 1
P e 4

. . ‘,- " Vel s .

. e - - * Discussion . , v )

b /

?

5., P ‘“ ‘ \
enetnatlng Z;searéh “into the questlen of d1versity of publlc opinion

LT < o

,-en poss1ble‘wiﬁ the data e, have presently at hand. To deve ob a &on-

ceptual'parspective on, these findlngs, we should flrsﬁ/e;//‘ne SE’e/ofrthe major \\)
Then we .can éonsider what’t § of research might be’ deS1gned )
RIS / : '
- \l ~'J * ~ ’/’ o . e
A L. . e
; o "ﬂ:’ 1/ 0 . /,
N ‘ : ‘\f : d o - ' \) -




- ‘ . 11

« ', .

¢ One obvious problem here has beer the "most important problem” question. We .-

have used it in this study oecause 1t ylelds open- ended data, which are egsential
. . s
for measurlng dlver31ty, and because it prox&des comparablllty between our two

data archives. Further, it is not an inconsequential criterion variable; the agenda
heldl»r;he publxc in & communlty 1\\g research topic of Ponsldeeable lnterest in

. both media research and ¢h3‘§3eld of" commmnity developdent. But thls is not the only
aree}*n'whlch d1versi%z;of v1eVD01nts is important. The range of opinlon on any

agenda toplc is also & criterion worth assessing; another is the degree of variatien
- Ay

A S
Ps

By across time either in-the.problems‘agenda or in cpinions about items on that agende.

.

Lommnities in which many different viewpoints on the same topic are aired, and in
- l o L o
which/shifts in the total public perspective occur, wo\1ld seem to be functioning more

- - in the manﬁer'of the Jeffersonian ideal than those co

ities where few problems are

B ¢ perceivéd ag importent, and where there is’ little/diversity of opinion or, change in

<

»
The role of local media ¥n differentiating communities in

& perspegtive over/time,
‘ »

—— . N " . . N .
these ways is a worth mmuch more exuens%ge 1nvest1g?§iyh.-

N

The use”of locei’sites‘that hapben to have~been sampling units in the Wisconsin
and CPS surveys is large o artifact of those survey designs, but it is a justifi-
~ - . /‘ *
able procedure. We have fRused on newspapers in deflnlng medla-rlchness because they
& .

. M \ g ’
- generally cover local jcirculation areas that correspond roughly to communities as we
o

.

have defined them operationally here. Television has been ignored ¢perations
PR

in part.because it is more difficult to define the level of TV "media-richnes

local commpnitf where distant signals may be received: or where cable servic

‘' ’

in added channels. What we have not addressed at all with this method,

.

the role of national media ~- and television pursues much more of a nation2¥ news ori-

. entation thaq does the newspaper in this country, Cross-societal comperative research

. 4 .
comparing differept types of national media systebe'in terms of divereity of public

Jperspective would be very difficﬁit to arranag/in the face of pélitical_and economic

s

-

barriers; it is é?cenceivable long-range model worth bearing in mind, however.
-p‘ * - .- >‘

s ...
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# gample of a sufficient number of commuhiti

-, st .
\ es gﬂ*%buld be substituted for the group-contl

The concept of "media-richness" is ahmittedly a glib and simplistic one.

Carefully deslgned studies might well be able to discern subtler differences be-

tveen med1a systems, such as the impact of various legal controls, or of chain vs.

1ndependent ownersh;p, on the degree of d1versity. ‘One ‘important link in the

K

hynotheslzed causal chain that we have omitted in this paper is that of diverslty .

of media content. The.CPS 197k survey, from which we have taken audience data here,

.
.~

also includes a content archive; thd.CPS staff is currently coding ten fall 1974

’ front, peges of newspapers \n each of the coprunitiqf in the survey into the cate-

gories of the "important problem” scheme of Appendix 'B. When this data set is avail-

able, secondary analysis of local’media content analogous to our analysis of audience-

agendas here w1ll also be possible. As we have noted, there is already some lltera-

ture assessing media content diverslty by means of entropy measures; our results here

.

night well stimulate more such -efforts.

ne

Another limitation on thislstudy is the small and variasble local sample sizes.

Whlle we assume that sampling err/;&;s teken into account in.our statistical tests, (

1t is difficult to take terribly seriously estimates for a given communlty that are - .

’

based on only a dozen or so cases. - A tudy designed specifically te address the d1ver-

sity questﬂon should (a) sanole the same number of persons in each site, (b) select

‘éertain communities purnose“ully to prOV1de a clear contrast in terms of local media

[ -~ . IS

resources, and (¢) draw somewhat larger samples in these sites.

-

Perhaps the greatest weakness in our make-do design,is the dbvious fact that there

are many ‘correlates of diversity as we have measured it here, correlates that could

account for our findings without any necessary effects belng attributed to media re-

sources. The one major factor that we were able to control in the-national study =-

.

the communlty s-degree of metrOpolitanism -- does in fact appear to accoupt better R

for the number, if not the diversityy of agenda problems held by the citizen. If a

were, available, a nultiple regression

.

ts approach we have had to use here., -,

" \' ; ! - - i ¥
‘$his would permit the similtaneous comparlson ngsuch,predictors as educational lgzel,

EKC

.. B - N » -
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occé;atioée&—&aé—;aeéal—exhnicﬁdistzibutions, tenure of fesfdénce,.aﬁd‘other ag- ’ T
4 . greg;a.te indices, along with more detailed sgecj?fication of the conn;m#s media

characteristics. Meanvwhile, though, the:results reported here’éeém to us highly

encoﬁraging as a‘first step‘in gssessing at an empir;cal level the first principles

%

on'which the American nation's media,sysfem has been built. .o .o
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/ ._\' Table 1 . . * , .
Ind.icgtoi's of Div'ersity in Wis‘consin Counties, by Newspaper .Resoufces
*County (v) Res.’;:onsles_/person ; Eﬁtz"‘o;')y/county . .
I. Media-rich counties: ~
y A (33) 2,03 fd L.04 vy
B (118) "1.68 4,00
C (26) 2.00 , 3.99
D (16) 2.06 3.91
E (1k4) 2.07 - 3.87 . .
F (1&; 2.29 3.61 .
G * (o7 . \ 2.22 3.55
H (19) » oo 1.8k 3.55 ‘
1 (17) . 2.00 3.49
- J (18) , 1.78 3.43
X (14) - 1.71 T, 3.23
Weighted mean (316) _ 1.89 responses _3.82 bits
II. One-newgpaper counties: o
L- (23) - 1.91° 3.75
M (22) ' +1.68 3.66
.- N - “(13) * 1.38 3.62
: 0 (16) ~ 1.88 3.47 .
P (13) ! 1.23 . 3.34 .
Q (17) ; 1.65 ¢ 3.33 <
"R (12) . 2.33 .3.22
S S (11). B 1.73 : 3,19 '
Weighted mean ) (127) - . . L.73 responses' o 3.49 bits
’ A | . ,
. . . } . . : »
ITI. Counties with no daiMy newspaper:’ . : ¥
© T (13) 1.85 L.06
. U (1) 1.93 3.46
v - (25 1.% 3.45 .
W (13 . 1.31 3.3k
X (18 .89 «3.26
. Y ( 8) ‘ . . 2.00 2.88
Weighted mean ’ (915, « ' , 1.64 responses , . ii’lhh bits

i

P} N S p— a—— )

. , ¢ ' . ’

NOTE: ‘Data are from 1973 Wisconsin statewide survey. withIn each group, counties are
listed in descending order of entropy. For categories used -in coding responses,
see Appendix A. Interviewing and coding were done by Wisconsin Survey Research -
Laboratory. For alphabetical ligting of counties in each caftegpry in this table,
see Appendix C. i - B .
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" Indicators of Diversity in U,S. Primary Sampling Units, by Newspaper Resources

~

@
- Fad
<

. Locale ) - ;: Responses/person: , . Entropy/commnity

+

;I(%ﬁ&ﬁ&émmﬂﬁw:' S f J

[N

" a. Self-repregenting SMSAs (inciudiqg suburbs):

A (21) -

B (%8)' ?

c (ko) v

D (26)

E -(20) -

F (12) .

G (h2)' '}r

H (35)

I (26), !

- J (17)

K (s4) =

L (13)

M (2k) )
Weighted mean (348} i
b. Other Media-rich SMSAs: - . /

N {11) - g

T0 (17)- .

P -(313 :

Q (29) .
R (22) ‘
8 (15) :
T (19)
U (13) " ¢
v (21). <
W (1§g, : ¢
X (80
Y {25)
Z (13; -
AA o (12 . \ . ‘
BB (37)

cc - (21) -

DD (183

EE © . El’t) -

FF 17

@ k. (21)

2.19 T e 2.94
2.56 2.8
2.53 2.78
*2.27 , 2.63
.2.L45 ' 2.55
2.33 2,50,
2.55 2,45
2.23 - . 2:45
2,31 2.4 . v
‘2.52. 2.38
+ 2,50 2.31
2.15 he 2-31
2.13 1.95
2,38 responses 2,50 bits
2.614% L 2.95
2.35 286 p
2032 2079 .
2.1k ‘e 2.75
2.27 2.69
2.67 i i 2,66
2.11 . f N 2,66 7
2,15 ° 2.61
2.52 ' 2,60
2.50 2460
2.70 2.59
2,00 2.58
2.54 2.55
1.83 2,52
1.97 - 2.7
2.2l - 2.32
2.00 2.32
1.93 & T2.31
1.94 2.26 N
1.81 2.23
2.23 responses , " 2,57 bits

.




Table 2, continued

Locale (M) Re_sponsef,/person
} IT. Single-daily communities:
b ~
a. SMSAs: .
HH (32) 2.28
II (18) 2,33 '
JJ (18) 1.67
KK (19) 2,47
LL (15) . 2.33
MM (18) 2.39
NN (22) 2.23
00 (e1) . 2.62
PP (2k) 2,08
QQ (22) "1.91
RR (29) 2.31
SS ( 8) 1.38
Weig?tedmea.n , ., (246) 2.21 responses
b, Non-SMSA cowuities:
T (16) 2.63-
uu (15) ... 2.33 —
VvV . «(12) - 2,17
WW (32) 200
XX (28) . 1.86
e YY. - (11) T e 2.09
2z . (21) 1.86
AAA (20} 1ﬁ§';o :
BBB (17) :18 -
- CccC (26) - 2.0b s
' S DDD (13) 2.08 >
: . EEE .(16) . 2.25
~, "% FFF (19) 1:90
R GGG . w.(2h4) N ~1.33
i HHH :(313 By 1.90
o - I (10 . ¢ .70 -
ML J3J (15§ ‘ 1.27
KKK (17 o,
’ LLL © . (18) . s ! - 1.67 .
R . 7/
Wfighted mean- B - (361) 1 1.88 responses
[ = ' F ‘ § i
- pa

x
-

Entropy/communi ty

NI ANRERDDIRY
VIO O W' O30 N

HrPoPppPPPPMPDDPPDPPDPDNDND N,
e @ @ @ @ e ¢ @+ o
n o

. 2.4} bits

7

»—'»—-}—'v—'l—l.v—'m-pmmmmmmm.mi\)mm

* [ ] * e . - e e . @ * .QQ * . @ [ ] e e

SREELERELREFEIRIRATRS
| 2

"2.35 bits




Tablel2, continyed .

7
4

)

Lécale ' ' Responses/person . .
III Non-SMSA counties withoui daily newspapers' . /
B MMM . (303 » 2,00
NN - (e5) - 2.08
000 (2h) 1,92
; PPP (26) RS 1.92
QQQ (17) : 2.06
RRR (30) T 1.93 ’
sss (15) . 1.h7
TTT ‘(20 - "1.85
- U (20 2325
VAR 5‘17 2.29 _.
. . WWW ) 1.43 7
“Weighted mean (228) 1,93 responses

it

NOTE:

Data are from 1974 Center for Politlcal Studies nationwide survey. Within

each group, Primary Sampling Units”(PSUs) are listed in descending order:of
entrapy. For categories used in coding responses, see Appendix B. Inter-

viewing and coding were done by Center for Political Studies, Universit of
Michigan., For alphabetichl ilsting of PSUs 1n each category in this table,
see«Appendix D. .

x4

f<d

RSN

@

«

HEEORDMDMD MDD D

Entropy/community - -

2,42 bits
-
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Table 3 o B .
3 i o ~— .
y of Weightéd Meank in the Two Stidies -~ . .
. n’. ' , ,
‘ & - o . _
o *  Wiscomsin ) , National Sample .
' (counties) . Self-rep. Other "Non-,
—_— ' SMBAs SMSAs - SMSAs
’ ’ . - . ! i ) "g. ] !
Mean no. of responses per person: K B
o Fledda-rich . 1.89 . 2.38 | 2,93  ceem
LT (W) . . (316) - - (38) . (3%2)
jSi.ng'le dailies 1.73 - < - m— £.21 1.8.8“», E
(W) _ (127) - (246) - (361)
- No daily . 1.64 ' $ e—— - . 1493 -
" () S : (91)  (228)
Mea.n‘ en‘trop_y of responses (in bits) per locaie: CooL | L ‘, \ N
' Media-rich ‘ . .3.82 i ' 2.50 © 2,57 ' -
(V) : .o (11) e (13) 0 (20) .
. . . , - ) . g
Singfé dailies 3.’49 , ‘ fmm- . 2'1}1}‘ 2.35 , ‘W$ ;S
() (8) C—(@2) - (19) T 7o
No deily - ‘ N feie et 22 .
(™, - - (6) . () -

’
o f
- .

"-“NOTE: WWWWWW-MSm'COWﬁeS are
‘ not comparsble to those from the national sample, since different ‘questions

were asked, and different category systems wgre. used-in-coding* the respdnses N ’
in the two surveys. (See‘Appendices A and'B for details.) Cell Ns are, re-
S spttively, the mmber of persons repregsented in calculating the mean responses’
'~ per person, gffd the fiumber of locales represented im calculeting the mean | ... .50
) ~ entropy per locale. Weigh%ing'hof, entropy scores from each locale is proportional .
“« to the number of respondents for that locale. _ o Co ‘
' - KA : ’ . .. ‘ ' | g '
. l..' ) : . R - N ” e ' ., .t .
\x : ‘(_ i i ’ - n T
. ./ ¢ N ¢ - - - ’ . . ’
[4 .. -~ "‘—J_ -— ,
* it . N ‘\ - ¢ o
° - . ’ R I.“
. N €« - 57 . ,
" TN . ) - :
ok - s . . e e
- g e
' ~1, ! ™ :
. - - Fow
) N . . s
- ) 221 . EE N o -
~ ’ " -
~ . : ' “\ ' ' :




. : ‘ A;pendix A . - ' » . .

L3 . .

o . Questlon a.ndg.Coding Categones for Wisconsin study .
- Q. What do you think are the most 1mportant problems facing <the state of W:Lsconsm‘?
. Ciwil Rights ~ ..y  Lack of Industry . '
- L. Cost of Living ] Land Use -.Planning
. . ©opCrime | T L ¢ Laws - # N
- ., . Dw- L S - JMass Transit o
' S » Drugs "%« . i, Natural Resources . .
’ " Beohomy s YT TR " Need for Toll Roads

. . TEdweatfomw. . - = 7 - Pollutiom’ » -

I . “Bnergy Crisis . .~ ' i Peor-Govetnnent Oﬁ‘icmls‘ e
_ " Environment - - ' PoorMorals . . I -
Farmers' Incomes . ; ‘Recreation for Young * :,“
Food . ' Revenue Sources .

Fuel ‘Prices . Spéei€ic Needs of Cities

. Government StatEFiganées MX ‘
.7 - Highwags © Texes . i~

J . Housing ; ’ﬁ’?"sﬁnempld?ment -

' "Inflation :

—.\

- ‘\x SRR

\*m» ,\.. )

- ::;.w‘w!‘ R =

i’ \“’S 0 }:
N f PR
O

- .
M i em od mT
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. ) - I/Appendlx c 4 : }\ |
' L1st of Counties by Medla.-resources Categoflza.tlon, WlSCOl’lSln Stu.d\yr
. % . e ¢ . 1 .

D a 1. Medla-rlcp count_les Dane, Dotge, Kenosha, Mllwa.ukee, Price, Racine, Rock, i
ar Walworth, Washington, aukesha, Wood o : , £,
“wh . : .
wéf':‘ﬁ,t', II. One-newspaper coudties:. Browh, Douglas, Eau Cla.lre Grant, Ma.nltowoc , U .
AN Outagamle, Sheboygan, W1nnebago . . JO . -
| W “wtﬁu',, - . . ' .

LY III \Counta.es w::.th no dally n.ewspaper Cla.rk, Ocorito, Polk, Sauk, Trempealeal, ‘\/
_"?!:-ﬁ(,\\ﬁ L‘ Wa‘upaca‘ e - <7 ) o , S
. Note These lists a.re in alpha.betlca.l orde , which does not correspond with therorder
“III are based-

% M
Sy \
)

.
-."
I

T1.

of listings of counties; in Table 1.
" ¢n Ayer's Directory and- sup{l.\:rentary 1nforma.tlon about county media reso

by persons familiar: with t

search Labora.tory, —from

x;g;desmzdg‘the Trstitute for Sopialf
G- S8Hpling details are aﬁilable through

Research. . . N S e

Cl.ass1f1catlons into Groups I, II an

ces provided
eas Sampllng ‘was conducted by the Wiscensin Survey Re-
Wthh sampllng details are available.
‘. . * ) N .

Appendlx D ° -

‘

. Ligt of PSUs ;"?dl& resources Ca.tegoriza.tlon Na.tlona.l Sample Study ’

‘.

Media-rich communities
Baltimore,. Boston, Chicago, -

Angeles/Long Beach, New York City,

St. Louis, Wa.shlngton, D.e.

_a. Self-representing SMSAs (1nclud1ng Suburbs)
Cleveland, Detroit, Jersey City/Newark, Los
Philadelphia, P1ttsburgh, San Francisco/Oakland,

Atlanta GA, Bridgeport CT, Charleston WV, Columbia SC

™ Dayton OH, Houston TX, 'Indianapolis IN, Little Rdck AR, Louisville XY,

Mlnneapolis MN, Montgomery AL, Phoenix AZ Richmgnd VA, Salt, Lake UT, San Dlego
. CA; SeattlesWA, Syracuse NY, Trenton NJ, TulSa. oK, Worcester MA -,

b. Other media- .rich SMSAs:

-
-

Ham:\.lton OH, Miami FL New London.CT, '
Va.lle;)o CA, Wa.terloo “IA, Wilkes-Ba.rre PA

Slngle -daily communities

a, SMSAS. Abilene TX Eugene OR, Fllnt MI
Orlando FL;* S:Loux. Fa.lls 8D, Toledd COH.,

Acadia IA, Adalr MO Clark AR Ga.rdner MA, Ha.ncock OH, Knox -
IL, Lowndes GA, Sa.rasota. FL, Pitt NG, Sheboygan WI, St

'b Non-SMSA - countles'
Wa.tauga. NC Wha.tcom WA, York ME

.. OH, Logan CO, Loga.n
. Joseph MO, Stodda.rd », Tulare CA, Ulster NY,

ﬁﬁn«?ﬂé% ‘counties w1thout daily newspapers:: Bledsoe TN, Crawford IA Currituck N
"L, Pagfs Carxoll IA,: Franklin ’NB, Mlssis.slppi AR, Muehlenberg KY, Pluma.s CA, Ra.ndo h

s;,,\mps@ys, Shafaer 220 >

«t

4

él‘phabetical order,.whlch does not cerrespond with the order of ~
Classiflcaﬁqns into Greup I, IT and III. are based on informa-
A cl&ss:.fications are based on 1970 U.S. Census'and the sampl-
“Hegearch st theUniversity of Michigen, from whiech -

~i;he Inter—l}nivers:.ty Copsortium for Political

ranre——

{ se 15‘.&1}5 “are - &n‘.
ﬁrgmainmdnez
er s~§1reotely ,,SMS

<
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