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ABSTRACT

Previous studies of media bias generally do nosicien intra-campaign shifts in
the composition of the coverage, leaving unanswtredjuestion of whether coverage is
consistently balanced or merely appears so wheheallps and downs of the election are
tallied up. Even this aggregate assessment ohbtalfrequently reveals imbalance in
coverage, but there are few studies that testffects of media imbalance. A lack of
comprehensive content analysis data makes subh&ambirk in this area challenging and
frequently dependent upon single-election studrdbase that examine a single variable
over multiple years. This project takes advantage highly detailed, project-generated
content analysis of all NBC Nightly News broadcastdNew York Timearticles during
the general election period (from just prior to ti@ional party conventions through
Election Day) for four election years (1996, 202004, and 2008) to address the
guestion of whether aggregate and intra-campaidpaliamce exists along three axes:
volume of coverage (total coverage of the camparghcandidates), share of coverage
(percentage of coverage received by each canditadegiven day, not conflated with
volume), and tone of coverage (average daily vaescore of coverage, positive or
negative). Share of coverage is not stable apamt of equilibrium, but swings back
and forth, favoring one candidate then the othexugghout the general election.

Analysis of tone of coverage reveals a surprisimgetation between the
positive/negative coverage of the candidates, toie of coverage of the candidates
correlating to a statistically significant degre#/ith this data it is possible to test whether
shifts in the composition of coverage cause shftdectoral support as measured by trial

heat polls. Analysis of the data shows a significalationship between changes in share



and tone of coverage and changes in levels ofelcupport. The corollary question,
“what attracts media attention?” shows that medi#ets are attracted by conflict as
determined by a qualitative and quantitative analggheadlines and share of coverage,
and a further test shows a significant correlabietween media coverage of an issue and
both candidates’ mention of that issue in their remattkgughnot between media
coverage and a single-candidate mention of theis3ine end result is a more-
comprehensive picture of political reporting, itkeet on the electorate, and the ways in
which candidates may attract attention than iserly available in the literature. The
combination of a multi-election measure with a hiiglgree of intra-campaign diagnostic
sensitivity provides a useful benchmark for thetar study of media coverage of
campaigns, as well as more than sufficient justifan for its substantive significance as
an area of political study, by virtue of the obsefrvelationship between coverage and

levels of electoral support.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Background and Context

Political journalists face the daunting task ofypding a balanced and objective
description of the political world to the publicThe political media face an array of
potential stories and multiple occasions for analgsiring election season. The media
environment of the presidential election campaigd &he campaigns themselves are
complex and dynamic, and yet we expect that thepasgn can be fitted into a neatly-
compartmentalized box whereby the view providetbaédanced.” Such an expectation is
not only unrealistic but, as demonstrated in thaptérs that follow, simply unreal.
Candidates compete for coverage, journalists coenfp&t space in their respective
publications and broadcasts, news outlets competmérket share, and all are subject to
interference by external events — how could suckraiironment ever produce coverage
that is equal in volume, focus, or tone? Mediaetage of presidential elections is
characterized by imbalance and variability in nplétiways, as logic (if not journalistic
conventional wisdom) would dictate in so complichte context. It is the goal of this
project to describe this environment for the readitermine which actions of the
campaigns can manipulate that environment, and ieeahow this variable environment

affects the electorate in four presidential genelattions.



News paints pictures of the candidates, their cagmga their actions, their
beliefs, their lives, and their competition withchaother. Ultimately, though, what is
said about one candidate is not the only consimeratWwe must also consider what was
saidin relation towhat was said about tleeher candidate, how the coverage compares,
and examine what impact those differences makéeanretectorate. This project shows
that changes in the share and tone of coveragé/eelcby each candidate have a clear
impact on their support because elections areaity p competition for the ears and eyes
as well as the hearts and minds of the voters. tdhe of news coverage is relevant in
that “good” news is good for a candidate, but the®, is subject to nullification by the
tone of coverage received by the opposing candid#téoth candidates are receiving
positive coverage, then how much good could it @odither? If both candidates are
receiving negative coverage, how much harm is dorether? The examination of tone
in this project reveals that most of the time thedidates are receiving about the same
tone of coverage, which has important implicatiorieen we consider whether tone of
coverage matters (even as it changes). Last, melGte aware of the fact that just as
candidates compete, stories and themes competeef@ttention of journalists, and they
are choosing the “news” of the day from among aewahge of potential stories. This
project’s examination of the news and the sourdethat news show that of the many
potential “news” items available, journalists hav@reference for conflict and drama in
their stories, and that predictability can be usgadandidates to exert some control over
their own coverage levels and composition. In shbere is competition between the
candidates all over, and not just on the hustingsididates are competing for press

attention, news content of the candidates’ camgaigncompeting for supremacy in



column inches and seconds of broadcast time, amdtdhe of that coverage can
determine whether positive news is relatively gaodl capable of improving their
standing among the voters.

In all of this, the political reporter is simplytampting to do the job they have
been assigned: to convey the most relevant andwatysy elements of the campaign to
the public in the most factual and objective marpussible (McQuail 2000, 173). After
all, what is political journalism for? The simpiesost direct answer is this: political
journalism exists to provide citizens with the imfation they need to responsibly exert
their political power in their own best interested@pted from Kovach and Rosenstiel
2001, 17). A simple answer, but with a complicataglementation; after all, journalists
are not secretaries taking dictation, and at theestame they are not free agents that tell
whatever story they see fit. Journalists are Ugaaking within the structural constraints
of a news-gathering organization, and as such theee certain conscious and
unconscious expectations of what they will covelthey are also, though, rather
independent in how they choose to cover the evientghich they are exposed, even
acting within those constraints. This dichotomgde to a combination of predictability
and variability in news coverage of the presidémiection campaign.

In one sense, the political journalist is a passivetlet for political
communication. There are, as we see in the cleftat follow, periods in the campaign
when the volume of news coverage increases sulabantThe increases seen during
these periods, however, are not the result of gistic decision-making. They are the
result of external events that consistently profmgher levels of coverage by virtue of

the news values they satisfy. These increasestah ¢coverage occur at clearly defined



segments of the general election calendar, andeasill see in the upcoming chapters,
daily totals of volume of coverage in the finaltgixlays of the campaign are very highly
correlated across four different elections, despite fact that volume of coverage
changes dramatically from week to week. Volumecoverage increases during all
nominating conventions due to the spectacle, adnfind novelty that are inherent to the
conventions. Vice presidential nominees are ancedin platforms decided, major
addresses given, and more, leading to a highly +weathy event. In competitive
elections, volume increases around the debatesg $iey offer direct contact between
the two candidates and almost unavoidable confiettveen elite actors. And in all
elections, coverage increases as we approach d&ldaay before reaching a peak on the
first Tuesday after the first Monday in Novembét.appears inconceivable that a news
outlet would ignore these events as news stomgsrdless of whether their motivation is
a sense of drama or civic duty. So, the journ@isargely passive in terms of the timing
of political communications.

However, the newproductthat is created, the focus of the stories filad] the
slant and tone of that coverage are very mucharh#nds of individual (or, just as likely,
packs of) journalists and editors. It is in thiaywthat journalists can be seen as active
members of the media environment of the campaighen presented with myriad
stories, they or their editors choose what is “nearthy.” When presented with a
number of potential themes for the day’s eventsy tthoosénow to tell the story. It is
because of this active character that we see wariat what and who is covered each
day, and how the stories about them are told. [Eaids to predictable levels of coverage

in terms of volume, but unbalanced content of cagerin terms of the component



elements of coverage like tone and which candigateceiving more coverage on any
given day.

Imbalance is not a bad word. Its meaning implieghimg more than a state of
being whereby the distribution of an element omalats exist in different proportions. It
assigns no motive or malice, makes no implicit>glieit claims of bias of any kind, and
is the very model of a non-normative term. Theanpalistic value of impartiality (as part
of the larger value of “objectivity”) includes twoomponents: balance and neutrality
(McQuail 2000, 173). Neutrality requires that inf@tion should be presented in a non-
sensational, fact-based way, and that standardtisathissue here. Balance, though,
requires that elements be given “equal or propoalidime/space/emphasis” (174), and
this standard is poorly suited to the news writamgl news selection process of political
journalists and political journalism. In the wordé one author, “objectivity” in the

coverage of an election campaign is characterizddlws:

...The norm of objectivity translates into an attefpfournalists to transcribe, as completely and
with as much detail as possible, what happens ercéimpaign trail. This means taking copious
notes on every campaign appearance, press releasut, and sentence uttered by the candidate
and his or her staff; selecting a few of these fe&m to be the most notable, developing a theme
around which to present these facts...and in this svaymarizing the day’s occurrences. (Joslyn
1984, 104)

Thus, the amount of material available from any gaign on any given day may be a
variable thing, as would the tone and content atf thaterial. This also does not take
into account the additional steps required to abtema newspaper or news broadcast,
which generally includes competing stories fromeotbampaigns. Finally, there is the
distinct possibility that a campaign may spend soimiés time discussing the opposition,
thereby granting some measure of that campaigrverage to the opposition. How, in
light of all of this, is “balance” to be expectaduch less achieved? A story about the

relative merits and costs of a new tax bill or abaoting in a particular city can easily
5



accommodate a requirement of balance, but an oggod dynamic political campaign
that produces hundreds or thousands of messagestarthents per day can hardly be
held to the same expectation, even if we assunteathaampaigns are managed with
equal skill and attended by journalists that slsarelar notions of the newsworthiness of
the material they are covering. However, whengaesl to the mass media, some react
as if the word “imbalance” is pejorative or penesrdVhen this work has been presented
in a public academic forum, discussants have stggddbat a different term be used,
since “imbalance” carries negative connotatiohy should it be necessary to assume,
a priori, that imbalance is negative? Political journalisnnbt chemistry or algebra,
where equations can be perfectly balanced out Witle effort on the part of
practitioners; it is a fluid, dynamic, and variakiéng that reacts to (and helps to shape) a
complex world of competing ideas and competing cagns. What rational expectation
could possibly lead us to believe that election ecage would be balanced in its
composition, regardless of which component elemehtthat coverage we were
discussing?

An empirical examination of the content of news @a@age during the campaign
displays a simple truth: balance in the media’orepg of a presidential campaign does
not exist; or rather, when @doesexist it does so quite by accident or en routa teew
imbalance. Volume of coverage received by eacldidate, the content of that coverage,
and the tone of that coverage are in a constaet stdlux, and with each passing day the

ratios of each will change, both towards the saraedidate and between the two

' This, from my personal experience, occurred a0l Annual Meeting of the
Midwest Political Science Association. It was sthidt “imbalance” was too closely tied
to notions of “bias,” and should be avoided asscdption of the coverage coded.

6



candidates. These intra-campaign imbalances ghayhielevant because their existence
provokes changes in a candidate’s level of elecsrpport, and aggregating them has
two negative effects: in the first place, it mayskahe variability seen in the media
environment and give a false impression of baldattaough a close examination shows
that even that “balance” is illusory); and in tleeend place, it prevents us from studying
how short-term changes in media coverage impacdidate evaluations by the
electorate.

Even if balance is possible, is it desirable? Widcognizing the benefits of the
norm of balance, there is a competing concern dnatattempt to “balance” coverage
would lead to a distortion of reality, which is raetter a result. When balance
manufactures a false impression of the realityhefcampaigns, then political journalists
are beginning to compromise on other component @ksnof objectivity, namely
factuality (McQuail 2000, 173). So, then, imbalamce¢he composition of the news and
the component elements of that news (volume, tané,subject) can be seen as a virtue
in and of itself. These shifting elements charfgedomposition of the news, and it was
the goal of this project to demonstrate that thenging composition of the news causes
changes in the electoral fortunes of those canesdedmpeting for office. What's more,
actions that precipitate changes in coverage amy Vikely predictable, making
competition for the attentions of the media anotblement of the modern campaign.

There is something to be won.



Research Questions

The fundamental question that drives this disdertas whether imbalance in the
media during a presidential general election cagipdias a significant impact on a
candidate’s electoral support. Naturally, this gfis;m makes the assumption that a
“balanced” media does not exist at all times; whatemay be determined about the
overall balance of the media in the aggregat&ra-campaign imbalance is almost
certainly unavoidable, regardless of the definitioh imbalance used. The term
“imbalance” calls for some clarification. Theresahree component elements we can
point to that may have some effect on the suppbi candidate: share of coverage
(volume received by each candidate, relative toother, as a percentage of the whole),
tone of coverage (valence, both overall and retativ the opposing candidate), and
volume of coverage (absolute amount of coverageash candidate). | propose that
shifts in these coverage measures have the pdtemtdter the ratio of electoral support
a candidate for president enjoys, but that previessarch has not fully described them
or their effect on elections. That research tertdddcus on descriptive content analysis
of the total election cycle in the aggregate rathan an intra-campaign analysis, and/or
focused on only a single election. This projeatsiders both the aggregate and intra-
campaign coverage of the candidates, and doesesdaw election cycles (1996-2008),
with an eye toward generating a more generaliZabdsy of findings.

Subsidiary questions must also be addressed if neetaa fully elaborate this
phenomenon. First, which of these three types dliance provides the most powerful
explanation of shifts in electoral support? Isetter for a candidate to command the tone

of the news and have a larger proportion of pasit@verage relative to one’s opponent,



to command a larger share of the news space withegaird for tone, to simply
overpower the competition and have one’s campaigmts or most beneficial issues be
reported in large doses, or some combination cfehe Certainly there are benefits for
each, and candidates would likely prefer to hauJettake, but it seems intuitively
plausible that in the event they are in competjtibrey are not equally matched. This
kind of inquiry allows us to identify how differersispects of news coverage interact,
which is the more influential, and whether some loanlisregarded entirely.

Second, what impact does the news have on votesss it make them more (or
less) likely to vote for a candidate? Without adesgation of this question, the probative
value of this project is greatly reduced — whilemi&y be interesting, it would be quite
unimportant. Moreover, are all citizens affectadthe same way? It is naive to think
that all of those who are news consumers or receaxs reports at second-hand are
impacted equally or at all by what they see, haad, read. It is necessary to disaggregate
electoral support and compare it against some camaeonographic factors (primarily
party identification and age) to identify how ortlite media affect potential vote choices
among different strata of the electorate.

Third, does a multi-election content analysis révuedalance in the media, in
terms of the share and tone of coverage of eactidate? This is a necessary — if
somewhat subjective — question. Coding the shiacewerage received by a candidate is
one thing, but coding the positive or negative po& of such statements is a
challenging but manageable proposition. Neverislthe question is important. When
a candidate receives more positive coverage relabvthe opposing candidate, logic

would dictate that the candidate enjoys a certdwaatage, in an electoral context. If



tone of coverage of the candidates varies, thenctimelitions under which candidates
gain relative tonal advantage also have importaqications for our understanding of
the media environment and our understanding of ih@ffects the voters’ evaluations of
the candidates. It was my goal in this projectitst tode the share and tone of coverage
of each candidate, and then test to see if chainggmt share and tone measure had an
effect on electoral support.

Last, what causes imbalance in the media? Whattatal or rational reasons
cause a reporter to create or select news of eplartcharacter, subject, or tone? When
political journalists create the content of the sethey arereatingimbalance — it is not
happening by accident or at random. Although pasisi the choice of whether to cover
the campaigns or not (that choice appears to betdd by the presence of a major
campaign event), they are active in choosing howawer those events, and the daily
activity of the campaigns. These choices are prmooed at different times in the
campaign life cycle, specifically in response te tonventions and debates, when the
events themselves dictate a certain degree of anbalin coverage. Outside of these
events, though, the attractiveness of certain @stoy statements by the candidates makes
an impact on the share of coverage received by eaatlidate, which indicates a degree

of control over media reporting on the part of thaenpaigns.

Significance of the Project
Despite a brief period during which media effeces@vconsidered “minimal,” the
consistently growing consensus is that the meds pl significant role in American

politics. Recent scholarship focusing on mediaaf supports and expands on the many
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facets of this phenomenon (Bennet & lyengar 20088 & Wattenberg 1996, Domke
et al. 1997, Zaller 1996, and more), and the istere well placed. It is certainly
appropriate to further our knowledge of the behawb that institution and how the
decisions reached by individual voters may be irgghdy the information maelstrom
that is, one could argue, absolutely unavoidablenduthe general election campaign.
Overall, in the aggregate and across time, the anddve shown neither bias nor
imbalance (D’Alessio & Allen 2000), but | find ewadce that the conclusion offered by
D’Alessio & Allen is not necessarily accurate wharding several elections using the
same content analysis scheme. | have also exanthnegresumption of balance on a
case-by-case (indeed, a day-by-day) basis ovegeaheral elections from 1996-2008 and
determined that intra-campaign imbalance exists eadses meaningful change in
electoral support. In a close election, small shitin be substantively significant, and it
is at these times that the largest proportion déiptital voters is paying attention to the
media. If there is a single time or circumstanckemw media effects, minimal or
otherwise, are relevant to our knowledge of how Aocam democracy functions, then
surely this must be it.

As the influence of traditional institutions fadasd personal networks decline
(Mutz 1998), the potential role of the mass medidarming opinions becomes even
greater. The reason this somewhat simplistic féatian is worthy of study in the first
place is that of the many things that impact vdteice — including party identification,
issue salience, heresthetics, demographic facédes,— media behavior is among the
most variable and subject to rapid shifts. In amipresent media environment, these

shifts and the role they play in determining thécome of elections are sufficiently
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important to merit further study. This, combinedhathe growing importance of media
as political actors and atrophying personal netwddee, among others, Putnam 2000
and Mutz 1998), gives us every reason to beliews thedia effects constitute an
important sub-field within the discipline of potal science. While acknowledging that
dealignment is a theory under fire in many waysiBa and Shapiro 2009), what cannot
be denied is that despite the distinct possibihat a new age of partisanship has arrived,
independent voters and weak party identifiers éitledgcisive in determining election
outcomes, and these are the very voters that aree prandidates for influence by an
imbalanced media. As we witness the erosion dlittcaal applications of party power
and the rise of an independent, dealigned, indallgusolated, and personally-mediated
American voter, one cannot help but return to asweration of the fourth estate’s
power, if it is such. If we are to believe thatess reason even in a minimal-information
manner (Popkin 1991) then the single-largest prgatol of political information
(Graber 1997) must be one focus of our researdarteff | do so here as a means of
identifying and illuminating one key concept: despa potentially balanced media
environment (in the aggregate), the fluctuationsvalume, share, and tone of media
coverage within campaigns cause shifts in electaapport that are small but
substantively significant, at least in terms of thargins of victory in many presidential
election contests.

Working from this starting point, the subsequenéesiions of why imbalances
occur, which citizens are most affected by thend, whether “what” and “how” the press
reports is as important as “about whom” it is rejpgy, all take on a rich and exciting

significance. They are made all the more relevanthe contextual ground shifting
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under our metaphorical feet: societies change,thase changes have implications for
how information is received and processed, wha nodss communication plays in the
political game and election contests, and ultinyatahat the relationship is between the
people, the government, and the democratic procEss.a start, if media coverage can
be manipulate@nd has a significant effect on support for candidatiesn as a discipline
we benefit from that knowledge. Moreoveampaignscan benefit from this knowledge,
and not only to the benefit of their selfish eleatmutcomes: candidates who are serious
about wanting an issue-based campaign can learrbbeiMo attract media attention and
direct it to those issues. This has positive iogilons for democracy in general, and the

knowledge level of the electorate in particular.

Scope and Method

There is substantial probative value in addresgirge questions with a multiple-
election scope, rather than a single election. aAsxample, consider the question of
volume of coverage over the course of an electymiec If one was studying such a
guestion during the 1996 general election campaigrgntent analysis would show that
the level of television news coverage of the caaidisl and campaign graph out in a
manner that suggests a high degree of interesteognedia during the convention period,
followed by decreased interest through the postseotion period. One would observe
small peaks of coverage during the debates, anohitaispeak come election day, but
with nothing approaching the volume of coveragensgring the convention period. If
this same researcher were to take these findindsganeralize them as applying to all

general election cycles, he or she would be makisgnificant error. When compared
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to the following election in 2000, there are stdiferences that challenge the previous
conclusions and make a case for a substantiveigreift interpretation of the volume-of-
coverage patterns observed. While the convenaoastill a significant media event, we
see that they do not dominate as they did in 1996.fact, in the final days of the
campaign, we see a substantial uptick in the aeelagel of coverage that brings that
average higher than that seen during the convemgeiod. This, incidentally, is a
pattern that is much more consistent with the othver election cycles included in this
dissertation, and is a fairly encouraging sign asmove forward. Common methods for
content analysis (which in this case include higiidyailed breakdowns of coverage —
literally seconds at a time) in addition to a npl#telection scope of analysis allow for
more confident assertions and inferences than wotlldrwise be possible, and in fact

which are rare in the political communication lgeire.

Construction of this Dissertation

This project is organized to provide the most clateppicture possible of the
media environment during a presidential generaltiele campaign, and then to test
whether those descriptive elements have explanatmer. Chapter Two will provide
an overview of relevant media effects and politmainmunication literature, engage in a
discussion of the theoretical underpinnings ofghenomena being studied, generate
testable hypotheses, discuss the data needed tbhees and define the conceptual and
operational definitions of the terms used. Chajpteee will describe the media
environment as a whole (coverage of both candidatdlectively) along several axes

and over several periods of the general electiompaggn, so as to provide a clear picture
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of what is reported, when, and how over the coafgbe general election campaign; the
multi-election format will also demonstrate thagsl descriptions are typical, not
particular to a specific campaign. Chapter Fodkexamine variability in coverage of
specific candidates and campaigns, and test fadeece of similarity and difference in
the coverage of individual candidates in the sal®etien year. Chapter Five
investigates what influence the campaigns havdnemtedia agenda, in terms of the
issues covered, which also allows for investigabbwhat political news producers
consider “attractive” news. Chapter Six tests Wwhaebr not campaigns can affirmatively
increase (or, if desired, decrease) their shaoewdrage by offering attractive stories to
the political press. Chapter Seven will then teseffects of shifts in share and tone of
coverage, both in the aggregate and among speaifigroups within the electorate.
Chapter Eight will then synthesize these findingd discuss their implications for the
study of media, campaigns and elections, and thiecgabsystem as a whole. The project
will conclude with recommendations for future resbaso that we may further our
understanding of the behavior and effects of thigartant institution of American
democracy.

The study of political news is much more than apdénexamination of who said
what, when, and why. Because we personally expegiso little of the world around us,
our dependence on the media to communicate thegablivorld to us magnifies the
importance of understanding what they create, waed,why. If we are to be effective
citizens, competently managing our public affaimd aelecting representatives that are
inclined to represent our best interests, thenneevéolly reliant upon the mass media to

give us the tools to do so. What use is populaesagnty if we are not capable of
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knowing what is happening? This takes on a risigificance when we enter the world
of campaigns and elections, since in this insténisehe clear expectation that the
electorate is the intended recipient of a greak deattention and information, and it is
the media that provide it to us on behalf of thenpaigns. The days of whistle-stop
campaigns are gone except as a quaint symbol \amdvehen such activities were
common the newspapers of the day were right tleeregort on the events. We depend
on the media to show us the world, and the wayhitlwthey do it has very real
consequences. This is the essence of modern Aaneglection campaigns. In a world
where image is everything, the purveyors of img@é®ether in print or over the air)
have a great deal of power, and it is a vocatiortlwaof any scholar to endeavor to
know what was said, and how it matters. This isiany ways a simple task, but it is
also an important one, and like many simple thibhgsll become more complicated on

further investigation.
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CHAPTER 2
SETTING THE STAGE: LITERATURE REVIEW, THEORY, DATA, AND

DEFINITIONS

Introduction

This project examines the distribution and dynamiésmedia coverage of
presidential candidates, the effects of share and of coverage of those candidates on
their electoral standing, and how campaigns mayente the content and construction
of that coverage. A study of news content andnjalist behavior is certainly not unique
within the literature, but this project is diffeteim terms of the ways in which it goes
about addressing that subject. It attempts to diescribe the content of the coverage of
the presidential campaign using a broad data Beittempts to determine the extent to
which coverage is controllable by the campaignsalfy, it attempts to identify which
aspects of that coverage have the greatest impatteopreferences of voters. The major
contribution of this project to the literature ithodological, in that campaigns and the
media coverage of them are rarely studied with suchmbination of depth and breadth.
Depth is achieved through the level of detail pnése the content analysis: very small
segments of broadcasts and individual print stoaes coded for several variables
including tone, length, speaker, subject, and tofdceadth is achieved by applying the

same coding scheme to four consecutive electi@unceptually, the project is generally



consistent with others in the literature: it asssri@t messages are sent and received by
the media to the public, and that more and positews is a benefit to campaigns, while
less and negative news is harmful to campaigns.alsb acknowledges that many
receivers will actively resist the messages thatr@nsmitted.

Before proceeding with description of the contemd aypothesis testing, though,
it is first necessary to lay out the model and thgcal basis of the project; review the
literature relating to news production, the contehthe media environment during the
campaign, tone of coverage, media effects, andraowf the media agenda; and
adequately define a number of terrBging a wide-ranging project in terms of time and
cognate disciplines, this section is intended &betate on the particular nuances of the
terms to be used, the place of this research inwtlder literatures, and the intuitive
plausibility of the hypotheses offered based on ttieoretical underpinnings of other
authors. Whenever a number of intersecting andetatal concepts and fields are
present, the elaboration of definitions, terms, #rebry become much more important,

and it is my hope that this chapter will put uscallthe same page.

Model
There are two distinct phases under consideratoe: mews production and
transmission, and news reception and acceptamcethér words, what factors determine
what the “news” is (and, hence, it's unbalancedirggt and how does that imbalance
affect vote intentions in the electorate? | willrs with the news creation environment
and what it produces. Specifically, what is thesarse of potential stories that may be

selected (whether from external events or suggéstede campaigns and/or the news
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organization itself), how many stories are notcel@ but “created” (auto-genesis on the
part of the journalist), and how do they move tiglothe news organization en route to
transmission? | will then move on to a model afspasion once those messages are
transmitted. They may be considered one unifiedehof news creation-transmission

and reception-acceptance, or treated separately.

Campaign-Media Interactions

We begin with campaigns. What do they want? déasonable to conclude that
they view positive coverage in the media as a hetwetheir campaign — it will improve
their chances of winning the election. In the sa®ia, negative coverage of their
opponent should have a negative effect on prolglofithat opponent winning the
election. The inverse is also assumed to be tEaeh campaign also has a preferred
issue agenda for the campaign, and would like ¢édtsese issues raised in the media to
increase their salience to the electorate. Theretbe campaign has two goals with
regard to the press: first, encourage positive @me of their campaign (to include
defense from attacks from the opposing campaiga)eacourage negative coverage of
the opponent (attacks); and second, encouragehi@tewer extent possible) coverage of
the campaign’s preferred issues (Norris et al. L99%e campaign can attempt to
accomplish this through direct contact (candid&eements, press releases, and
surrogate/campaign staff statements), indirectastr{speechmaking), or appearance
(candidate appears at an event or location, bug doespeak). These three options

constitute the means by which campaigns can “offtaties to the press.
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Shifting perspective to the journalist, there arms resistance factors to address.
Journalists consider candidates to be strategirsaptaying a game, at best (Patterson
1993, Just et al. 1996), and liars, at worst (Jaomend Waldman 2003). They dislike
being managed or worked by the campaigns (Gans, Z2ler 1996), and resist attempts
at outright scripting or manipulation (Zaller 19%8owers et al. 2003). However,
journalists do still have a news hole to fill, sore of the material offered by the
campaign will be selected by them for story cregtand they also seek out the campaign
for information and good stories. This, thougmas the only source for stories. There
are also external events (public policy problerhs,gconomy, national security, natural
disasters, etc.) artie stories the journalists create for themselvékis “auto-genesis”
is very common, comprising about half of all ster{€roject for Excellence in
Journalism). All of these potential stories — camgp-generated, external, and internal —
funnel to the journalists, who then choose whaicwfhey will cover. There is one
additional source of stories, though, and they mmaekwards up the chain: it is possible
that the news organization — implicitly or expligit- will suggest stories to the journalist.
Once the stories are written, they are communicatéide news organization for further
selection. It is the organization that ultimatetgates the “news” from the stories offered
(Gans 1980), and transmits it to the public. Schterally, the model is as follows:
Campaign Comm./Appearance

Journalist (auto-genesig—> Organarati

/ \

External Events News Product
Essentially, this is a multiple-gate gatekeepingleto Journalists, for reasons of

professional growth, will choose stories that asmpelling to viewers and are likely to
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get on the air — that are “good” news. To satilBir self-view as “referees” in the
political game (Patterson 1993) they will tenddous on areas where the candidates
conflict or on the failings of the candidate or gagn (watchdog tendency), and do so
within a game- or analytical-schema (horseraceésiyacoverage bias). Professional
ethics and standards will create a desire to peothdlanced” and “objective” coverage,
but at the same time the desire to tell a simpteampelling story (Jamieson and
Waldman 2003, Gans 1980) will work against thatufap, resulting in periodic shifts in
the “prevailing” candidate or campaign. This is tlesult of selecting a “main character”
for the story, who will receive a disproportionat@ount of the coverage, at least for that
day (or, for a longer-running story, series of dayBhe news organization faces similar
pressures, as both a public institution and anstrgicompetitor (McQuail 2000, 191).
The news must be objective, but salable, and ge thestructural pressure to produce
horserace/strategy coverage rather than issue-lsasedage. In order to tell a good
story (with appropriate dramatic elements, protagfpantagonist, etc.) the ideal of
balance with regard to share of coverage may bpdearly lost, but can be
corrected/restored on another day when the oppoaitgaign is the protagonist. The
end result is a news product that shows daily (ssibly aggregate) variability.

These choices will affect the relative share oferage of each campaign, and
campaigns that offer more of what journalists waonflict and/or novelty) will receive
a greater share of that coverage. Even when theagns are engaging in conflict-
generation by attacking, they may still receiveeater share of coverage, despite the
fact that the story they are “providing” to jounsés is about the other campaign. The

originating campaign (Campaign A) will still receigome amount of coverage as the
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originator of the attack, but the focus of the gtwill seem to be, from the perspective of
the journalist, the campaign which is beattackedCampaign B). As a result, to
“balance” the equation as it relates to share vérage, there is ethical pressure to
present a story about Campaign A. The net resaltgreater share of coverage for A,
since their share includes their proportion ofdhginal “attack” story about B, as well
as their own.

To summarize: the amount of space the organiz&ianiling to devote to the
campaign will depend on the level of interest ia tampaign, both on a daily and
aggregate basis. There are numerous potentiate®of stories, including the
campaigns, outside events, news outlets, and tmegbsts themselves. Share of
coverage will likely vary, due to the storytelliogallenges to creating genuinely equal
levels of total coverage. Tone of coverage islgasilanced even in the presence of
imbalance of share, so media will tend to produadariced tone of coverage even if that

coverage is generally positive or negative.

Media-Populace Interactions

Once the news is produced, it is transmitted. Traissmission is not perfect,
however, and there are two roadblocks to overcoeoeption and acceptance.
Reception is not universal, however we can safsdyime that as a whole the electorate
will react to the media since so many receive eitlect or two-step information from
the mass media. Acceptance is another story, hewedvany viewers will resist
information that is contrary to their existing caesations. In this case, the most

obvious is barrier is partisanship. For those @&becept the information, though, there
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will be an updating of the candidate evaluationthat voter. Since the campaign
environment is so information-rich, it does noteweuch matter whether we consider
voters to be making memory-based or on-line procgsiecisions, though memory-
based models would predict a stronger and more drateeffect. The news coverage
will change the candidate’s standing in the elexttorelative to his/her previous standing
by virtue of opinion change at the individual lev&lositive news for a candidate will
increase their standing while negative news witirdase it, and the balance of the two
will determine the net change for each candidaith twe net difference between the two
candidates causing change relative to the othalidare. Simple exposure may cause an
increase as well, though, since some voters agbylth be “activated” regardless of the
tone of the news, so an increase in share of cgeatwne will also cause an increase in
support for the candidate, barring an excess adtnegnews. So, then, the most likely
scenario is that support for a candidate will iaseewhen that candidate’s share of
coverage increases, as long as the relative tooevefage is neutral or better by
comparison to the opposing candidate.

With regard to content of coverage, there is alteedback loop from the
receiver. If readers/viewers select more of aateitind of story, then news
organizations will be more likely to offer it. Thalso applies to whether stories persist in
the media cycle, or fade, which would also accdanpersistent but oscillating
advantages in share of coverage.

Schematically, the model is as follows:

Partisan screen

News product——» %%%—» Voter
\_/ .



This suggests that segments of the electorategtivbe are least likely to resist the
content of the news) will be more likely to demaatt the changes described than other,

less- accepting segments.

Literature Review
Introduction

Whether or not there is balance in the media ismpticated question which has
been answered in different ways within the literatuwvith different conclusions. To
begin, some maintain the conventional wisdom thaltds that there is a degree of
personal or institutional partisanship in reportif@raber et al. 1998, Patterson &
Donsbach 1996, Graber 1997, Kahn & Kenney 2002) ¢aa cause imbalances in
coverage. These imbalances are defined as “b&m]”while no standard definitions
exist, most include this notion of imbalance aslemnce of bias. One definition cites “a
systematic tendency to favour (in outcome) one sidgosition over another” (McQuail
1992, 191). Another defines media bias as “a syatie, persistentinbalancein the
mainstream news coverage” (D’Alessio & Allen 20@382, emphasis added). At the
same time, there are others who hold that despditiated incidences of “bias” in the
media (by which they mean “imbalance”), no consistgases exist overall (D'Alessio &
Allen 2000, Patterson 1980, Gans 1979, lyengak. 2084).

This is an important discussion, but | submit ttd conventional understanding
is not really the best way to classify and disdlescampaign media environment. We

should be concerned with whether or not the medmaahstratembalanceand why such
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imbalance matters. How such an imbalance comebetas also a focus of this
dissertation, and the news production process lam@rofessional behavior of journalists
will be examined as well, though not with an eywaads uncovering bias. The main
reason for this is that bias is a motivation of theator of the news, not a component of
the coverage itself. There is, simply put, no stlihg as “biased” news: the news is
whatever the content is, and whether it was creatgld a biased intent is largely
irrelevant in a discussion of news balance andctffe A report that has its roots in a
biased perspective is no more or less influentiahtan identical report that does not, and
at the same time the appearance of imbalance dmesutomatically mean that the
coverage is biased. Objectivity in reporting is aft-cited journalistic ethic, and
incorporates the ideals of both balance and newyti@&icQuail 2000, 173). Attempting
to fuse the two, though, has the potential to ereanflicts between them: after all, could
bias not produce a degree of balance in coveragm o campaigns are not equally
matched or when the day’'s events dictate a diffecerantity of coverage for each
campaign? In this case, we would be applaudingdibal of balance but at the expense
of the ideal of neutrality. We should not be catifig “balance” with “the absence of
bias.” A much more useful and non-normative pargpe is to simply study the content
of the news and, if appropriate in a discussioh@iv imbalance (or balance, for that
matter) comes to be, address bias simply as orenfmmt cause of the appearance of
certain content.

In the paragraphs that follow, | hope to demonstthat although the literature in
this area is both thorough and appropriate for ehstipline, there is an interesting gap

in the information provided, which is that there ligle discussion of the detailed
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composition of the media environment and how thavirenment influences our
preferences in real-time — that is, on a daily dasthin an intra-campaign setting, rather
than an aggregate accounting at the conclusiomefcampaign. What's more, many
important questions fall through the gaps betwemrnalism, political science, and
communications. Those who have raised questionatefest to us do not necessarily
answer them in a way that we as political scientigbuld like, and in many cases the
data is collected but the appropriate political sjiom (for example, what impact news
coverage has on electoral support) is not askede will begin with the behavior of
political journalists, then move on to a descriptiof the media environment that they
create. Next is whether or not that media envirenintan be manipulated or controlled
by the campaigns. Finally, there is a review o #ffects that coverage can have,
specifically whether share and tone of coveragemaaningful contributors to the level

of support a candidate receives.

The Behavior of Political Journalists & The Mediaironment

Political Journalists

Political journalists “make” the news — it doeg smnply “happen” (Epstein
1973, Fishman 1980, Gans 1979). Items are seléctedthe wide range of possible
stories, themes, and events that occur in a giagnahd from these selected items
journalists create the news. Journalists areingilg “reporting” (Jamieson & Waldman
2003). They are creating a narrative that drawypical storytelling elements such as
drama and suspense to paint a picture of the qallivorld (Joslyn 1984, Lippmann

1922, Kovach & Rosenstiel 2001). After all, wereger to them as “stories,” and with
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good reason. In light of this, we should not viewrnalists as drones, taking dictation,
but as active members of a political community tattribute to and change the
environment in which political decisions are madée news environment they create is
subject to influence by the structural demandses¥isioutlets, news values, professional
considerations, and the perceived roles of the anedihe political process.

There is a remarkable degree of similarity inribevs produced by all outlets
which can be attributed to similarities in the deat&of journalists’ parent organizations.
In large part, all political journalists are repog on the same events, so a degree of
similarity would be expected. Reflection of a pavable political “reality” does not
fully account for these similarities, though, usiésere were only a very few discrete,
observable actions on a given day. Since the cgmgarovide regular fodder for the
political media — more than can be reported onareyday — these journalists could
conceivably tell quite different stories on anyagjivday. However, because the
processes, motivations, and pressures are sirailandst news outlets (Bennett 1996,
Cohen 1963), what is news to one outlet also temtde news to another. These
pressures mean that political journalists, fooélheir freedom, are not acting
completely under their own free will, and have rad&ncy to produce
tabloidized/sensationalized news that is of singlamtent and focus as that of their
competitors (Cowan 1998, Esser 1999, Lasica 199Bgre is also a degree of peer
pressure at work, and “pack journalism” resulta journalistic tendency to report one’s
competitors’ stories so as not to miss out on thesd'real” news (Crouse 1973). This is
even justifiable, in the journalists’ eyes: theatren of one news event prompts the

creation of others in other news organizationgesthe item covered is now “news,” and
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therefore worthy of the attention of the other newtets, even if they had not previously
considered the event newsworthy (Cohen 1963, 61).

Journalists still exhibit a significant degree diépendence, despite the
limitations placed on them. For example, journalisave a tendency to ignore press
releases from the campaigns (Flowers et al. 20@8nek et al. 2002). Journalists do not
view it as part of their job to “cheerlead” for thampaigns and release the information
exactly as presented — they view their role asxdapendent body that acts as a critic and
watchdog of the political system (Cohen 1962, Pstte 1993), and to a significant
extent this is what we see, despite a dependenteffarial” information (lyengar 2008).

In fact, when campaigns attempt to “manage” thesnamd control political journalists,
those journalists who become aware of the attempgathgement actively retaliate.
They have a tendency to “replace” the campaignsireleé messages with more critical
messages (Zaller 1998, Miller & Gronbeck 1994)isTtule of product substitution” is
defined by Zaller as follows, and showcases the@és independence among political
journalists:

The more effectively reporters are challenged éotiol of a news jurisdiction, the more
assiduously they will seek to develop new and nitsitre types of information that they
can plausibly substitute for what politicians areyiding and that affirm overall
journalistic control of mass communication. (1968)

In terms of deciding what “news” is, journalistake use of “news values,” or
elements that define the relative importance anigance of an event and contribute to
its newsworthiness. Though difficult to defineg tierm can be understood to mean the
value of a particular event as measured by itsrpiaieto effect change in social
structures or norms, coupled with the degree a¢iset it presents in the contemporary

issue climate. While no comprehensive, commonbepted list of news values exists
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(such a list may actually be impossible to cregiteen the different worldviews and
social structures of different populations, evethim same country), the most commonly-
cited list includes twelve news values, specificditequency, threshold, unambiguity,
meaningfulness, consonance, unexpectedness, dbyitcamposition, reference to elites
(nations and people), reference to persons (thsoéjui, rather than the thematic or
serial), and reference to the negative (Galtungu§dr1965, 65-71). The theory posits
that the more individual news values are satidfiga particular story, the more likely
that story is to appear in the news. This lish@ivs values is subject to condensing and
revision (Harcup and O’Neill, 2001, Palmer 1998telPeon 1979, Peterson 1981), and
adjustments are often made to accommodate foratiepar circumstances under which
these values are employed.

Professional interests also guide journalisdaciding what to select as news.
Success in the journalism field is often had bydpmng meaningful, important news
stories, and journalists want they want their s®tb top the news or make the front
page. This makes them particularly sensitive tonhets and needs of the institutions for
which they work (Cohen 1963, Jamieson & Waldman320@ther works on media
behavior examine the behavior of the media as etifumof demands by news consumers
(lyengar et al. 2004, Kerbel 1995, Patterson 189&dy and Johnston 1987),
demonstrating an increase in strategy and horsemarage to meet consumer demand
for those kinds of stories, by comparison to martestantive issue coverage. Writing
and selection are affected by the audience. latldience prefers competition
(horserace) coverage, then it is more likely tenee it (Cohen 1963, 110). Another

explanation for this horserace/strategy preferéntieat issue coverage is generally more
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difficult to produce than horserace or strategyetage, due to the time required to
research candidate positions and understand tedldgtails of the issues involved
(Kanniss 1995). In many cases, journalists willyahiscuss issues as a cover for
discussing political maneuvering (Patterson 1998)iRson & Sheehan 1983).
Candidates are eager to discuss issues, and dteaaad in many forums (Just et al.
1999, Vavreck 2009, as well as this project), beeems that the media are not quite as
interested in reporting on them, in most cases.etWér this is due to the disinterest, lack
of connection to the public’s wishes, and arrogasfgeolitical journalists (Fallows 1996)
or the disconnect between what the public saysuitsvand what it actually consumes
(lyengar et al. 2004) is a difficult question, Il result is still the same.

Journalists view politicians as strategic actoet Hre attempting to manage their
messages and coverage of their campaigns withetoesards “winning” their particular
contest. They view them as acting within a “gaieesna” (Patterson 1993). Such a
view informs the news they create, and in a sdmseatso make the media strategic
actors as well, as this view affects how they reffer campaign. Since they presume
that candidates are playing a game in which théeagd makes the final determination
of the winner (literally, in the case of an elentimontest), they also presume that
candidates are exaggerating positives, minimiziegatives, obfuscating, deceiving, and
pandering to the audience (Weaver 1972). They haeadency to report the campaigns
in a competitive framework, both between the caatgisl themselves and between the

candidates and the political media (Patterson 1980)
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The Media Environment

A day’s media coverage of the campaigns can beitlesicas a combination of
the volume of coverage of the campaign, the fodubai coverage (which candidate or
campaign), the tone of that coverage, and whagoayeof coverage or issue that
coverage is about. The research to date suppmrte general statements about the
media environment. First, presidential campaigrnthé modern era (since 1968, at least)
are always a prominent feature in the news, regasdbf the year, and the volume of
coverage, despite aggregate variability, remaighb [fPatterson 1993, Farnsworth &
Lichter 2007). The media tend to report in simiays on similar issues throughout
each campaign, utilizing a story frame that is cdaue-centered and non-ideological
(Kerbel 1995, Graber 1997, Jamieson & Waldman 20@@)litical media produce much
more horserace and strategy coverage than othes bfpcoverage, namely issue
coverage (Benoit et al. 2005, lyengar et al. 26@&tbel 1995, Patterson 1993). When
they do not center on the horserace, stories tefmtts on candidates’ personal
attributes rather than their issue positions (Gra8&6, Klein & Maccobby 1954). The
tone of coverage is found to be generally negabuégnough exceptions exist in terms
of timing of coverage (tone varies based on whehéncampaign it occurs) and within
entire elections (some are balanced or posititene) that there is doubt as to the correct
characterization of tone of coverage, overall. t&Jfhis point, examination of these
component elements of news coverage (tone, volantecontent) has almost
exclusively been done in the aggregate, withoutméxizng daily or periodic variations in
coverage, nor has it been examined across muétiptgions using the same

methodology. Therefore, many of these findings matybe generalizable.
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The total, aggregate volume of coverage of gerdeadtion campaigns (by
number of stories in selected print and broadcastia) has increased in every election
year since 1996, and is approaching a high not seer 1992 (Farnsworth & Lichter
2007). 1992 was a banner year for coverage, Wwehdtal volume of election coverage
from Labor Day through Election Day tracking apprnoately 90 percent higher than the
volume of coverage during the same period in thseguent election in 1996. Volume
has increased in every general election since tiemever (Farnsworth & Lichter 2011,
Zeldes et al. 2008). The volume of coverage inB20@n exceeded that of the level in
1988, which was only slightly less than 1992 (Faarsh & Lichter 2011).
Characterizations that media interest in the cagmsais declining are inaccurate, and not
borne out even by researchers’ own data (Farnsvotticther 2007, 55).

Intra-campaign analysis of the available data shibvasthe volume of coverage
of the campaign increases substantially arouna&tenal nominating conventions and
Election Day. These periods on the general eledadendar — the national nominating
conventions and the run-up to Election Day — a@times when it is possible to predict
that the volume of coverage of the campaigns wilease markedly (Domke et al. 1997,
Johnston et al. 2004, Kerbel 1995). Historicdbygels of coverage peak during the
conventions and then decline, and from the conatusf the convention period the
average levels of volume of coverage rise as thdidates approach Election Day
(Stempel & Windhauser 1991). However, these mayadhe only times when volume
increases. Insufficient data exist to say how nmueacts to external events or

campaign events, whether from lack of availabiityack of sensitivity, and the
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variation in volume of coverage during the campdiga not been the subject of much
academic inquiry.

The aggregate volume of coverage of each candislatmparable and generally
balanced in each general election campaign, whisedtap at the end of the campaign.
Total general election coverage, in the aggregatesually divided fairly evenly between
the two major-party candidates, even in the preseha third-party or independent
candidate (Stovall 1980, Kerbel 1995). There igwdence available to answer the
guestion of whether, when, or why the volume oferage of each candidate varies over
the course of the general election season, witlexieeption of the surges in volume of
candidate-specific coverage around the conventions.

No academic consensus exists on the general, btaralof coverage during the
campaign; some find overall negativity, others fbadance, and election years
characterized by positivity also exist. Tone, heegers to whether coverage is generally
positive or negative, favorable or unfavorable tmgahe candidate, and more, though
the exact conceptualization differs from one sttalthe next. The amount of good news
vs. bad news has changed over time, with bad negisiing to outpace good news
from the 1960s through the early 1990s (Patter€83,120). Tone of coverage of the
candidates, overall and in the aggregate, hasfoead in some years to be more
negative than positive, averaging a 55 percenbtpetcent negative-positive split
(Benoit et al. 2005, Farnsworth & Lichter 2007 dther elections, though, both
broadcast and cable outlets have been decidediyveos coverage of the candidates
(Farnsworth & Lichter 2011). Meta-study of tonecolverage shows balance, overall, in

coverage of the campaigns (D’Alessio & Allen 2000 one of coverage of both
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campaigns, measured as a time-series variablemsscmore negative as the calendar
approaches Election Day, regardless of the previeasment of each campaign during
that election season (Johnston et al. 2004, Pattdr893). More study — preferably
utilizing multi-election scope with consistent tooding schemes — is necessary before
making broad statements about whether the medigesrerally positive or negative in
their reporting of the campaigns, and this quessastill open.

Democratic candidates consistently receive morgipesoverage than
Republican candidates. The media exhibit a clgadyDemocrat tone in coverage of the
candidates in most elections, though this diffeeethaes occasionally disappear entirely
or end up as a slight pro-Republican tilt (Domkaletl997, Farnsworth & Lichter 2007,
Farnsworth & Lichter 2011, Waldman & DeVitt 1998rint media show a degree of
statement and coverage bias when measured by:maletrage in a paper tends to be
more positive and give more statements overall tdsvethe candidate endorsed by that
particular paper (Kahn & Kenney 2002, Klein & Mabgal954), though newspapers as a
medium do not consistently endorse candidatespaftacular party (Tedesco 2005).
Other studies find balanced tone, overall, for cage of the presidential candidates
(D’Alessio & Allen 2000, Domke et al. 1997, Zeldetsal. 2008). Despite the occasional
degree of balance in tone of coverage, it is tglthmat when we see imbalance in tone of
coverage, it is nearly always in favor of the Dematic candidate, and when the tonal
advantageloesoccasionally tilt in favor of the Republican cashatie, the advantage is
always smaller than the comparable advantage lyel@Emocratic candidates (D’Alessio
& Allen 2000). Aggregate tonal advantage in cargpaioverage, then, goes to the

Democrats.
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Intra-campaign analysis of tone of coverage towapisific candidates is
limited, but shows that coverage during nominatiagventions exhibits a positive tilt in
favor of the party hosting the convention. Thewontions aside, though, most days do
not exhibit extremes in valence for either candiddbhnston et al. 2004). At least one
study of intra-campaign media content also showtsdh most days the numbers of
positive and negative statements about each caedida similar (Domke et al. 1997).
The tone of coverage is not consistently presenitedigh, and is often insensitive to
other potentially valuable representations, whidymmake generalizations about pro-
Democrat tone bias misleading and/or inaccurate.ekample, the tone of coverage may
be presented as the tone of coverage of each @adiddividually; as a composite
measure of relative tone of coverage of both catds] may be presented as a mean
tonal value, individually or collectively; and mor#&lost data are also not presented as a
time-series, creating a gap in the wider literaturelight of the fact that we see periodic
tone variations in these studies (Domket et al.7198hnston et al. 2004), it seems
logical to examine it during the less-visible monseof the campaign, and there is
certainly no reason not to do so on a daily basihat we may also compare candidates’
daily tone of coverage, relative to each other.

The dominant category of coverage in the geneeatielh campaign is
horserace/strategy coverage, category being camaéegsd as a concept that combines
stories of like-intent, such as issue coveraged@ye of specific policy positions and
events), scandal coverage, etc. In 2000, horsemarage outpaced issue coverage by
nearly two to one, with 71 percent of stories mamtig the horserace while only 40

percent discussed any substantive issue (Farns&drithter 2007, 165). This is the
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case in nearly all modern elections, wherein mbaa thalf of all broadcast news stories
about the election were about the horserace (K&@@h, Farnsworth & Lichter 2007,
Stempel & Windhauser 1989, Mantler & Whiteman 1998mke et al. 1997), and while
newspapers were slightly less horserace-centripeddent of their stories were focused
on who was winning the race (Farnsworth & Licht@0?2, 168). Moreover, analysis of
the amount of horserace coverage in several etexctbows that when no incumbent is
running there is even an increase in the amouhbrdferace coverage (168, 171). We
have not yet examined this aspect of coveragediaseaseries variable, however, so it is
impossible to say how categories of coverage andrage of issues change throughout
the election cycle.

The dominant issue in a campaign varies, but tbaeauy is frequently that issue
(Vavreck 2009, Gilens et al. 2007). In 1992, thye issue covered was by far the
economy (Kerbel 1995, Alvarez & Nagler 1995), amough the economy is commonly
(if not always) a prominent issue in news coverdge frequency and volume of
coverage of any one issue or issue profile varyesléction year (Graber 1976, Hillygus
& Shields 2005, Petrocik 1996, Vavreck 2009). kdighe most prominent issue in a
campaign will often change over the life cycle lué tampaign (Domke et al. 1997,
Tedesco 2005, Carsey 2000). Character referemee®mmon in primaries, both by
candidates (Bartels 1993) and by the media (Ket®85b), and in general elections they
sometimes constitute an important issue in the eagnyGraber 1976, Domke et al.

1997).
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Limitations

Missing from much of the existing literature isiaalission of whether the
liberties and constraints of political journalipt®duce a balanced or stable product.
How does the particular character and process ldfgab journalism affect the way in
which news about politics is constructed and deéitl®@ Coverage of the campaign varies
from one election to another, and it is worth exang whether any common factors
contribute to that variation. Since political joalists are also responsible for covering
two competing campaigns, we should also examinghehéhey are, broadly, providing
consistency and balance within that media envirarirmeterms of which candidate is
receiving what amount and kind of coverage.

Single-election studies are insufficient to draavywmany valid, generalizable
inferences about the media environment due to lingited scope and the variability of
coverage of each election. While some elemengstlik dominance of horserace
coverage are demonstrated consistently even agroléiple single-election studies, most
elements of coverage are inconsistent, includieg/tiitume of coverage and the tone of
coverage of the election. Farnsworth and Lichtiedlys multiple elections and find
significant variability in both of these measur28{7) from one election to the next, and
comparison of these and other elements betweerestal$o belies the presumption that
a single-election study will be generalizable. Evample, the percentage of horserace
coverage found in Kahn & Kenney 1999 is dramatycdifferent from that found in
Kerbel 1995. Single-election studies produce da&is by necessity conditioned by the
context of the election year and the specific cagnsbeing run by the candidates.

When we examine the results from multiple-electesearch we see a high degree of
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variability in the components that are measuredngly suggesting that single-election
studies represent only a single data point, regasdbf their validity in describing that
one data point. Single-election studies, themttydimit our ability to identify trends,
are not particularly generalizable, and may alsslead us into inappropriate conclusions
about coverage more generally. Moreover, they siomes contradict each other
outright, and the fact that the data for each aglpced by a different scheme means that
comparing between them is often sketchy and sorestimpossible, even when they
purport to examine the same election year. Fom@ka, there is a 15 percentage point
discrepancy (43 percent to 58 percent) betweeartimints of horserace coverage during
the 1992 election in two in-depth content analysfespproximately the same period in
the general election (Kerbel 1995, 23; Farnsworthidater 2007, 168).

Multi-election studies are both limited in numbedgossibly in effectiveness.
Only one of any depth of detail was identified witkhe literature, th&lightly News
Nightmareseries by Farnsworth and Lichter (2003, 2007, 20drid even within that
study there are inaccuracies and methodologic#dimns. In addition to the earlier
discussion of their conclusion that total volumésampaign coverage are decreasing
(which is not borne out by their data), the santeus of a discussion of the amount of
time candidates are shown speaking in their owrdsjorhich is described as
“decreasing” even as the data show the candidsit@sé of the locus of coverage has
been stable for the last five election cycles (Bawrth & Lichter 2007, 92). Content
analysis procedures also come into play, since tiedinition of the general election
period does not include the conventions (codingrizegn Labor Day, usually after the

conventions). The range of dates coded is a ligii@actor in other studies as well. One

38



codes as little as two weeks prior to Election Bayeach campaign covered (Benoit et
al. 2005), which, although it can answer some goest cannot paint an accurate picture
of the larger campaign season.

Within multiple-election studies, there are otheys in which we might expand
on our knowledge. All of those examined for thisjpct report their results in the
aggregate, making it impossible to know what varreg exist throughout the campaign.
This lack of intra-campaign analysis makes it \@ltyrimpossible to identify patterns of
coverage, or to compare coverage during differeasps of the campaign using the same
methods and data analysis. Additionally, few @efsth studies, regardless of their scope,
offer any kind of reliability testing of their carit analysis procedure.

Examination of these variables (volume, tone, atdgory of coverage) has not,
to date, occurred in a way that allows for examamaof the daily variations in the
component elements of volume, tone, and categocpwdrage. Neither do most studies
do so (whether in the aggregate or as a time-3ddesach candidate, individually. By
adding an element of time to our examination ofdaepaign media environment, and
breaking out coverage of each candidate indepelydantddoing so across four

electionswe may more accurately describe it and more configgeneralize it.

Theory

The model described earlier predicts that mosheftampaign news produced
during the campaigns is created to satisfy thekgaf@ers who create it. As a result, the
motivations of those gatekeepers (political joustialand news organizations) are of

paramount importance. In describing the overalh(nandidate-specific) media
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environment, then, there are clear theoretical eghens. News organizations operate
under an economic imperative that requires theprdaduce a saleable product, and as a
result they would be more likely to transmit cangmanews when there is genuine
competition between the candidates. Journalistaws organizations alike prefer
simple, competition-oriented stories, so when #ee1is genuinely competitive they will
tend to produce horserace/strategy coverage. Mfiferd to the coverage of the
candidates themselves, we would expect that thregdigtic norm of balance to exhibit
itself in ensuring that tone of coverage of thedidates is balanced, both in terms of the
total number of positive and negative statementisstories about each, but also by
comparison to each other on any given day: that igtder to avoid charges of bias or
favoritism, the overall tone of coverage of eachdidate should be about the same as the
tone of coverage of the opposing candidate fordagt regardless of whether such

coverage is positive, neutral, or negative.

Media Environment Hypotheses
H1: In competitive election cycles, total-cycle voluofecoverage will be greater

than in non-competitive election cycles.

Competitiveness increases popular interest inldetien (Patterson 1993, Kerbel
1995), therefore coverage of a close electionlalivorth more to the news organization
than coverage of a runaway. A competitive electilhbe considered an election where
the mean distance between the candidates in tidn&at polling is less than the margin
of error spread for a sample of 1000 respondemtirins of the variables to be

examined, it is necessary to operationalize “cortipehess” and “volume of coverage.”
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For competitiveness, when the mean distance bettheenvo candidates in trial heat
polls for the entire general election period isldgan 6.4%, the race is considered
“‘competitive,” and more than 6.4% is consideredt‘tmmpetitive.” For a measure of
volume of coverage, a daily average of volume ofcage as measured by seconds of
coverage on NBC and name-mentions inNlesv York Timewill be used to create an
equal point of comparison in election cycles wiitheting lengths of the general election
campaign. The hypothesis will be tested by a tatale comparison of the available

cases.

H2: In competitive election cycles, total-cycle shafdarserace/strategy

coverage will be greater than in non-competitivargbn cycles.

In a competitive election the media will be ablertake use of horserace position
as a compelling story, while a non-competitive etecwill tend more towards other
story subjects. The operational variable for cotiipeness will be the same as that for
H1. For total-cycle share of horserace/strategyerage, a measure will be created of the
daily average percentage of horserace/strategyageas measured by seconds of

coverage on NBC. As in H1, the test will be a gative comparison of cases.

H3: Candidates will generally receive coverage thabrmparable in tone in all

general election periods except the conventiorogsri

Media actors have an ethical commitment to balaaee,as a result tone of
coverage of the candidates will be comparable, ébat coverage is not neutral
overall. That is, there is no expectation thaterage will be neutral with regard to
balance between the number and/or length of pesitind negative statements, but where
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coverage is generally positive/negative for onedadate, it will be generally
positive/negative for the other candidate. Mealydane score of coverage of each
candidate in the two media will be the operatiarediindependent variable, while the
election period will be the dependent variable hweidtegories of Convention (the
convention period and the days immediately precgtbilowing them), Post-Convention
(the period from the end of the second nominatmgvention until the final thirty days

of the campaign), and Final 30, or the last thiidys up to and including Election Day
For those periods | will compare the correlatiotwsen the candidate-specific coverage
tone scores for each candidate, as well as comduictdependent samples t-test to
compare means for each period. Comparisons sl bé made of the mean tone

coverage of the campaign as a whole.

Control of the Media Environment

Literature

While the discussion of media effects includesghenomenon of agenda setting
(media influencing the salience of particular issaenong those in their audience), it is
also appropriate to discuss factors that influgheeagenda of the media, a phenomenon
referred to as “agenda building” (Lang & Lang 198%eaver & Elliott 1985).
Presidential input has been shown to influenceribdia agenda (McCombs et al. 1984),
though other work has shown that this influencespeeially in a campaign context — is
limited, and that the media largely set their owerada during the campaigns (Patterson

1980, Weaver et al. 1981). This degree of congalot absolute, though. Media are
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influenced by candidates (Dalton et al. 1998), caigms (Jamieson & Campbell 1992),
and media norms and ethics (Shoemaker & Reese .1996)

All political actors want to influence the mediavennment (Just et al. 1996,
Gans 1979, Edelman 1988), especially political cagms, since in influencing the
media they influence the agenda of the public al. wia this, the campaigns have a
distinct advantage because they know generally wigatmedia want, and the campaigns
are acting volitionally tcseekmedia attention (as opposed to other subjects axfian
attention who are selected without their inputhsas the victim of a car accident). “Itis
no secret that reporters and editors search fanteweith dramatic properties and then
emphasize those properties in their reporting” (B#n1996, 35). Given that, it is not
unreasonable to suspect that the campaigns thesssebn actively shape the media
environment by offering narratives and news frarntiest are attractive to political
journalists.

Conflict and competition are attractive to politigaurnalists, since they are
useful storytelling elements. “Campaigns allow jralists to write stories filled with
drama, whether real or contrived. Drama is comsii@n important aspect of the news,
in part because it is thougtat keep audiences interested in continuing newsregé
(Joslyn 1984, 103, emphasis added). All of this loa juxtaposed with Galtung and
Ruge’s basic discussion of “news values” (1963)wahdn we examine their list we see
many elements that are satisfied by the presencenflict: reference to elites, reference
to the negative, reference to the episodic, arektiuld, at the very least. We even see
this tendency in other areas of political activBghattshneider spends time discussing

the “contagiousness” of conflict in the introductito The Semisovereign Peopénd
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notes that when violence breaks out, a crowd iabdyigathers (1960, 1). There is broad
agreement in the literature that the media oveoitepe conflict-laden portions of the
campaign at the expense of the more neutral statsmandidates make about their own
policies and positions, particularly during the atgs (Bitzer & Reuter 1980, Reber &
Benoit 2001, Benoit & Currie 2001).

Candidates benefit from an increase in saliencgedfin issues. Agenda setting
is real in the eyes of both politicians and jouistal(Walgrave 2008), which suggests two
interesting realities: first, that politicians theetves make use of the media in
determining on which issudabtey should be focused (though they view this influence
negatively; 445); and second, that journalists aare of the power that they exert in
setting the agenda. Campaigns, too, are awateeoktlities of media coverage of issues
and how that coverage may impact the campaign, hwlgiads to discussions of issue
ownership. Issue ownership theory states that idates of different parties are
perceived as being more capable of addressingfgpissues better than their opposition,
and that candidates do well to emphasize thosesshiat are most beneficial to them and
least beneficial to their opponents (Petrocik 1988solabehere and lyengar 1994). At
the same time, candidates may emphasize issuesathdraditionally owned by the
opposition when they feel they have a demonstraiil@ntage over their opponent on the
issue (Carsey 2000), when they are attempting titraleze an opponent’s advantage on
an issue (Holian 2004), when they trail in the pgDamore 2004), or when the issue is
important to a large segment of voters (Downs 1938)total, there is ample evidence

that campaigns are aware of the impact of the agendhe public, that they attempt to
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influence the media agenda and exert some contsslthe media environment, and find

some Success.

Limitations

The existing literature does not adequately addresguestion of whether and
how campaigns may attract media attention andfereince the content of that coverage,
at least not in an intracampaign context. Canlickates seek more or less media
coverage in a consistent manner? And when a catedvdould like to see an issue
brought to the fore in campaign discourse, to velxént can the candidate influence
which issues are discussed in the media? Neifitbese questions is completely
answered in the existing literature, despite timeportance in an electoral context. Put
simply, what kinds of actions within the scope ohtrol of the campaigns are likely to
attract media attention or influence the media dgén

Despite the evidence offered in the literaturehs attractiveness of conflict to
journalists, empirical tests of the relationshigween conflict and publication are not
common. Although we may presume some degree ekgaping bias exists in the mass
media (not in a partisan sense, but rather as @etey to report on certain types of
stories in general), there is surprisingly littlenk available on the phenomenon — there
are actually no studies of gatekeeping bias in dwast news, though some are found
with regard to gatekeeping bias in the print megd&Alessio and Allen 2000, 145).
Even in the absence of a particular bias, it isughdo suggest that some stories are more
“attractive” than others and are therefore morelliko be reported. Although studies do

exist that consider that dimension of news selactmne do so thoroughly or minutely
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by classifying stories and issues within a broaggokygy (conflictual/non-conflictual,
new/old) and then testing the question quantithtive Some examine the role of
intermedia agenda setting, which is the extenthiclvmedia outlets set their agenda by
examining one or more prominent or competing newsdets (Sweetser et al. 2008,
Ragas & Kiousis 2010, Danielian & Reese 1989). &atso examine other aspects of
the campaign-media relationship as it relates &ndg setting, but these are primarily
concerned with the role of press releases and/eerasing by the campaigns on the
media agenda, and often offer mixed and incondise=ults (Dunn 2009, Kiousis et al.
2009, Flowers et al. 2003).

One reason that such work is not frequently undlertas that it requires the
presence of a non-media-dependent source of whHappening on the campaign trail.
Without that source, we are unable to determinetwhaaused by the influence of the
campaign and what is simply a reflection of campaglities: that is, was coverage of
an issue or event selected from a larger batclqoéle viable issues or events, or was
that the most “newsworthy” event by virtue of proemce or importance? Such data is
often unavailable, but in this project | have taleivantage of an existing archive of
presidential candidate discourse in the form oirtpeblic remarks (see the Data section

below), and compared what was said to what wastegho

Theory
Gatekeeping is one of the more basic models of camncation and news
selection, and suggests that journalists and editecide what is “news” based on

selection of stories from a larger pool of potdrdtaries. White’s 1950 study of news
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selection decisions by a telegraph wire editooiced the concept to journalism
theory, and it has been expanded on and refinectraus times since then (see the
discussion of McNelly earlier in this chapter). #dugh a bit oversimplified, it can be
viewed as the basic function of communicators w lagh-information environment:
whether a journalist, editor, anchor, or commemiaach can make decisions to include
some items at the expense of others, and can sgaitnost total negative agenda
control (the sole exception being events that &sich notoriety and importance that
knowledge of their happening may bypass mass noedigpletely and rely on
interpersonal communication).

News values alone are unable to completely explduith stories a journalist or
editor will select for broadcast or publication. hil¢ the discussion of Galtung and
Ruge’s news values is an excellent starting pa@ngénerating a theory of political news
selection, it is somewhat inadequate in that iewmsfflittle guidance on understanding
which stories will be selected: day to day on tampaign trail, there is a literal universe
of potential stories to be written that meet theditional standards and threshold of
“newsworthiness.” From among campaign stories,ntha journalist, editor, or
broadcaster must select some stories rather theamsptso the simple “newsworthiness”
test is insufficient, since any number of storiesynbe considered newsworthy on any
given day. Cohen, Bennet and others have madeait that institutional and structural
expectations have a role to play in news productiamd that news outlets view
presidential campaigns as inherently newsworthy.

| expect that the media will be attracted to twoegaries of stories: those that

show conflict between the candidates (such as ativegallegation or a response by a
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campaign to such an allegation) and those thatsept something genuinely “new” or
unique in terms of issues in the campaign (for gdamthe release of a previously
unpublished policy statement). The “conflict” coomgnt is consistent with previous
scholarship on the question of what the media teporthe political arena (see Benoit et
al. 2004, 2005) of the candidates’ “functional” abiarse. Candidates generate three
specific types of comment: acclaims (statementd #@hance their character or
credentials as an officeholder), attacks (downgm@gdheir opponents credentials as an
officeholder), and defenses (responding to attack$)e “novelty” component is added
because it satisfies so many of the news valugshthae come to define newsworthiness,
and as such a new position or policy statementldhioe sufficiently important as to
warrant media attention. Additionally, novelty genuinely prized among political
journalists, since so much of their daily livesahivatching a repeat performance of the
same speeches, events, and activities (Kerbel 1995)

| will also argue that the media are attractedafigg or scandals, but this kind of
explanation is difficult to test when there is molépendent measure of the existence of
such gaffes or scandals. We have no way of knowimgh (if any) “scandal” stories are
not being reported, nor any simple or easy wayeadinthg a “gaffe.” This is in stark
contrast to the reports based on campaign statenaemt remarks, for which we can
generate an independent list of issues and supgradsdetermine/identify any patterns or
predilections on the part of the news media — itaite stories or issues are routinely
reported or ignored, it tells us a great deal abih@ malleability of the media

environment during the general election campaign.
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So, then, what we are left with are two distingestions: can candidates attract
the attention of the media, thereby increasingr tbleare of coverage; and can candidates
influence which issues the media focus on? Infitst case, we should expect that
conflict will serve as an attractive element toifpcal reporters. Given the self-view of
political journalists described by Patterson (1928pitrating and commenting on the
competition and “game” elements of the campaigres maitural fit. Conflict is a natural
component of any game, and with political jourrtaliacting as commentators of the
political game, it is likely that they will view &ir role in much the same way that sports
commentators do. As a result, campaigns that diiggn levels of conflict will be more
attractive, on average, than those that do notthénsecond case (and informed by the
first case), we can expect that issues which airggldeught over by the candidates (and
are therefore mentioned by both campaigns) wilinoee likely to be covered than those
issues that are not. In both cases, what is requo test any hypothesis is the existence
of an extra-media information source that can lue compare what was said to what
was reported — this overcomes a standard objedtothe “selective gatekeeping”
argument of Galtung and Ruge (that it is “news gsgluthat decide what is and is not
news) by allowing for a comparison between the I"reampaign and the reported,

mediated campaign.

Agenda Building Hypotheses

H4: Issues jointly emphasized by both campaigrsyltieg in conflict, are more

likely to be reported than issues emphasized bycangaign only.
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When both candidates raise an issue in public desngournalists are provided
with a ready-made competitive story framework, @sing the likelihood that the issue
will be covered and transmitted. When a candidaiges an issue in those remarks but is
alone in doing so, however, the media must chodsstiver coverage of that issue is
justified, resulting in a lower success rate iuesbuilding. The independent variables
will include the presence of an issue in one caatdid remarks on a date, but not in the
other candidate’s remarks; and the presence afsa iin both candidates’ remarks on
the same date. The dependent variable is covefapat issue in that day’s news, in
both situations. Calculating Lambda as a tesssbaiation will test the strength of the

relationship in each case, with a chi-square tesignificance.

H5: Campaigns that offer more conflict- and nowddased stories to the media
will increase their share of coverage or decrehaeesof coverage for their opposition.

News organizations are attracted by conflict arelWhinformation, therefore
campaigns that provide more of either/both willnbere likely to receive the
preponderance of coverage, even when the subjact aftack is the opposing party.
The independent variable is the campaign identdigthe source of conflict or novelty in
New York Timekeadlines, while the dependent variable is thevegek lagged daily
change in the five-day moving average of sharewérage of the campaigns in the
broadcast measure. This lag allows us to see wh#th increase in conflict/novelty
origination occurs first, then the shift in shafeoverage. Utilizing one medium to
create the independent variable and the other@ethe dependent variable also
alleviates some of the endogeneity concerns crésteding news reports as a measure

of campaign activity as well as a measure of tealtef that activity. The hypothesis
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will be tested by linear regression, as well agdayelation between the volume of

conflict-based headlines with the change in shbo®werage of the campaign.

These hypotheses are to be measured in the saramity intra-campaign
fashion as the other hypotheses offered here. egde levels of conflict or novelty may
correlate to an aggregate advantage in share efage, but that does not necessarily
mean that conflict caused the advantage. The tealadonship is more firmly
established by testing for temporal precedencewofiict: if increased conflict is
measured, and then followed by an increase in sifareverage, we can more
confidently assert the causal relationship. Theeskbgic applies to the question of the
issues covered in the campaign. An aggregate meeatall issue coverage (by issue)
and candidate mentions of those issues allows saytmothing more than that a
particular issue was commonly discussed by botdidates and journalists in the same

campaign.

Media Effects

Literature

Much of the research into media effects shows seffdtts, despite the fact that
people get most of their political information frahre mass media (Graber 1997, and
recently confirmed by a 2012 Googdl¢ashington Posturvey). There are many
potential causes for this. It could be a resultainter-balancing effects, whereby
campaigns are doing much the same job in swayibfigopinion in favor of a candidate
via media and message management, and therefoeéfelots cancel out. Another

alternative is that there is so much noise dutgdampaign that media messages are
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minimized or washed out completely by other consitlens. A third option is that so
many voters are already committed to a candidateefedue to party identification or
early decision-making) that there are simply fewev® to actually “move.” Of course,
we must also consider the possibility that voteesesther not exposed to or don’t care
what the media have to say. Having said that, aneffectscanbe and have been
observed in numerous settings, whether by identifgirect influence on vote choice or
by identifying indirect effects, such as agendarsgt

Media coverage of the campaigns affects how wektand feel about politics and
political actors, and although these effects arallsitiney are not insignificant. News
reports make an impact on what people know abdittqsp and this in turn affects their
attitudes towards political actors (Graber 1988)évi& Krosnick 2000, Neuman et al.
1992, Popkin 1991). In terms of an election campanews reports have a direct impact
on candidate evaluations, as well as the criteria/bich we base those evaluations
(Bartels 1993, Hillygus & Jackman 2003). In themse, the campaign coverage found in
the media has a clear effect on the political systed the voters, since it provides the
raw material which informs our political decisicgsd attitudes. News has more subtle
effects as well. It can change @aportedbeliefs even when our underlying beliefs have
not changed (lyengar & Kinder 1987). Although theffects decay, in a close election
contest these effects may last long enough to tleeoutcome of the election, since they
need not be persistent beyond Election Day. Maeave are more susceptible to
influence by certain messages from candidates athers, especially when those
messages are on issues which we consider “ownedéivgin candidates or parties

(Ansolabehere & lyengar 1994). Reported candigtateEzments on an issue “owned” by
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his or her party (that is, an issue which the muténerally believes is best addressed by
and/or is a traditional key issue for a party) ma@e influential than those of the
opposing candidate on the same issue.

Changes in volume and tone of coverage have akso ff®wn to cause
predictable shifts in levels of voter support fandidates (Domke et al. 1997, Soroka et
al. 2009, Hopmann et al. 2010). Polls demonstraggall stability in public opinion
towards candidates, but there is still variatiothiat level of support. That variation
could be explained by the media coverage of eactlidate. Statistical models suggest
that media coverage of some candidates is theegtaatluence upon voters' electoral
judgments (Domke et al. 1997, 730). News of theveation has also been shown to
impact vote choice and voter dynamics (Hagen & 3tdm2007), and hews commentary
on the debates also shapes the public’s percepiidhe debates themselves (Hellwed et
al. 1992). These kinds of direct, preference-mitgeffects are precisely what we expect
from the media, though they are not the only typefiect we can observe.

Agenda setting occurs as well, and is an impoeéfett in terms of the
competition between the candidates. Agenda settagjestablished as a way of
conceptualizing the ability of the media to cremtfeamework for how we discuss
politics, candidates, and campaigns. Simply pbatwhe media discuss, the people
discuss, and rarely are the people discussingsssumpics that are not being discussed
in the mass media (McCombs and Shaw 1972, lyenghKander 1987, McCombs et al.
1997). As has been famously said, “...the presgafecantly more than a purveyor of
information and opinion. It may not be successiutch of the time in telling people

what to think, but it is stunningly successful éfling its readers what to thirdbout
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(Cohen 1963, 13, emphasis in the original). Thewrhof coverage devoted to
particular news stories is a good predictor of twaadly they will be recognized (Price
& Czilli 1996). This has a direct impact on the@ame of the campaign, since the issue
environment contributes greatly to the criteriandnich we evaluate the candidates
(Carsey 2000).

There are psychological components to agenda getsinvell. The media create
“norms” of belief that are more likely to be adagiteven when they conflict with our
own beliefs (Comstock & Scharrer 2005). This &pilo exert control over options for
“acceptable” beliefs in the public is a significqawer, and provides media with the
power to frame the terms of any political discusg®55). This power is conveyed, at
least in part, by the public itself — we view thedra as an important institution (Ryfe
2006). We are also less likely to proclaim possichat are not echoed elsewhere, a
phenomenon which has come to be known as the fgfislence” (Noelle-Neumann
1974).

Whether discussing preference-altering effectggenda-setting effects, powerful
media effects are evident when one message is€ldtioan competing messages (Zaller
1992). When information flows are not equal, oreyiiterally “win” out over the
others, a phenomenon which has profound implicatfonthe reporting of election
campaigns and their ability to change voter prefegs and set the public agenda. This is
not an absolute, however, nor are all messagesd ieqiineir effects. Considerations that
are received earlier have greater weight, and tatesiderations are less impactful when

they contradict existing considerations (Zaller 299There is also evidence that
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negative considerations are more powerful, gengriddn positive considerations
(Converse 1962, Holbrook et al. 2001).

Our understanding of tone of coverage is limitedh®/tendency to research tone
as an avenue for uncovering statement bias in gewerage. “Statement bias” is
described as follows:

Statement bias can take many forms, and is ushahidled in a global manner by a
researcher who focuses on whether media coverdtgvable” or “unfavorable” (e.g.,
Hostetter, 1976), or “positive” or “negative” (eRobinson & Sheehan, 1983).
(D’'Alessio & Allen 2000, 136-137)

For this reason, much of what we know about toneowErage is framed in terms of the
presence, absence, or potential for “bias,” thaughreferring to tonal advantage rather
than the cause of that advantage.

Analyses of news content produce conflicting report the presence of tonal
advantages. Newspapers are generally more potitiverds the candidates they have
endorsed (Kahn & Kenney 2002). Content analysth®imajor television networks’
coverage of US Presidential elections from 198842@@monstrates a generally negative
tilt to the news, and what appears to be a tonbalance, generally in favor of
Democratic candidates (Farnsworth & Lichter 20@2)which may be the result of a
liberal tendency among media professionals. Lisdea outnumber conservatives in the
media (Patterson and Donsbach 1996), and joursalistmore Democratic and liberal
than the public at large (Lichter et al. 1986). Newoms with a consensus political
viewpoint could conceivably produce more positieeféwer negative) stories about
liberal candidates without much notice or efforetistanalysis, though, demonstrates that
there is no consistent tonal advantage based disgahip: as previously stated, there is

a net of “zero overall bias” (D’Alessio & Allen 200148; see also Patterson 1980, Gans
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1979, lyengar et al. 2004). While this does netfude the existence of consistent
positive or negative treatment within a particulaws outlet for a certain candidate or
candidates, it does allow us to confidently disnaisg assertion that there is widespread
tonal advantage towards any particular ideologyéstatements of the mass media as a
whole. There is some evidence of within-outletesteent bias, but it is usually
substantively insignificant and balanced by othétets (147).

Certain norms of journalism also influence tone@ierage, specifically what
constitutes “news.” For example, a small gairhia polls may or may not be news for a
frontrunner, but a slip in the polls would almosttainly be considered news, and this
would result in negative coverage (Niven 2001, B#nhh996). Also, as noted earlier,
certain campaign events are treated differentlyg tithers. Nomination acceptance
speeches are generally more positive and more\ggitovered, while coverage of
debates tends to be more negative (Benoit et @B4)20ading to the possibility of a

certain periodicity or temporal tendency in toneoverage.

Limitations

This literature can be greatly improved by addietgil to the answers to some
basic questions. For example, does it matter whatsaid, or that something was said at
all? Was Barnum correct when he said, “I don’ecahat you say about me, just spell
my name right”? Theoretically, the content andetohthe message may be less
important than the subject of that message (whactdiclate is the subject of the
coverage). To this point, we have limited evidebased on the result of a single

election that share of coverage alone (regardiefgeaontent of that coverage) is
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sufficient to move electoral support for candidgf@smke et al. 1997). It would be
beneficial to test for evidence of that same pramysacross several elections and
candidates.

With regard to the effect of tone of news coverageandidate support, the
existing literature rarely examines tone of covertqy its own sake and it its own right.
Even when tone is investigated, it is often sulg@dd measures or scope that are poorly
suited to describing tone of coverage or its eftecvoter preferences and candidate
evaluations. For example, assessments of the lbt@ra of coverage of the candidates
rely upon a comparison of the rate of negativeestants received by each candidate
(Farnsworth & Lichter 2007, 122). This does natsider the overall valence by
considering negatives in comparison to positivesragutral statements, which may
create a very different result (suppose one cataliggeives low negatives but even
fewer positives, as opposed to a candidate thatwes a greater number of negative
statements but also a high rate of positive statéshe This would also change our
expectations within the electorate: if negativeesteents are sufficiently outnumbered by
positive statements, then the candidate that resenore negative statements may end
up gaining ground on a candidate with relativelyde negatives, but also fewer
positives. In terms of scope, most studies danmabtide the entire general election
campaign, beginning with the conventions.

Coding schemes are also insufficiently describeshamy works. Some classify
most statements on news broadcasts as being “leagaut, as confusing or complicated
statements are stricken from newscasts” (Farnswbttitchter 2007, 27); this is a bizarre

assertion, as coding for tone requires a degrsealgéctive judgment and decision-
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making on numerous statements that are only sjigia$itive or negative, or are mixed
overall. Meanwhile others provide less-well-defiremding schemes (Kerbel 1995) or
sometimes none at all (Kahn & Kenney 1999). Ultehg we have very little sensitive
data on the tone of coverage during campaigns,thatstone changes over the course of
the campaign, and what affect it has on the catestialectoral standing.

Also, nearly all of the existing research is eittss-sectional or aggregate for
the entire election cycle. This is an area whieeetésting of dynamic hypotheses would
be a great benefit in identifying what componeritsaverage have the greatest effects on
the electorate, but few studies look for mediaaffeising longitudinal data. While this
tendency is understandable in discussions of elesgince they end on a specific date
and have a simple “win or lose” outcome, therealsig in understanding how candidates
accrete and accumulate (or lose) their votes athesslection cycle.

One might also ask, effects on whom? It is umsgalto expect that all potential
voters will be influenced in the same way by the/sieand in addition to testing for
aggregate effects within the electorate it is alsoth examining sub-groups of the
electorate for more pointed effects. This queshias been addressed in numerous ways
in classics of political science literature (Beogist al. 1954, Campbell et al. 1960,
Zaller 1992, and others), but the modern treatme@mtsot tend to disaggregate the
sample in a way that allows for comparison of éfdietween different kinds of potential

voters, specifically those who identify with a piglal party and those who do not.
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Theory

Intentionality and time are central elements isatibing the kinds of effects that
we are looking for in political communication resgg especially as they relate to
election campaigns (McQuail 2000, 465). Intentliypaefers to whether effects are
planned, indicating that effects are predictablsebleon the communication in question,
or unplanned, which suggests that the effectsitlrerainknowable or unexpected. Time
is a measure of whether the effects are short-tgdong-term in duration. All of the
effects we commonly discuss in relation to the tsbeccampaigns and the transmission
of them through the mass media (agenda settingjrigg news learning, propaganda,
media campaigns) fall into the planned/short-tetradyjant (466). We can further
distinguish between preference-altering effectsagehda-setting effects. Preference-
altering effects are those that cause a chandeireported candidate assessment and/or
voting preference of the voter. Agenda-setting@# are those that determine the issues
that voters will use to engage in that assessmiarthis study, the primary focus is on
preference-altering effects. As such, discussidh@appropriate class of variables
should include those that can be measured repgatgdgiart of a time series (so as to
identify change, as a short-term effect). Theyusthanclude a measure of media content
(so as to identify the “planned” or expected resqtas well as a measure of electoral
support. Examination of the preference-alterirfga$ of the media can, in this way, be
measured in a manner that shows whether changles message (as produced by the
media) cause a change in the preferences of teesegs (the public).

These effects, especially in an electoral confakltinto two broad categories:

conversion and activation. Since we are discusamelection campaign, the potential

59



effects are more or less limited to the vote chojggons available to individual voters.
Looking for change in levels of support, then, ¢henpaigns can add supporters in only
one of two ways: conversion or activation. Conierentails winning over supporters
from the opposition (Klapper 1960). Activation @ilg adding previously undecided
voters to one’s own camp by activating certaintaxgspreferences that make the
candidate attractive enough to the voter that tterwvill then express support for him or
her (Gelman & King 1993). Comparing the relatiged| of support of each candidate by
eliminating undecided voters yields a measuredhabunts for both of these phenomena.
We must keep in mind that there is not a singldimeampaign being waged, but
at least two in competition with each other. Tkeds to a requirement to consider
exposure in two ways: in the first place, an overessage must be received, which in
this case is the news content; and in the secawpthe composition of that message is
shared between a number of competing campaigrespadicularcampaign’smessage
must be received, and be dominant in the overadisaige content relative to competing
messages. In our expectation of what effectshwilbbservable, then, it is necessary to
consider that the campaign which is receiving nodrie distributed media message has
a greater likelihood of being effectual, sinceasla greater degree of exposure.
Mediating factors like level of interest and padgntification may further alter
our expectations. A low level of interest or imjamice to the receiver and/or the absence
of prior commitment should result in a strongeeetf(McQuail 2000, 431). Zaller's
resistance axiom suggests that voters resist aadéod messages that are inconsistent
with their existing beliefs (1992, 44), which woulkkult in weaker effects (if any at all)

among those with firmly held beliefs. This woulttlude those who profess a strong
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party identification, since it follows that pargentification will strongly inform voting
preferences as well as increase resistance torfemmation (Campbell et al. 1960,
Zaller 1992). In the context of an election cargpathen, we should expect to see a
more pronounced effect among those that do not &ateng party identification.

The model that most closely approximates the remefaicceptance reality
proffered by Zaller is the “mathematical model"Sifannon and Weaver (see Johnson
and Klare 1961, in McQuail and Windahl 1981, 1R).this model, an information
source originates a message that is then transhijt@ transmitter. The signal created
is delivered to a receiver, but it is subject tierference from noise before reaching that
receiver, thus the signal received may not necigsar identical to the signal sent. The
receiver then delivers the message to the desimatn political communication terms,
the information source is the campaign or somerakternal event. A message is
provided directly (press release, campaign staténoecontextually (a campaign speech
or event) to the transmitter, which in this casthesmass media. That message is
transformed into a signal (a report or article) &nagismitted. En route to the receiver,
though, the message runs up against noise — thisnolade the receiver’'s party
identification, preexisting dispositions and comsations, or mediation from an opinion
leader — resulting in a different signal receivieaint transmitted. Acceptance of the
message (delivery of the message to the destinatidhis model) would be the final
step, and would likewise be affected by party idmattion, and it also follows logically
that the more messages belonging to one partyarsniitted, the more they are likely to
be received and have an effect, at least on thieoptire uncommitted or non-partisan.

This would have the net effect of making indepensiemore likely to respond to the
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original message, and gives a clear advantadestoandidate with the larger share of
the messages transmitted.

Effects may be different than a simple tonal exatam would suggest; negative
coverage should not automatically equate to lowenteral standing among voters. The
ways in which voters filter news messages negataeshnof the damage that may be
caused by negative coverage, resulting in poseiffects by virtue of little more than
name recognition. Content, then, is of secondamgortance in determining effect
among those with an established party identificatioThis is consistent with the
resistance and reception axioms proffered in Zall&ature and Origins of Mass
Opinion (1992, 43-44), as well as Converse’s early inforomatlow article (1962, 140).
Also, negative coverage may not be as uniformly mlam to one candidate as we
imagine due to a lack of relative advantage onpgae of the other candidate. When
negative (or positive) coverage lobth candidatess created and distributed, then neither
candidate holds an advantage over the other. viérege of both candidates is negative,
but one candidate receivddssnegative coverage, then the candidate with redbtiv
better coverage may even gain ground, despite beggatively portrayed in the
campaign coverage of that day.

However, when there is a clear advantage in torm®wdrage, levels of support
for that candidate should rise. Even in the prese resistance from partisans and
decided voters, tone of coverage will still be uiefhtial for independent or undecided
voters, who are unlikely to demonstrate the sawel lef resistance. There is nothing
particularly novel, conceptually, about this stage) but it is nevertheless worth noting,

if only so that we can acknowledge that at many{san the campaign the quality of the
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tone of coverage towards both candidates is the sand in those situations our
expectations must be moderated. When tone of ageesf both candidates is at
approximately the same level of positivity or négat, then there is no expectation that

a candidate’s electoral support will rise or fdkspite the tone of that coverage.

Hypotheses
H6: A candidate’s level of support will increaseemithe share of coverage of

that candidate increases, if relative tone of cageris neutral or better.

The candidate who receives more coverage — asa®tigat coverage is not
relatively negative — will both activate and cortvaore voters than the opposing
candidate. The independent variables are thed@yemoving average of overall share of
coverage (Democrat Share minus Republican Sharaticg a relative measure of share
of coverage) and the five-day moving average obtrerall tone of candidate-specific
coverage using the same relative measure. Thendepevariable is the five-day
moving average of level of support, with a one-wlkegkto allow time for the reports to
be received and new polling to be conducted. Tiemgth of the model and of the

individual independent variables will be testednyitivariate regression.

H7: Effects of changes in media coverage will beatgr among independents and

lesser in party identifiers.

Non-identified voters will be more receptive to nefiormation and more likely
to adjust vote preferences based on news coveragandependent variables are the

five-day moving average of overall share of coverdgemocrat Share minus Republican
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Share, creating a relative measure of share ofrage¢ and the five-day moving average
of the overall tone of candidate-specific coveragig the same relative measure. The
dependent variable is the five-day moving averddewel of support, with a one-week
lag to allow time for the reports to be received aew polling to be conducted. The
strength of the model and of the individual indegt variables will be tested by
multivariate regression for declared IndependdR¢fublicans, and Democrats,

independently.

Definitions

Although definitions vary in their particulars assothe literature, the terms used
herein will be defined as noted in this chapteor €ach, a conceptual definition is
discussed, followed by the operationalized defomiti

Conceptually, “share of coverage” is the relatiogtipn of media coverage
received by a candidate, as a part of the whot {#hit is not conflated with volume of
coverage). Operationally, share of coverage siciered the percentage of two-party
coverage received by each major-party candidateyleéed daily. Share of coverage is
not a zero-sum measure, wherein the two candiddlie®ceive inverse proportions of
coverage, since there are times when “both” caneldare the focus of coverage.
However, when reported as a single number, shatew@rage is operationalized as the
relative advantage in share of coverage (Democcatididate share of coverage minus
Republican candidate share of coverage), whicltiffdy eliminates coverage of “both”

candidates as a meaningful contributor to thatssigtsince it nulls out.
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Tone of coverage refers to the valence of covechgach candidate from the
perspective of the electorate, as measured to siev@y neutral/mixed, or negative.
Conceptualizing positive, negative, and neutrakcage requires that we identify a
standard — according to whom is the coverage tmd/or to what effect? In my scheme,
the coders were instructed to assume the perspetft& reasonable and independent
viewer/reader, and predict whether a statementdvamalke that viewer/reader more
likely (positive) or less likely (negative) to vdier that candidate, or stay the same
(neutral). Assessment of the positivity/negativfya statement required an assessment
within the statement of a candidate’s quality (eigrece, education, capability),
desirability (character, personal history), or vib(electability, standing in the polls) —
in the absence of that a statement is considenglahe Other schemes in the literature
used similar language. @rosstalk tone was measured on a five-point scale as to
whether the audio or visual (depending on which k&iag coded) was “positive or
negative towards the candidate” (34). Kerbel'sssot (1997) asked whether coverage
was favorable, unfavorable, neutral, or mixed (1Dhe Project for Excellence in
Journalism scheme states that “the tone variabdsuores whether a story's tone is
constructed in a way which results in positive,treduor negative coverage for the
primary figure as it relates to the topic of thergt
(http://www.journalism.org/analysis_report/methantyy 27). Farnsworth & Lichter’s
monographs and the CMPA reports state that theg stadements as positive or
negative, but do not provide a definition as to tithase terms mean, precisely (though
they do provide examples of each). The more gemavorable, unfavorable, and mixed

also appear in several other content analyses §l&d@004, Johnston et al. 2004, Norris
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et al. 1999, Patterson 1993). All of these meashawe an implied value that the
measurement of positivity/negativity relates to dméicipated impact on the candidate’s
support. So, then, positive tone refers to thesbéhat what was said/written will
increase the share of support of the candidate@stegpn, while negative tone refers to
the belief that what was said/written will decreabare of support for the candidate in
guestion. Neutral/mixed tone indicates that therg predicted effect or that the effect
is uncertain. Coding of tone had a default readieutral,” and positive or negative
were indicated only when a statement, headlinstary was clearly positive or negative.
For more information on the coding scheme and gpdimocess (including tone and all
other variables coded), please see the Data sedftibis chapter, or Appendix A.

The concept of share of support is dependent orspeeific interpretation: do we
consider the total support for a candidate founthénelectorate (i.e., a percentage of the
whole) or the total support among those who hayeessed a voting preference (i.e.,
removing undecided voters from any measures, asulislsing support as a share of all
decided voters only). For this project, the comgalpdefinition is better served by
considering share of support to mean the candslateire of support among those with a
vote preference, since that most closely measheeghenomenon in question (how
change in support occurs, relative to the oppasitidhen there are changes in media
outputs). Share of support is operationally defihere as the candidates’ share of two-
party electoral support, exclusive of undecidecxst As a result, share of support is a
zero-sum measure. All measures of support (dra@m frial heat polling that
determines voter intent as of the date of the o#)out of 100 percent. If 23 percent are

undecided voters, candidate A received 34 perdemgispondents’ support, and candidate
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B receives 43 percent, share of support is consitier be 44 percent for candidate A and
56 percent for candidate B, so that the shareswref a total of 100 percent. This also
allows for the addition of previously undecidedarstto the “decided” camp of their
choice, and if undecided voters split evenly, theilebe no “increase” in share of
support for the candidates. If this were not thee; support may appear to increase if a
candidate added some proportion of undecided vidtergever, if at the same time the
opposing candidate added a similar proportion, tieereal increase in share of support
occurred. This accounting method allows the meaguretain its clarity and utility.

Shift in support is defined as the change in a cktd's share of support when compared
to a previous measure of support (Time 1 vs. TilneThe exact point of comparison

(whether one day’s change or more) will dependhenspecific hypothesis to be tested.

Data

The necessary data for this dissertation and stmteof these hypotheses were
derived from two existing data sets (for trial haatl presidential discourse data) and one
newly-created data set (content analysis of campaogerage in the print/broadcast
media). It was necessary to have as completet@riof the electoral support of the two
major-party candidates during that time periodwds also necessary to locate and/or
create data sets that could adequately accoutttéarontent, volume, subject, and tone
of coverage for four election cycles: 1996, 2004 and 2008. Last, it was necessary
to locate an independent (non-media) source of aggnpnformation that could provide
some insight into the material being provided ® tiedia, from which they then chose

stories to report.
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Trial Heat Data

The trial heat data are the same that were usétlenien and Erikson 2002 &
2005, with similar data sets generated since thethe 2008 election cycle, using the
same methodology so that the same data could bedpp all four elections. Trial
heats were dated using the middle day of the leofgtime the survey was in the field,
with even-day polling windows being rounded uphe later middle day. Support for
each candidate was measured by asking respontiergsi¢stion, “If the election were
held today, how would you vote?,” or some variatioereof. For a full description of
the data collection procedures, see Wlezien arig&mni 2002 and Wlezien and Erikson
2005. These data are quite thorough: for the pereod 1980-2000, the average polling
days per election was 126 (Wlezien and Erikson 20@2) with most of those days
falling in the final 90 days until Election Day, wh allows for almost daily
measurement of the general election window utilizede, and as we move into the 2004
and 2008 elections the available polling data enewiore thorough, and there are
literally no days without observations of suppdiowever, this still left the question of

the actual content analysis of media coverage duha general election.

Content Analysis of Campaign Coverage

The first step in the content analysis proceduas thie establishment of the
sampling frame. The study would best be servethéynalysis of multiple news
sources, especially if the sources were deliveyediverse means — that is to say, print

and broadcast media. In terms of print mediaNbe York Timewas selected by virtue
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of its role as a news hegemon that influences glead@a of other news outlets (Danielian
& Reese 1989, McCombs et al. 1991, Roberts eD8RR Its inclusion was, if not
automatic, certainly an easy choice. A well-fuocing database dfimesarticles (and
dozens of other sources) is LexisNexis, and a cetaaind comprehensive record of full-
text articles were easily accessible for the enitine frame of the study. Broadcast
media initially presented a profound challengen@such database of broadcast news
was readily available. However, the Vanderbiltegion News Archive now makes
available streaming video of all news broadcastifCNN and NBC Nightly News, so it
was NBC that was selected to represent the brobdeas media. CNN was considered
as well, but NBC has a larger audience (in fa& ,léingest of any broadcast network) and
more closely approximates the coverage of the d#in@ibroadcast networks (see Kerbel
1995). With these two sources, it was possiblebtain the primary source material for
all news coverage of the general election cyclek986-2008. The dates in question
spanned from ten days before the opening of teerational party convention through
Election Day. Establishing a sampling procedure wanecessary, since coding was
completed for a complete census of coverage dtniese dates.

This sampling frame is consistent with comparahléiss in the literature, in
terms of both media selected and time frame. Quftav of the studies in the literature
use theNew York Timesxclusively (Boyle 1996, Benoit et al. 2005, Kimu2004,
Patterson 1993). Others use print outlets exahisithose just cited, as well as Stempel
and Windhauser 1988, 1991) or broadcast outletsigixely (Kerbel 1995; Farnsworth
& Lichter 2007, 2011; Johnston et al. 2004; Domkal€1997). Others use (as | do here)

a combination of print and broadcast media (Juat. €t996, Norris et al. 1999, Project
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for Excellence in Journalism [index]). My choicktlee Timesand NBC Nightly News is
not atypical (th&'imesshowing evidence of intermedia agenda setting pewed NBC
Nightly News being the most-watched broadcast raegram), and both media are
consistently used throughout the literature fortenhanalysis studies. As for the time
frame, the frame of this analysis is typical. Amgadhose that study the general election
only (or make a distinction between the primary gaderal elections in-text), some
review a smaller portion of the general electicamthhave chosen here. My content
analysis begins ten days prior to the opening efitilst nominating convention, which
guarantees that every element of the general efecimpaign is captured (convention,
campaign, debates, Election Day). The same cdmsaid for those that begin on Labor
Day (Farnsworth & Lichter 2007), do not include thmal days of the campaign (Project
for Excellence in Journalism 2008, 2012), includé/dhe final days of the campaign
(Benoit et al. 2005), or specific campaign eveBenQit et al. 2001, Benoit & Currie
2001, Hagen & Johnston 2007). Several othersdiecioughly the same dates and/or
code for the entire election cycle including theraries (Kerbel 1995, Johnston et al.
2004, Domke 1997, Patterson 1993, Just et al. 1996)

Selection of materials within these sources wasrdehed by the presence of
either candidate’s name in the headline (in the cagrint news) or in the abstract (in
the case of the broadcast news). For broadcagstthose that bore the category label
of “Campaign [Year]” were also included, even ifther candidate’s name appeared in
the summary, as it clearly qualified as campaigrecage. Since there was no search
engine or algorithm in use (every relevant dayrofldcast news was reviewed in its

entirety), this method was employed in broadcastbuin print. The sheer number of
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stories in each edition of tAi@Bmesmade relying on strict search parameters necessary
as to avoid any bias. Print material was searciset) the Advanced Search form in
LexisNexis Academic, with a search limitedTtbe New York Timg#cluding all
editions), either candidate’s name or both candglatames in the headline, and within
the dates selected. The only missing data cordist®se days when the NBC Nightly
News broadcast was preempted by other programraimdj\{as therefore unavailable in
the VTNA database) or when technical difficultiéfeeted the media file from the

VTNA website. These, however, were limited in thecurrence (95 percent of days in
the time frame were coded), and on only one ocoadith more than one such day fall
back-to-back.

Determination of categories of content was onlyhsly different for each
medium, but overall were chosen so as to maxinhigecompatibility of the two when the
time came for analysis (all results reported hermstiude BOTH measures, unless
otherwise indicated). The component elements medsare those that are commonly
found in the literature, and allow the data to bedito test the hypotheses detailed here
as well as others, as the need may arise. NBQageeavas coded into the following
measures: Lead, which describes the overall tdpilceostory; subject, which describes
the content/issue area of each statement; spealkieh indicates who is speaking (be it
the anchor, a reporter, the candidate, etc.); daeli which indicates whether the focus
of the statement is the Democrat, Republican, wotheither; tone, which indicates
whether the statement is positive, neutral, or treg&rom the perspective of the average
voter’s evaluation of the campaign being discusaead;the length of the statement in

seconds. ThBlew York Timesoverage was coded into slightly different measure
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though there is a high degree of overlap and apnakmess: Headline, which was the
headline of the story; candidate name found irmékeedline, which indicates whether the
focus of the headline is the Democrat, Republibath, or neither; the tone of the
headline, which indicates whether the headlineotwe, neutral, or negative from the
perspective of the average voter’s evaluation efddimpaign being discussed; the name
count for each candidate (number of times the ckatdis name appears in the article);
and the subject of the article, which is a holistialysis of the overall subject of the
article, indicating a preponderance of commentara @articular subject. Images
(photographs, graphics, video, or speaker faciplessions) were not coded.

Tone was incorporated into the content analysesl iiere by recording whether a
statement (in the broadcast medium coded) or trg §h the print medium coded)
would be seen as “good” news for the candidateaorpaign, “bad” news for the
candidate or campaign, or neutral. This was dandram the perspective of what the
campaign would consider good news but rather fioenperspective of the public.
Coding was completed from the perspective of aomasle and independent
viewer/reader, and predicted whether a statemeuntdvoake that viewer/reader more
likely (positive) or less likely (negative) to vdier that candidate, or stay the same
(neutral). “Positive” or favorable statements wirase that suggested a positive
attribute of the candidate’s capabilities or exgece (candidate quality), character or
personal narrative (candidate desirability), octlbility/support in the electorate
(candidate viability). “Negative” statements susfge a weakness in those three areas.
In every instance, the default code was neutraichvis to say that coding was

approached from a skeptical point of view in whicktatement would need to be clearly
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positive or negative to prompt such a code. Belaw,able 2.1, are examples of each

type of statement.

Table 2.1 — Examples of Statements and their T@unG

Texi

Code

Explanatiol

"Experts report that Gore's plan to tap oil

reserves would have no real effect on gdﬁ

Descibes Gore's support for a plan that "experts

an

service ads to the President's gate toda

prices for the average consumer, even i egative believe would be ineffective policy

short term.

"There are serious doubts in the electorgte

that Sarah Palin has the experience and Questions Palin's experience (candidate qualitgl)

skills to serve as Vice President, having [Negative |indicates that a significant portion of the pubigs

stumbled in her first two national televisiop doubts about her candidacy (viability)

interviews.

"Courting undecided voters is one strateqy Description of campaign activity. No analysis or

the Gore campaign is using to lure 'swingNeutral facts provided that relate to candidate qualiy,

voters. viability, or desirabilit

"The senator took the fight over Vietham Des_cription of campaign activty, but dogs_ not
Neutral provide any context other than a description of

event:

"Clinton's recent success in bringing

help his image as a president who gets
things done

together Palestinians and Israelis is boun

B%iive

Presents Clinton in a positive light (desirabiliy)

associating his efforts with further success in the

Middle East peace process, and suggests he is
effective presider

Y

an

"Polls in several key states show an upk
this week, and the convention is an
opportunity to show that in this time of
danger, President Bush is the best man

Eep

Positive
(o

lead the country

Points to gains in polls (increased viabilty) and
Bush's experience as president during a nationg
security crisis (candidate qualiy)

All statements are quoted from NBC Nightly Newsboasts during the general election
periods of the 1996-2008 elections.

Some items were generally coded as positives ativeg. Reference to an

ongoing scandal was coded as a negative, regaafiéss particular tone of the

statement, the logic being that reminding votera oforal, professional, or ethical

transgression is fundamentally negative coveragatever else it might be. Even if a

statement was essentially neutral or positive éi@mple, “the Clinton campaign has

done a good job of deflecting attention from theitiater scandal”), its reference to

previous or ongoing bad acts should be seen asreegative influence on levels of
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public support. “Positive” coverage of a scandajaffe seems practically impossible, at
least in the short-term environment of the geneledtion campaign. It is possible that
over time some gaffes will become an acceptab/en amusing part of the candidate’s
political persona (the old “we’ll look back on traad laugh one day” mindset), but it is
hard to believe that a candidate would endear mihrecself to voters through the
repetition and perpetuation of the fact that thedadate, in the midst of the Cold Warr,
stated that “there is no Soviet dominance in Eadieirope.” Such statements must have
a presumption of negativity in terms of their irghce on voters.

There were few uniform positives. Statements leycdndidates themselves —
unmediated coverage of the candidates’ own wongsre typically coded as positive
unless the statement was a repeat of a gaffe eowdly damaging statement. In the
same vein, coverage by the media of the candidat@s’issue positions (a common
feature in the policy/issue coverage during thegagns, when a segment would
describe each candidate’s position on an issueeofiay) were typically coded as
positive. These types of “straight” reporting ihiah there was little or no analysis or
commentary on a stated position of the campaigroeerage of the candidates’ own
words were coded as positive since they represeleiaa articulation of a candidate’s
policy, and in the absence of clear evidence opthliey’s insufficiency or potentially
negative consequence, a reasonable receiver wongider them evidence of a
candidate’s ability to formulate responsible p@gi While it is possible that circulation
and discussion of an unpopular position on an issuéd cause general harm to a

candidate (a belief in the necessity for tax insesafor example), at no time in the
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coding process did it seem to be evident. In gedlicases, the coverage presented both
sides as reasonable positions on the issue inigaest

The coding units for each medium were slightly eléint. Coding of the NBC
Nightly News segments was in seconds of coveragesiadgement. A statement was
considered to be a comment or series of commenthdysame speaker on the same
subject with the same overall tone. If any of theee characteristics shifted, even in
mid-sentence, time was stopped, the statementdedpand the clock restarted on a new
statement. For print coverage, stories were cddetheir entirety, and tone was
determined by the perceived preponderance of pesiii negative coverage. Had each
story been coded by sentence or paragraph, a faltesrsample of stories would have
been required (rather than measuring the entiraillpopn of stories for each election,
which was the option elected here), which wouldderthe reliability and validity of the
work to very little real benefit. Since this level sensitivitywas available with the
broadcast coverage, its sacrifice was not partiuianportant in the print coverage,
especially since in so many other respects thenhedia were so similar.

After collection, the data were processed to craateeasure that acted in such a
way as to avoid conflating tone with volume, in thent that was desired. Each
candidate was assigned a daily tone score ranging 1 to -1, with 1 meaning that a
candidate had a perfectly positive day and -1 nmggtiiat a candidate had a perfectly
negative day. The sum of coverage for each stosyabement (depending on medium)
was divided by the total coverage of that candieatkin that medium for that day. In

the broadcast coding, the level of measurememasrgls of coverage broken down by

' NB: Editorial coverage was excluded from all meastof share and tone of coverage.
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statement. So, if a candidate received 150 seanintsverage overall, with 60 seconds
being positive, 31 seconds being negative, ankbOrgls being neutral, the tone score
for the candidate is calculated as follows:

60 + (-31)/150 = 0.19
A similar measure was created for print coveragéihere the level of measurement was
at the story level rather than at the statemeraleVhe same logic applies, though, in
terms of creating a -1 to 1 measure of overall tah@ candidate was the subject of 5
positive stories, 2 negative stories, and 3 nestales, tone is calculated as:

5+ (-2)/10 =0.30

When tone scores for both media were used, the wfdaoth was calculated as the total
bi-medium tone score for the day (in these example).

Measures were also created that incorporated cgeevh“both” candidates, but
as most of this coverage was coded as being nedb@y are of limited utility.
Additionally, a composite “overall” tone score wagated which summed the tone score
of the Democratic candidate with the inverse of tbae score of the Republican
candidate, which allows us to examine whether badsnfor one candidate acts as
“good” news for the opposing candidate. Such asmeameans that the tone score range
increases to 2 to -2, as a candidate may recelvgoald news on a day when the
opposition receives all bad news, resulting in idgae positive/negative day.

The recording unit for the broadcast coverage werals of coverage per
statement. A statement was considered to be a eoman series of comments by the
same speaker on the same subject with the samallot@ne. If any of the three

characteristics shifted, even in mid-sentence, tivas stopped, the statement recorded,
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and the clock restarted on a new statement. Thege statement length was just over
16 seconds, across 135,593 seconds (about 38 lmbw®)erage. For print coverage, the
recording unit was bifurcated: one unit was thedhiera; another the article itself, as a
whole, with candidate name counts included. Thkglit” recording unit was to allow
maximum flexibility within the study, allowing fahe inclusion of the entire population
at the expense of a small degree of diagnostidtsetys Had each story been coded by
sentence or paragraph, a far smaller sample aestarould have been required, which
would erode the reliability and validity of the vkoto very little real benefit. Since this
level of sensitivitywas available with the broadcast coverage, its saerifivas not
particularly important in the print coverage, esply since in so many other respects the
two media were so similar.

These units of analysis for print and broadcastecmye are common in the
literature. For print, | code at the story lewshich was the case in nearly all of the
analyses in the literature (Patterson 1993 andeiust 1996 did limited coding for tests
at the paragraph level, though never for tests niedsured for effects of tone, volume,
share, or subject of coverage). In the broaddasaiure the most common unit was the
“statement,” which is roughly analogous to a secgesnd includes a complete idea from
the same speaker. My standard was that a statemasna length of speech in which the
speaker, topic, and tone remained constant; whenoarthose component elements
changed, a new statement was started. This iatesBethe same standard as the others,
except that mine provided a more precise definimbricomplete idea,” whereas the
others did not take appear to take tone into adcasnpart of what constituted a

“statement.”
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The size of the coding unit for the broadcast cagermakes it more sensitive to
smaller changes in tone, but allows it to captumgersubjects of coverage: if a single
statement of any length is made on an issue oc,tapwill appear in the broadcast data,
though not in the print data. This creates a p@ky false impression about the number
of issues covered in th€imescoverage of the campaigns, since oblique mentadns
issues in their coverage would not appear in tliengp By the same token, the size of
the coding unit in the print coverage would haveradency to overstate the tone of any
day’s coverage, since there are fewer units per fisyexample, on 11 August 1996,
there were nine stories in tA@emesbut 25 coded statements from that day’s broadcast
coverage. These minor considerations are subs@ntinsignificant, though. Even
considering the potential for excess influence arfet by the print stories, print and
broadcast tone is normally quite similar. Alsodicg every sentence or paragraph in the
print media would allow for a greater degree ofssrity in terms of content analysis,
but might serve to overstate certain items thateappate in a story and may have a
much-reduced impact by comparison to items eari¢e story. In total, the use of two
complete data sources, without sampling, allowsafgreat degree of confidence in the
description of the content in this time frame.

The coding scheme’s reliability was establishedahyintercoder reliability test.
With regard to intercoder reliability, a large sem of the content was coded and
compared to the coding completed by the authore idlume of coverage subjected to
the reliability test was in accordance with thedglines found in Lacy & Riffe (1996) for
an assumed level of agreement of 85 percent (comm®&meanings” coding, such as

determining the tone of coverage or the subjec sfatement). In the broadcast data,
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there were roughly 10,000 coded units. The recond®e intercoder reliability test
amount is 141 units, which at an average of 13 rs#@er statement in this content
analysis equals approximately 1,847 seconds. peéraday average of 301 seconds of
coverage, this comes out to approximately six ddyx dates were selected by random
number generator, and those days were coded. fitheresult was 138 statements.
Agreement (by Krippendorf's Alpha) is as follows, ariable:
Tone 0.81
Speaker 0.98
Length 0.95
Candidate 0.90

For the print coding, the recommended volume wasutts, so 103 stories were
randomly selected from the stories coded. Agreertten Krippendorf's Alpha) is as
follows, by variable:
Tone 0.85
Candidate 0.98

These figures are all considered acceptable, aedcansistent with others
reported in the literature. Tone is clearly thestngubjective measure, and it clears the
0.80 threshold in both media. The other measurehwhppears in both media is
Candidate — which measures which candidate is ubgest of the story or statement —
and has a rate of agreement over 0.90. The twadbest-specific codes (Speaker, which
identified whether the speaker was a reporter, @ndandidate, etc.; and Length, which

measured the length of the statement) also shoesdrobust comparability.
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Campaign Discourse
The source of campaign discourse data was the remg/Pew Archive of

Presidential Campaign Discourse. This archive ides/the location, date, and text of
every set of public remarks given by presidentmhdidates during the time frame in
qguestion. Each set of remarks was further code@inmenberg/Pew to identify the topics
and issues touched upon within the remarks. This ¢et was particularly useful
because it provided a record of the “real worldthpaign being waged by the candidates
themselves, rather than relying simply on the cagmpas reported by the media.
Regrettably, the only year within this study thatsacovered in the archive was 1996, the

program having ended at the conclusion of thatielecycle.

Issue Agreement and Coverage

Data for these tests (whether candidates’ jointleass of issues corresponds to
their coverage in the press) were taken from thmeect analysis of NBC'8lightly News
andNew York Timeasrticles, as well as the aforementioned Pew-Aneenirchive of
Presidential Campaign Discourse (the range of whitts from Septemberithrough
Election Day). For every day for which data wasikble, the issues which were
mentioned in the candidates’ remarks were notedlgd@owith a “1”). This was
completed for each candidate individually, as vaslifor their “agreed” issue days (those
days on which both candidates mentioned an issui&ewise, the content analysis data
was scaled to the dates in question, the issueretwvere placed in a spreadsheet, and
when they appeared on a given day they were noteted with a “1”). These two sheets

were then merged, and subtotals were created htatemnge of date. Where a “0” was
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seen, the issue was neither mentioned by eithetidaie nor by the media on that day.
Where a “1” was seen, the issue was mentionedthgrethe media or the candidate(s),
but not both. Where a “2” was seen, the issue mastioned in candidate remar&sd
reported in the news that day. This is relevatd d@cause one question to be answered
here is whether candidates can attract attenti@enparticular issue, and if so, how? One
place to look will be whether the media respondisgsue prompts from individual
candidates, both candidates in conflict on the s@asge, or some other collection of
factors. The next phase was to prep the datae&iing, by creating variables to test for
agreement. For each of the five top “candidatsués (crime, education, healthcare,
fiscal policy, and the economy), a correspondinggaide was created to allow for testing
of agreement. For each observation, three outcevess possible: the candidate remarks
and media report would agree, one would be premmhinot the other, or both would be
absent. With this transformed data set, it wan phesssible to test for correlation between

the two variables (candidate issue references atianissue reporting).

Conclusion
The literatures that can be brought to bear ongthestions of media imbalance
and its effects are clearly extensive, though nst@p short of asking the questions of
how and why such imbalances in tone, share, oreabimpact vote choice; whether they
are persistent across elections; whether imbalatecesto occur at certain points in the
campaign; and whether the campaigns can attracitthetion of and/or set the agenda of
the media. This dissertation will address thosatsbmings by utilizing a multi-election

scope that includes the full range of the genetatten timeline and its events;
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measuring intra-campaign imbalance in share, tand,content (which will allow us to

identify preferences on the part of the media poréng along certain dimensions or on
certain issues); and measuring those shifts innbalagainst shifts in support for the
candidates in question. The result will work tccamecile the gaps between the
communication, journalism, and political scienceerktures, and fill a lacuna in our
knowledge of the content and appearance in the anedvironment of the general
election campaign.

In conclusion, then, we have here an attempt tcneehe space in which this
project will work. The terms, as defined, shoutdvpde clarity to the reader when they
appear in later chapters, and while they may dstéstly from other such definitions, |
do not believe that any depart so much as to bsidered anomalous or inappropriate.
The literature in this area is interestingly deasel sparse at the same time: it covers
enormous amounts of ground, but the manner in witiathoes so leaves plenty of
unanswered questions. In part, this is owing értHatively young nature of this area of
study, and this project is well-situated to addHat literature and fill in some of the
lacunae which have been observed. It is the lbgig@ansion of works that have focused
on single elections, and the data collected isradth the sensitivity and subtlety of our
measures of the information environment of the mwodaresidential campaign. In
service of that data, the theoretical basis fa gioject takes into account the psychology
of information reception and acceptance, the iealibf news production and selection,
and news consumption demographics. In all, | fieal we are well-equipped to move on
to the first stage of the project: describing thempaign coverage life cycle, and

discussing what is said and when during the pres@egeneral election campaign.
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CHAPTER 3

COVERING THE GENERAL ELECTION, GENERALLY

Election campaigns are portrayed as dynamic, thiidgs by the media, but this
portrayal is illusory. It is true that media cozge varies in focus and volume over the
course of a general election campaign. It is tls® that campaigns evolve and shift in
focus over time. As Election Day approaches, tloei$ on the horserace becomes almost
irresistible to reporters, news directors, and cemtators, and numerous potential
scenarios are played out. What is of distinctregeis that despite the varying
candidacies, campaigns, and circumstances ovegetrs, we see surprisingly little
variation from year to year in the coverage of¢hmpaigns for the presidency, both in
the aggregate composition of that coverage orerdtily or periodic changes in it. Each
phase of the campaign, from conventions throughtile Day, has common
characteristics. Clear patterns emerge from tipargmt chaos, but unless one has
watched hours of coverage at one sitting it ispasticularly noticeable. The rhythms of
the reporting, the rotation between reporters @ierdint trails, the speculation over the
impact of the day’s events, and even the languagd hy journalists show that across
almost two decades of reporting, very little adjuehanges. This is, despite the staid
impression it imparts, a great advantage: it makeating a generalized picture of the

campaign media environment all the more feasilbleis chapter will describe the



coverage of the general election campaign, gewyeraifhout splitting out coverage by
candidate or party. It will also compare compegittampaigns to non-competitive

campaigns to identify effects of the presence seabe of a good horserace.

Volume and Content of Coverage in Four Electionl€yc
Volume of Coverage

What kinds of events provoke larger amounts okecage? Is this a common
occurrence, or do the media have only so much dpagige to the election campaign?
These questions are not simply trivia or minutibeampaigns routinely compete for a
more or less fixed volume of coverage, there amigations for campaign tactics and
strategy that may prove to be significant. If newsets are simply filling a set volume
of minutes or inches of coverage, then the medi@@mment becomes a zero-sum
environment, with all that that entails. The dbito “take” coverage from an opponent
by securing it oneself presents an altogethermiffiedynamic than an environment
where a non-exclusive body of time is availabldisTis especially relevant in light of the
potential effect of commanding the share of covenagio, which the model suggests
will increase a candidate’s share of support.

The absolute volume of overall coverage of botida#ates (total coverage of the
campaign) follows a fairly clear pattern in thesarfelections: volume of coverage, as a
per-day average of seconds of coverage on NBC ame mentions ifhe New York
Times,is closely connected to whether or not an eleasdoompetitive” or not. This
finding is consistent with other recent contentlgses (Farnsworth & Lichter 2007), but

the content analysis used here has the advantageasfuring the entire general election
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campaign instead of simply a portion of it. Thesgeases suggest that the perception of
news organizations with regard to the coverageofpaigns is that they are either more
civically desirable or more commercially viablearcompetitive election, and as such are
being rewarded with additional space in the mediarenment.

Since media outlets need a saleable product irr todsatisfy their institutional
needs, they must have something interesting to Selmpetitiveness, then, is of central
importance to the amount of coverage devoted teldetion, overall. 1996 appears to be
anomalous in terms of volume of coverage, presuynabing to the relative ease with
which Clinton won reelection. At no time was tlaee particularly competitive, with
Dole’s “high water mark” in the general electiomaag at around 16 August, with 81
days until election day, when he trailed Clinto83percent of the projected vote by
“only” six points, at 47 percent. As such, mediterest in the election very likely
waned. Overall levels of coverage were, on ayerbower for this campaign than any
other, and never really surged anywhere near tre? & the convention coverage, when
deficits in the polls can be rapidly erased. Wtiay were not, coverage settled into a
low background hum, at least by comparison to thercelections under consideration
here.

As demonstrated in Table 3.1, of the four electistuslied here, three were
competitive (2000, 2004, and 2008). Each of thiesse elections saw a mean daily
advantage in trial heat polling of less than 6.&ceet, meaning that, on average, the
distance between the two candidates was withimegin of error of a sample of 1,000

voters. There is a 28 percent increase in voluhoewerage between the non-
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competitive election and the competitive electiarsarly supporting the hypotheisis
Interestingly, though, among the three competigleetions, the degree of
competitiveness does not appear to be a majorrfactbe overall volume of coverage:
the most competitive “competitive” election, 200@s less daily coverage than the other
two competitive elections. Moving beyond a quatitie analysis, though, a qualitative
review of the coverage and the context of the cagmgashows that 2008 was a more
politically “interesting” election year, what withe involvement of both candidates in
addressing the financial crisis in October 2008e Tovelty of America’s first
multiethnic presidential candidate and second femgle presidential candidate also
increased interest in the election. Finally, thet faat the 2008 campaign had less
competition than the others because of its lat#istpdate (the Summer Olympics had
already ended before the first convention got stBnneant that there was relatively

more space in the news hole to fill, and much wofas filled with campaign news.

Table 3.1 — Comparison of Mean Daily Volume of Cage During the General Election
Period in Competitive vs. Non-competitive Elections
Year Mean Advantage Mean Coverage

1996 17.4 328
2000 1.0 384
2004 2.0 408
2008 5.4 474

Mean advantage measures the average daily poifgrdiice in trial heat polls from the
start of the conventions through Election Day. Wleaverage is the average daily
volume of coverage as measured by seconds ofaglaxiverage on NBC and number of
candidate name mentions in tNew York Times.

" In competitive election cycles, total-cycle volusfecoverage will be greater than in
non-competitive election cycles.
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Looking at the specific periods during the campaigelf, there are spikes in the
volume of coverage devoted to the campaign atreifiepoints in the calendar. Major
campaign events provide clear signposts that apgpehctate the volume of coverage at
different periods during the campaign. These weresistently observed across the
2000-2008 election seasons. First is a substdniral of coverage during the convention
period, typically with a dip during the interim beten the two conventions, however
brief (though in 2004 it was more than a monthdlldwing the convention period and
entering the post-convention period, volume of cage finds an equilibrium point that
is typically about half of the convention periodwmme. The next surge in coverage
comes just before the first debate. After thd filsbate there is a general decline in
coverage over a period of several days, beforerageevolumes rebound en route to
Election Day, when coverage peaks at approximabeysame level as the convention
coverage. This concave linear pattern is condistenoss these three elections, and hints
of it also appear in 1996, though the surge towktdstion Day is notably absent.

The campaign-event-driven nature of the volumeowskcage is unmistakable,
with the traditional events (conventions, debafgsction Day) acting as touchstones for
the media and prompt more coverage of the campaiginsthe rare series of events that
creates a significant increase in volume outsidd@de events, though two are
noticeable: a particularly contentious and newgqoepacked week in September 2000,
and a series of Irag War-themed disputes betweepnahdidates in 2004. These conflict-
laced events are highly attractive to journalisiee bump in volume of coverage seen in
the first week of September 2000 is the resulhefdonfluence of several “attractive”

campaign items. For one, poll results releasedatttime showed Bush and Gore trading
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the lead in tracking polls rather frequently (somes daily), and all were well within the
margins of error for the poll, indicating a statat tie even after the conventions: this
was, in fact, a very close race. In the same gebioth candidates released major policy
plans, often in the same area (economy, educatiom)the opponent’s traditional policy
area (the Bush prescription drug plan, for examplé)e rhetorical back-and-forth over
the merits of the plans added an additional layeoaflict to the campaigning, and there
were fresh conflicts every few days. Also in thesiod were two gaffes: the Cheney
open-mike “A—hole” gaffe and the somewhat-memordRIATS” ad. A Bush

campaign ad featured a graphic that seemed thdélscreen with the word “RATS”
(while zooming in on the word “Democrats”) for adtion of a second. Whether
deliberate or not, this was a point of media andaign discussion for several days, as
was the Cheney comment. Taken together, we sse@aly period that includes a
number of new policy plans and disputes, a pagaffes, and all taking place in the
context of a very tight race. The combination wasugh to create a noticeable increase
in coverage. The 2004 bump (beginning on approtéimd 0 September) was fueled by
a similar combination of policy dispute/politicaisoue, when a series of
attacks/counterattacks on the policy towards l@gaded with reports that previously-
published records of Bush’s National Guard ser@@naging to the president) may
have been fake, and that CBS did not adequatelly teorerify their authenticity before
including them in a broadcast. This finding suggdsat there is a limit on the volume of
coverage that any one candidate can provoke thrthegbourse of “normal”
campaigning, and that absent a number of coveraiggérs” the level of coverage is

generally determined by the presence or absenite ahajor campaign events.
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To demonstrate the consistent increases and fhutlgeei amount of coverage being
devoted to the campaigns, | correlated the dailyme of coverage across these four
elections by number of days until Election Daytfoe final sixty days of the campaign,
plus Election Day itself (results are seen in T&bR). The results show that volume of
coverage is significantly correlated in all foueeions, demonstrating that there are
predictable increases and decreases associatethwiélvents of the general election

campaign.

Table 3.2 — Correlation of Volume of NBC Coveragée Final Sixty Days of the
Campaign, 1996-2008

Correlations

1996 2000 | 2004 | 2008 |

1996  Pearson Correlation 1 613" 4417 580"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

N 61 61 61 61

2000 Pearson Correlation 613 1 727 752"

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

N 61 61 61 61

2004  Pearson Correlation 441 727 1 725

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

N 61 61 61 61

2008  Pearson Correlation 580 752" 725 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000

N 61 61 61 61

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Overall, then, we can consider the media envirorirdering the general election
campaign to be a campaign event-focused environiémether this constitutes a lack of
ability or lack of willingness to devote more tineespur-of-the-moment events (as
opposed to the fixed dates of the other eventsdti€lear, but clearly the preference
exists for that which the media can anticipateisHfso, by inference, renders somewhat

moot the relative power of non-campaign externahéy or the campaigns themselves to
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influence the volume of coverage of the campaighe surges in volume that we see are
So consistent that the most we could say is thafpossible that external events may
limit (or enhance, if they are campaign-related) peaks seen at various times during the

election, but not much more than that.

The Content of the News

Turning from how much campaign news there washatthat coverage was
about, there is at least one reliable conclusiah¢hn be reached: news outlets far prefer
campaign, horserace, and strategy coverage toageef issues. This is not a new
finding, but this project demonstrates it acrossesa elections, and also delves into how
the context of the election (its competitivenesg) phase of the election affect how
much coverage is devoted to the horserace. Iniaddo strategy/horserace coverage
and issue coverage, the only other type of staylths a substantively significant
presence in the course of the general election amnps the scandal or gaffe, and we
can see with relative clarity in Figure 3.1 thatantime and space are required for
coverage of scandal, coverage space is primakbntérom issue coverage.

In the creation of this measure, it was necessagydup like-types of coverage
for comparison. Once all broadcast content waga@dgdrint coverage, not being broken
down into small enough units of analysis, was noluded), the subject of each timed
element (13.1 seconds per segment, on averagetha/gur election cycles) was then
further placed into one of four general categofised on those used in Kerbel 1997):

Campaign, Issue, Scandal/Gaffe, and Non-issueh E@atained specific categories of
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coverage, and there was no overlap (each segmentadad into only one general
category). Content of each is as follows:

e Campaign: Coverage of the campaign itself, inclgdire horserace, poll results,
personality coverage, debates (horserace, formdtpalitical issues surrounding
the event, not issue-specific coverage of the cartkethe debate), ads and ad
buys, fundraising, and conventions.

e Issue: Issue-based coverage that addressed arsigsstantively, not merely as
part of a discussion of campaign strategy or hacser For example, “The Iraq
War is causing President Bush some campaign trahisleveek...” is coded as
Campaign coverage, whereas “Senator Obama favenesaising the number of
troops in Afghanistan” is coded as Issue coverage.

e Scandal/Gaffe: Coverage of misstatements, scaratadspther events unrelated
to the job performance, positions, or campaignifiihe candidates, but is
derogatory in nature to the candidate.

e Non-issue: Self-referential coverage (news medieeing themselves), human
interest coverage, and local interest storiesataunrelated to the campaign or
public policy issue.

Grouping categories of coverage in this way letexamine the balance of
coverage overall, and whether it is coverage thetsue-based, allowing for a spatial
evaluation of the candidates and their positionpditical issues; focused mainly on the
campaign and personality of the candidate, not \whhties we can expect from a
candidate once elected; or scandal or gaffe coedteg has little to do with either the

campaign or the issue positions of the candidatethat call into question the personal
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failings of the candidate. For this reason, cartategories of coverage that are often
broken out and treated separately are here includée same measure. Personality
coverage, for example, is often treated as beisigndt from campaign coverage, but for
the purposes of evaluating the overall media enwirent — and whether it is providing
policy positions of candidates and communicatirag thformation to voters — there is
little material difference between coverage of mpaign event and coverage of a
candidate’s personal history.

Scandal and gaffe coverage deserves some quatificad well. To qualify,
coverage needs to be persistent coverage of an énagns a uniform negative for the
candidate, is not part of an ongoing pattern oflvedr (a one-off event), and is not
directly related to an issue or policy. Exampledude investigation of Sarah Palin’s
firing of a state trooper as part of an allegedspeal vendetta (“Troopergate”), the
revelation of Clinton advisor Morris’s relationshapth a prostitute, and (as an example
of a gaffe, albeit one of a visual nature) JohnriKeeing photographed in a space suit.
Over the four election cycles, there were fifteeardgs characterized as scandals or
gaffes:

e 1996: Morris Prostitution Scandal, Whitewater, V@hitouse Travel Office

e 2000: Monica Lewinsky, Gore lllegal Fundraising,dBUDUI, Cheney “A—
hole” open microphone gaffe, “RATS” ad

e 2004: Heinz-Kerry accosts reporter, Kerry in Space

e 2008: Troopergate, Bristol Palin pregnancy, ObanmthAsyers, Palin family

shopping spree, “Lipstick on a pig” gaffe

These are events or stories that are often natpkatly relevant to the campaign (though

one could make the argument that they reveal songeétbout the candidates’ character),
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but are simply too attractive for journalists teist. A candidate’s wife snapping at a
reporter (Theresa Heinz-Kerry) is not a significamént in a campaign and certainly has
little business being offered to a national audgefac consideration, but it is nevertheless
something that was reported (repeatedly) by thematmedia.

As we can see in Table 3.3, campaign coverage daesrhe overall media
environment, and generally by at least a threer®+atio over issue coverage. However,
in competitive elections there is a marked increaske amount of Campaign coverage.
In the competitive election years, approximatehg#diquarters of all election news was
devoted to strategy/horserace and personality eltspehile Issue coverage was only
approximately one-fifth of election news. In 1986wever, there was much more Issue
coverage and approximately twice the amount of @alABaffe coverage than in the
competitive election years. This is indicativeagbolitical press that is attempting to find
a good story to tell, and when its dominant stogylhas been removed, it turns to

saleable scandal and gaffe coverage. The datdycsegports the related hypothdsis

Table 3.3 — Percentage of Coverage Devoted to @ategof Coverage from Convention
through Election Day, 1996-2008

1996 2000 2004 2008 Mean

Campaign 67% 74% 77% 78% 74%
Issue 24% 22% 21% 18% 21%
Scandal/Gaffe 9% 4% 1% 4% 5%
Mean

Advantage 17.4% | 1.0% 2.0% 5.4%

Mean advantage measures the average daily poifgrdiice in trial heat polls from the
start of the conventions through Election Day. @aign, Issue, and Scandal/Gaffe
measure the percentage of coverage of each categoNBC’s Nightly News arthe
New York Times.

" In competitive election cycles, total-cycle shafdorserace/strategy coverage will be
greater than in non-competitive election cycles.
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These issues also compete for the same time wvea fproadcast. Consider
Figure 3.1, below. The five day moving averagerat each of these (campaign, issue,
and scandal/gaffe coverage) was plotted over timleaag percentages making up a whole
of daily coverage to null out differences in voluofecoverage, and the results were
consistent with previous results. Clearly, campaigverage dominates the media
environment, even on a daily basis. Only veryflyri@ matter of two to four days), and
on only four occasions, in 2000, 2004 and 2008 ks coverage hold a majority
position in the broadcast coverage. For the balafcoverage in these elections,
campaign coverage is firmly in command, with 20@#Qg particularly meager in its
coverage of issues, which is all the more surggigiven the myriad domestic and
international difficulties facing the candidatd3uring the 2008 convention period, we
see virtuallyno discussion of issues, even compared to the oteetian cycles. Even
accounting for the size of the media hole aroumdcthnventions, issues are not
particularly prominent.

1996 stands out as an anomalous year, while theg thithee elections were quite
comparable in terms of the type and timing of cager The low level of
competitiveness in 1996, as previously noted, ajgpeahave changed the typical
situation, in this case by prompting higher levalgsssue and scandal coverage. Freed
from the requirement (or pleasure) of discussimghtbrserace, issue debates occurred
with surprising frequency during the 1996 campaifjonly on a limited set of issues
(“values,” foreign policy, and fiscal/economic polidominated coverage by at least a
two-to-one ration over all other issues). Owinghte absence of punditry on campaign
strategy, electoral competition, predictions, paisd other aspects of the horserace,
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there was simply more room to give. Scandal cayeedso increased dramatically, in
part because President Clinton provided large atsaafrfodder for such coverage, but
also because there was less of a need to disaigsaheuvering of the campaigns since
there was little chance that any action by Dole M@hange the outcome. It would
appear that in the absence of a compelling horsgjawgrnalists revert either to “public
service” mode, and pursue the coverage that sesauates say they “should” be
covering (including, incidentally, Sabato 1991)t@tabloidization and a focus on the
scandalous. Finally, across all four elections,-issne coverage was never of sufficient
guantity to make more than a negligible impacthlmdontent of coverage (constituted
less than one percent of overall coverage, anchgigaen day never topped five percent
of coverage), and as such it was eliminated fronsic®ration here.

The media (or NBC News, at least) demonstratea gesference for the
mechanical or dramatic aspects of the campaigm, asithe results of polls or the
political maneuverings of the campaigns. Thesmelgs allow for ease of presentation
because they are familiar (examples include reastio debate performance by a
candidate), they allow for increased importanceiatehsity due to their dramatic
character (an emerging scandal), or both (recappmgvious scandal or gaffe). They
only occasionally grant center stage to policy deband discussion. Within the
broadcasts themselves, the form which issue cogdraguently takes is that of a
contrast between the candidates’ positions onylitaics for debate. These stories
routinely fell in the post-convention period, irethbun up to the debates, which we can

observe in Figure 3.1 is the period most likelghow increases in issue coverage.
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Figure 3.1 (continued)
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On those occasions where Scandal coverage is peomimere is no question

that to make way for this coverage the broadcasidvimrce issue coverage into the
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background. This conclusion is supported graplyigalFigure 3.1, which shows spikes
of issue coverage driving wedges into the spacamed by Issue coverage. While in
many cases it is clear that Campaign coveragswsampelled to yield some ground, at
no time is it completely obliterated, as issue cage frequently is (see the 1996, 2000,
and 2008 elections in particular). The logic beHims result is evident: scandal
coverage has inherent electoral implications, whiehexplored within the same stories.
The emergence or continuation of coverage of adatar gaffe leads naturally to
discussion of the real or potential impact on thmpaigns — no such necessity attaches
to issue coverage in its own right, except in tleshextreme cases (consider the impact
if Osama bin Laden had been captured in the f&084, for example). Real issue
“victories” are rare, and are not likely to be gular feature in the campaign or its
coverage.

Where Issue coverage is most dominant, howevisrh&mstrung in competition
with Campaign coverage due to the circumstancés efnergence. Where we see
increases in issue coverage it is not difficultlicern the cause: periods of high levels of
issue coverage are characterized by the preserummfhict between the candidates on
the same issue (which will be further explored ma@ter Five). However, this too is
cause for comment on electoral implications bynpailists, which virtually guarantees
that it is practically impossible to maintain hilglvels of coverage of policy and issues
except in the absence of electoral competitiven&bss is the situation in 1996, and it is
no coincidence that during that election cycle éhgas a substantial level of policy

debate played out NBC and in thines
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How campaign, issue, and scandal coverage intevactthe course of the
campaign (and its component periods) shows onlypened when issue coverage surges
in any meaningful way, and that is during the pgbetween the close of the conventions
and the first debate. Even there it only aver@jegercent of coverage, and campaign
coverage is still firmly in control of the news spa The remaining three periods show a
consistent ratio of campaign to issue coveragdy gampaign coverage enjoying a four-
to-one advantage. Scandal and gaffe coverage rnrargaespectable, if small, presence

throughout the election, as the specific eventseari

Table 3.4 — Mean Percentage of Categories of Caeelyy Period, 1996-2008

Convention| Post-Convention| Debates Post-Debate
Campaign 79% 68% 81% 76%
Issue 17% 31% 17% 18%
Scandal 5% 4% 2% 5%
Conclusion

Examination of the volume of coverage at diffengoints in the campaign and
the content of that coverage provide a useful pectd the general election media
environment in which the campaigns operate. ¢hsracterized, in general and
assuming a competitive election season, by sekeyahttributes:

e The amount of time outlets are willing to devotdhte campaigns is largely
dictated by the presence or absence of the “majaghts of the general election
season: the conventions, the debates (at leaBtshdebate), and Election Day.

e Strategy/horserace coverage is the norm in broadoasrage of the election

season, with only brief periods when issue coverageascendance.
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e The presence of scandal or gaffe coverage haglarnen to displace issue

coverage, at least in the three elections codeslrher

Having considered these issues individually, lenos turn to consideration of the
campaign timeline, period-by-period. Examiningstasame phenomena in this manner
allows us to more clearly demonstrate how the mediaronment changes (along several
axes) over the course of the campaign. The camgeagods have been broken down as
follows: the convention period, the post-convenf@niod, the debate period, and the
post-debate period/ Election Day (which includessthfew days in November before

voters head to the polls).

The Campaign Coverage Life Cycle
The Convention Period
The national nominating conventions constitutetthditional start of the general
election period, but it is worth pointing out thigé election season has no clear-cut
beginning. Certainly, though, this is a fine cleofom the standpoint of an examination
of share of coverage, especially in light of theremous imbalances created by coverage
of the party conventions. In addition to an ineea each party’s share of coverage
over the four-day convention period (as well athmdays beforehand, when anticipation
grips the media), we also enter this period expgdb see a substantial increase in the
level of positivecoverage of the candidates during their own coneen Before we
reach the conventions, though, it is first necgsgabegin with a baseline of analysis of
coverage, so our discussion starts with an exarmmat coverage of the pre-convention

period, defined here as the ten days prior toitkedonvention.
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Coverage in the pre-convention period is, in maspects, unremarkable. As the
run-up to a major campaign event there is certattntion on the campaigns, but it
shows more in a burst of activity as the conventimves closer than in a steady rise. In
each year, coverage in the three days precedingptiheention is substantially greater
than in the week prior to that period (the onlyepton being if a vice presidential
selection is announced earlier, as we will seevbel®dhare of coverage in this period is
tilted in favor of the candidate whose conventiah shortly begin, but there is not the
overwhelming imbalance that is observed duringctirevention proper. In terms of
content of coverage, there is no true pattern. &Spears (1996, 2004) appeared to be
rather issue coverage-rich, while other years (2@0@ especially 2008) showed only
limited amounts of issue coverage. In all yedrsugh, coverage increased in overall
volume as the candidates moved towards the openiting first national party
convention.

The content of coverage during this period hascamsistent tipping point, after
which coverage becomes intensely campaign-orieagempposed to issue-oriented: the
selection of the running mate and Vice Presidertiabidat®. In fact, once the Vice
Presidential nominee is announced, issues terabffom view almost immediately,
and often for the duration of the pre-conventionerage. In 1996, 47 percent of the pre-
selection coverage was issue coverage, but thaefigropped to 9 percent of the post-
selection coverage. In 2000 issues fared bett¢hdd less distance to fall: from 22

percent to 16 percent. 2008 was a staggeringlgnengear for issue coverage, but still

I Only 1996, 2000, and 2008 are included in thidyaig since in 2004 Kerry chose
John Edwards as his running mate more than tengtaysto the convention. During
this same period, the rate of issue coverage waef&knt, and Kerry’s tone score was
0.27.
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the trend persists: only 7 percent of pre-seleatimrerage was issue-based, but that
figure dropped to less than 1 percent after Bidas announced as Obama’s running
mate. This is a clear demonstration of both thmitditions of the news hole (the fact that
there are only so many minutes in a broadcast alunn inches in a newspaper) and of
the media’s preference for campaign and strateggrege of the candidates.

This pre-convention period is a period of transitivom the relative quiet of the
presumptive-nominee stage to the circus-like “catmm” stage that is the national
nominating conventions. Although there are ocaeaidiscussions of poll results, there
is a tone of relative equality in discussing tharates of each candidate: reporters
(broadcast and print) and anchors alike use phthaéfmdicate that anything can happen
in the election to come, that the outcome is uaggrand that the candidates have much
to gain or lose in the coming conventions. Bytthee we reach the 24-48 hours before
the opening of the convention, volume of coveraggeihcreased dramatically since the
beginning of the coding period nine days befor@luwhe of coverage increased by over
300 percent in 2000, which was the smallest inerehshe four election cycles — in 2008
it increased over 800 percent, and over 700 peinelf196. The selection of the vice
presidential candidate, the impending conventiatogeand the occasional gaffe
(McCain’s lack of knowledge on the number of house®wned at the time, for
example) bring some of the largest volumes of cayeiof the campaign, at least through
the run-up to Election Day. It is in this enviroem that the coverage of the conventions
begins.

There are common topics of coverage during the eation period. First among

these is the convention itself — though, not asroight expect. The actuabntentof the
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convention is rarely discussed, but theumstanceof the convention is quite prominent.
In virtually every convention season, there is cage devoted to protesters outside the
convention venue (though in later years, this wasugsed from a security angle). This
is an example of news media seeking to satisfy #thical standards of balance and
objectivity: the protests themselves are frequefadynmonly, in fact) of little import,
lack organization, and/or fail to demonstrate asl cohesion, yet they represent an
opposing side that can be presented to the puBlite notable exception to this is the
substantial protests in New York City during thepRlglican convention in 2004.
Thousands of protesters took to the streets, are there well over one thousand arrests
according to reports on NBC News — this, howeves wot the typical experience, as
even a casual review of the protest stories duwsthgr conventions demonstrates, which
limits the power of any event-focused story explexma Coverage of protesters is not
limited to the opposition (Clinton endured some dastrations from members of his
own party over welfare reform at the 1996 convemtfor example), but that is the norm.
Protest coverage is also a means of providing donmgehovel to the public, as the
increasingly stage-managed conventions limit trelability of contrasting material to
report — in fact, the phrase “stage-managed corm@niurns up hits in a LexisNexis
search of th&lew York Timethat refer teeveryconvention in this study. Resistance to
media management by the campaigns on the part ditroatlets (Zaller 1998) — which
often results in negative and/or off-message caeerais a likely explanation for this
commonality.

Additionally, in five out of eight conventions (#& Republican, two Democrat)

we see stories whose primary focus is the fundfrgpovention parties and activities by
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corporations and/or interest groups, and in alihis phenomenon is referenced in at
least some story regarding the convention itskelis noteworthy that this coverage does
not seem to be prompted by the opposition — comangiain it is almost uniformly
provided by members of public interest groups (Cami@Gause, League of Women
Voters), and is generally negative. The regulaittyh which this issue appears is, again,
not surprising. In light of the efforts of convemmt organizers to present a clean, non-
controversial series of evenings, which in turrsprés their candidate in the best
possible terms, it is natural for media outletfottus on anything inconsistent with that
image. In that same vein, major party conventibesmselves have an undeniable air of
populism about them: there are visuals of largésipelcked with the party faithful from
across the nation. Delegates to the national cdiores are typically chosen through
precinct and district elections or caucuses, atebdées themselves are viewed favorably
(according to a 2004 Pew Center poll, 81 percepiadly identifiers stated that delegates
“think of people like me” when transacting the mesis of the convention). The image of
these same delegates being wined and dined by radmetgrests is, it would seem, an
irresistible target for journalists. Certainly tbensistency of the appearance of such
coverage (across the years one can even obsernarsanguage being used in separate
stories) suggests a view among journalists thatithan area worthy of attention and
presents a clear demonstration of the press engaglipublic interest” coverage.

In terms of volume of coverage, the conventions arout question, the most
heavily-covered campaign event of the general ielegteriod. The only period that
exceeds the convention period is the final runeuglection Day, when in three of the

four election cycles the average level of coverfag¢hat period was equal to or greater
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than the volume of convention coverage. This cagels largely anticipatory. Stories
about the candidates and seconds of coverage lgadealine as the conventions
progress, with the earlier days typically receivingre attention. For the eight
conventions coded here, the heaviest day of correnbverage was one of the first two
days in five of them. Common subjects for coverag®ss all conventions include
biographical and personal information about thededates and their families (coded as
“Personality” coverage), horserace coverage ottate of the race leading into and out
of the conventions, and coverage of a small nurabesues (though this coverage is not
as substantial, by comparison to the other categpriln this period, “political” coverage
wins out — discussion of the conventions, the docas$ scandal or gaffe, strategy
coverage and the like.

In no year does issue coverage constitute everohtie total coverage during
the course of the convention period, and in mastes of eight conventions) it does not
even approach a quarter of the coverage. 200&xBmmple, was particularly devoid of
issue coverage during the conventions: it constitwinly 7 percent of the coverage of the
Republican convention, and an astonishing 2 pemfethte Democratic convention. This
is also remarkable in that the average amountsokigoverage across all four election
cycles is 21 percent, which suggests that the caroreperiod is no more likely to
prompt issue coverage than any other period iséason. If the goal of the campaigns
was to focus media attention on the political andfganizational aspects of the
convention, they were demonstrably successfut was not, then they were markedly

unsuccessful.
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The Post-convention Period

Conventional wisdom tells us that the generaltelaccampaign begins in earnest
once both parties have completed their nominatomyentions, and the period following
the conventions and leading up to the debatesds orore one where patterns of
coverage are observable. As the only genuinebe®fperiod of the general election
campaign (that is to say, a period when campaigngsgat their own course, free from
the requirements of conventions, debates, andriaedcramble leading up to election),
we might expect to see a diverse set of choiceerbgidhe press in their coverage of the
campaigns, but this is not the case. Coverageeotampaigns is wholly predictable in
this period, from the content of the coverage sowblume of coverage. Whether this is
the result of a certain laxity on the part of thtssked with reporting the news or of the
schedule-driven, logistically-minded nature of anpaign on the road is not clear, but
there can be no doubt that it is in this phasedbagerage is at its most staid, with only
the occasional scandal or gaffe breaking up theaviand textual landscape.

Network news coverage in particular is almost nreroic in the manner and
rhythm of the day’s political reporting, with alie predictability of watching a ball at a
tennis match: first the field reporter of one caigpaecapping the day’s events, then the
field reporter following the opposing campaign,witansition material thrown in by the
anchor in between individual reports and segmerfite places in which the reporters
find themselves are almost incidental to the repgrt There is rarely an event that is not
tagged with at least the state in question (appigrgns sufficient to report that the
candidate is “campaigning in Michigan”), but thes@emarkably little discussion of the

particulars of the events, what the candidatesaatidese events, nor even the electoral
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implications of being in a particular state or mgi The first two are not terribly
surprising — one campaign stop is much the sana@ather to those covering them for
days at a time — but the last seems unusual, gttdesgen the horserace focus of the
modern presidential campaign. As discussed in @ndpvo and will be demonstrated in
more detail later, the reporters tend to prefeniesonhich pit the candidates against one
another. Outright attacks on an opponent are dlogtain to be mentioned, as are
policy areas where debates occur between the caediceven if played out on different
stages and in different time zones. Otherwisestaedard formula describes the day’'s
activities, where the campaign is headed next,llyswagh some context of horserace
standing to provide a feel for which candidateseding or trailing.

It is in this period that, as much as they carhenrhodern presidential campaign,
issues dominate reporting. All four campaigns kitlpatterns of coverage during this
period that emphasize issues, with five-day moawnerage rates of issue reporting
hovering near 40 percent of the total campaign amesfor the day. When contrasted
with the relatively anemic level of issue coverageing the convention period, this is a
substantial jump. In all campaigns except 2008, iticrease is also quite stable, and the
large spikes of scandal/gaffe coverage in 2000yi&te up much of the time available in
the newscast. However, despite the occasionatalmar, this is a period where issues
achieve a level of parity, if not dominance, on plodtical stage.

The candidates themselves provided numerous ispiestfor the media to
report, if they (journalists) chose to do so. #wr purposes of this dissertation, |
examined the coded content (courtesy of the PewgAbberg Archive of Presidential

Campaign Discourse) of every speech delivered &ywio major party nominees in
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1996. Over the course of the period under invasbg here (the general election
campaign), the candidates averaged approximatelysp&eches per day, and in each
speech raised an average of approximately six33&u8 per speech). While many of
the topics and themes shifted over the courseeotdimpaign (though some core issues
persisted throughout the campaign), the issue-@tecampaign appears to be a reality,
as there were no periods when candidates netrdiscussing the issues, even if the same
cannot be said of the media. At least in termthefcandidates themselves, there is
surprisingly little discussion of the horseracgublic fora.

As the debates approach, we almost invariably seecaease in both the total
coverage and coverage of issues in the campaifis r@porting frequently consists of
longer segments comparing the issue positionseotéindidates on a specific issue. This
is the only time that the coding reveals a cletgrition to provide policy information to
the public, which is surprising, given the previlgustated goal of political journalists
(political journalism exists to provide citizenstivthe information they need to
responsibly exert their political power in their mWwest interests). These pieces are
rarely seen outside of this period in the gendegit®n campaign, and this focus on
issues can be contrasted with the larger amourgersbnality and personal history
coverage seen in the Convention period. We alsergdly see an increase in the volume
of coverage of the campaign, which is typically flrough the post-convention period.
Increased excitement as a televised showdown Id@tvgeen the two candidates is
almost certainly the explanation for this incresseoverage through the tail end of the
post-convention period, and many reports contrgstie positions of the candidates in

the run-up discussion of which issues are moshiteebenefit/hurt each candidate add
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material to the day’s reporting, thereby increashegtotal volume as well as the
proportion of issue coverage. It is on this nbeg the post-convention period ends, and

we enter the debate period.

The Debate Period

News coverage of the debates is characterizedhpyhadegree of run-up and
anticipation, pre-debate preparation and strateggrage, and speculation as to the
potential impact (what each candidate has to gaihl@se) but very little coverage of
what was actually said in the debates, after tbe féhis continues a trend which is
noticeable across the board, to include the comwesitthere appears to be a decidedly
low level of follow-up coverage of events. Forlbtihe conventions and the debates, the
day or days immediately preceding the event iisetharacterized by increased activity
and a substantial amount of coverage, but oncewbet begins or has passed there is
very little follow-up. Reports of candidate pregaya are common, especially if they
provide good visuals: Gore walking on the beaclhaigaggle of “normal” citizens,
soliciting their views, was one particularly memagsexample.

In terms of coverage of the debates themselvere theirtually no coverage of
what was said by candidates during the debateief &rots of the candidates (less than
three seconds, on average) are the norm, with texgdalking over them, and few
enough of even these glimpses of the debate. IFoua campaigns and over their entire
general election length, there is an average afdoed candidate statements per day, at
an average length of 10.7 seconds each. Durindehbates, though, the average number

of aired candidate statements per day actumbpsto 3.7, and a length of 10.1 seconds
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each— moreover, most of these are not statements madegdhie debate itself. Across
ten debates for which the NBC broadcasts fromaHewing day were available, there
aired only two minutes of candidate debate stat¢ésrmmut of 65 minutes of debate
coverage. More than half of those statementscsee in a single year (2000), when
NBC aired a series of “fact-checking” segmentsradtech debate.

There was also some minor gaffe coverage. In 200¢ty’s “I voted for it
before | voted against it” line appeared on NBCdhg after the first debate, while in
2008 a John McCain reference to Barack Obama as 6tie” was also broadcast.
Though not a key feature in the debates that fidlimthe scope of this study, past
debates have served as launching pads for sorhe afidre memorable gaffes and one-
liners in presidential campaign history (Ford’séErPoland” gaffe; Reagan to Carter,
“There you go again...”; Bush surreptitiously chegkims watch during a debate with
Clinton in 1992). Either such gaffes were consdenuch more significant than those
seen here in 2004 and 2008, or they are not bepwyted as frequently as they were in
the past. The majority of coverage centers onyarsaby pundits, who demonstrate a
clear preference for campaign and strategy coverkgeall of the debate coverage in
these four elections (over an hour’s worth), onlyhe wake of the third and final 2008
debate was any candidate shown explaining an Essigon. It is telling — and not a
little bit dispiriting for those who advocate fasponsible civic discourse — that the ratio
of issue coverage to campaign coverage actdaitjyineduring the debate period.

Despite the limited presentation of the candidabes words, some issue
coverage is commonplace in the debates, though wiutiat coverage comes as a result

of a desire to catch candidates in misstatemeit®ther method is through interviews
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of “average” citizen panels: groups of undecideteéxoare gathered by news outlets,
watch the debate, and then offer opinions. Theeris themselves frequently express a
desire to see candidates provide solid, clear m&astion on policy. In response, the
most common questions asked by the network inteefiavere, “Who do you think won
the debate?” and “Do you now know how you will v&teln the final analysis, citizen
input into media reports (whether during the delpatéod or not) is rare and
stereotypical: citizens are used as human backdropgents, provide useful figures in
human interest stories that relate to some poticect as one-person anecdotal polls of
how the candidates are faring. It was a notewartbiglent (by virtue of its rarity) when
a citizen was prompted for a comment on issue®licypby an interviewer; what little
such commentary there was was usually spontansoggesting either that citizens
when speaking to journalists rarely have or off@rqy opinions, or that news directors
and/or editors simply don’t feel their views addhe quality of the report.

As campaigns move out of the debate period, coeanaakes its final shift into a
“last days” mode. Candidates lay on their findlestules based on their electoral
strategy, campaigns begin to focus on the mechani€gection Day, and the media enter
a period of unparalleled prediction and prognositca Unless the debates have
prompted a large shift in support, nearly all edegk speculation becomes focused on the
“path to victory.” Analysis of the campaigns cesten which states the candidates must
win to secure enough electoral votes to win theté&/Hiouse, and/or the travel schedule
of the campaign: for example, there were threageston two days on Dole’s planned
marathon campaigning schedule in the final weedt us now consider the final phase of

both the campaign and the coverage of it: postigedrad Election Day.
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The Post-Debate Period and Election Day

As the campaigns move beyond the debates, medialagien as to the outcome
reaches a distinctly feverish intensity. If a ddatk is trailing by a significant margin, as
Dole was in 1996, this is the time when open disicusof the “failed” campaign
becomes more common, and the stories take on awkifif not outright pessimistic) air.
It is a time when extended use of electoral mapsines more common, in the hopes of
divining the outcome and, at the same time, imagimiifferent scenarios that may lead
to an upset. In competitive races, this is alsenwlkey” states are highlighted —
bellwethers of the outcome are identified, and bezthe focus of intense deliberation.
At the same time, the candidates’ final travel plare discussed, as the last tactical
moves by the candidates are detailed nightly.uthsan environment, it should come as
no surprise that coverage of policy and issuessltova trickle as compared to the pre-
debate period. This was the case even in 19967 W& had virtually no hope of
catching Clinton, banking on a combination of ualikwins, including California.
Coverage of Dole in the final days (when he congalet four-day marathon of
campaigning) focused primarily on glitches in tlaenpaign stops and, interestingly,
summaries of his political career and likely futptans. In examining the volume of
coverage figures, however, it seems as if the ndsvand papers should be able to make
the time for all manner of coverage, since theesteady and significant rise in the
volume of coverage during this period, routinelybling between the last debate and

Election Day.
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Election Day coverage is, itself, quite routine dacking in substance, focusing
on the final actions of the campaigns. Indeed)dhger the campaign continues, the
more simple the coverage becomes: issue coverdgs,faredictions become more
concrete, and campaign coverage becomes the amlyishtown. It is nearly formulaic
in its creation: B-roll of the candidate votinghis or her home precinct, discussion of
the final campaign stops, and details on wherehamdthe candidate will watch the
results come in later that night. Interestingledctions as to the outcome are not
particularly common on Election Day. The campagds with less a bang than a
whimper, and, consistent with the pattern notetle¥athe amount of coverage on
Election Day proper is generally less than the gagseding it (2008 is the lone
exception). The broadcast ends with a plug foretrening’s coverage of election returns
for all offices, and undoubtedly after the caméghtlblinks off a frantic technical and

news crew prepares for the long night ahead.

Conclusion

In both of the preceding parts, it has been my ggodescribe the coverage of the
campaign, based on my minute observations of fonsecutive election campaigns, in
terms that are sufficiently general that we maygima them as being applicable to a
number of future election cycles. The conclusioffiered at the end of the first part of
the chapter and the description of the shifts dvercourse of the campaign in the second
part of the chapter are supported by the empigbaérvations made, and where there are
exceptions, they are noted in the text. It is algparent that the competitiveness of the

campaign has a substantial effect on the newspthgical journalists produce, in terms

113



of the focus of the stories; and the news that enedjanizations broadcast and print, in
terms of the volume of coverage of the campaigrcompetitive election yields more
coverage overall and a greater emphasis on stratefyputcome, whereas a less-
competitive election results in less coverage ansherease in the non-horserace
elements of the campaign.

Coverage of each period of the campaign cycle ineeéterein along the terms
dictated by the coverage itself as being relativihé major campaign events
(convention, debate, election) — shows a certajit land order. It appears a process that
is less susceptible than we may imagine to excessanipulation, since it hews closely
to only a few key events. Volume of coverage eftampaigns is essentially fixed,
making the media somewhat passive in terms of wilbbe covered and how much.
For now, let us turn to another key question: dae&rage of individual candidates
differ, and if so, how and when? We may, at leastye forward in the knowledge that
the general election media environment and itddgtedythmic pulse are far from
unknowable: in fact, they are quite approachabterahable, allowing us to focus on

what variability does exist.
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CHAPTER 4
COVERING TWO CANDIDATES

This chapter moves from examining the media emvirent as a whole to
examining the differences and similarities in caeggr of two competing candidates
within that environment. In the process of covgrithe election” or “the campaign,”
journalists are in fact usually covering individeaimpaigns, not the general election
itself. As a result, imbalances occur in the congr elements of news coverage that
may have an effect on levels of candidate suppints chapter will compare the share of
coverage received by each candidate in the studdytselections to identify any periodic
or persistent advantages enjoyed by each candaddtearty, as well as how and when
those advantages appear, change, and disappeal. also examine the tone of
coverage of the candidates, which is “balancedgraf fashion, at most points of the
campaign even as it is rarely neutral. The efbéthese imbalances will be examined
later, but in this chapter my goal is to demonsttheir existence and their consistency

with the model outlined previously in this disséda.

Share of Coverage

It is a central purpose of this dissertation tondastrate that intra-campaign

levels of coverage of the two major party candiglae fundamentally imbalanced and



unequal. The model described here suggests thatgartial media should have a desire
to provide roughly equal time and attention to eeaididate, but at the same time there
is an impulse (of journalists and their news orgatons) to forge interesting stories that
combine the news values of novelty and conflicsyio 1984, Bennet 2003). However,
constructing stories with this goal results in feiog more on one campaign than the
other, which results in imbalance. Even the orzainon of the broadcast itself is not
necessarily helping: allowing equal time in cover&y the reporter tracking each
campaign makes no guarantees that each reportatisdliss the campaign to which they
are assigned. Frequently, a reporter followingDeenocratic candidate discusses the
candidate’s response to the Republican candidatis®rtunes (or fortunes), and this is,
in form and effect, coverage of tRepublicancandidate. Even allowing for the
occasional tilt on account of a sensational evgartffe, or major policy initiative (and
accounting for the normal shifts seen during theveations) the frequent imbalances
observed in share of coverage are both real ahdrregmarkable.

Aggregate balance is a useful starting point ia thscussion: overall, candidates
receiveapproximatelythe same share of campaign coverage, but thetdl isnbalance.
D’Alessio & Allen’s 2000 findings, which show, oveéme and in the aggregate, no
obvious advantage for either party, are victimghefr own breadth. By creating a meta-
analytic measure they run the risk of aggregatasglts that null out advantages in each
election, and even then they report that “52.7 gaa@rof airtime went to Democrats,
leaving 47.3 percent to Republicans. This is narge difference, although it is larger
than some would like” (149). Turning to the cortanalyzed here, within individual

elections we see some aggregate imbalance tilteartis the incumbent party, and of
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varying degrees of magnitude. Overall, the shamweerage is similar, but in no way
equal or balanced. In fact, the mean advantagkare of coverage over the course of
the general election is measured to be 10.6 peroenearly twice that found by

D’Alessio and Allen in 2000.

Table 4.1 — Aggregate Share of Coverage, 1996-2008

FULL GENERAL ELECTION FINAL 60 DAYS OF CAMPAIGN FINAL 30 DAYS OF CAMPAIGN
Democrat Republican % Diff Democrat Republican % Diff Democrat Republican % Diff
1996 9375 8611 8.1 4668 3108 33.4 2866 2321 190
2000 10391 9906 4.7 5598 4665 16.7 3970 3478 12.4
2004 12140 14176 14.4 6156 7855 21.6 3749 4511 1€.9
2008 10984 12950 15.2 7361 9203 20 5288 5664 6.6

Percentage of total coverage of each candidategopisds of candidate-specific
coverage on NBC'Blightly Newsand name mentions in tiNew York Times Full
General Election measures from ten days prior todtart of the first nominating
convention.

That overall double-digit advantage in candidgteesfic coverage exists
throughout the election calendar. Even when comg@ahare of coverage as Election
Day approaches, candidates have aggregate advawtfat@ percent or greater during all
but one period: the final thirty days of the 20@8npaign. Even if we discount the 1996
figures (1996 is anomalous in most measures of anaaliput for the general election
period, owing to a lack of competitiveness), therstill an evident imbalance in the
amount of coverage received by each candidateewigie, there is apparent imbalance
when we examine the daily variation in share ofetage of the candidates. Figure 4.1
shows that there is significant variation in tharghof coverage over these elections, and

that the candidate with the share advantage vaviesthe course of the election as

journalists and news outlets shift from focus oe party to the other.
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Figure 4.1. Relative advantage in share of coveraigine Democratic
candidate, over time. Y-axis was calculated byraghing the Republican
candidate’s share of coverage from the Democratindadate’s share of

coverage (five-day moving averages for both).
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Figure 4.1 - Continued

Democratic Share of Coverage - 2004
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Shares of coverage were significantly correlated/een both content sources
used in this study. With few exceptions, sharesookrage — even resulting from two

distinct data collection methods — are quite sinlae mean of the correlation for each
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year is .663, and is significant at the 0.01 levdlhis provides a convenient test of both
reliability and validity. The alternative form tesf reliability supports the conclusion
that these lines can be considered a reliable septation of media coverage as a whole.
Additionally, the face validity of each can be meomnfidently asserted, as it would be a
remarkable coincidence if the candidate-of-cove@gkng (in seconds of broadcast
coverage) happened to match the name-count coélthg @rint coverage. As they
correlate significantly, we can safely believe téath is measuring the phenomenon

accurately.

Turning to the actual content of the figure, we Bequent shifts of share of
coverage of 20 points or more (four in 2004 alondyoth media, evewithoutcounting
the convention coverage), a result all the morear&able when one considers that the
lines represent five-day moving averages, whichatarally resistant to large swings in
share of coverage. This means that there aredrégnd persistent shifts in the level of
coverage received by each candidate. Conventieerage naturally and appropriately
results in extreme variance in share of coverajéh an intense focus on the candidate
being nominated it is no surprise that the conwengpieriods show an appropriate
peak/trough in terms of share of coverage, heredith peak and deep trough that open
each graph. What is much more significant is thate are multiple occurrences of
media surges above what we might consider “normeakls of coverage throughout
every election cycle. They occur regularly throoghall cycles (that is to say, they are
not restricted to one election season), and arpamy-specific. They are generally

smaller in magnitude than the extremes seen dtimgonventions, but not always (see
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1996). Clearly, share of coverage is not consilstémfavor of one candidate, nor is it

balanced, overall or day-by-day.

Tone of Coverage

Logically, tone of coverage matters when discus#iegeffects of news coverage.
Positive coverage can be presumed to be good dpfiilhevhile negative coverage can
be presumed to be bad and harmful. In a dynandecampetitive environment, though,
this is not necessarily the case, since we hacerisider relative tone, not just measured
individual tone. This dissertation approachedghestion from a purely descriptive
perspective, initially, so as to begin with an engal answer to what is an empirical
guestion: how do the media treat the candidatas® adds the tone component to the
more traditional view of the content- and issueedia$nformation environment” (Jerit et
al. 2006, and described here in Chapter Three)xhwim an electoral context, must be
considered a vital component of media coverageusecaf its potential to persuade. We
see a number of interesting things when startirig thie results of a detailed content
analysis, and among these findings there are twohngtand out most starkly. First, on
average, coverage of candidates is slightly mos#ige than negativdjowever
coverage of candidates in three of four electiomsds towards negativity as we
approach Election Day, with the lone exception §&1008. Conventional wisdom (and
much of the literature in Chapter Two) often hdluist the media are generally negative
in their coverage, if for no other reason thamitts accusations of bias. Clearly, such an
assumption is not warranted based on the findiegs. hit is the second point that holds

far more interest, however: the average tone oéi@me of a candidate is not simply the
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result of events or opinion, but is related togngicant degree to the tone of coverage of
theopposingcandidate. This second point may not seem taabeplarly significant

until the relationship is shown graphically — attpoint, one sees that the media
“balances” tone coverage towatasth candidates, and that negative coverage for one
usually means negative coverage for the other ds Whis bizarre “dance” is seen
across all four elections, and was among the nsguing nuggets unearthed by the
content analysis herein. It also allows us to npoeeisely consider the effects of tone,
since such a correlation has implications for tisealery of evidence of the effects of
tone on support. After all, if tone of coveraggenerally at the same level of positivity
or negativity (whether on the same day or in atskuccession of days) then any
movement in levels of support that would ordinabé/caused by tone would be
necessarily blunted. This may account for the remin¢tory findings with regard to the
impact of tone found in the literature, where sdierris et al. 1999, 185) find that tone
is an important factor in electoral decision-makiwhile others (Hopmann et al. 2010,
401) find the opposite. A good place to startasatibing the observed changes and tides
in tone of coverage over the course of the gersdeation campaign, and determining
whether there is any obvious sign of partisan cageibias, event-driven valence, or

historical variation.

The Tone Dance
This project is concerned with the examinatiotoofe of coverage over the
course of the general election campaign, not onlgggregate measure of overall tone. It

is the goal of many a scholarly researcher to disaad detect bias (imbalance, really) in
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tone of coverage. Whether arguing in favor of gowate ownership theory of
conservative news bias or a journalist-centric thed liberal news bias, studies abound.
Meta-analysis shows, on average and in the aggregatoverall imbalance (D’Alessio
and Allen 2000), but that is hardly the end ofdisecussion. Using that logic, manic-
depressives would, in the eyes of psychologistgjuite level-headed individuals. For
that reason | think it important to determine wleetimtra-campaign changes in tone of
coverage exist. Finally, it is not entirely clegnat causes changes in tone of coverage,
assuming they are variable to some meaningful @e¢fneugh certain actions do seem to
lead to generally positive or negative coveraghbis §ection is concerned with
addressing these four related questions:
e What is the general tone of coverage of candidatdse period in question, and
does it exhibit any specific patterns?
e Is there an apparent partisan imbalance across theselections, and if so, in
which direction?
e Do we observe variations in intra-campaign levél®oe, rather than overall
levels of positivity/negativity towards the candiels?
e Are these shifts in tone tied to any particular pargn events or actions on the

part of the campaigns?

Before discussing the effects of tone of coverégs first necessary to simply

demonstrate what tone the media take with the dahes.
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Describing Tone of Coverage

Tone of coverage in these two media outlets isistent, although it is not
always balanced. As Table 4.2 shows, tone of @meeof the candidates is quite
balanced for the NBC coverage. In two electior#®6land 2000) the Republican
candidate received more positive coverage thab#mocratic candidate, and in two
elections (2004 and 2008) the Democratic candidsteived more positive coverage.
The logical conclusion here is that the incumbemtypis more likely to receive negative
coverage from the broadcast media, with no appa@nisan bias. Also, coverage of the
candidates is generally positive. In only one \{@804) is coverage @ny candidate in
either medium more negative than positive, andrtban across all four election cycles is
positive for both candidates.

Coverage becomes less balanced, however, iNglaeYork Timedata. Here we
see a clear and distinct advantage in two electioteyms of tone for the Democratic
candidate. This is not to say that fieesis hostile to Republican candidates: in fact,

coverage of the Republican candidate was moreipesit theTimesthan on NBC.

Table 4.2 — Aggregate Candidate-specific Mean Dadye Scores by Medium

Election | D-NBC | R-NBC | D-NYT | R-NYT | D Tone | R Tone

1996 0.06 0.12 0.35 0.11 0.20 0.12

2000 0.10 0.11 0.29 0.24 0.20 0.17

2004 0.01 -0.03 0.20 0.20 0.11 0.08

2008 0.20 0.10 0.28 0.07 0.24 0.09

Mean 0.09 0.07 0.28 0.16 0.19 0.12

Mean of daily tone score, not conflated with volum&erage tone score of both media is
shown in bold, in the final two columns.
However, coverage of the Democratic candidatesfarasnore positive than either

coverage of Democrats on NBC or of Republicans@Ttmesfor 1996 and 2008. 2000
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and 2004 were, for both media, somewhat surprigibglanced. | use the word
“surprisingly” because it is in those two yearsttBaorge W. Bush was running on the
Republican ticket. Bush (who represented the iraage of a southern, religious, free-
market social conservative) presented a clearttéogéberal-biased media, if they were
of a mind to avail themselves of their own biag] gat these are the years when we see
the most equal treatment (by tone) of the Republt@ndidate. In fact, “maverick” John
McCain — seen by many as a moderate Republicaffered from roughly the same
disparity in tone as Bob Dole, whom conventionadd@m, his own supporters, and a
humorous anecdote in his own 2000 book peg asdmcanservative. Given that, it is
hard to argue that thEmesexhibits an anti-Republican bias. At best, onghhargue
that they occasionally exhibit a slight pro-Demadras. It is, however, something to
bear in mind when we turn our attention to the@f®f tone of coverage later on in this
project.

Overall, taking both media into account, tone faubie Democratic candidates.
On one hand, we should probably not read too mutchthe finding. This is not a
consistent result in both media (NBC’s coverageasmmally favored Republicans, after
all), nor do we see sizeable differences betweenvi parties. On the other hand, there
is a certain consistency within the results. Themo denying that even when there is a
Republican advantage in tone of coverage, it ghslia mean average advantage of
0.035), and yet when there is a Democratic advantag much more pronounced (a
mean average advantage of 0.218). | am contarthddime being, to refrain from
passing judgment beyond stating that there is desDemocratic preference within the

Timesdata. Within the literature we see studies tieaahstrate outlet-specific
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tendencies towards positive treatment of one paréy another, which wash out in the
aggregate when we consider media outlets as a WiRatasworth and Lichter 2007,
D’Alessio and Allen 2000), so a broad statemenmnetlia bias would be inappropriate
even in the face of this finding.

An interesting finding, also noted earlier, is thaverage of candidates is more
positive than negative. This goes beyond simg@tirgg that someone benefits from the
day’'s news: after all, even if both candidates be@eh mauled by the press, there is still
one candidate who got the worst of it and one whs @anly slightly less maligned,
rendering an “in the land of the blind, the oneebyean is king” effect. What | note here
is that the net tone of coverage of each candidates own right is very slightly
positive. This is not only true when discussing @verage daily tone, without including
volume. Even when the volume factor is taken atoount, coverage of nearly all
candidates was still positive (see Table 4.3). dbigight candidates (the sole exceptions
both being sitting presidents at the time of tleetbn) received, overall, more positive
than negative coverage on NBC during the courgbeo§eneral election campaign (the
broadcast coverage, being the more sensitive distbeneasures owing to the detail of
that analysis, was used to generate the findin@abte 4.3). Here again we see a
distinct advantage for the Democratic candidatét, @nly Clinton trailing his
Republican challenger in terms of the absoluteedifice between seconds of positive
and seconds of negative coverage. The Republmadidates trail the Democratic

candidates by a ratio of nearly 2:1 in positiveégative coverage.
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Table 4.3 — Total Seconds of Positive and Neg&weerage (broadcast) for Each
Candidate

Election| DPos | DNeg | D Net RPos | RNeg | R Net
1996 3080 3271 -191 2293 2082 211
2000 3414 2167 1247 2774 2066 708
2004 3167 2618 549 3731 3905 -174
2008 4171 1246 2925 4126 2482 1644

Sum 4530 2389
D Net and R Net indicate the net difference betvpesitive and negative coverage for
each candidate.

Coverage is more positive than negative for caatdsleven when we exclude the
tone of coverage during the conventions, which ig®wa boost in the levels of positive
coverage overall. Daily tone score averages wangpated using the mean of all tone
scores (the daily data, not the five-day-averagead)drom NBC and thBlew York
Times beginning ten days following the final conventionlese and running through
Election Day. Although most years decline by s@m®unt, and some years see a clear
move towards the negative side of the tone scalg,ane actually crosses into general
negativity (2004, for Republican coverage), andhethen only to an average tone score
of -0.01. Overall, the tone scores hold up extigmell outside of the Convention
period. While this seems to run counter to findiingother works (specifically,
Farnsworth and Lichter 2007), | would point outtttieeir data includes only the days
after Labor Day, which may account for some ofdlierence seen here. As the
campaigns move towards Election Day, tone becoreesrglly more negative for both

candidates.
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Table 4.4 — Average Daily Tone of Coverage Exclydonvention Coverage
Election D Tone R Tone
1996 0.21 0.06
2000 0.19 0.17
2004 0.05 -0.01
2008 0.20 0.03

In summary, | can make certain general statemdyutstahe overall tone of
coverage during the general election campaignpagth answering the first two
guestions to be addressed in this chapter: whikeisverall tone of coverage, and do we
see any particular partisan bias? Coverage of tanldidates, in most years, is more
positive than negative. This is true both in teohthe daily tonal average (only Bush in
2004 has generally negative coverage) and thevolaime of positive vs. negative
coverage. Only Clinton in 1996 and Bush in 200deh@ore negative than positive
coverage, which is most likely the result of ongved campaign dynamics: one, that
political journalists are more critical of incumbiemunning for reelection; or two, that
incumbents are more likely to be attacked by thgosjtion, as they are running on the
record of the past four years. Additionally, thexa tonal advantage in favor of the
Democratic candidates in most elections. Withoakimg a claim of outright bias, it
must be noted that both outlets examined in thpprexhibit an empirically
demonstrable level of positivity towards Democtats degree that outstrips that of the
Republicans, even as both candidates receive dbngoaitive coverage. Daily tone
scores from thé&lew York Timeshow a uniform advantage for Democratic candid@rtes
only one year, 2004, does the Republican evenlgugl with the Democrat). In
addition, NBC aired coverage of Democratic predidéoandidates that was more
positive than negative, and the difference betwheriwo was 190 percent larger for

Democratic candidates than Republican candide&@esto answer our first two
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guestions, coverage in the aggregate is generadliyiye for all candidates, but
Democrats are, on averageore positivelytreated than Republicans.

We can now move on to intra-campaign shifts iretohcoverage. As previously
noted, one goal of this project is to identify pgent, multi-election trends in media
coverage of presidential candidates. Just aswssdone with share of coverage, it will
now be done with tone of coverage. Examinatioshifts in tone of coverage revealed
an interesting phenomenon: tone of coverage otandidate appears to “follow” tone
of coverage of the other candidate. Consider taptt in Figures 4.2 and 4.3, which
show the five-day moving average of daily tone sdor each candidate (candidate-
specific coverage, not conflated with volume). Ufeg4.2 charts the tone of coverage
using only the NBC data (which demonstrated leas bverall, and was more sensitive
besides) and Figure 4.3 shows the merged meastoaethat incorporates tiNew
York Timegone scores.

The figures below illustrate a remarkable degrfemoagruence. Although there
are some periods of divergence early in the eleati@le (during the convention
periods), the lines settle into a steady coursautiin most of the remainder of the
election cycle. The NBC-only lines in Figure 4r2 anore stable than those in Figure 4.3
that add in the tone measures fromTimaes but even those exhibit a healthy degree of
correlation. In fact, tone of coverage of the vidiial candidates in each election are
correlated with each other to a highly significdagree § < 0.01) in Figure 4.2 (mean
coefficient of 0.59), and in all but 2000 for themed tone measure in Figure 4.3 (mean

coefficient of 0.33).
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Figure 4.2. Time Series Analysis of Five-day Movwgrage Tone Score for Broadcast,

Candidate-specific Coverage.
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Figure 4.3. Time Series of Five-day Moving Averaigae Score for Print and Broadcast,

Candidate-specific Coverage.
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To further demonstrate the similarity of tone ofemge between the two
candidates, an independent samples t-test was ctaadio compare the mean tone of
coverage at different stages of the campaign, thglresults reported in Table 4.3. As
expected (based on the visual evidence in Fig@k By far the most common
occurrence is that a comparison of mean tone ysaidasignificant result, with only two
exceptions: the 1996 convention period when Ddlae score was very positive, and
the final thirty days of the 2008 campaign whengame was true for Obama. In all
other campaign periods and in all years (and fertdtal campaign, though the results are
not reported here), the mean tone of coverage scar@ot significantly differ. This, in
conjunction with the high level of correlation betwn tone scores on a daily basis, is
strong evidence in support of the third hypothdsiat tone will be significantly similar
for candidates during all periods except the cotigas.

This tone “dance” is, frankly, not what was expddby the model when tone was
first measured for this project. Essentially, ¢xpectation was that one of two influences
would predominate: balance or objectivity. The miqutedicts that there would be very
little variation at all, news directors and editbes/ing reviewed the material for the
evening’s broadcast/day’s publication and appliedjournalistic ethic of balance to the
tone of the day’s news. However, in terms of thgativity norm, there was also the
possibility that tone would be driven by an objeetdescription and analysis of the day’s
events for each candidate, and therefore we waddse relationship whatsoever
between the two tone plots. Each candidate woane Ihis good days and bad days, and

they would be reported as such, the journalistiodrds of objectivity having been
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applied as appropriate and the tone naturally ddrftom the subjects of the stories

reported. The results, though, suggest that Someof both occurred.

Table 4.4 — Comparison of Means by Independent Bariptest for Convention, Post-
Convention, and Final Thirty Days of the Campaign
Dem Tone Rep Tone t df p
CONVENTION ONLY

1996 .042 (.300) .218 (.126) -2.686 30 .012
2000 055 (.199) .176 (.202) -1.703 30 .099
2004 .057 (.161) .050 (.089) 0.152 30 .£80
2008 -.078 (.278) .072(.201) -1.634 26 .114
POST-CONVENTION
1996 222 (.357) .223(.40%) -.013 70 .€90
2000 175 (.275) .173(.200) .054 944 .€57
2004 -.007 (.165) -.043 (.176) 1.073 101 .286
2008 168 (.273) .146 (.163) .364 62 .€87
FINAL 30 DAYS
1996 -.047 (.367) -.059 (.234) .144 48 .€86
2000 014 (.156) -.046 (.225) 1.196 52 .237
2004 -.029 (.170) -.077 (.167) 1.171 58 .271
2008 223 (.154) .084 (.147) 3.677 62 .000

Dem Tone and Rep Tone report mean tone score didate-specific coverage
(Standard Deviation in parentheses), from -1 taCONVENTION ONLY represents tone
during and immediately preceding/following the noating conventions. POST-
CONVENTION represents all days following the cotieerperiod (and, in 2004, the
inter-convention days, since there was a monthlgween the conventions) until the
beginning of the final thirty days of the campaigiNAL 30 DAYS represents the final
thirty days up to and including Election Day.

On a given day, a news outlet receives coveragadi candidate from the
reporting staff and notes his activities, any sdlissues raised, his attacks or responses
to attacks, and outside events that affect the aggnp The most newsworthy stories are

selected, and the day’s broadcast or publicatigmiseo take shape. In this sense, the

process is objective and event-driven, and theelgggping” model is operable, subject to
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the news values of the specific events. Howeudheasame time, a journalistic ethic
towards balance asserts itself. At this point,ittoge newsworthy items have been
chosen, but to focus only on one candidate’s godzhd fortune may open the outlet up
to charges of bias. As a result, news stories@ected that paint the opposing candidate
in a similar light as the candidate whose storresdaiving the day’s coverage. If such a
scenario were, in fact, reality, we would expecteée much the same confluence as we

see in Figures 4.2 and 4.3.

A qualitative analysis of these shifts of toneo¥erage was undertaken to
attempt to determine what was causing the shiftee best explanation that emerged was
that periods of joint negativity were characteribgdhe presence of a high number of
attacks and counterattacks on the part of the dates. In other words, much of the
negativity in tone was the result of the candidat@s words: since a statement made by
a candidate attacking his opponent was coded adinegoverage (as, indeed, it is), and
since attacks were often shown in tandem, the t\teree for the day was driven
downward forboth candidates, leading to joint-negative periodseskhattacks did not
necessarily correspond, either - whether relatédeé@ame issue or not, when an attack
was shown for one candidate, a corresponding attankthe other candidate was often
aired. Add to this the fact that the reporterghams, and pundits would often amplify
this effect by repeating and discussing the atteakd what we see is strong negative
pressure on the measure of tone at a given time.

Examination of periods of positive coverage winit éess clear. Positive
coverage was, firstly, characterized by the abseheg#tacks, but that is not terribly
surprising. Joint-positive periods most often awpd when volume of coverage was
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relatively low, and when the content of that cogeravas mainly concerned with
comparison (by the broadcast) of candidate isssgipos. Those segments — which
focused on a presentation of each candidate’siposih a particular issue or issue area —
contained generally positive coverage for both aatds. These segments generally
appeared in the Post-convention period. Anothesistent facet of joint-positive
coverage (though not generally at the same timtkeassue-comparison segments) was
the presence of candidate interviews conducteti®gpecific news outlet. Candidate
interviews by the media allow for lengthy periodgositive coverage, since the
candidate is providing the content in his own worblews outlets nearly always
interview both candidates, on successive days,iwtreates only a very slight phase
shift in the coding, but appears in graphical f@snan upward trend at about the same
date. Why each of these segments appear whemlthisynot clear. By comparison to
attacks, which are “scheduled” (for lack of a betéem) by the campaigns, the timing of
these positive segments is decided entirely byrtadia.

In any case, it is certainly clear that it cannot@y be the campaign’s activities
that drive candidate-specific tone of coverageesmlwve are prepared to believe that the
candidates behave in such similar ways that coeenéthem yields the same average
tone. As for the major common campaign eventsveotions, debates), there is no
apparent connection between their appearance artdrie of coverage a candidate
receives, except for a general trend towards pesttbverage during the conventions
(though even this is not universal, as we saw iapg@dr Three). Turning to the debate
period, we see that, in fact, this is among theen@anced periods in terms of tone,

regardless of the winner or loser of the debaWwinhing” the debate (determined by
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using overnight polling by CNN, asking respondemitéch candidate won the debate)
correlates to a tone advantage over the opponenttbg next two days in only six of
eleven debates, or just more than half — whicleoofse, means that in just under half of
the cases the “winner” received more negative @yethan his opponent in the days
immediately following the debate. Overall tone fioe debate period (mean average of
the combined tone scores of each candidate frorddfidoefore the first debate to the day
after the final debate, NBC coverage only) is dliginore positive for the Democrats at
0.11, which is consistent with previous findingghrs chapter that show a general tonal
favorability towards the Democratic candidate. itdétely, though, tone does not appear
to be particularly sensitive to the major campagants, which puts it in a different
category than volume of coverage, which was detyde¢ent-driven.

We can now turn to answering the second two quesiiothis section: is there a
general level of positivity or negativity towardsnclidates, or do we see large shifts in
tone; and are any observed shifts in tone tiedattittonal campaign events? There can
be no doubt that significant shifts in tone of aage towards both candidates occur,
even when large daily changes are smoothed outantloving average and a normalized
scale to prevent volume from overshadowing the raitipositive to negative coverage.
The remarkable finding here is not that shiftsonet occur, but that they occur in
generally the same direction footh candidates at the same time (to such a degree that
the tone scores of the candidates correlate to @heln to a statistically significant
degree). At the same time, shifts in tone do ppkar to be tied to any particular
campaign events, though they are tied to campaigons(specifically, negative periods

feature candidates on the attack). Aside fronettpected reaction of tone during the
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conventions (generally positive), there appeaisettttle predictable reaction to the
debates.

In describing the general election media envirornimeterms of tone, then, we
can reasonably assert that it is, first and somesdna@risingly, a generally positive
environment. Candidates receive overall tone sciaethe course of the general
election that are more positive than negative,ahblut two candidates (both incumbents
seeking reelection) received a larger absoluteraelof positive coverage than negative
coverage. Second, itis also an environment {hya¢ars to favor Democratic candidates,
in terms of the overall tone of coverage, but atightly. Third, shifts in tone of
coverage are common, and the media do not appeahtbit any consistent positive or
negative treatment of candidates: both candidates their good and bad days and
weeks. In fact, these bad days tend to fall oroffosition’s bad days as well, which
has significant implications for the search fordarice of tone effects. Last, we see that
tone is generally positive during the conventiadhegh not to any remarkable degree —
tone is generally positive, but modestly so), bigrivention analysis shows that it does
not otherwise react predictably to other campaigmes (primarily, the debates).

The conclusion that | reach here is not that ternig@levant to those exposed to
media content, but rather that since coverage tf tandidates is more or less equally
positive or negative there is only so much damagédan be wrought by any spate of
coverage. The implications for campaigns haveptitential to change the way in which
candidates view media management. If bad neva@lind means no real harm to either
candidate, then provoking negative coverage obfiposition via a direct attack or

criticism is potentially an effective defense agaione’s own negative coverage. We can

139



assume that this would drive the average tone wérage to the negative, but in the eyes
of the candidate, so what? If shared negativityois:iegativity, then the worst one does is
maintain one’s current standing in the polls. Tikisot to say that there are not degrees
of negativity: obviously, some allegations are madaenaging than others. Despite that,
the “best defense is a good offense” argument patgmapplies here.

The general positivity of the tone of coverageda¥s the candidates shown here
is interesting. It suggests a number of thingauabwe approach of political journalists to
coverage of the campaigns, and sets aside somerneegpions about media treatment of
candidates. Clearly, the media are not unifornuityto “get” the candidates, at least
when the situation does not merit such treatm@mtimage of political journalists as
wolves on the hunt or as sharks waiting for thet feeding frenzy are not supported by
the data shown here, and whatever “gotcha” jousrmabkxists does not manifest itself as
solely negative coverage: there is also a countamnba of positive coverage. No bias
that | am aware of exists in the coding schemewatld result in a tendency to lean
towards positivity, and it would seem that there rmwore than enough statements made in
the media with the potential to help one side erdther. This is not to suggest that
periods of excess negativity do not exist, bus ivorth noting that the positives
ultimately outweigh the negatives when examinethataily level. In reviewing the
coverage, | agree that it does seem as if negats/itampant, yet when all of the
numbers are in we see that there was more pogithain it seemed at the time. This
may well be a manifestation of a perceptual biaswmown part, whereby negative
coverage tends to jump out at us, whereas positiverage simply fades into the

background. In any case, a “negative” media syssemot seen in the two news outlets
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studied here, even if it does elsewhere, and tkare reason to believe that other media

outlets are significantly different from these @mrhs of tone.

Conclusion

The goal of this chapter was to illustrate diffexesin the coverage of the two
candidates during the general election campaidwanareas: share of coverage and tone
of coverage. In both areas we see a high levehiodbility, but in only one is there
genuine imbalance. Tone of coverage, for allo¥driability (a genuinely “neutral” day,
when positive and negative statements balanceaheh is a rarity), remains balanced
between the two candidates. Rarely is coveragdmmare or less positive for one
candidate than the other, and tone scores areitpisedy similar throughout most of the
election cycle and across all years. In that sahse"balanced,” but it is important to
clarify exactly how, since that term would giveadsk impression without this
explanation, suggesting that it is “neutral.” Hosild also be noted that this balance is not
quite as balanced as it could be: Democratic catelsdseem to receive a larger share of
positive coverage than Republicans, on averagagththis imbalance is not sufficiently
large or consistent as to merit charges of sysierhats — only, perhaps, a slight degree

of favoritism.

Share of coverage, on the other hand, is both yigdniiableandimbalanced.
Large peaks and troughs are visible in the graphitalysis of relative advantage in
share of coverage, and not only during the congaasti Additionally, share of coverage
is not even balanced in the aggregate, contrattyet@onclusion reached by D’Alessio

and Allen’s meta-analysis of statement bias (200)is net imbalance is seen for the
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complete general election period, as well as itirdisphases of the campaign. This
finding is important, because it calls into questibe conclusion that news coverage of
the campaigns is essentially equal in the aggregatetherefore any intra-campaign
variations are of minor importance, and any effebisuld largely cancel each other out.
Imbalance in the media environment is real, anidd&uses preference-altering effects
then journalists and news outlets are potentidignging the outcome of elections by

their choice of stories and subjects
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CHAPTER 5
MEDIA AGENDA BUILDING AND THE CAMPAIGNS

As already noted, the news does not simply “hapgpels, created. The media
agenda is built, not born, and as a result it ljes to influence. The theoretical model
employed here suggests that news is selected addi@doat various steps in the news
production process, and is not reflective of som&dreality. Since this is a study of the
impact of the campaigns on the media, and the itrgfabe news on how the people
view the campaign, it is highly relevant to consithee extent to which campaigns can
successfully set the media agenda. We will begih avreview of a fundamentally
important component — what do candidates actsaly- and relate that to what is
reported in the press. Conflict and novelty aeekéys to attracting media attention, and
campaigns are in a position to offer both. This lba demonstrated in terms of what
issues are discussed in the press: of the mysagssmentioned by the candidates, only a
few appear in print and over the airwaves. Ovgewvdilen it comes to coverage of the
campaigns, conflict is king, and if that is truecempaigns, then the issues that are
covered by the media should be those on whichdhdidates both disagreedvoice
that disagreement at the same time, creating theglsiand attractive story dynamic that
journalists prefer to employ. Other issues WiEly be ignored, or at least not come into

the picture until journalists and news outlets fihdir own reasons for including them.



For the Record

So, what do candidates say? To answer this quest® can make use of the
Annenberg-Pew Archive of Presidential Campaign @isse. The dataset includes
transcripts of public remarks at all events formbiajor presidential candidates for the
year 1996 (and earlier, but this is the only ye#iw the scope of this study), between
Septemberiand the end of the election cycle (either ElecBay or the evening pridr)
Each transcript provides the date and locatiomefevent, the candidate speaking, a list
of subject headings that describe the contentseo§peech and, of course, the remarks
themselves. The project makes use of nearly 9%tindi subject headings, but they were
re-coded here to match the codes used in the dametysis. Nearly all of the project
subject headings fit easily into an existing codatkgory (for example, “Disaster Relief
— Florida” was re-coded into “Natural DisastersAdditionally, | read each set of
remarks to get an overall sense of how the spedhbeasselves changed over the course
of the general election campaign. | was also agrio note any distinctions that could be
made between the candidates in terms of the freyuaitheir mentions of the
campaign, strategy, the opposing candidate, theapedany other material that may not
have been significant enough to warrant a subjeatling mention. Such a review was
necessary, since it allows for a comparison betweewliscourse of the campaign and
thereportedcampaign, which are frequently (if not typicalhgt the same thing. See, by
way of explanation, the quote offeredidited for Television‘We don't, as a general

rule, report what the candidatesy’ (Kerbel 1998, 56; emphasis in the original). aimy

' According to the project’s director, Kathleen Hadimieson, the archive is a complete
record of all prepared remarks given in public fraxt. The remarks were sent to the
project by the respective campaign staffs (persomakspondence).

144



case, this archive provides a useful real-worldhfieate” against which we can compare
media coverage to what is actually being said enciburse of the campaign. While this
archive does not allow us to take into account gbreg, leaks, external events, and
other factors that may affect coverage, it dodsast allow us to identify what the
candidates — the focus of all of this attentiome-l&inging to the table.

Stump speeches, as other authors have noted, en@ses in repetition. They
change gradually, if at all, and wholesale charagesvirtually unheard of. In nearly
every case (at least in 1996), any speech thatr@epsignificantly from the standard
stump speech was being delivered to a specialimagpgveterans, union members, etc.)
for which a more “tailored” set of remarks was odf In examining the text of the
candidates’ speeches, it is not difficult to sex there is no shortage of issue discussion
on the candidates’ part. The mean number of isdisesissed in each set of public
remarks for the year studied was 5.79 per spe@chthés measure was approximately
the same for both candidates: Clinton’s speeches slightly more issue-broad, at 5.84
per speech, but Dole trailed only slightly at 5i$gies per speech. The candidates,
between them, discussed 35 issues over the thrathsof codinj. Though the issue
profile for each candidate and his speeches ddfehe non-issue content spoken by each
candidate bore a high degree of similarity to ttiteen For one, despite the
overwhelming advantage of strategy and horseraeerage in the media, candidates
spend very little time on those aspects of the @gmp In fact, it is rare for any remarks

to contain more than a few mentions of the comppetitature of the campaign in

" Annenberg-Pew codes were re-coded to correspoting tcodes used in the content
analysis procedure used herein. For the codingmselused in this project, see Appendix
A.
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introduction, and the customary “we’re going to Wenguage in conclusion. This is to
be expected, given that the horserace is a meagheaefrrather than a campaign frame, but
it was useful to see that media focus on the hacgeis not prompted by the campaigns,
but by the journalists themselves. Both candiddigsin the waning days of the
campaign, also seem disposed towards urging aweldno/ote, and the frontrunner
urged audiences to take nothing for granted, karetlvas very little competitive
language in these speeches. This voter turnootdiveas popular with the media as
well, and in competitive years we see an averageasé than ten minutes of voter
turnout coverage in the two weeks preceding Eladbay (624 seconds in 2000, 637 in
2004, and 609 in 2008).

Clinton was the more likely of the two candidatesrtention a non-issue,
campaign-centered event or factor, though this seatrleast on the surface, to be more
of a candidate-centered trait. Reading over aganskelection of speeches from
campaigns of the past 20 years shows that this mlatessppear to be a common trait of
either incumbents or challengers, Republicans en@ats. Into the modern era (for
which we do not have the same depth of data avejlahbt the ever-increasing reach of
services like YouTube makes full-length video ofngospeeches available) there is at
least anecdotal evidence that, occasionally, cagngasues can become more prominent
in campaign remarks. McCain, in 2008, spent agaiount of time on the stump
discussing media treatment of Sarah Palin, whidmadt bear directly on any issue,
though at the time it was occasionally framed awiarights or gender issue.

Turning to the issues addressed by each candekath,candidate’s speeches

were coded by the study and recoded to match sie isodes for this project, and from
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those codes a list of “top” issues was created.egoh candidate, | compiled a list of the
ten most-commonly included issues in his remarksis list does not account for the
absolute volume of time spent by each candidatih@issue, only the number of
speeches in which the issue appeared. In ordes bocluded in the Pew-Annenberg
coding, an issue was required to be the subjeat lefast one paragraph within the text,
so each counted observation represents an oppgrfanthe issue to be covered by
political reporters (as opposed to simply a casuattion-in-passing). The candidates
delivered 186 speeches between Septeniband Election Day, at regular intervals
(usually 1-2 per day). There were occasionallyqosrwhen no candidate made an
appearance, but the norm was at least one speesdichycandidate on any given day of
the election cycle.

The issue agenda pursued by a candidate is nat{ber, should not be)
arbitrary. Agenda setting causes changes in sslience, and in turn changes the
standards and conditions under which candidates\aieated by voters, and campaigns
are wise to attempt to actively manage the ageBdarigartner and Jones 1993, Carsey
2000, Petrocik 1991 and 1996, Riker 1993). Issueenship theory suggests that
candidates of different parties are perceived aglraore capable in addressing specific
issues better than their opposition, and that cites do well to emphasize those issues
that are most beneficial to them and least beraficitheir opponents (Petrocik 1996,
826). At the same time, candidates may emphasszees that are traditionally owned by
the opposition when they feel they have a demabistt@advantage over their opponent on
the issue (Carsey 2000), when they trail in thésg@amore 2004), or when the issue is

important to a large segment of voters (Downs 19%8)lian (2004) also shows that
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campaigns may be able to “neutralize” the traddl@advantages held by one party on a
certain issue, as Clinton did in 1996 (95). Imtigf this, we see that there are incentives
in both directions: candidates may, by turns, vitsemphasize traditionally owned
issues or those of the opposition, depending ordhgpaign and the electorate.

The Clinton campaign speeches offer a familiarifgaff issues for a left-of-
center candidate (see Table 5.1). Education andétfare state top Clinton’s agenda
during this period, with mentions in approximaté8/ percent of his remarks. Also
mentioned in at least half of Clinton’s speechesvegime, healthcare, science
(primarily in the earlier stage of the general stetcampaign), and the economy. He
addressed 29 issues in total, with 13 issues aipgeiarat least 10 percent of stump
speeches. The content of the speeches spent apptely equal time on both
prospective and retrospective comments, emphasizengccomplishments of the first
Clinton administration as well as the proposed ot for the second Clinton
administration. Clinton delivered 110 speeches/benh September'iand Election Day,
or 1.7 speeches per day.

The Dole campaign, also keeping close to traditi®egpublican issues, focused
on issues that can be considered comfortable amefibml to most Republican
candidates. His top issue, by far, was fiscalgyohvhich was mentioned in 82 percent of
his remarks. The next two issues — each appesrimgpre than half of Dole’s remarks —
were crime and values, the latter of which refetoethe need to restore integrity to the
presidency (a not-so-veiled reference to Clint@ssyet-not-fully-exposed personal
weaknesses). 26 issues were addressed, withhélysligoader base than Clinton’s:

despite the recurring theme of fiscal policy (taxand spending), 17 issues were
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mentioned in at least 10 percent of Dole’s remaiBsle also spent about equal time on
the past and future, but he obviously took a megmtive view of the previous four
years. Dole delivered 76 speeches during the geelerction period, or 1.17 per day.
This was fewer than Clinton by a significant margind Dole’s speeches were not
appreciably longer than Clinton’s, nor did they g as many issues overall. Having
said that, both candidates were undoubtedly acawepaigners, and the amount of travel

shows that both reached a wide variety of audieroesales, and interests.

Table 5.1 — Most Common Issues Mentioned by Catetida 1996

Issue Clinton Mentioned Dole Mentioned
Education 75 29
Welfare/Poverty 72 0
Crime/Guns/Drugs 67 43
Healthcare 61 32
Science 60 0
Economy 56 17
Environment 47 0
Volunteerism 33 0
Fiscal Policy 32 62
Race 30 0
Constitution 0 21
Fundraising 0 25

Role of

Government 0 33
Social Security 0 23
Values 0 40

Columns indicate the number of speeches in whidmaidate mentioned each issue.
Table includes the top ten issues mentioned by emtipaign, regardless of whether the
opposing campaign mentioned the issue. Bold inelscssues common to both
campaigns.

There were, naturally, differences in the issussuised between the candidates
(since each candidate would prefer to focus ores$eneficial to their own candidacy),

but there were also, as noted in Table 5.1, sosesarvhere both campaigns raised the
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same issues. The candidates shared five of teten issues, specifically (and
alphabetically): crime, economy, education, fiqualicy, and healthcare. Such
agreement does not come about by accident: rathethe result of a calculation.
Candidate control over many areas is subject tditons and circumstances, but
certainly in this case — candidate remarks — tinglidates are unconstrained except by
their own campaign strategies and goals. This &irfteresthetic calculation is common
in campaigns (see, for example, Riker 1986 and&ya2600), and the rational
assumption one can reach regarding the focus obaigm remarks is that, when there is
issue agreement, one of two things is happenitigereone campaign is emphasizing a
popular or salient issue and compelling the oppsib respond to it, dsoth campaigns
believe that the issue will be of benefit to thmmpaign. If it is the second, then one
campaign has miscalculated, since with the ben&hindsight we can observe which
campaign benefited from the inclusion of an issli¢he first, however, then it is
theoretically possible to drive the opposition tloligess issues to which he or she is ill-
suited. One hypothesis to be tested here is whitisealso true that an issue
emphasized by both campaigns is more likely toiveceoverag®, and rather than test
this proposition in the aggregate (which incredabedikelihood of confounding by virtue
of external events), it will be tested here by exang whether dual-candidate mentions
of an issue on the same day increases the preititgtabthat issue being covered in that
day’s news.

One facet of this topic that must be consideredtdeefoving on to media

coverage of issues is the role of agenda settmit, for the candidates and the media.

"'H4: I1ssues which are jointly emphasized by thepaigns will be covered by the
media, while issues which are mentioned by only carelidate will not.
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Do candidates discuss issues of interest to theq@ulihe media? Both? Regardless of
the answer, it is relevant to ask which issuegtitgic felt were the most important in
1996. Open-ended polling on the “most importanbfem” to be addressed in 1996 was
only available in June and July (prior to the stdrtoding period), and indicated
agreement in three separate polls that the fivea mg®ortant issues were crime, the
economy, fiscal policy, values, and educdtiodccording to a poll conducted at the
start of the coding periddreferenced here to be investigate if issues pbitance were
those discussed by candidates, at the time they eiscussed), the most important issues
did not vary much from earlier open-ended polliagponses, and the important issues
were drugs & crime, education, the economy, theradudget deficit, fiscal policy
(taxes), and moral leadership. Crime & drugs ahatation were tied for first with 17
percent of respondents, the economy received éperdeficit reduction netted 13
percent of respondents, tax policy received 7 pegyemnd moral leadership was last on
this list with 6 percent. While the number of respe alternatives here is limited due to
the closed-ended nature of the question, we chrast see a clear demarcation between
concern over the top three issues (two, reallygesteficit reduction and tax policy are

both fiscal policy issues) and the bottom thre®t dhly this, but the two top vote-getters

Y New York Times Poll, June 1996; Pew News Inteheséex Poll, July 1996; Gallup
Poll, July 1996. All used an identical questiow!fat do you think is the most important
problem facing the country today?”

Y'U.S. News, Sep, 1996. Retrieved Dec-21-2010 fteeiRPOLL Databank, The Roper
Center for Public Opinion Research, University oh@ecticut.
http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu.libproxy.temple/éata_access/ipoll/ipoll.html
Question text: Which of the following is the mastgortant issue for the next president
to deal with: fighting the drugs and crime problemproving education, cutting taxes,
improving the economy, cutting the federal budgsiait, or focusing on strong moral
leadership? And which issue do you think is nexstmportant for the (next) president
to deal with?
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in this poll correspond precisely to the two maziheon issues discussed by the
candidates (in the aggregate) in their speechascasded by the Pew-Annenberg
archive. It is possible that frequent mentionh&fge issues results in public
acknowledgment of their importance, or vice veritas highly relevant that both the
public and the candidates, in the aggregate, amgréke importance of campaign issues.
An additional guide is an issue-rating mea$yvet in the field at about this same point
that asked respondents to rate the importancena$sees, which offered a broader
selection of issues. The results (see Table TsB@)iadicate that education and crime

were the two most important issues facing the etat® in 1996.

Table 5.2 — Popular Rating of Issue Importancenat$tart of the 1996 General Election
Campaign

Issue Mean Rating
Education 8.8
Crime 8.6
Healthcare 8.4
Taxes 8.1
Environment 7.7
Political Reform 6.9
Abortion 6.5

V' Wirthlin Quorum Survey, Sep, 1996. Retrieved D&e2P10 from the iPOLL
Databank, The Roper Center for Public Opinion ReteadJniversity of Connecticut.
http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu.libproxy.temple/éata_access/ipoll/ipoll.html
Question Text(When people choose which political candidates #reygoing to vote
for, they usually consider the candidates' position a number of issues. Some issues
may be more important than others. I'd like yothiok about the issue that is most
important to you when you vote. Let's call thatiess '10" and let's call your least
important issue a '1'. Where would you rate eadh®following issues on that scale
from 1 to 107?)... [Issue].
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Issue Reporting and Conflict

Having identified the most commonly discussed issaraong the candidates and
the most important issues in the minds of the efat¢ in 1996, we can now turn to what
the media reported that election year. Media weresidered to have covered an issue
when the discussion centered on a policy debagecandidate issue position, and/or the
effect of the issue on the lives of the peoplenerration. Statements that address issues
in a competitive, political, or strategic contex¢ne coded as Strategy/Campaign
statements. For example, the statement, “Senat@aih’s support for the war in Iraq is
likely costing him votes in swing states” is a levee statement, despite the backdrop of
foreign policy. Even a cursory examination of tdoeled content demonstrates the media
preference for horserace and strategy coverage_(sagter Three). It is equally clear
that issue coverage is not the media’s first piyoand that the vast majority of issues
mentioned in the candidates’ speeches are nottegpior any substantive way: in neither
breadth nor depth of coverage do we see a committméssue reporting. Just to
compare, the candidates raised in 1996, on avenage, than five issues per dggr
candidate The media sources coded here, by comparisoortegbon only an average of
1.4 issues per day, and 17 of 65 days (26 perbadtho issue coverage at all. Volume
of issue coverage totaled only an average of 56rskcper day on NBC over the course
of the general election in 1996. This number dropssiderably if we include only the
65 days for which we have the candidates’ remdrkgi(ining in September), as 1996
was particularly issue-rich during the conventi@ni@d, so this figure of less than one
minute per day on issues, on average, is actuatlgnstating the lack of issue reporting.

There are no observable period effects here, eitloéithe eleven most issue-heavy days,
153



five occurred in September and six occurred in @e&to In fairness, it would be nearly
impossible to coveall issues raised by the candidates, since they aldresad range
of issues at nearly every opportunity for publimegks, but certainly it is fair to note that
although the candidates spend little time on sjsatend horserace coverage in their
remarks and the bulk of their time on issues, tkedim(at least those coded here) do not
seem to follow suit.

In the aggregate, we see virtually no relationgt@ween the issues discussed by
the individual candidates and the volume of medigecage of that issue. Table 5.3,
below, shows the results of regressing volume wérage of issues on the number of
days an issue was mentioned by a candidate, assvdie same regression for tbtal
issue mentions blyothcandidates. The decision to utilize “days on wlaahissue was
mentioned/covered” as the operational definitiothef variables was made to de-
emphasize volume as an influence on candidategoanahlists alike. This is justifiable
for several reasons. First, it leaves intact thectural arrangements of the news-
production process. Candidates speak, and thigcpblress selects what to report.
Certainly when candidates speak at greater lengthspecific issue (though even a
cursory examination of the candidates’ remarks sti@at/this is rare) they provide a
greater selection of sound bites and positiondanissue, but it is equally true that if
political reporters choose to report on a diffeisatie in the same speech there is more
than enough material to choose from, given the-skanking space given over to
candidate remarks in the media.

As Table 5.3 shows, there is a significant relaiop between the total number of

issue mentions blgoth candidates and the volume of coverage on a spéssiue. This
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relationship disappears, though, when we compagdescandidate aggregate issue
mentions and volume of coverage of that issue. WWheomes to the aggregate issue
agenda of the press, then, it appears that thereelstionship between what the
candidates discuss and the media transmit to @otoghte, but only to the extent that the
probability of those issues being transmitted iases significantly when both candidates
are discussing those issues.

Table 5.3 — Regression of Media Reporting of I$¥su€olume on Aggregate Issue
Mentions by Candidates

Both Candidates Clinton Dole
B Std Dev B Std Dev B Std Dev
Volume of Coverage = 3.3 " 15 i 22 21 T 25 | 22
Significance [ .04(C f .30¢ f .28
N f 29 i 29 i 29
2 F _ F F
r 147 .03¢ .06t

Independent variables used are total issue mentbgreach candidate, individually, and
combined (for “Both Candidates”). Dependent vataks total volume of coverage of
that issue by seconds of coverage on NBC’s Nig\elys and number of stories about
that issue in th&lew York Times.

Four of the five “shared” issues in each candidatep ten are among those that
are covered by the media during the campaigrs ittteresting to note, however, that
these issues are not thmstcovered (see Table 5.4). While the candidatgsigsues
are also the public’s top issues (correlation osilyge it is unclear whether one is causing
the other or if external factors are causing batigdia mentions of the top two issues of
the public/politicians are actually"4and &' on this list (crime and education,
respectively). Healthcare, which is the third rostnmonly mentioned issue by both
candidates as well as the third most-importantissuhe view of the public is not even
represented, even though to crack the media topetprired only two days in which the

issue was even mentioned. Healthcare was onlyiomet on one day of the general

election period. At the very least, this suggdsas issue salience — as determined by
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candidate speeches and/or public opinion pollirgret the most significant factor in
determining which issues the media will coverit WWere, we would expect to see an
increase in the number of days in which those sseeeived attentiomyven ifthe overall

media focus was on horserace and strategy coverage.

Table 5.4 — Most Common Issues Covered by the Nied@96

Conflict Rate (N)

Issue Days Mentioned

Values 20 88% (8)
Foreign Policy 16 69% (26)
Fundraising 12 60% (5)
Fiscal Policy 11 63% (16)
Crime/Guns/Drugs 10 63% (8)
Economy 7 27% (11)
Immigration 3 66% (3)
Education 2 33% (3)
Abortion 2 50% (4)

Race 2 0% (0)

Bold indicates issues emphasized by both campaigns.

What, then, determines the most commonly-mentiosgees in the press? As
stated earlier in this project (see the LiteraRexiew of what motivates journalists in
Chapter Two), it is conflict that is attractivettee media. In the table above, a “Conflict
Rate” was measured, to bolster support for thiclkmmon. New York Timekeadlines
were coded for presence or absence of conflictlage, that is, they included mentions
of competition between the candidates (“Clinton Bxate compete for Florida’s
seniors”), mentions of “attacks” by or against adatkes, and violent or war-like
metaphors (“Dole still battling for black voters"LConflict language was much more
common in headlines that addressed issues thatm@ecommonly reported. This
suggests that some issues are simply more cofrikctdly than others, and that they are

in turn receiving greater levels of coverage.
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Taking the three most-reported issues in 1996antmunt, we see that this theme
runs through each issue, and in a far more conmgelay than in the other issues. The
most-reported issue by number of days in the gptls Values. Material coded in this
manner was that which meets the following stan@sed Appendix A for the complete
coding scheme): “References to ‘Values’ refersny mention of ethical, honorable, or
dignified behavior with regard to the Office of tReesidency, the campaigns, or the like.
It is distinct from areas of personal credibilityap‘say anything to get elected’ mentality,
which is properly coded as either a campaign itemm aredibility gap item.” Dole
frequently cited Clinton’s ethical and moral fagsmas President — it was his third most-
common issue, and was mentioned in more than hhisspeeches. Comments of this
type — those that call for a return to moral leatgr in the Oval Office — are inherently
attack-oriented, since they impugn the currentgbleast, recent) officeholder and his or
her party, by association. Moreover, it was dutimg time that the media were also
reporting on the Whitewater case and the Morrisiitidion case, in addition to
Clinton’s existing reputation for questionable bébain and out of office, so it is not
difficult to imagine how these reports came tofauded in a day’s news selection, as
they were consistent with Clinton’s public perscauag therefore presented a familiar
theme to the reporters.

Foreign policy, as the second-most-mentioned igstlee media during this time,
is also primarily a conflict-based issue, both Bewthe candidates and among the
participants on the world stage. Foreign policyarage, as observed by the author
during the course of the content analysis for pinggect, rarely focuses on the

cooperative or diplomatic elements of foreign affaiFor every infrequent story about a

157



new trade deal, there are several others aboukatml trade war or retaliation for
tariffs. For every international agreement, themes several stories about increasing
tensions or the ineffectiveness of those same aggees. In this case, the bulk of foreign
policy coverage was the result of Iragi incursiorte Kurdish areas and the violent US
response, as well as a summit between Israeli aad kaders at the White House; the
Israeli-Palestinian situation is, not coincidentafierhaps the most conflict-laden
mediation of the modern era. Not only this, bt igsue elicits coverage of conflict
between the candidates: of eighteen conflict-basadilines relating to foreign policy, in
theTimesduring the 1996 election, half were focused opuliss between the candidates
or their surrogates on the foreign policy goals sindtegies of the United States. One
other element of foreign policy coverage in thiscébn dealt with campaign
contributions from foreign interests, which leadst@ our third-most-common issue in
coverage of the 1996 election.

Fundraising and campaign finance are common topiocgedia coverage of
elections, especially in 1996. Distinguishing “berace” fundraising coverage from
“issue” fundraising coverage is a bit sticky, bigethtangling the two elements is not
impossible. When mentioned in a strategic confiext, which candidate has raised more
money or is running short of funds), fundraisingasnpaign coverage. However,
statements that focus on the potentially corrup#figcts of campaign contributions,
contributions from questionable sources, and/optieeess of raising funds, this can be
considered issue coverage. In this one issue waldego combine at least two attractive
elements: competition, since availability of funsi®ssential to campaigning; and

scandal, since many fundraising stories detail tppresble contributions or (in 1996 and
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2000, prior to the passing of the Bipartisan Campp&teform Act) non-disclosure of
soft-money donors or amounts. Coverage of thie ggmes in the guise of a policy
debate, but appeals more to the entertainmenestteof readers and viewers. Itis
telling, then, that by comparison to education (f#seie that is ranked second in
importance by the public and ranks second in sadidry the candidates), fundraising
stories appear in twelve days of coverage wherdasation policy is mentioned only in
two. Education, along with many other issues, $rtarks the element of conflict or

scandal that is inherent in the top issues noteel he

One Candidate, Two Candidates, and Media IssuerRagpo

One candidate speaking alone on an issue is aoyras attractive to the media
asboth candidates sparring over an issue, in a furthemsion of the conflict hypothesis.
The goal of this section of the chapter is to destrate that joint emphasis of issues has
a statistically significant relationship to thaekdlihood of being reported in the media,
and in that regard the goal is mehn order to do so, crosstabs were created to canpar
the frequency with which candidate mentions ofssué on a particular day
corresponded to reporting of that issue in the enéati that day. For the period in
question (Septembef'11996 through Election Day), there were a totdiftéen issues
reported on by the media coded here. Of thoseefifissues, nine were never mentioned
by a candidate and the press on the same dayHyclkea those nine issues, there is no
observable relationship between candidate menfitimeassues and coverage of them in
the press. There were two issues (Foreign PohdyWalues) which were mentioned by

one candidate and were covered by the press wathe day, and four issues (Crime,
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Economy, Education, and Fiscal Policy) which weentioned byboth candidates and
reported by the press on the same day.

As a basic fact, then, a clear majority of issina$ were covered by the press
were not mentioned by the candidates at the timg Were covered, and of those that
were covered by the press, most were mentioneathydandidates. Twice as many
issues (four of five, or 80 percent overall) reegiwhat appears to be two-candidate-
prompted coverage than received single-candidateypied coverage (two of nine, or 22
percent overall). To further test the hypothesigsstabs were created to generate tests
of association and significance between candidatetion of an issue and reporting on
that issue. For “mentioned by both candidates, citegories were “mentioned by both”
or “not mentioned by both” (even if mentioned byeand not the other), whereas for
“mentioned by one candidate” the categories wereritioned by either candidate” or not

(and for those two issues, they were never mendidtayeboth).

Table 5.5 — Association of Candidate Issue Agreéarath Media Issue Reporting

Mentioned by Both Candidates Mentioned by One Candiate

Issue Crime Economy  Education Fiscal Palicy Foreigncoli  Values
Chi-square 5.37 12.58 752 " 12.04 f 3.110 ~ 4.64
Asymp. Sig” 020 © 000 © 006 " .001 f o078 .031
Lambda =~ 111 188 = 125 | .190 f 059 " .091

N for all measures is 65, with 1 degree of freedom.

For days on which the candidates emphasized the smwe, we see that there is
a significant relationship between candidate disicursand reporting on that issue.
Removing the “healthcare” issue from considerafsince there were no days on which
the media reported on it in the Pew-Annenberg windbSeptember®ithrough
Election Day, which suggests that there are somesson which the media have a strong

aversion to reporting despite its discussion byctredidates), we find statistically
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significant correlations between joint mentionsanfissue and media reports of that
issue for crime, education, fiscal policy, and ésenomy (p< 0.01, in three of four
cases). Additionally, the lambda values for eaehin the 0.1-0.2 range, suggesting a
weak but present relationship. The two coveredessvith single-candidate mentions
are weakly significant (one at the 0.05 level, dkiger at the 0.10 level) but both have
extremely low lambda values, which indicates tlatdidate mentions of those issues did
not appreciably increase the probability that thewld be reported upon. This certainly
supports the hypothesis, and the fact that it doashen single-candidate issue mentions
do not tells us something useful about how the meldoose which issues to emphasize.
It is this very comparison that allows us to begimisentangle the public issue salience
consideration from the candidate-prompted covecagsideration. Consider: issue
salience for the public is in place as of the beigig of the election cycle, and is
presumably fairly static throughout the campaign¢everage of those issues would
occur throughout the campaign, with a possibiligttcoverage would be more common
when either candidate mentioned the issue (settegnedia agenda). If it was simply
issue salience driving coverage, then we woulcase@relation between candidate issue
mentions — even individual candidate issue mentioasd media coverage of the issue,
as well as when there is issue-agenda conversiwebe the candidates. However, we
do not, and this allows us to take advantage ottmglitions offered to demonstrate that
the presence of one variable (joint-issue mentoandidates) is superior to the other

(single-candidate issue focus).

Conclusion
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This chapter argues that media coverage of igsuest merely anemic, it is also
not particularly sensitive to the wants and neddsther the people or the candidates.
The issues that were measured to be of greatestirapthe electorate correspond
closely to the issues most-mentioned by the cabekgdaut those issues are not the most-
covered by the media coded here. Media coveragigasgh, what we should expect if
the dominant media frame is conflict. The most-ownly-covered issues in this year
are those that feature frequent conflict betweenp=iing parties and actors, with easily-
identifiable protagonists and antagonists andfdear conflict on these issues between
the candidates themselves.

Which brings us to the candidates: their remapfgear to be a contributor to the
issue agenda selected by the media, but onlyimited fashion. It is an influence, but
not a controlling factor. Regression of candidéiseourse on volume of issue coverage
shows that when taken as a whole (issue mentioh®thycandidates, for the entire
cycle) the candidates’ discussion of issues mdikesetissues more likely to receive press
coverage. However, this relationship falls off wivee examine the relationship between
individual candidate issue mentions, which suggestsone voice is not (usually)
enough to provoke issue coverage on the campaidn Trhis one-candidate vs. two-
candidate dynamic is also evident when lookindnestphenomenon on a daily basis: one
candidate’s mention of an issue is not significarglated to coverage of that issue that
day (in ten of eleven cases), whereas when bottlidai®es mention the same issue, it is
significantly related to coverage of that issuef@ur of five cases).

Ultimately, the media set their own issue agemdtn only limited input from the

people or the candidates. Even the little issvei@me provided (and bear in mind that
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1996 wadheyear for issue coverage in this study — all otlieasured less) does not sync
with the issue concerns of the public and the cagmga This is a clear demonstration of
the influence of the modern political press, sitiége on these issues that the people will
evaluate the candidates, and neither the peoplthearandidates are contributing much
to the selection criteria. We turn now to whett@ndidates are successful at using

conflict to attract attention to their campaigragher than their issue agenda.
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CHAPTER 6
ATTRACTING ATTENTION

The goal of this chapter will be to provide emmfievidence that political
reporters, editors, and news directors favor coindéind novelty, and that campaigns may
take advantage of those predilections to increasasltare of coverage received by their
campaign. As discussed in the model elaboraté€hapter 2, campaigns can
theoretically attract coverage by offering jouratistories that are consistent with their
professional goals and norms — stories which afé&flict and novelty (which are
professionally useful) and stories that fit intolear storytelling mold (which are typical
in journalism). By doing so, they increase thebaittality that their stories will be
included in the day’s news, increasing their slodreoverage even when the story may
seem to provoke coverage of the opposing campagwken a campaign initiates an
attack). Ultimately, then, campaigns can actiatyact attention to their campaign,
should they wish to do so.

We can observe conflict as a factor in coverageeireral areas. Examiniigw
York Timesheadlines for all elections, there is an empitycabservable level of conflict
written into print headlines. | selected a randample (using an online random-number
generator) of 100 headlines from each electione;yid96-2008. Competitiveness of the
election overall appears to be a factor: only 2¢¢et of 1996’s headlines used conflict

language, which was the lowest level of the foecbn cycles. The number increased
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to 35 percent in 2000, reached its peak in 20@¥R gdercent, and held relatively steady at
39 percent in 2008. It is telling, | think, thabre than a third of headlines, on average,
focus on this dynamic of the election. Given wivatknow of the overwhelming
advantage issue speech has in the candidates’emarks, this demonstrates that not
only do media outlets not report on the issueg; thdéact actively frame the election in
terms of conflict, both in terms of conflict betweeandidates and to a lesser extent
between their positions/ideas. This is consisgtit the findings of other research:
Fridkin and Kenney found that candidates were raostessful at framing the terms of a
story when attacking the opposition (2005, 75)e higpothesis to be tested, then, is that
providing more of the same (conflict/novelty) wilcrease the amount of coverage the
campaign receives overall.

Testing this hypothesis challenging for at least one reason: we haveeab
way of knowing what isiot being reported, which means that any test musbheidered
partially flawed. Attempts to identify independgeheal” campaign conflict without the
assistance of the media proved to be unfruitfuhost cases, and at best only sporadic
mentions of conflict-based, potentially-reportatdenpaign actions were found, so their
inclusion would lead to more false conclusions exadcurate inferences as their
exclusion. To minimize the endogeneity problenffedent media were used for the
independent and dependent variables, even if betk media outletsTimesheadlines
were used as a proxy measure to create the indepevariable (level of conflict and
novelty offered by the campaign). All headlinesdfl four elections were coded as to

whether they were conflict- or novelty-orienteddansum for each candidate for each

' H5: Campaigns that offer more conflict- and noy<lased stories to the media will
increase their share of coverage or decrease shaowerage for their opposition.
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day was subtotaled and used as the independeabieariThe dependent variable is the
share of coverage measure which had already beatedrusing the NBC data, providing
some methodological distance between the two Vi@sald~or both measures, five-day
moving averages were used to smooth the lineur&ig.1, below, shows correlations
between the Conflict and Novelty measure and trereésbf Coverage measure, by
candidate. To test the relationship, | correlabedamount conflict/novelty offered by
each campaign (as derived from the headlines cddetat campaign’s share of
broadcast coverage. A second test regressedahaseerage on conflict, using the
same measures. The correlations are shown belBwume 6.1, and the regression
results are found in Tables 6.1 and 6.2.

As you can see, the correlations support the hgsighin the proper directions
and with robust coefficients and a high level atistical significance, in most cases.
The hypothesis would lead us to expect the follgwanpositive and significant
correlation between the party-specific conflict si@@ and share of coverage measure
(ConflictD and DemShare, ConflictR and RepShane(, @ negative correlation between
the opposing-party measures of the sadeleastone of these relationships was found
for both parties in each election cycle. 1996 shaviit for the positive relationship:
increases in both parties conflict score correl&bedcreases in their share of coverage,
and with a moderately high coefficient (over 0.40th cases). This year also shows that

the negative relationship is supported, thoughlawar level of significance.

166



Correlations - 1996

ConflictD 5DMA | ConflictR 5DMA DemShare}_ RepShare
ConflictD 5DMA  Pearson Correlation 1 .153 464" -.214
Sig. (2-tailed) .169 .000 .053
N 82 82 82 82
ConflictR 5DMA  Pearson Correlation .153 1 -.095 407
Sig. (2-tailed) .169 .394 .000
N 82 82 82 82
DemShare Pearson Correlation 464" -.095 1 -.789°
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .394 .000
N 82 82 82 82
RepShare Pearson Correlation -214 407 -789" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .053 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Correlations - 2000
ConflictD 5DMA | ConflictR 5DMA | DemShare RepShare
ConflictD 5DMA  Pearson Correlation 1 -.150 .003 .048
Sig. (2-tailed) .143 .975 .643
N 97 97 97 97
ConflictR 5DMA  Pearson Correlation -.150 1 -.322 .279
Sig. (2-tailed) .143 .001 .006
N 97 97 97 97
DemShare Pearson Correlation .003 -322° 1 -.708
Sig. (2-tailed) .975 .001 .000
N 97 97 97 97
RepShare Pearson Correlation .048 279 -.708" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .643 .006 .000
N 97 97 97 97

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Figure 6.1. Correlation Between Level of ConfliodaNovelty and Share of Coverage, by

Candidate, 1996-2008.
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Figure 6.1 (continued)

Correlations - 2004

ConflictD 5DMA | ConflictR 5DMA | DemShare RepShare
ConflictD 5DMA  Pearson Correlation 1 3117 -.073 .026
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 AT7 797
N 97 97 97 97
ConflictR 5SDMA  Pearson Correlation 3117 1 -227 306"
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .025 .002
N 97 97 97 97
DemShare Pearson Correlation -.073 -227 1 -.669"
Sig. (2-tailed) AT7 .025 .000
N 97 97 97 97
RepShare Pearson Correlation .026 306" -.669" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) 797 .002 .000
N 97 97 97 97
**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Correlations - 2008
ConflictD 5DMA | ConflictR 5DMA | DemShare RepShare
ConflictD 5SDMA  Pearson Correlation 1 204 267" -.368"
Sig. (2-tailed) .093 027 .002
N 69 69 69 69
ConflictR 5DMA  Pearson Correlation .204 1 -.200 .031
Sig. (2-tailed) .093 .099 803
N 69 69 69 69
DemShare Pearson Correlation 267 -.200 1 -790"
Sig. (2-tailed) 027 .099 .000
N 69 69 69 69
RepShare Pearson Correlation -.368" 031 790" 1
Sig. (2-tailed) .002 .803 .000
N 69 69 69 69

*, Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

**_Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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2000 shows a solid result for the positive relatup for the Republican side of
the equation, but a virtually nonexistent positigationship on the Demaocratic side; this,
though, is counterbalanced by the fact thathgativerelationship does hold up. An
increase in the Republican conflict measure resuléssignificant drop in the
Democratic share of coverage, which is still caesiswith the hypothesis, especially
since the share of coverage concept is necessamigasure of competition for coverage
space. We see this same pattern in 2004 and 200&ast one positive and one negative
relationship bear out, at significant levels.

Turning to the regression analysis of conflict ahdre, we see that the results are
mixed, but hold up for at least one campaign fahealection cycle (and both in 2008).

In 1996, Democratic conflict resulted in a sigrafit increase in candidate share of
coverage, while in 2000 the opposite was the c28884 showed no relationship
whatsoever between Democratic conflict and coveragethe Republican campaign had
an appropriate and significant increase. 2008idesvthe clearest support for the
hypothesis, with both campaigns receiving largegases in share of coverage as a result
of conflict generation, with significance leveldd& 0.001 in both cases and high r-
squared values. Overall, this is useful (if ndirefy conclusive) evidence in support of

the hypothesis.
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Table 6.1 — Regression of Candidate Share of Cgecon Same Candidate Conflict
Generation

1996 2000 2004 2008
Dem Rep Dem Rep Dem Rep Dem Rep

B " 14.44 112 7 295" 773 " o008 899 7 2045 16.15
Std. Emor | 6.37 446 | 41397 247 7 250" 318 7 43¢ 4.05
Significance ~ .027 7 803 " 477" o002 " 975" o006 " .00  .000
N " 68 68 " 96 7 9 " 96 " 9 | 8 " 81

r2 " o71 | o001 | .005 .094 000  .078 216  .166

Candidate Share of Coverage is the five-day moavegage of candidate-specific share
of coverage. Candidate Conflict is the five-daywimg average of the number of conflict
headlines generated by that candidate.

Analyzing the effect of conflict generation on ttendidate’s campaign is only one half
of the potential impact, though — there is stdlithpact on the opposing candidate to
consider. When examining the potentiagativempact of candidate conflict generation
on the opposing candidate’s share of coveragenidasipicture emerges. As shown in
the regression results in Table 6.2 (which showségression of the opposing
candidate’s share of coverage on the opposing dateds conflict score), conflict
generation creates significant negative pressuté®onpposing candidate’s share of
coverage. This confirms the findings in the pregitable, and | would point out that this
is not simply a natural byproduct of a zero-sumigmment. Since there is also an
amount of coverage devoted to “both” or “neitheathdidate, it was entirely possible that
candidate-specific coverage could increase foroamelidate while remaining stable for
the other, but this data suggests that is not wbairs. Additionally, in certain cases, the
negative effect on opposition coverage is gre&i@n the positive effect on one’s own

coverage.
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Table 6.2 — Regression of Opposing Candidate Stia@®mverage on Same Candidate
Conflict Generation

1996 2000 2004 2008
Dcon/Rshare Rcon/Dshare Dcon/Rshare Rcon/Dshare Dcon/Rere Rcon/Dshare Dcon/Rshare Rcon/Dshare
B -11.30 -3.16 1.24 -9.72 0.91 677 -18.41" -7.89
Std. Error 5.77 3.68 2.67 2.93 3.51 2.99 r 5.68 4.73
Significance .053 .394 .643 .001 797 025 7 002 " .099
N 81 81 9% 96 96 9% i 68 68
r 046 1009 .002 104 001 o051 135 | .040

Candidate Share of Coverage is the five-day moavegage of candidate-specific share
of coverage. Candidate Conflict is the five-daywimg average of the number of conflict
headlines generated by that candidate.

Conclusion

News selection is anything but random. That muahbeen plain to any
observer at least since Cohen’s 1963 clabs&Press and Foreign Policgnd since that
time agenda setting and journalistic research Bheg/n that the media have certain
criteria that determine newsworthiness. The maltshiared here only reinforces that
belief, and confirms its application to the pokticampaign setting. It is clearly possible
to “attract” the attention of the media by offeriognflict-laden stories (attacks, defense
from attacks, etc.) or emphasizing common issWéih that knowledge, one might also
logically conclude that to a certain extent cantiidaan “duck” coverage, if so desired.
This has profound practical implications for cangpestrategists, in large part because of
the findings in the previous chaptet@neof coverage of one candidate correlates to the
tone of coverage of the othev.olumeof coverage, however, is largely fixed (with very
few exceptions), which means that candidates argeting (or not competing, should
they wish to avoid coverage) for a fixed amounbeivs coverage on any given day.

There is also something to be said for usingittiGmation to help define the

heresthetic competition over the course of the @gmpwhich, as the issue ownership
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literature suggests, already occurs. As a taatmegsure, campaigns could monitor the
opposition to identify which issues they feel aettér-suited to their own campaigns, and
choose to focus on those as a means of bringirdpduihissue into the media discussion.
At the same time, they can avoid emphasizing tismees which are beneficial to the
opposition, so as to deny the opposition that issdie as sometimes happens, a
campaign could combine this tactic along with thevpus conflict-based tactic and
attack an opponent on a beneficial issue, theretoyrig the opposition to respond, which
creates both conflict and issue agreement. Wihesedsearch adds to this dynamic is in
the finding that when issues are jointly emphasitieely are more likely to be covered in
the media, and therefore more likely to reach &teicrease issue salience for that issue,
and add it to the agenda of the campaign, whic¢hrim affects voting calculus on the part
of the electorate. These tactical maneuversop@ry timed, could create a strategic
media advantage for one party over the other, avitkear tactical campaign advantage
and significant electoral benefits. Attractingeation to favored issues provides one
more motivation to seek issue convergence, rattzar divergence, and adds to other
explanations for the inconsistent results in te§Riker’s “Divergence Theory” (see Pfau
and Kenski 1990, Damore 2004 and 2005, and Sim68&)20

When all is considered here, it is clear thattstahd imbalances in share of
coverage, tone of coverage, and issue agendardess$aevent-driven and free-flowing
than they may appear (or, at least, they needenebh They need not occur organically:
they are, in large part, dictated by media nornts@@mpaign action (or inaction), which
adds an element of agency to the discussion. diianmontent and the issue agenda can

be influenced by the campaigns, then the media@mwient can be subject to control, or
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at least influence, by the campaigns. The next#gjuestion is whether creating these
imbalances has an impact on levels of electorgb@pand it is that question which will

be addressed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 7
THE EFFECTS OF UNBALANCED NEWS

While the preceding chapters were primarily conedriwith describing and
analyzing the variability, vagaries, and vicisséadf the general election media agenda
and environment, it is the goal of this chapteanswer a question of equal significance:
Does that variability matter, in an electoral cotfee If we accept, as has been
demonstrated, that there are changes in the medieoement, and further that such
changes include the focus of media coverage (bylidate) and the tone of that media
coverage, then such imbalances must have a meahingbact on electoral support if
they are to be of any scholarly or practical indeeg all. To that end, this chapter focuses
on two conceptualizations of media attention: thencentrated, gaffe-and-scandal
oriented attacking media observed during a “feediiagzy,” and the daily variability in
the share and tone of coverage model offered apdnebed upon in this and previous
chapters. The results demonstrate that feedingige are not automatic harbingers of
doom for the campaign, which prompted a desireesp the effects of share and tone of
coverage independently via multivariate regressidhe results of this examination are
presented in this chapter, and demonstrate thatriimg” the share of coverage battle is
sufficient to increase a candidate’s electoral suppven without consideration of the
tone of that coverage, but that tone of coveragtillsa meaningful factor in determining

effects.
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There are a number of distinct challenges facingdamic researchers in
attempting to find evidence of statistically andsiantively significant media effects.
First, there is the difficulty of establishing tldegree of reception of media messages
within the population as a whole: in order to bgautful, a message must be received.
However, we are in receipt of such messages allloiag without, perhaps, actively
realizing it: news reports drift into our ears vehilvaiting in a checkout line, a spouse
comments on a story read in the morning paperws ieeak pops up in the middle of a
sporting event, and so forth.

Second, we are continually presented (especiallp icampaign environment)
with the countervailing information flow problem gifer 1992). With two campaigns
actively attempting to reach voters via the massliaeshifts in support will almost
certainly be small and, therefore, difficult to elett Even small effects, though, may be
significant. There is little virtue in arguing athers have in the past (Gelman & King
1995) that the campaign seeks its “equilibrium”nt@nd ends around there on Election
Day, and even this interpretation is not free frmonsideration of the importance of small
media effects in a close election. Priming effe@artels 2006, Druckman 2004,
Campbell 2000, as well as Gelman and King) relynadia reports, and a great deal of
learning regarding the campaign is done via mediogure to campaign messages
(Graber 1997), making it at the very least a useduiristic.

We have moved beyond the notion that campaignsodanatter. While still a
subject of intense debate on its particulars, tbgon that campaigns do more than
simply make noise — that they impact candidate uatadns, the issue context of the

campaign, vote choice, turnout decisions, and masenow firmly established (Hillygus

175



2005, Holbrook 1996, Hillygus and Jackman 2003, 2idie and Erikson 2002, Popkin
1991). Also, since voting decisions are made #erdint points in the campaign
(psychologically and practically, since early vgtihy as much as a month or more is
now commonplace and only expanding), imbalances dieate even small effects can
have larger net effects on electoral outcomes naawg also impact voter turnout rates to a
significant degree, as well as the makeup of théngopublic (Gronke et al. 2007).
Those who are most likely to engage in early votang older, better-educated, and are
both more likely to be politically aware andlo not display extreme partisan or
ideological sentiments (Gronke and Toffey 2007, Z6hese are the very voters that we
would theoretically expect to receive and be sufitlepto media messages.

Last, there is the fact that media messages theessale composed of a number
of dynamic elements (length of report, tone/valersthject matter, images, percent of
the total volume of coverage, etc.) that may creatapeting influences even within the
same report: the competition between these elemesiysact to create different effects in
different recipients, resulting in effects that-oet to near zero in the electorate as a
whole. It is a goal of this chapter (and, indetals entire work) to identify if and on
whom the media has an effect in terms of persuasionte intention, and the size of that
effect. The difficulties of detecting them areatténges that will be addressed in due
course. Also, identifying “small” effects does noean that we are seeing their full
scope and should simply stop there: although a straefacile analogy, it is possible
that the small effects we can observe are theftgplarger iceberg whose full extent we

cannot appreciate owing to the complexities of ifgddiscrete effects in a hectic and
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cacophonous political and social environment. ABeZ£ puts it in his chapter “The Myth
of Massive Media Impact Revived”:

Other scientific disciplines have long since ledrtteat the ease or difficulty of observing

a phenomenon has little to do with its magnitudeulbimate importance. Scientists

routinely struggle for years or decades to estahlisat are eventually taken to be basic
truths. (1996, 18)

Moreover, measurement error and timing can accfourdt least some of the limitations
in identifying the proper magnitude of media effecWhen measurement error is
corrected and effects are studied in periods whelrefe are not already firmly and
widely held (as they often are in the latter stagfean election contest), effects are quite
robust (Bartels 1993).

The chapter will first examine feeding frenziesjdentified by Sabato (1991),
their composition, and their observable effect lmtteral support. It will then turn to a
regression analysis of the effects of changesdrsttare and tone of campaign coverage
on overall electoral support during the 1996-20@8tens. In conclusion, the same test
will be run, but on a disaggregated electoratealkirg out independents and party
identifiers to observe whether those that are adypcommitted exhibit larger effects

than partisans, as the model (and the literatungaoty identification) predicts.

Rethinking the Effects of Feeding Frenzies
When we think of massed media attention, we oftémktof feeding frenzies in
reaction to some scandal or gaffe. Are these cmtaof negative and intense media
attention truly damaging? It is certainly true tthadividual cases might prove to be
important determinants of the fate of a campaign,ds this section will show there is

little empirical evidence to support the idea thtz “feeding frenzy” phenomenon is
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uniformly damning. Each frenzy offered in Sabat@891 book is prompted by a
circumstance that is uniformly negative: thereimspdy no larger upside potential for the
candidate by the exposure of, for example, plagiarior racial insensitivity. It is
certainly tempting to argue that massed media tadter especially coverage that casts
the candidate in an undesirable light — would cstesitly produce downward pressure on
levels of support, but the examination of six caliccases does not support that
conclusion. In the absence of compelling evidetioen, we should not be too quick to
assumea priori that the effects are simply classified. In fabg teality may be more
complicated — as the examination in Chapter Fourahstrated, negativity is not simply
negativity. It is necessary to consider the toheowerage of the opposing candidate and
what environment the combined tones create. Fov, tbough, these cases will be
examined on the assumption that negative coveragaégative effects on a candidate’s
support. The results suggest that something uhissgaing on, and that a large share of
coverage — even negative coverage — does not atitaihahurt a candidate.

To identify “classic” feeding frenzies, | consultde primary substantial writing
on the subject-eeding Frenzy: Attack Journalism & American PaobtjSabato 1991).
Of 23 examples from presidential politics, only esocurred during the general election
campaigrandcould be tied to a specific date for analysis. Sehsix included Agnew’s
“fat Jap” comment (1968), the revelations aboué\peesidential candidate Eagleton’s
mental health (1972), Ford’s “free Poland gaffetl &arter’s “lust in the hearPlayboy
interview (1976), and Dukakis’ mental health andagla’s assorted revelations (1988).
Each was plotted according to the date the incigleqtiestion first appeared in the

national media, whether via nightly network news rigcorded by the Vanderbilt
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Television News Archive abstracts) or thew York Timegas stored in the Lexis-Nexis
database), although it should be noted that inyes@se there was virtually no lag
between these two sources in terms of the datecofelevant reports — one day was the
largest gap of the story “breaking” in one or tiees medium. The remaining seventeen
items on Sabato’s list occur during the primaryss@eor were persistent reports/rumors
that could not be tied to any one date, and as atehnsuitable for analysis of kind. For
each of these frenzies, NBC news content was cosied the same scheme utilized for
the rest of this projetand levels of electoral support were measureugusie same
Wilezien & Erikson trial heat data set.

My examination of news coverage during these pergibws that the media
impact of the presence of a “feeding frenzy” isited to creating increased negativity in
the tone of coverage, while volume of coverage resassentially unchanged. Coding
began from three days prior to the incident throtighfive days subsequent to the
incident (nine total days of coverage). In thrééhe six cases (Agnew, Eagleton, and
Dukakis), only two consecutive days of coveragthefscandal are noted, and the
amount of coverage of the frenzy-inducing incideat minimal in comparison to overall
coverage of the campaigns that day: less thanthalfpmparison to the “normal”
campaign coverage. The other three cases (ForterCand Quayle) show persistent and
repetitious coverage of the prompting issue, thahgHhevel of coverage of the incidents
never outweighs that of normal campaign coveragle the exception of one day during

the 1988 examination of Quayle’s background (Natidsuard service, charges of

' The same coding scheme was used, but the itensunegawere limited to length (to
allow measures of volume), tone (to measure valegaepaign receiving the coverage,
and subject of coverage.
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plagiarism and sexual harassment). Total volunmweérage is likewise only negligibly
affected, if at all, and no substantial increasesilume are noted in any of the six cases
when levels of coverage are compared to the damedmng the incidents. Certainly,
though, levels of negative coverage did increaseal(icases) for the candidate who was
the focus of the frenzy, and even without repatiitas certainly possible that these
events would trigger a maintained downward trensupport.

Of the six “Feeding Frenzies” that can be tieddecsfic dates, none present any
real visual evidence of damage to the candidatgi@stion, even when the frenzy was
drawn-out and persistent — in fact, there is ntepatto speak of (see Figure 7.1). In
1968, we see a near-term rise in support for thmuBlecan ticket, even though the
perpetrator of the frenzy-precipitating incideng(®w) was a Republican. We see this
same pattern repeated in 1972, following revelatioinvice presidential candidate
Eagleton’s mental health history — the precipitdugp in the polls that occurred around
that time actually pre-dated the breaking storizadlleton’s hospitalization for
depression by nearly a week. The result — counttetive as it may seem — was an
increase in support for his party’s ticket by timeet the next poll was fielded,
approximately one week later. It is important taenthat these shifts in support — for the
better — occur in the days immediately following tlevelations in question, when the
story is most fresh and the damage is waiting tddyee. This is not at all consistent with
a belief that the “feeding frenzy” is a harbingédwsaster and negativity for the
campaign. Although the news itself may be badgetieno immediate (or, even,

apparent) negative impact on electoral support.
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In examining the second pair of frenzies, we seeeabpattern of support gain or
loss. 1978’s post-frenzy movement is erratic, shgwo discernible pattern. We might
consider this case more of an anomaly, since twapeting gaffes/frenzies (Ford’s “Free
Poland” gaffe during the Presidential debate andeCa “lust in the heart” interview
with Playboy occurred at virtually the same time (within tlzene three-week polling
gap). 1988 is an intriguing case in that, onceragee have two “frenzies” to consider
within a relatively short time frame — questiongaibDukakis’ mental health occur
within a few weeks of a series of reports about Qaayle’s fitness for high office
(plagiarism, National Guard service, etc.). Wesde a clear decline in the fortunes of
the Democratic contender following reports of pashtal health problems, which would
be consistent with the “feeding-frenzy-as-campdiije+” viewpoint, but we see this
decline continue despite assistance from multiplelations about the past of
Republican vice presidential candidate Dan Quayle.

Each “frenzy” is shown with the trial heat resuttsm the preceding and
following thirty days, to place the shifts in coxttebut it seems clear from a cursory
examination of these graphs that the case forextaghlly meaningful “feeding frenzy”
is, at best, overstated or more subtle than onddnvmagine. Neither do the major party
conventions confound the results with the posslzeption of 1988, when stories about
Quayle’s exploits may have limited the Republichounce,” but would still appear as an
increase in near-term support; it is possible k@ was not as great asvbuld have

been, absent these reports.
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Figure 7.1. Electoral Support in the Aftermath &®eding Frenzies”. Trial Heat level
of support on y-axis.
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Figure 7.1 (continuec)
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These must be considered crucial cases, givengbtntial to have a direct

impact on the outcome of their respective impendiegtions, and this failed test reflects

much more than the probabilistic nature of soaiadrsce. It is an expression of the

challenges of detecting media effects even wheyngsheuld be most apparent — even if

overall levels of coverage did not rise appreciatilgse were certainly events where
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directly negative coverage was broadcast and/atqatiregarding a specific candidate. It
is also possible that the reason they are not eppar these cases is that we are
operating under a false assumption that tone aframe is a strong influence on the
effect of news coverage, or that tone of coverdfpeis the candidates independently,
without consideration for the tone of coveragehaf other candidate. This leads us,
naturally, to the following question: If it is trukat sensational negative coverage does
not cause predictable shifts in levels of suppeiat does? If share and tone of coverage
are the answer, it requires us to establish asstatily significant relationship between
shifts in the share and/or tone of coverage reddwethe candidate and a corresponding
shift in that candidate’s electoral support. Acling to the model described here, those

effects should be more prominent among those li@$y to resist media messages.

Daily News Coverage and Electoral Support

As discussed in Chapter Two, the model here suppioe expectation that an
increase in share of coverage may provoke a carnelsipg increase in the degree of
support for a candidate, if for no other reasom i@t any news prompts an evaluation
of the candidate (Zaller 1998). This point of exsion represents an opportunity for the
candidate to gain in support relative to the opjpmsi as voters who have not yet devoted
sufficient time and/or attention to the campaiggibeo reach a voting decision. In light
of that, we should expect to observe a net increaee vote share a candidate can
expect to receive as his or her share of mediaragedancreases. Additionally, tone of
coverage should make a contribution as well: agdpdegative coverage in this content

analysis is expected to promote negative evaluaibba candidate and lower support,
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while positive coverage is expected to promotetp@sevaluations of a candidate and
increase support. However, itredativetone that is to be tested here, since less-negativ
coverage of one candidate relative to the otheulghstill result in a relative increase in
support for that candidate. It would be naive, éosv, to expect that all voters will be
equally susceptible to influence. According to thedel, independents — since they have
a lower probability of resistance to news messag&sould show greater effects than

partisans, and that expectation will be tested.here

Locating Effects in Different Groups

Effects should be seen in the entire electoratetiat does not necessarily mean
that is the best place to look for them. The nefistous discriminating factor is party
identification. The American Votemade a compelling and enduring argument thay part
identification is a meaningful psychological facébur identity (as did Lippmann 1922
and others before Campbell et al. 1960), and tleatiors our perceptions of politics and,
most especially, political choice. In this wayrtgadentifiers are much more likely to
maintain a consistent vote choedreach that decision earlier than non-identifiers,
making it less likely that the shifts in supporatthve observe over the course of the
general election campaign are the result of chamgespport among partisans. Such
shifts are most likely the result of vacillation bgn-identifiers, methodological
limitations or error, or the addition of supportén@m among the previously unaware or
undecided. In any case, the presence and opedtmarty identification as a vote

determinant has a clear role to play in any exatimnaf media effects. Resistance to
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dissonant political messages is a key functionalmanent of the perceptual screen
created by party identification (Zaller 1992, Lipanm 1922

This project is clearly interested in those whandb identify with either party: the
self-identified “Independents,”, and it is this gmthat should exhibit the most traditional
manifestation of large media effects, since thellev resistance (based on party
identification) should be lower than that of thendifiers. Assuming they are in receipt
of the message, the tone and relative volume oérame of each candidate should have a
predictable effect on support. There is, thoughweat: the self-identification question
may lead some to claim to be independent whendheynonetheless, partisan. As
Wolfinger puts it,

A very different interpretation of the last quartentury results if one

distinguishes between respondents who are adarbaut #heir independence and

those who concede closeness to a party. ... In,ghervast majority of self-
defined Independents are not neutral but partisab#tsashful about admitting

it, but partisan nevertheless. Once this is recsghithe proportion of the

electorate that is truly neutral between the twidi@siis scarcely different now

than from what it was in the Eisenhower era. (Wajér 1995, 184-185)

This should be kept in mind when considering tlggession results.

First, we will consider the electorate in the aggte. The disaggregated polling
data is more limited than the aggregated polling,dahich is by its very nature more
easily tracked and collapsed into a single measilieying for a nearly daily check on
share of electoral support. Not only is this a en@mbust measure, it is also substantively
significant: even if disaggregation demonstrates tiertain groups are more susceptible
to media reporting than others, this is renderedtriicuch influences cancel each other

out or are undetectable in the aggregate. FingiNggn the significant correlation of tone

of coverage between candidates, tone will notyikelntribute as much as share of
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coverage to the value of the model, but whetoésdiverge it should correspond to
appropriate positive or negative shifts in suppathin the electorate.

In determining where among the disaggregated gpfimpulations we should
look to observe media effects at work and whateredtects should look like, there are
several guidelines we might use. Clearly, we stheek a greater degree of variability in
support for candidates among independents than g@panisans, whose vote
preferences should be stable, barring some sulatahock. This should be understood
as being not an absolute measure of support (siace candidate will undoubtedly
perform well within his own party), but of the anmiwf deviation seen within each
population: party identifiers should be more staatlin their support, relative to changes
in share of coverage. Regression should also $rger effects among independents

compared to partisans, and to the electorate dsoéew

Testing for Media Effects: Data Collection and Tiraant

As discussed in Chapter Two, data collection festhtests was straightforward,
and required creation of a measure of relative @idge in tone, a measure of relative
advantage in share of coverage, and a measuranfjehn level of electoral support.
Generating measures of share of coverage and faowverage was completed using the
content analysis described earlier of NBC Nightws andNew York Timesoverage of
the general election campaigns for 1996, 2000, 2804 2008. Trial heat data were
likewise quite thorough, and allowed for almosttdanmous measurement of the mean
level of electoral support for each candidate duthre general election cycle within the

full electorate (Wlezien and Erikson 2002, Wlezaerd Erikson 2005). A slight
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departure was required for the disaggregate mesasagehe requisite data sets were not
always available to disaggregate voter supportartypso there was not the same
continuous measure of support available. All piwllthe general election window of the
election (from the nominating conventions throudgckon Day) whose datasets were
available via the Roper Center and provided palgytiification data were included in the
analysis. Party identification was coded by pdrigependents were only so-coded if the
respondent selected that specific option, and didntlude those who simply expressed
disinterest or refused to answer (this coding rssesient with ANES coding on the party
identification question). Additionally, no distithen was made between weak identifiers
and stronger identifiers, since not every pollakd respondents to make that distinction.
When it was present, though, support for all patentifiers was grouped into a single
measure of partisan support for each candidate e&ah election, change in share of
support was regressed on a lagged change in sheogarage, using five-day moving
averages of each. The length of the lag, five dags to allow for shifts in balance of
coverage to be measured by the trial heat pollss éimsuring that the opening of the
polling window occurreatfter the shift. At the same time, the lag is shortugothat

any effects seen will have had a minimal amouninoé to decay and/or be affected by a
shift in the opposite direction. Both the aggtegand disaggregate measures were
tested using linear ordinary least squares regressAll four elections were tested for
effects on the fully electorate. Only the 2000020and 2008 elections were tested here
for the partisan-specific effects. 1996 has shawime anomalous as an election year due
to lack of competitiveness, and the remaining tleleetions still allow for comparison of

several election cycles.
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Regression Results

The regressions show limited but significant efeaf shifts in the composition of
news coverage among the electorate at large andgmdependents, but not among
party identifiers. Table 7.1 reports the resufteegressing support on share and tone of
coverage among a representative sample of theeazléictorate, as measured by trial heat
polls and the content analysis described previoushe model achieves statistical
significance in all years (p < 0.05), and is sigmaint (or near-significant — p < 0.1) for
each independent variable in four of six measwvéh, overall support of the general
effects hypothesis Table 7.2 reports the regressions of the samables, but
disaggregated by party identification, and demass support for the second effects
hypothesi&. The coefficients are not especially robust,divén the challenges involved
in identifying media effects without the benefitafeasure of exposure, they are
substantively significant and consistent with ottegrorted findings in the literature, in
terms of their magnitude.

Analysis of these results focused on the overadhgtth of the model (effect of
share and tone as combined component elementyvefage on levels of electoral
support), as well as on the explanatory power afesland tone, respectively, in
predicting levels of support. As a model, it islfasuccessful. It achieves significance

in all four elections, and the overall fit as meaaslby the r-squared statistic is improving

""H6: A candidate’s level of support will increaskem the share of coverage of that
candidate increases, if relative tone of coverageutral or better.

I H7: Effects of changes in media coverage will beater among independents and
lesser in party identifiers.
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as we approach the present day, suggesting arasiegerole of news in electoral

evaluations and vote intention.

Table 7.1 - Regression of Support on Share an@ ©d&Coverage in the Electorate
199 2000 2004 2008
B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig.
Share  .004(.003) = .216  .099  .007(.004) = .184 076  .010(.003) = .336  .002  .005(.003) = .296 .076

Tone  .008(.003) = .324 017 010(.005) ~ 248 044  -001(.004) = -025 807 = .004(.003) = .228 171
Sig. of
Model .016 042 012 .001

N "7 s " 9% " 68

) r r r r
r 132 .087 112 .238

Share of Coverage represents the relative advantagercentage of the five-day moving
average of two-party candidate-specific news cagerreceived in NBC News aNeéw
York Timescoverage of the General Election, which is measfiem ten days prior to
the first nominating convention. Tone of coveragasures the relative advantage in
five-day moving average of tone score in the saediarfor the same time. Support is
the five-day moving average of mean level of twiyp#ecided support, and is lagged
by one week to allow effects to be observed.

In terms of the individual elements, share of cage is the more reliable of the
two in determining level of support. Tone, as diésal earlier, is significantly correlated
between the two candidates in presidential elestipasitive or negative coverage for
one candidate usually occurs at the same timerasspondingly positive or negative
coverage of the other candidate. As a resulg te an imperfect predictor of changes in
support, though with enough separation betweetvibecandidates it does function as
expected (relatively positive news causes increagpgort, relatively negative news
decreases it). Share, though, achieves statisigraificance (or near-significance) in all
four elections, with coefficients that are in theger direction and of similar magnitude,
and shows that an increase of 10 points in relatxantage in share of coverage

corresponds to a 0.1 percent increase in shangppiost. High levels of relative

advantage in share of coverage are also not uncomesaoted in Chapter Four,
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approximately 14 percent of all days of coverage aaandidate with 80 percent or
more of that day’s news coverage.

Table 7.2 demonstrates support for the secondthgpis: that those who are
most susceptible to acceptance of new informatimhependents) are more likely to
show predictable media effects than those who féeetevely screening news of the
candidates (partisans), and in addition those &sff@@ significantly larger than are seen
in the broader electorate. Owing to the smalleniper of observations the model results
for independents do not always reach the .05 lefveignificance, but evewith the
smaller number of observations the r-squared vialaearly as robust (2008) or even
more so (2000, 2004) than in the aggregate. Inpemimg the three groups, we see that
the independents demonstrate much more flexitwirgrall with regard to vote intention
change as a function of news composition changeplparison to the partisan groups,
though interestingly tone of coverage does not apfgemake a significant difference in
terms of predicting change in support. The pantgg@ups also exhibit a very large
amount of variance, with standard error values @inatypically more than twice that of
the independents and aggregate electorate.

The data also show that it is change in share wérage that is causing change in
support, rather than the other way around. It mexessary to test whether it was these
small changes in support that caused changes shtre of coverage allotted to each
candidate by the media outlets which were includetie content analysis. Although
this seems unlikely (ironically, this would be mdxeievable if the net effects were
larger and more easily detected by a casual ob3eivis still important to establish the

direction of the causal arrow.
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Table 7.2 — Regression of Support on Share and db6everage Among Independents,

Democrats, and Republicans

Independents
2000 2004 2008

B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std.Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig.
Share .012(.013) = .176  .336 .055(.025) © 382 030  .151(.076) = .459 067

Tone  .020(.011) = .318 088  -.003(.010) = -.054 751  -.010(.023) = -106  .656
Sig. of i [ i
Model .054 074 175

N "33 " a0 " 18

2 r r r

r 176 131 208

Democratic Identifiers
2000 2004 2008

B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig.
Share -.007(.017)  -.085 676 .008(.010) = 129 446  .008(.025) = .081  .756

Tone  .003(.008) = .084  .680 .008(.004) © 328 057  -.005(.007) 166 529
F F F
Sig. of
Model 886 .039 795
N "33 " a0 " 18
2 r r r
r .008 160 .030

Republican Identifiers

2000 2004 2008
B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std. Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig. B (Std.Error) Stand. Coeff. Sig.
Share -.040(.055)  -.129 481 013(.016) 146 427  .011(.023) = .116 633
Tone .040(.027) = 271 146  -004(006) = -109 551  -012(.008) = -378 132
Sig. of i [ i
Model 169 402 264
N "33 " a0 " 18
2 r r r
r 112 .048 163

Share of Coverage represents the relative advantagercentage of the five-day moving
average of two-party candidate-specific news cagermreceived in NBC News aNew
York Timescoverage of the General Election, which is meadmem ten days prior to
the first nominating convention. Tone of coveragasures the relative advantage in
five-day moving average of tone score in the saediarfor the same time. Support is

the five-day moving average of mean level of twypdecided support, and is lagged
by one week to allow effects to be observed.

Certainly there is a theoretical justification foe belief that a surging candidate
will attract attention. However, when the lagesnoved from the measure of support (in

other words, when the reported date of the payiged to the date on the share of
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coverage, exactly), in every case the relationsbigpmes weaker. This suggests that it
is the shift in share of coverage that occurs,fisgth shift in support following apace.
With this information, we can be more confidenttttl@anges in level of support are not
causing the media to increase their coverage ofdhdidate in question. It is also
possible that campaign events themselves are cpcisanges levels of electoral support,
acting as a confounding variable, but that conoluss not logically supportable. The
number of individuals who have a direct experieoicany campaign event is very small
by comparison to the viewership of a network neveaticast and the readership of a
paper with the circulation of thiEmes This would all suggest that the observed effects
are the results of changes in share and tone @rage causing changes in electoral

support, and that the relationship is positive.

When Tones Diverge

With such a high degree of similarity in tone oecage between the two
candidates, we are presented with a dilemma: hovwwveabest determine the effect of
tone of coverage on support when tone of coveragelatively consistent (whether
consistently positive or negative)? The answéo islentify areas where tone diverges,
and then determine whether share of support meovérei“correct” direction (that is to
say, negative tone results in negative movemesaimport, while positive tone results in
positive movement in support). To do so, | dividiee daily tone score averages into
blocs and compared shifts in support during th@segs, to provide some contrast in
tone during individual periods. The results shbattwhen tone is clearly in favor of one

candidate over another, that candidate benefitsarelectorate.
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Daily average tone scores (overall measure of @ean@s. Republican tone, with
volume removed as a factor) were broken into seategories, labeled by integers, -3
through 3. Scores that favored the Republicangtngdaily tone scores) were placed in
the three negative categories (less than -0.500:30 through -0.30, -2; and -0.30
through -0.10, -1) and scores that favored the Dxeatavere placed in the three positive
categories, at the same break points. The “0’goatewas left for tone scores that were
at or near balanced between the two candidatel)(tBrough 0.10).

The results demonstrate a certain value even frporely descriptive standpoint.
Even going beyond the overall tone averages, wéhse®emocratic candidates receive
more relatively positive days of coverage than Rdipan candidates, overall. In only
one year (1996) does the Republican candidate inave good days than the Democrat,
and in that year President Clinton and the asseaddals with which he was identified
(Whitewater, the Morris prostitution case) resulired fair number of self-inflicted
wounds. Turning to the effects of tone, however,arne now in a position to examine
whether divergence of tone corresponds to the gpiate movement in support for each

candidate.
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Figure 7.2. Daily Average Tone Score Histogram<€62008.
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Figure 7.2 (continued)
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Of 344 days of coverage, from the day prior todpening of the first convention
through Election Day, 88 could be categorized asdeelly favoring one candidate or the
other in terms of tone — those that fall in the-23,2, and 3 labeled blocs above. When
we then compare those days with their corresponsthifts in support, we see clear
support for the effects of tone of coverage ontelat support when a rate of agreement
is measured — that is, when tone is clearly in f@afmne candidate, how frequently does
support for that candidate increase? Table 7.@/slotearly that tone agrees with
direction of movement as we move further from tberiter” of the tone spectrum.
Examination of these results shows that acros¥th@w, there is more or less a
random distribution of positive versus negativetshwith rates of agreement falling
around 50 percent. As we move towards the highéld@ver categories, however, we
see rates of agreement that reach as high as t©€npandicating that as relative tone

towards the specific candidate improved, suppoprawed along with it.

Table 7.3 — Rate of Agreement between Tone Adveatad)Electoral Support
Movement at Different Levels of Tone Divergence

Tone Bloc | 1996 | 2000 2004 2008 | MEAN
3 NA 75% NA NA 75%
2 75% 80% 83% 78% 79%
1 30% 63% 38% 74% 51%
0 (D) 54% 54% 49% 71% 57%
-1 7% 65% 63% 67% 68%
-2 67% | 100% NA 75% 81%

-3 100%| 100% NA 100% 100%

The “0” bloc is coded as rate of agreement towatttkls Democratic candidate, since
there is no predicted outcome on days with balariced.

It is necessary, of course, to address the chalehgiaking valid statistical

inferences from a relatively small number of obaéions. In determining the rates of
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agreement at the margins (the 3s and 2s), all eadosilated using a single-digit-sized
population. This analysis holds up even when ggregate cases in each bloc across all
four elections, however. Of the 88 days that tdearly favors one candidate over
another, shifts in support agree with the day’®tmn80 percent of observations. As we
would also expect, this number increases when wsider only the most extreme cases:
days that fall into the “3” and “-3” blocs correspbto correct increases in candidate
support in 90 percent of cases (9 of 10). Whilknawledging that results based on a
limited sample size should be viewed with apprdprskepticism, | submit that this test
allows us to see beyond a thorny methodologicablpro, and yielded precisely the

results we would expect if tone has an effect wéle of electoral support.

Variable Support and Partisanship

In all three elections, standard deviation inylalare of support is significantly
higher among Independents than among partisangharghp only appears to be
growing: in 2000, there is a 1.7 and 0.8 pointedéhce between Democrats,
Republicans, and Independents (see Table 7.4).diffleeence is 2.4 and 2.0 in 2004,
and increases to 3.6 and 4.4 in 2008. The me#arelice across all three election cycles
is 2.4 points, with Independents showing more thace the variability in support.

Table 7.4: Standard Deviation of Daily Share of [gangp for Democratic and Republican
Candidates Among Partisans and Independents

Democrats Republicans Independepts N
2000 2.3 3.2 4.0 33
2004 2.0 2.4 4.4 40
2008 2.2 14 5.8 18

Differences between standard deviations of DemefRafpublicans are all significant to
the .001 level except for the Republicans in 2080¢h was insignificant.
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This is a statistically significant amount of vart&, when comparing partisans to
independents. The evidence presented earliesatggests that this variability is not
simply the result of a wishy-washy segment of teeterate: the independent voters are
reactingto something, and as the chapter has alreadyrisesevidence that shifts in
coverage are causing shifts in support, this vaitiain support is at least in part a
reaction to news coverage of the campaigns. Bhismsistent with previous work on the
impact of news on decided and undecided votersiftéom et al. 2010, 389), and it
stands to reason that a greater proportion of iewlégnts are flexible or undecided,

relative to partisans.

Discussion

The results of these regressions make a compeitiag for both media effects in
the electorate as a whole — even allowing for gdaminterested and/or uninformed
segment of that electorate — and for identifyinggitive” effects where they are most
likely to be hiding. This project adds to the gmogvconsensus that media effects are
quite real, even when discussing direct, preferatieging effects, and it does so while
demonstrating real-time preference shifts thatespond to changes in the composition
of news reports. This has important implicatiomsldoth the study of political
communication and the behavior of campaigns anchgists in the modern era.

In terms of our study of political communicatiahis chapter adds an element of
comfort and justification to the continued searehrbbust media effects. By
demonstrating that preferences are being updatdteasampaign progresses, and further

demonstrating a higher degree of flexibility amamgependents, we can make the case
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that the campaigndo matter and are not simply activating voters (Gelraad King

1993). The perceptual screen of party identifiisertainly a barrier to more impressive
influence by the mass media, but it is not an imawmtable one, or rather it is one that is
not always in place. As approximately one thirdhaf electorate identifies with no party,
there are still a substantial number of voters #énatsubject to media influence when
making their voting decision, and just as cleastyne number of those voters are also
changing their minds based on what they see amld Héalso suggests that campaigns
are a fight for voters’ eyes and ears as muchrathér hearts and minds. Campaign
attempts to reach and influence the voters viartass media are not at all a new
innovation, but our study of them may be affectgdhe ability to quantify the effects of
the campaigns’ success or failure.

Continuing in this vein, these results say sonmgtlaibout the power of journalists
and news organizations to impact the electionsttieat cover. The press have always
occupied a strategic middle-ground in Americantmsias purveyors of political
information and watchdogs of the political clasat{€rson 1993), but these findings
suggest that the construction of the day’s neves isnportant (or possibly more so) than
the actual content of that news. When share oétame is a more-reliable predictor of
shifts in support than tone of coverage, then ti@aal notions of good and bad news —
and, therefore, of the value of objectivity in rejorg — must be reevaluated. If
imbalance in share of coverage is the norm — amddhtent analysis data utilized here
shows that it is — then the media are shaping ttieay preferences of the electorate in

ways they may not understand, and with a prodwattithunbalanced not as the result of
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bias but of the structural constraints and behaVioorms of news organizations and
journalists.

As discussed in Chapter One, this has profoundicagbns for the impact of
media imbalances on early voters, who may be matkieig “final” voting decisions
during media swings that favor one candidate ometleer. In 2008, for example, it is
estimated that nearly one-third of all ballots weast early, and in eleven states early
voting now comprises more than 50 percent of tka tmallots cast (this, in addition to
Oregon, that votes entirely by mail). In-persorlye@oting is available in 31 states, and
in several (Texas, Georgia, lowa, Ohio) early v@tiin-person — can occur more than
two weeks before Election Day (Early Voting Infortioa Center, earlyvoting.net). This
is all the more reason why total-campaign-leveabeé in the media (which the content
analysis here suggests is not the norm, in any) aset substantively relevant to this
discussion: intra-campaign imbalance still haspibiential to alter the outcome of the
election, even beyond the last-minute shocks dtssini share of coverage.

At the end of the day, Bartels’ assertion that imedfects are not as much
minimal as fugitive is empirically supported wher gearch in the right places. These
aggregate effects are present in all of the elestimder review here, but appear to be
minimal. However, when we eliminate one particldarrier to those same media
effects, there is a marked increase in their magderitand they are no less reliable, on
average and acknowledging the limiting effect shaaller sample size, than their
aggregate-electorate brethren. If other suchdrardre identified and removed, we may
yet find the robust and pervasive media effectsdbainstinct and reason tell us are

present in the American electoral system.
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Conclusion

The analysis in this chapter shows that the shadleé@e of news coverage does,
in fact, have an effect on levels of support (camntto at least one earlier study,
Hopmann et al. 2010, which showed no effect of ore this case, the effects of tone of
coverage are of substantial importance: if toneowkrage is a relevant and meaningful
variable, then the large swings in tone seen througthe campaign (and when they
occur) are of great import, especially when onalwate is able to create some tonal
“distance” between himself and the opposition. tThhelieve, is the key factor: all too
often, tone is too similar between candidates teehmuch measurable effect. Perhaps
Warhol's famous saw is appropriate, after allgast as it relates to the certain periods in
the campaign for the Presidency: “Don’t pay at@mto what they write about you. Just
measure it in inches.” Share of coverage coniatgreat deal to electoral support,

whether by virtue of activation or conversion.

Likewise, effects are most pronounced among indégets. This is not a
surprising finding, but it is further confirmatiaf the impact of news on voter
preferences — while partisans are somewhat inflegiriadependents are rather strongly
influenced. This is wholly consistent with the nebdmployed here, and supports the
conclusion that news coverage of the campaigrsigraficant contributor to the
election’s outcome. News variability and suscalitytxo influence by the campaigns
have been demonstrated in earlier chapters, asahlipter goes further by showing that

preferences and/or levels of support are shiftioggwith that variability. They are also
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doing so in several recent elections, with thergfest effects in the most recent of those
studied here — in other words, effects are incnggisi their strength as we approach the

present day.

Having concluded with the hypothesis-testing chaptee can now move on to a
discussion of these findings, toto. The ground covered thus far provides a pictura of
dynamic and volatile system that, neverthelessipésltcertain stable behaviors and
patterns, and responds to campaign stimuli in @dairfashion. The contributions of this
chapter verify that not only are these factorsectijo some degree of influence, if not
control, but that they have a meaningful effecetections. Consideration of the
complete organism that is media coverage of thepaagns is no small task, but the
preceding chapters have provided the tools anceaeilnecessary to begin to view and

evaluate the entire campaign-media landscapeud tirn to that now.
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CHAPTER 8

DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION

The overarching aim of this project has been tstract the framework upon which we
may hang a larger understanding of media coverageesidential elections and the effects of
that coverage. Development of this area of rebaarmmportant to both the political science and
communications disciplines, as well as to the pecattvorlds of campaigns, elections, and
voters. In a hyper-interconnected world with sagnpotential news sources (every blog,
website, podcast, and social media group), medadl &fnds are of greater importance than ever,
and their potential to increase (and decreasejoedsupport in the form of votes, money, and
momentum must be of central importance to politszaéntists in all corners of the globe. The
results of this study by no means settle the qoresti media effects, nor are the descriptions of
the media environment offered herein to be consileomprehensive, but they add to our
collective knowledge of the situation and, | hoper some valuable insights into the ways in
which media do (and do not) affect our electiorcoutes.

Democracy relies absolutely on the disseminatiomfofmation. It is no accident that
the only private institution protected by the Cansibn is the press, and no accident that it has
become so ubiquitous in our lives. As we move thfuture, the study of media and media
effects cannot be ignored. This concluding chaptidiscuss how we have arrived at this
point, and discuss where we should be going frora.hewill review the central findings and

their place in the literature, as well as what thean for the model employed here. That will be
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followed by a discussion of their implications, a&hd chapter will conclude with a description

of the next-steps in the study of this phenomenon.

Results
Overview

The results of this study have been elaborateliail in the previous chapters, so | will
not overly-belabor them here. There is value, ¢gfpun bringing all of the separate findings
together in one place, especially in so wide-rag@improject. Over the course of these chapters
the media environment has been described and &uklsim empirical analysis of the conflict-
based “attractiveness” hypotheses have been testddhe effects of share of coverage and tone
of coverage have been measured. First | will priebe hypothesis-by-hypothesis test results,
and then review them in the context of the broditnature. So, to review, brief results of the
hypotheses tested are as follows:

H1: In competitive election cycles, total-cycleurak of coverage will be greater than in
non-competitive election cycle$996 was the only non-competitive election withie scope of
this project, with a mean separation of 17.4 pdrbetween the two candidates in trial heat
polling for the general election period. The mdaily volume of coverage of the 1996
campaign was 22 percent lower, on average, thaméam daily volume of coverage of the other
three elections (15 percent less coverage thandkieclosest election in 2000, and just over 30
percent less than the most-covered election in 2008

H2: In competitive election cycles, total-cycle shaf horserace/strategy coverage will
be greater than in non-competitive election cyclggain, comparing 1996 to the other three

elections, there is a clear separation between thigmregard to the amount of
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horserace/strategy coverage, though it is a s@gmficontributor even in 1996. In 1996, 71
percent of coverage was of candidate and campaignties (or analysis of them), while in the
other three elections the percentage increasesavexrage of 77 percent.

H3: Candidates will generally receive coverage tisatomparable in tone in all general
election periods except the convention periofisne of coverage, like share of coverage, is far
from stable. However, unlike share of coveragei¢ivhf variable, means that there is
imbalance between the candidates3 gossible to “balance” tone of coverage by reporting
the candidates with comparable levels of positieityiegativity. That balance is demonstrated
here by correlating tone of coverage for the cotives and the remainder of the general
election, independently, as well as through anpedédent samples t-test (comparison of means).
Both support the hypothesis. Comparison showstivegand/or insignificant correlations for all
elections during the convention period, but higéignificant and positive correlation of tone for
the remaining two to three months of the geneedtadn campaign. The t-tests also support the
hypothesis — tone of coverage “fails” the testimast every comparison (suggesting that the
means are not significantly different). Tone o¥exage is most dissimilar during the
conventions, is most similar in the post-convenpenod, and becomes somewhat more
dissimilar in the final thirty days of the campaig@werall, tone of coverage of each candidate is
significantly correlated to the other, and not digantly different between them, for most of the
general election campaign.

H4: Issues which are jointly emphasized by the @agms will be covered by the media,
while issues which are mentioned by only one cadidill not. Regressing total volume of
coverage of an issue on the number of times bottidates mentioned that issue in their

remarks in 1996 yields a significant relationshifpowever, regressing coverage of issues on the
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number of times each candidate individually mergobthat issue does not. Looking at
individual issues and daily mention/coverage ofithan ten of eleven cases single-candidate
mention of an issue is not significantly relatedtwerage of that issue on that day (using the
chi-squared test of significance). However, inrfotifive cases there is a significant relationship
betweerdual -candidate mention of an issue and news coverat@bissue, and in all four
cases the lambda values are two to three timesrl#ingn for the single-candidate issues
mentioned and covered.

H5: Campaigns that offer more conflict- and nowdlsed stories to the media will
increase their share of coverage or decrease sbhho®verage of their oppositiorin every
election cycle, the conflict-share relationshigasrect in at least one direction: increased
conflict origination results in a significant ina®e in the originating campaign’s share of
coverage or a decrease in the opposing campailgaie f coverage. This conclusion is
supported by correlation of each campaign’s confleneration score and the two campaigns’
share of coverage at the same time, as well asdrgssion analysis of the same variables.

H6: A candidate’s level of support will increaseemithe share of coverage of that
candidate increases, if relative tone of coveragedutral or betterRegression of level of
support on share of coverage and tone of covetagesssignificant effects for the model.
Examination of the individual contributions of sband tone show that share of coverage is
always significant or near-significant (p-valueseerise above 0.1) and is consistent in the
magnitude and direction of its effect on suppdrone, on the other hand, is less reliable. At
times it is more-significant and has a larger dftean share of coverage (1996, 2000), but in
other elections it is highly insignificant (2004B) or in the wrong direction (2004). Overall,

though, the predictive power of a share of coveagktone of coverage model is demonstrated
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H7: Effects of changes in media coverage will beatgr among independents and
lesser in party identifierfRegression analysis of the same variables, bt sub-samples that
are disaggregated by party identification, showkar advantage in looking for media effects
among independents. Not only are the effects nmmuafe robust in magnitude by comparison to
examination of news coverage effects on the felttrate, but there is virtually no relationship
between advantages in share and/or tone of covarajehanges in levels of support among the
partisan sub-groups. Independents are also muoh likely to exhibit shifts in support more
generally, while partisans are not — there is aniBggant difference in the standard deviation of
levels of candidate support among independentgarigans, with independents showing a

greater amount of variance over the course of émel election campaign.

Results in Context

As a piece of research within the broader liteegtuthere are a number of findings
within this study that confirm, clarify, and chaillge the findings of other researchers, and there
are other findings which are unique within therhtere. A substantial number of existing
findings were confirmed in this study, but thisiwt merely an echo of previous work: the
methodological advantage of studying multiple etets through the lens of a fine-grain content
analysis makes the confirmation of existing findirmgworthwhile enterprise. In other areas,
these findings allow us to bring evidence to beaooe side of an existing academic debate.
And, of course, at times the findings either chradke existing research or simply answer
guestions that have not yet been asked and answEogcach major section of this project
(description of the media environment, descripaod effects of share of coverage, description

and effects of tone of coverage, and control ofntieglia environment) there are a number of
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primary (hypothesis-related) and secondary findihgs are described below, as is their

relationship to existing research.

The Media Environment

The media environment, as discussed in ChaptereT lweather predictable in many
ways. For one, competitiveness matters. The cttivgeelections of 2000, 2004, and 2008
were significantly different in terms of the voluraecoverage of each campaign by comparison
to 1996, which suggests that competitiveness i&élyecontributor to the volume of coverage of
the campaign (as suggested by Kerbel 1997) ratherdany degradation in commercial viability
(as argued by Blumler and Kavanagh 1999). Alseerage of the campaign is very similar
from one news outlet to another, with significardignilar share and tone of coverage between
the two outlets chosen for this study, consistdttt pwrevious work (Bennett 1996, Cohen 1963,
Crouse 1973). Volume of coverage is not only priadble in terms of how much coverage there
will be of the campaigns overall, but alsbenthat coverage will occur: it peaks around the
major campaign events (conventions and Election) Dlyich we have seen in other research
(Domke et al. 1997, Johnston et al. 2004, Kerb8b)l,%ut here we also see that coverage
increases during the debates in election years Wieerace is competitive, though not when it is
not. Itis patently unusual to see a spike in n@wf coverage outside of these events, with only
two observable spikes in the entirety of four &l#ction cycles.

The content of that coverage is likewise predigatiie media prefer coverage of
strategy and the horserace, and generally do vetr ¢éesues to any great degree. All four
coding periods showed that more than half of allecage is devoted to the non-policy-related

actions of the campaigns, which confirms earliediings on this subject (lyengar et al. 2004,
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Kerbel 1995, Patterson 1993, Brady and Johnstoid, IB@noit et al. 2005, Stempel &
Windhauser 1989, Mantler & Whiteman 1995, Domkale1997). What we might add here,
though, is that competitiveness once again chaogesxpectations: the non-competitive
election year of 1996 showed an increase in issuerage and a decline in strategy-horserace
coverage, even as it showed a decrease in ovekadlage of the campaign. This, it should be
noted, is despite the fact that candidates dissssgs extensively (and almost exclusively) on
the campaign trail, as the Annenberg-Pew data wosfiand as others have found (Just et al.
1999, Vavreck 2009).

Share of coverage is somewhat less predictablehwids a central argument in this
project: at any given time, one candidate may dateithe news of the campaign relative to
his/her opponent. The content coded here and tilgsas of that data disputes previous findings
that overall coverage of the candidates is geneballanced in terms of volume (D’Alessio and
Allen 2000, Kerbel 1995, Stovall 1980), and theegahappearance of aggregate balance is
misleading. There is substantial variation in shafrcoverage, and the norminsbalancerather
than balance, both overall and on a day-to-daysba&ixtremes in share of coverage are
observable throughout the campaign, even outsitleeoonvention periods.

In terms of tone of coverage, there are severadasphat are addressed here, specifically
the overall tone of coverage, trends in tone ofecage during the campaign, and partisan
advantage in tone of coverage. Scholars diffawbether the media are generally positive,
negative, or balanced in their treatment of themaign (Patterson 1993, Benoit et al. 2005,
Farnsworth & Lichter 2007, Farnsworth & Lichter 20D’Alessio & Allen 2000, Johnston et al.
2004), but the evidence here is that tone is sligidsitive, overall (consistent with some outlet-

specific findings in Farnsworth & Lichter 2011).01ie of coverage is generally positive during

210



the conventions (though sitting presidents arderka bit less-positively) and trends downward
from there (confirming the results in Patterson388d Johnston et al. 2004). Tone of coverage
is generally balanced between the two candidatesdaily basis (as was seen in Johnston et al.
2004 and Domke et al. 1997), but it is sta#ble in that it varies dramatically in terms of the
measuremerdf the tone of that coverage.

Also confirmed here is whether a consistent dontirssue emerges from a broader
analysis. The findings here are consistent widvious research, in that the dominant issue of
any campaign may vary from one year to the nextadsalvithin one election cycle, though the
economy is usually a prominent issue and oftennainiant one (Alvarez & Nagler 1995, Carsey
2000, Domke et al. 1997, Gilens et al. 2007, Gra®&6, Hillygus & Shields 2005, Kerbel
1995, Petrocik 1996, Tedesco 2005, Vavreck 2009).

The media environment exhibits intracampaign vartgbn nearly all measures
(volume, topic, tone, and share of coverage), aadigtability (in spite of this variation) in
some, using both intracampaign and intercampaigmpenisons. Volume of coverage
consistently increases and falls off at specifimfmin each election cycle even though the total
volume, measured daily, is variable over the coafghe campaign and may vary in terms of
total coverage for the campaign cycle. Topicsayecage are predictable in that horserace and
strategy coverage is dominant and issue coveraggrandary, but specific issue areas covered
vary depending on the way these issues are distbgsithe campaigns, and also vary from one
campaign to another. Tone of coverage is widehatée during the campaign with periods of
overall positive and negative coverage, but daihetof coverage is statistically comparable

between candidates during most of the electionecy8lhare of coverage varies over the course
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of the campaign as well, even though total coverageived by each candidate, in the aggregate,

is similar when we compare across several campaigns

Control of the Media Environment

Since there is variation in the media environntmtng the general election campaign, it
is useful to consider whether the campaigns cart @a¥kience over that environment. Here
again we see competing explanations for what betsnedia agenda during a campaign. Some
find evidence for inter-media agenda setting (L&ngang 1981 and Weaver & Elliott 1985),
others that candidates and campaigns are inflidM@Combs et al. 1984, Dalton et al. 1998),
some that the extra-media factors such as thetsteuof news organizations and media horms
and ethics build the agenda (Jamieson & Campb8R 18ans 1979, Cohen 1963), and still
others that the media largely set their own agehalamg the campaign (Patterson 1980, Weaver
et al. 1981). Here | offer evidence in supporthaf idea that the campaigns and candidates can
actively seek out media attention by their behaspecifically by offering conflict and novelty.

This test manifests the challenge of knowing whabt being reported, which in this
particular case was not possible given the datdadle. However, it was possible to test for
whether the share of coverage of a candidate goneled to the number of conflict-based
stories which that candidate generated, and byssuhifferent data source for the creation of the
conflict-generation measure (print) and the shaweerage measure (broadcast), it was at least
possible to create some methodological distancgdset the two, and hopefully reduce the
endogeneity concerns. The results showed cowakand support from regression analysis that
were both significant and in the appropriate dimector all years: when one campaign offered

conflict (attacks/defense from attacks, or new/oesges to policy positions), their share of
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coverage increased and/or the share of coveratheiofopposition decreased. This expands on
existing findings (Benoit & Currie 2001, Bitzer &later 1980, Reber & Benoit 2001) that the
media over-report on the conflict-laden parts diates, and demonstrates that tendency across
the entire general election.

At the same time, the conflict theory was suppoltg@n examination of which issues
were most popular in coverage of the campaign.e@authors (Ansolabehere and lyengar
1994, Carsey 2000, Damore 2004,Downs 1953, Holid4 2Petrocik 1996) offer different
explanations as twhy campaigns attempt to influence the media agendajdonot empirically
test for when/how they do so. Volume of mentiopséndidates of an issue did not determine
the likelihood of that issue being reported inphess. Moreover, single-candidate mentions of
an issue were not sufficient to provoke coveraghénmedia. On issues, though, whesoth
candidates mentioned an issue in their remark&gstmore likely to appear in print and over the
airwaves. If a candidate wishes to see an issuered, then, he or she can either choose to
comment on an issue emphasized by their opponeitempt to force their opposition to
respond on a particular issue: both would resudt sngnificantly greater probability that an issue
will be covered. Conflict, then, appears to beatal component in attractive the attention of

the media and increasing one’s share of coverage.

Effects of Changes in News Coverage

Many authors have found that news coverage ofipeland candidates causes small
changes in our political attitudes and evaluati@etels 1993, Graber 1988, Hillygus &
Jackman 2003, lyengar & Kinder 1987, Miller & Kradn2000, Neuman et al. 1992, Popkin

1991). This is both confirmed and refined irstiiudy. Some recent work has examined how
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intracampaign changes in coverage affect votersnif@cet al. 1997, Hagen & Johnston 2007,
Hellwed et al. 1992, Hopmann et al. 2010, Soroka.€2009), though these studies use
combined measures of tone, volume, share, and Boasetopic of coverage to reach their
conclusions. As a time-series variable, shiftshare of coverage alone predict shifts in share of
support to a significant degree, even without antiag for the tone, volume, or subject of that
coverage. This confirms Zaller's 1992 finding tha “louder” message wins out among the
public, and share of coverage alone is seen asferpnce-altering effect. This study shows that
this is true in an election campaign setting, wasr&aller’s test was on issue preferences in the
public. These effects are seen both in the agtgesgad among what might be termed
“susceptible” populations. Less-partisan voteesraost likely to be affected by news coverage.
Partisans are less likely to be affected by siftshare of coverage, or indeed anything at all:
variance in levels of support is much lower fortigans than independents, as anticipated.

The literature is largely silent on intracampaigudls of tone of coverage for each
candidate and their potential effects (the loneepkion being Domke 1997). Tone of coverage,
though, is at times a significant contributor t@eges in level of support in the electorate. This
finding is somewhat inconsistent, though, and isasoreliable as share of coverage in predicting
changes. This is the result of another surpriimdjng: tone of coverage of each candidate
correlates to the tone of coverage of the othedidare, in the aggregate, and deviations within
the campaign are rare and mainly confined to timweotion period. In other words, most of the
days’ campaign news is positive or negative, rdgasdof who is receiving the coverage. This
means that tone of coverage matters, but gets p@ortunities to do so, since very often the
news is uniformly (and not selectively) good or badthe candidates, so very little relative

advantage exists. When toteesdiverge, though, it shows that it does make aifsogmt
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impact on levels of support in the electorate. tveclusion we may reach is that both tone and
share of coverage matter, but since tone is sastens between the candidates (the correlation
is both significant and robust) it typically doest have the opportunity to cause much in the

way of effects on electoral support.

Conclusion

These findings all point to a media environment thdluid and variable, influenceable,
and influential. There is variability in shareaafverage and tone of coverage, but tone of
coverage is generally balanced, with very littlatige advantage for either candidate.
Campaigns can influence the issue agenda of thearfadher advancing their cause (if they are
correct in their assessment of which issues willdhi¢ their campaigns). They can also
influence share of coverage, increasing their omteareasing that of their opposition by being
a source of relatable and useful stories for malitjournalists. All of this variability also
appears to influence voters (especially indepemsjémterms of their anticipated voting
preference, which suggests that not only are mefteats real, but that the battle for them can be

waged, won, and lost.

Returning to the Model
The model described in Chapter Two (news prodoctimnsmission, and reception)
describes a multifaceted relationship between éimepaigns, journalists, and news
organizations, in which all are potential sourcesews stories. Campaigns want “good” news
about their candidates (positive, and more ofrit) hoth offer stories and are sought out for their

input on stories by journalists. Journalists aeeivers of input from all directions, up and down
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the chain, as campaigns and their own news org@mzsarecommend stories, and yet they also
“create” their own news and seek input from the jgaigns and prefer stories that are focused on
the competition-oriented aspects of the campaighfiainto a traditional storytelling

framework. The news organizations themselves testbmmend stories to their own reporters
and select from the material those reporters sutmmittimately “create” the news. News
creation at both the journalist and organizatiselés geared towards commercial viability and
the satisfaction of professional norms of jourralispecifically their role as referees and critics
of the political process. This news is then traitigah to the public, who receive and accept it at
different rates and in different ways, with panmisasistance being the most likely roadblock to
acceptance. News organizations are also sentitiwdich stories are popular with the public,
and will provide more of the news they desire anlstime.

The empirical observations made here largely sufps model. The macro-level
elements of campaign news (how much coverage, twtat is that coverage comprised) are
clearly related to the level of competitivenesshaf campaign. Both volume and the proportion
of issue to campaign coverage are sensitive tatmsideration. Journalists and/or news outlets
show a preference for strategy and horserace ageetiace it satisfies many of the values which
make a story “newsworthy,” which is also consistsith the increases in share of coverage seen
when a campaign increases its level of conflictegation. The effects of this news, as observed
here, are also consistent with the perceptual sdssee caused by partisanship. Independents
are shown to be much more sensitive to changd®iretative advantage candidates may gain in
share and tone of coverage, while partisans appdse largely immune to those changes. These
shifts among independents (and, very likely, weakigans) are of sufficient magnitude as to be

detectable in the full electorate as well.
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One area where revision to the model may be napessin the degree to which the
interests of the public influence the media agendaeviewing the public-candidate-media
issue agenda for 1996, data were generated omithéies of the public, the most-mentioned
issues by the candidates, and the amount of covefafpose issues in the press. While there
was substantial overlap between the “most impdtriaaties facing the country in the eyes of the
public and the degree to which the candidates adddethose issues in their public remarks,
there was surprisingly little correlation betweboge issues and those most-covered by the
media. This suggests that the press are muclséesstive to the demands of the public than the
model would suggest, at least so long as the “pagkalism” model holds and most outlets are
producing similar news on the same topics. ltissible, of course, that what the pulslays
they care about and what thagtuallyconsume in the media environment are substantially
different things (hence the disconnect in the agialgf Fallows 1996 and lyengar et al. 2004),
but the empirical evidence here suggests that teerely a very limited level of public influence
over the media issue agenda, and certainly vehy dvver the amount of campaign and strategy

coverage compared to issue coverage.

Implications
The findings reported above have important impiwet in a number of areas. At the
very least, from a practical perspective, they mteevidence that media coverage of campaigns
affects not only how the voters discuss the cammpg@genda setting), but also that the coverage
affects whom the voters are supporting. Movingdmelythat basic conclusion, though, there are
at least two others that merit discussion: comipetiess in an election affects both coverage and

effects of coverage, and “media politics” acti\stief campaigns can be an effective campaign
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tool. In terms of the philosophical, these findirggiggest that it is not only what news is
reported that can impact the outcome of an elechahhow much of it, which prompts
consideration of the appropriate role of the meahid how their power could potentially be
abused. Since it is virtually impossible to aveither the consequences of elections or the
process of election campaigns, these findings shioeilof interest to virtually all citizens in
general, and to those who engage in and studyi@bsah particular.

Interpreting why tracking polls move as they da i&vorite pastime of media figures: in
fact, it is one of the more common themes in caye@f the election. That is why it is all the
more interesting that their own coverage has atofday in determining where those polling
numbers are headed. | feel confident that mosbmmagdia figures (reporters, anchors, analysts,
news directors, and more) believe that their waiftisct perceptions of the candidates, but |
doubt very much that they would have anticipatedt ww their coverage matters.
Intracampaign share of coverage is not a metricithave seen employed in many other studies
of media effects (Domke et al. 1997 being the saleeption), and that it is sufficient to explain
shifts in support — whatever size the effect sta§ something meaningful about how voters
make use of the media to reach political conclusidhisn’t nearly as muclhatis said, but
more the fact that it is being said at all. Thatean now add one more explanatory variable to
the discussion of what moves the electorate iscserfitly satisfying, from a research
perspective. It may even alleviate concerns atimiimpact of bias, at least in the statement-
bias sense, since the results here are showndcelkieh when measures of tone are considered
separately from measures of share. The correlatidrnbalance of tone between the candidates
on a daily basis was by far the most surprisindifig in this project, and the implications of this

finding are wide-ranging. Not only does this fingicolor our discussion of how media affect
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perceptions, but it also has a role to play inadiscussion of implications for campaigning,
below.

Another implication is less surprising, but stiflioterest: competitiveness matters. In
measure after measure, 1996 was an anomalousalgetr. There was nothing particularly
special about that year: it shared characteristitts the other election years. The general
election period was relatively short, but so wasdlection in 2008. It was a reelection
campaign, but so was 2004. It was an election thetohg a period of relative happiness and
prosperity, but then again, so was 2000. The wlmgbus distinction that can be drawn among
these elections is that 2000, 2004, and 2008 alfed election campaigns that were relatively
competitive (sometimes intensely so, with multiigled changes, as in 2000), while 1996 did
not. The Clinton-Dole contest of 1996 was esstnitaer before it began. Dole never
seriously challenged Clinton’s lead, and the cogeraf that particular campaign was different
from each of those that followed. It was lowewalume, overall; higher in the ratio of issue
coverage; and represented a much smaller propatitire total news volume of any given day,
compared to the other election cycles examined hEnés is something we should bear in mind
when conducting future research, but it is alsoetbing that we should bear in mind when
examining past research that studies only a selglgion: if that election year was not
particularly competitive, then the results of ahydy of it should be viewed with a significant
measure of skepticism, as the findings from conipetelections do not appear to apply to non-
competitive elections, and vice versa. Competitess increases the stakes of the coverage, in
terms of how large an effect might be needed tmgbdhe outcome of the election, but it seems

that competitiveness also changes the ways in wdaofipaigns are communicated.
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This research also supports the school of thoumgtttdolitics has become a media-
management and image-driven exercise. Certaimycampaigns are in competition for media
attention. The volume of coverage available toctwedidates is predictable and, to a greater or
lesser extent, fixed. It is a commodity that tkeynpete for. The topics of that coverage
(whether strategy, issue, personality, or othennase likewise fairly stable. So, then, since we
are discussing a media environment that tendsrioordy in terms of the share of coverage and
the tone of coverage, and since those ratios dfeets of support, in a very real sense the
campaign has incorporated the media as an arewmargpetition. What's more, it is also
evident that campaigrese capable of attracting the attention of the mediagther they are
doing so deliberately or not. Since attention Ugweuals support, the decisions made by a
campaign that affect the attractiveness of the eagmpto media outlets are really attempts to
influence the outcome of the election.

This, in one sense, justifies the view held byrttexlia that the campaigns are acting
strategically in their relationship with the medsad that those actions should be considered a
part of the “game” schema (Patterson 1993, 57) eM/this research can add to that notion is in
how the tone of coverage of the campaign can factorthe decision of whether to seek
coverage or not. Certainly, tone matters: but idatso clear is that when tone of coverage of
the candidates is more or less the same therdyisomuch that itanmatter. This means that
campaigns can make the tactical decision to seakad coverage, depending on how tone
relates. For example, if coverage of your campa&gn a negative phase, competing for share
of coverage is not in the best interests of younmaign,unless coverage of the competing
campaign is at the same or greater level of neggtivn such a situation, share of coverage is

still desirable, despite the overall negativitytled coverage — this is both counterintuitive and
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slightly perverse, but nevertheless it is suppoei@girically. At the same time, if a disparity in
tone exists, campaigns can actively seek to drovendthe tone of coverage of the opposition by
attacking, an activity that the media find to beaaitive and increases the probability that it will
be selected and disseminated, thereby giving anofiteon to campaigns in their attempt to
manipulate the campaign’s media environment.

Media politics has the power to change not onlyitygact of media coverage, but even
who is benefitting or not from that coverage. Asl@r quotes irA Theory of Media Politics,

Lyndon Johnson’s view of what has changed in Anagrigolitics is this:

"All you guys in the media. All of politics has aiged because of you. You've broken all the
[party] machines and the ties between us in theg@ss and the city machines. You've given us
a new kind of people." A certain disdain passed tieface. "Teddy, Tunney. They're your
creations, your puppets. No machine could everte@deddy Kennedy. Only you guys. They're
all yours. Your product.” (Halberstam, 1979, pp-18

In reading this passage, one cannot help but censamething like the potential candidacy of
Donald Trump in the run-up to the 2012 Republicamaries. A Politico-George Washington
University poll fielded between 8 and 12 May 20hbwed that 71 percent of Americans
believed Trump had “no chance” to win the electiammg 26 percent felt he had never been
serious about running. At the same time, thoughween April £ and May 18 (the day before
Trump officially bowed out), Trump’s name appearedifteen headlines in thew York

Times In the same time frame, declared candidate f@mder House Speaker) Newt Gingrich
received only five headlines, while front-runnettMRomney (a former governor and declared
candidate) received only three. In this case’plbpular’ candidate decided not to run and was
never considered a viable or realistic candidatéhbypublic, but it is significant for those also
competing for the same media space that he wasenba¢ all, since the data and analysis here

show that coverage matters.
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Finally, this work has serious implications for aumderstanding of the role of the media
in presidential election campaigns. We cannotrigiibat media effects appear to be real, and
can be based on something as simple as which atedieceives a greater share of the day’s
news coverage. Past work has discussed the mtenpact of an attack-minded, negative press
(Sabato 1992, 2003), as well as the poor job dgrtedomedia in covering the campaigns
(Farnsworth and Lichter 2003, 2007), and sevetsrotomponents of the campaign-media
relationship. What many of these works ultimataigue for, though, is reform in how news
outlets cover the campaigns, and often by desgrivimat a “correct” or “sociotropic” or
“responsible” media would produce. | do not shtaeer sentiments. | would not presume to
know what was best for Americans, American demaggracour electoral system. What | do
say, though, is that in light of the findings herffom the comparable tone of coverage, to the
generally fixed volume of coverage, and other aspeicthe media environment — the most
important goal of any media outlet seeking to lith&ir impact on voters would be to ensure, to
whatever degree possible, that they provide equalats of coverage of each candidate on a
daily basis. | do not suggest that they shoulchwasdo so nor that they will, but we should
certainly be aware of the potential impacts if tdeynot. As we have seen here, the potential
impacts are significant, and may become more sodruture. The number and means of
communication may change, but certainly mass m@usahatever form) will not be departing
the political scene any time soon, and in fact kkly only become more prominent. For this

reason, if no other, this research is important.
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Limitations

It has been my consistent position that theret exsimber of clear limitations to this
study, both in terms of the general study of mediiacts and of the particular study of the
presidential general election campaign environrsardied here. The first is that there is an
inherent danger in attempting to extrapolate tisalte of a two-source content analysis aato
media. Second, there is the level of detail of dmmtent analysis, which was much deeper in the
broadcast medium than the print medium. Thirdhaee the challenge of a “noisy” campaign
environment, in which dozens (if not hundreds)npiuts are impacting the share of support in
the electorate. Last, there is the question el validity: asserting validity is, | believe,
appropriate, but | recognize that in the absen@rmtasure of media usage (and even in its
presence) the connection between the independeables (coverage and tone in the print and
broadcast media here) and dependent variable (shatgport in the electorate) is tenuous.
These limitations are real, but they are also dedxdp in the sense that they are common
throughout the literature, and wherever possilhlave attempted to nullify their impact on the
results reported here.

The inclusion of only two media sources was balibérate and regrettable. So limited
a sample invites attacks on the generalizabilitsheffindings, but is unavoidable in any by-hand
content analysis (as opposed to computer-assistad)ng the addition of an army of research
assistants. After all, the actions of one or twedra outlets can hardly be considered
representative ddll media. Having said that, | would endeavor to déféhe results on the
grounds that there is, even between the two solmees a high level of consistency in coverage
in terms of share, volume, tone, and topic. Despacasional departures, on most days the

amount of coverage of the campaigns was similarprhterial covered was virtually identical
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(allowing for non-event-driven stories such as pegiieces on spouses, etc.), and tone was
generally consistent: correlation between toneowecage of each candidate in thenesand on
NBC was both in the correct direction and statahlycsignificant in six of eight cases. | can also
point to the fact that coverage was consistentsacseveral elections, which at least allows us to
assert that the conclusions drawn apply generattysa time to these two outlets. Finally, from
a purely practical standpoint, there is only so milnat one researcher (or even a team of
researchers) can evaluate and analyze in a givgecprand there will always be a need to say
“enough” short of a large-enough sample to saadifyeaders. | am content that this project has
gone at least as far — and in many cases, fartttean-other studies in the discipline, and
unearthed significant results. If the worst we saw is that the findings only apply to these two
outlets, but that they appear to predict changéisaraggregate electorate, then that is a caveat |
will happily embrace.

In terms of the content analysis itself, there wésgh degree of detail in the broadcast
medium, but rather less so in the print mediumis Was a deliberate choice, and the results
were not adversely affected. The inclusion ofttevision data was a happy surprise that was
not anticipated when the project was first conagjveving to the difficulty of accessing such
data over such a long period. The decision oMéwederbilt Television News Archive to make
available in streaming format the NBC and CNN rlighews broadcasts made it possible to do
so, however, and for that | am extremely gratefithem. This data was, of necessity, coded to a
very high degree of precision: the spoken wordedisered by such broadcasts requires precise
parsing. This took time, and | believe that timeetiwvas well spent; however it did cut into the
coding time available for the other medium. Codafghe print medium presented a difficult

choice: code a sample of stories to a high dedgrdetail, or codell stories with a lesser degree
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of detail. In opting to code all stories to a Evsdegree of detail, the research could now claim t
report on the coding @l campaign stories in both media, which completenesde for a more
robust analysis of the media environment. Sampliagld result in concerns about the
sensitivity of some key measures in the study,esore area of relative advantage in this study
was the intra-campaign measure of the media envieom whereby measures were taken daily.
Given the high level of detail in the broadcast med it seemed like a reasonable compromise
to limit coding of the print medium to coding ofdwines (for topic, tone, and candidate) and the
story as a whole (for the same, plus candidate rauets), rather than coding paragraph-by-
paragraph. This is still a level of detail suffict to compare the two media, as well as to test th
hypotheses offered here. In the future, howeueatgr detail can only be an asset to studies
such as this.

We also face a challenge in that campaigns ateepha and confusing environments
with many competing (and often contradictory andrtervailing) influences. Identifying large
media effects has proven to be a significant chgan the discipline, and this project is no
different. The effects seen, though statisticaifynificant, are small. This limited level of
substantivesignificance is concerning, at least on its farel this concern is not easily
dismissed. Given this limitation, we should apgtoaur analysis of media effects from a
cautious position, and treat them as they areasete might believe them to be. There is no
harm in accepting that, for the moment, the bestavesay is that we cafservesmall effects
even as we attempt to uncover larger effects. Srthahges in electoral support still have the
power to alter the outcome of elections, and rehestory offers us several examples of races
that would have seen a different outcome with thaiteon or subtraction of some small level of

support. In the meantime, the search for largecef may continue, and researching how
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different campaign stimuli interact requires inatusof media effects, especially as those media
expand and change. Social media, for example,affayus an opportunity to see larger effects
than traditional print or broadcast media, if oblyvirtue of their ubiquity. At the moment, at
least, we can observe small effects despite thetichaaelstrom that is the modern campaign for
the presidency.

The final limitation of this study is the questiohthe internal validity of the results. To
be certain, there is a connection between the blasgresented here, but is it a causal
connection? The polling data available do notrdfie answer to the question, since very few
tracking polls ask about media usage. Even if thdythe connection would still not be firmly
established (since it is still possible that adhiariable is causing changes in media coverage
and levels of support); this research was not uallen in an experimental setting, which
method would have offered a bit more confidencéhéncausal nature of the independent
variables. In light of this, we must treat thessults with an appropriate degree of skepticism. |
still, however, have a high degree of confidenctherelationship posited here between
coverage in the media and support in the electorateericans receive most of their political
knowledge from media and advertising, and unlesg #ne irrational, this information and the
manner in which it is presented will have someaft their vote choice. It seems far too great
a coincidence, too, that those in the age demograpdbst likely to have been exposed to
broadcast news were also those whose changesporsupost closely matched the changes in
coverage. So, skepticism is certainly warrantedl als is cautious optimism with regard to the
validity of the findings.

These limitations (and, | feel certain, otherg theve not yet occurred to me) are real, but

are by no means unique. They are common to madiestin the sub-field, and | believe that
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they offer no real threat to the value of the wovkrall. All can be addressed in due course by
further study, broader and more detailed data cixdle, and the use of both field and laboratory
methods. | do not dismiss them (nor is it my iti@mto minimize them), but certainly they are
within the bounds of tolerance for the phenomenagostudied. Campaign effease difficult

to isolate, and content analysis is constantlytid@geoncerns over whether the right material
(and enough of it) is being analyzed. The nextieee- recommendations for future research —
outlines some of the research agenda that | belidi/bolster these findings and allow us to

make more confident assertions in this area ofystud

Recommendations for Future Research

There are at least two substantial areas in whiglean improve our knowledge and the
validity of our inferences with regard to mediaeets on presidential election campaigns, and |
approach this question of how to proceed from thetipn that the best way to advance this
study is by expanding our knowledge of the contémbedia reporting on the campaigns and
isolating the causal variables in question. Thst ftem can be accomplished through the
creation of an ongoing content analysis projechwaistaff capable of analyzing the coverage of
campaigns by multiple media outlets, using the sproeedures for each outlet and election
cycle, making the data more consistent and inangats utility. Second, | believe that this is an
area that is ideal for experimental methods thatbedter-isolate the independent variables and
get a better sense of the size of their effect#th We proper data and the proper methodology,
we will be able to make great advances in our kedge of the media environment, how it
changes and reacts to the campaigns and the paopleyhat role it plays in the American

democratic process. Before we get to that pdmogh, let me take a moment to discuss the
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tools and methods that may improve the study ofianeffiects in general, and then we will turn
to future research questions to be answered.

| believe that the single greatest contributiort tha may make to the study of political
media and media effects is the creation of a cemwatinuously-updated, broadly-drawn
content analysis database. This is an area oy $tad, for all of its depth, is still in need of a
basic archive of coded data with which to work.nt@at analysis is undertaken by each author
in his or her own way and to his or her own endsctvmakes comparing the results of different
studies a very difficult enterprise, riddled withveats and calibrations. In the process of
searching for data for this project, none werelab& in the area of completed content analysis.
In some cases, those who had the data were naigvii make it available (Center for Media
and Public Affairs), but in most cases the dataeveamply for one election, or one race. One
potential exception to this state of affairs wolblthe Pew Project for Excellence in Journalism
(PEJ), who code in an ongoing fashion but haveléte) only the 2008 election cycle available.
It is my sincere hope that this project will cont@nfor years to come, and that future coding can
take into account some of the dynamics discussegldueh as tone of coverage and share of
coverage. At present, coding is focused in lae @n the subject of the coverage and the
format of that coverage (interviews, pre-recordeghsent, etc.), and more variables can be
added. Even this, though, may not suffice: sitoges are coded in their entirety, we run afoul
of the sensitivity problem discussed earlier. | Stiis a hugely valuable resource, and if
continued it will provide a solid, publicly-availebbase from which we can access all manner of
useful data, and at the very least it shows thett simm ongoing program of content analysis is

feasible. Additional detail would also be desieainl determining the precise mechanism(s) that
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drive story selection and creation by politicalpaalists themselves, and this has been as area of
focus for PEJ in at least one study (“2008 Genelattion”).

Another facet to consider is the potential conttiifin of experimentalism to questions of
this type. Experimentalism is on the march intpzdi science, with the number of published
articles that use this method roughly doubling e#®tade since the 1980s (Morton and
Williams 2006, 3). The great advantage of expenitaleresearch is the ability to make causal
inferences with a high degree of confidence, amlptecisely this which is lacking in our study
of media effects: we must always struggle to cohnetlia reporting to changing political
attitudes and choices, which is a very difficulpda bridge (Zaller 1996 provides an excellent
discussion on this topic). With an experimentaigie, however, we can isolate the independent
variable and determine its effects (including tregmtude of those effects), which greatly
increases the validity of the findings. Experingeate particularly useful in areas where it is
necessary to account for a number of potential@nftes, and existing work in the fields of voter
turnout and advertising effects (Green et al. 1988eneaux and Huber 2007, Arceneaux 2005,
and more) have shown very promising results. Tisen® reason to believe that the application
of these methods would be of any less value inrcefgathe question of media effects and the
impact of shifting share and tone of coverage, el &g the corollary questions to be discussed
next. While acknowledging that experimentalisnthea area of generic media effects is not rare,
| find relatively few studies of campaign mediaeeff in the existing literature.

In terms of questions left unanswered here, tleetbat seems the most relevant is the
impact of editorial content on electoral suppdrhe material coded here was uniformly “news”
content, with editorial content being omitted. Hawer, a great deal of what many believe to be

news content is actually editorial content and pupdparticularly with regard to the broadcast
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media. The vast majority of prime time broadcaaterial on CNN and Fox News is editorial,
not news, and other editorial programming is irgersed throughout our broadcasts (consider
shows likeMeet the PresandThis Week It is not entirely clear what the impact of Buc
coverage is, or, necessarily, what now constittitegpolitical media. As Mutz (2002) states,
“...what citizens call news now covers dozens of dedsand many programs that are not
ostensibly news programs” (123). Presumably mesters of a Bill O’'Reilly or Rachel
Maddow are decidedly conservative or liberal, reipely, but viewers of other programs
(especially theCrossfirestyle or roundtable programs) may represent &betix of the
electorate in terms of party identification anaesggth of identification. The share, content and
tone of coverage on these programs may add sord ekaments to research of media effects
on electoral support.

A further aspect of media that may provide sonmeebent insights into the changing
media environment would be the effects of sociallimen evaluations of candidates. The
“sharing” and “liking” of certain stories, articlegideos, and assorted news content is hardly
new, but it is now easier than ever via social mediot only does this result in increased
exposure for certain news and commentary, busd ebmes at the recommendation of a friend
or acquaintance. This may serve to bolster theilmiteey of the item shared, coming as it does
from a (presumably) reputable source (one’s ovwenfis). The impact of these articles and
stories may therefore be greater than those tegtrasented as part of a news broadcast or
newspaper printing, since the sharing of such eep®both selective and directed. When one
receives a specific recommendation to read/vieveegpof news or commentary, there is a
potentially greater likelihood of reception; sintevas referred by an acquaintance, there is a

greater likelihood of acceptance, with the refeyiinend acting as the opinion leader. Social
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media, in other words, may well lead to a resurgesfche two-step information flow model,
with opinion leaders directing others to certaindasions by sharing and commenting on
political issues. Certainly it offers no less gportunity than a gathering of acquaintances at the
local diner counter, and just as certainly the neafcsocial media has grown dramatically in
recent years: we would do well to incorporate tibimedia research at every available
opportunity. Relatively few have, at least in pfublished literature.

On a similar note, there are several other comoation components that may
potentially affect what inputs voters are expogedrtwhich are influential. |include in this
category things like media selectivity, wherebyerstchoose newspapers or networks based on
perceived partisan leanings (or real political legs, in the case of that newspaper’s or
network’s editorial content). That this occursiat surprising (Festinger’s clas#icTheory of
Cognitive Dissonangeamong others, explains why), but it may certagXplain the relatively
unwavering support among partisans in the facdafl* news or shifting levels of coverage.
On the other side of the coin, however, there lairegs that may increase the impact of the news,
especially relative to advertising. Consider tffeat of those who use Digital Video Recorders
(DVRSs). For these individuals, much of the expediiey may have had to advertising is simply
“lost” as they skip through the ads, the absenaghoth may affect both levels of knowledge
and the influence of other media information sosiftke largest of which would be broadcast or
print news). These and other potential researcjegts will help to refine the findings here and
continue the expansion of our knowledge of the oblde media in influencing the outcome of

elections.
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Conclusion

A major challenge of media effects research isithedia effects are difficult to predict
among a population so varied in its media usagéddévels of political knowledge, and
reactions to political inputs. As Lippmann wrotePublic Opinion it requires us to apply “the
method of reason to deal with an unreasoning wddl@22, 259). One cannot make universal
declarations about the operation and impact ofrthdia as they relate to the political world,
because the complexity and conditionality of bahders such declarations too constraining
and, therefore, brittle, subject to the endlesgptions that exist in the political world.
Predicting how thousands of subtly different (aatcthe same time, fundamentally the same)
political news stories will affect millions of pelap each of whom brings to the table a different
perceptual screen, level of political sophisticatimtelligence, attention, and experiences is a
practical impossibility except in the broadesteyims. What can be said about the American
political media and the effects it imparts is thmbalance in coverage is the norm, those
imbalances produce measurable effects, and thdsaances can be actively pursued and
successfully created.

The American media is fundamentally unbalanceitsinoverage of presidential election
campaigns, despite the appearance of balance éhs¢evwhen the quantifiable elements of that
coverage are aggregated together (and even thHante is not quite balanced).
“Unbalanced,” here, should not be taken to meanitimderanged, although some might
consider it so, but rather that it simply lackdabte equilibrium point in many components of
coverage. This is not at all unexpected, whencomsiders the issue rationally: in fact, it would
require a preternatural deftness of touch andtglafifocus in selecting, producing, and editing

the news. Such a rendering would not be possibéay daily news format. Nor would it be
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particularly desirable: the world, especially thadifical world, is unbalanced, and reporting it as
such is not dishonest. The dishonest and inhgraetjative outcome would be to attempt to
cram the day’s political news into a predetermiskdpe, size, and color in order to satisfy the
normative demands of one view of journalistic ethiSuch a presentation would only pervert
our views of politics and record an inaccuratestfirough draft of history” for posterity. This
study uncovered no outright bias or malice, andrii®lances that were observed had all the
earmarks of natural reactions to covering an oatynamic event that unfolds over a period of
months. Surely, imbalance of this kind is forgila@nd understandable, and probably desirable.
It is not, though, inconsequential. Media imbakaffects the electorate — or, to be more
precise, it affects some segments of the electottits not alone in doing so, and surely there
are thousands of influences that share this rblis. somewhat akin to watching the ripples,
waves, peaks, and troughs on the open ocean: theamwof competing forces makes for a
muddled and variable appearance. These mediads#eximportant, though, because of the
incredible reach enjoyed by the mass media. Palifpurnalism reaches and touches Americans
in the tens of millions, every day, and can dogengo those who have little to no interest in
being reached. This ubiquity is an astonishingghand when we consider that we depend on
the mass media to show us the world (in the mtestli sense) there is little surprise that it
affects our political evaluations. These effects\aorthy of our continued attention and study
because neither the media nor politics are goirywhare: if anything, they are becoming more
prominent in both informational and entertainmeés. Politics is history, and it is also show
business. In this sense, media and politics aderfa each other, and when media reporting
impacts political choices, we should sit up anctaktice, especially when (as seen here) the

content of news reports reacts to the actionsetémpaigns themselves. Not only do the
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campaigns determine what they will do, their actioan influence if and how those actions will
be covered.

Ultimately, this question of media imbalance anel itifluence it creates is of greater
import because the creation and selection of tiesng influenced by the campaigns that benefit
from the news. The political journalist is notrparily an influence-seeking actor. News, as the
name implies, is primarily a means of providingdb@xposed to it with new information.
Whereas other sources of political informationra@eessarily seeking to create a particular point
of view or support some specific interest or caatkdadvertising, political parties, and even
one’s friends, family, and neighbors), news exisisaform. Certainly, information may
influence or persuade — | would never argue otte¥wHowever, what was uncovered in this
project was that theonstructionof the news broadcast was influential. Theresgyaificant
difference there, and though | do not argue thstiauld be changed or regulated, it is something
that we should be aware of as political scienasid citizens. Campaigns will continue, media
will report and comment on those campaigns, andeeports will continue to influence the
outcome of elections. We should not be ignoranhefreality of that coverage, nor of how it is
likely to affect voters. Since campaigns can ieflae the construction of the news, they can co-
opt the news media and use them to their own evés) ifpolitical journalists believe that their
reporting is not likely to help that campaign. e saw earlier, the tone and content of a news
story are not really the most influential elemamten determining the likely influence of that
story. Media attention — good or bad — can berefiteto the campaign regardless of the
substance of the stories disseminated, and cangeagnattract that attention.

Media imbalance is a reality, and it is meaningfuhn electoral context, and it is subject to the

influence of self-interested political actors. Wttas project shows is that a battle can be waged
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for control of the media environment, and that sititat environment is generally stable in the
composition of its “assets” (time), such a batde actually be “won.” Winning the battle will
not always have the same impact on the electanatejo | promise that it will always (or, even,
frequently) determine the winner of an electiort, lzan state with confidence that it has the
potential to do so, especially in competitive atats, which incidentally is when these effects
are most likely to appear. That alone is suffittenjustify the significance and importance of
this project and others like it, and | look forwaedcontinuing to map and evaluate the
performance, role, and impact of the media as tie@ymunicate the political world to the

populace that controls the destiny of that politigarld
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APPENDIX

CONTENT ANALYSIS CODE BOOK

Introduction

This coding scheme is designed to measure thengltone, and content of coverage in
presidential general election campaigns using bothdcast and print media. For each medium,
a separate coding process will be described, asgthections will be followed by the list and
description of the topics of coverage, which amaowmn to both media. The final section will
address coding for tone or valence (positive, @udr negative coverage). Terms that appear in

ALL CAPS are variable names.

Content Analysis — Broadcast
Story selection in the broadcast medium is donglégtifying key words in the title or
synopsis of the segment in the Vanderbilt Telenidi®ws Archive abstracts. In NBC’s daily
news coverage, review the day’s stories. Any ttlsynopsis that includes at least one
candidate’s name is to be coded. Additionallyhd candidates’ names do not appmé#ithe
title of the segment is “Campaign [Year]” or “Cangrafor President” or some variation
thereof, that segment is to be coded as well. &Bekection criteria ensure tredk campaign-
related or candidate-specific coverage is included.
Coding for broadcast material is done by “statenieAtstatement is considered to be
any portion of spoken broadcast that has a un#etdf components. These components are:
e Speaker: the individual speaking, such as an anobporter, candidate, etc.
e Topic: what the statement is about, as well as wtiwrstatement is about. For example,

if two sentences are both about Social Securitythmifirst is a description of the
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position of the Democratic candidate and the othardescription of the position of the
Republican candidate, then those are separatenstate by virtue of the fact that they
address different candidates.

e Tone: positive, negative, or neutral languageerms of the predicted effect on the

electorate.

The minimum statement length is three seconds.e@rstatement concludes (when one
of the three components moves out of alignmend) gte clock, and complete the coding on the
variables to be coded. These include:

e DATE: The date of the story.
e LEAD: A brief description of the story in questi¢ior example, “Buchanan Endorses

Dole”).

e SUBJECT: What the statement is about (see list@ts in this codebook, though new
topics may be added to the list as coding contiamelsnew issues/dynamics appear).
e SPEAKER: The identity of the speaker. The codeslase as follows:
0 R —Reporter
o A - Anchor
0 S - Surrogate (an official or unofficial represeeof the campaign, or a
speaker with a known affiliation to or preferenoe & candidate)
o0 SO - Opposition Surrogate (used when a surrogateeadpposing campaign is
addressing his or her opposition)
o P — Pundit or unaffiliated speaker, such as the loéa government watchdog
group (Common Cause, etc.)

o X - Citizen ("Man/Woman on the Street”)
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0 CR - Presidential or Vice Presidential Candidatep{iblican)
0 CD - Presidential or Vice Presidential Candidater{iDcrat)
0 SR - Spouse of the Candidate (Republican)
0 SD - Spouse of the Candidate (Republican)
0 O - Other
e CANDIDATE: Which candidate is the subject of thatsment?
0o D - Democrat
0 R —Republican
o0 B - Both (used when both candidates are mentiogethine in the same
statement, or when a generic phrase such as “thpaigns” or “the candidates”
is used). “Both” imotused when the reference to the opposing candidate
campaign or party is made only to place the comnmeocbntext. For example,
“Democrats believe that the Bush White House’s wdraq has resulted in the
loss of support of a number of independent votergsbded as being about the
Republican candidate even though the oppositioty gmentioned.
0 N — Neither
e LENGTH: Length of the statement, in seconds.
e TONE: Tone of the statement, in terms of the ptedieanpact on the electoratdlote:
When CANDIDATE is “Both,” tone is coded relative tiee Democratic candidate.
o0 P — positive
o N —negative

o0 O —neutral
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Once the statement is coded, the segment contimtieshe next statement. When the story
ends, coding for the segment ends, even if theadd#ional material at the end of the segment:
for example, program notes about upcoming showa similar topic are not coded (i.e., “see

more of the governor tomorrow dheet the Press.

Content Analysis — Print

Story selection in the print medium is done bynitfging key words in headlines in the
New York TimesTo be included, the headline must include theenaf one or both candidates,
as identified by a Lexis-Nexis search of Wimesfor the dates in question. To avoid over-
representing certain stories, owlyestory is coded even if the story appeared in rtfzaa one
edition of the paper. Duplicate stories (thosdnwdentical headlines and identical length) are
left out, though “updated” stories that appeareldiar editionsare included, even if they share a
headline with a previous story. Editorial contesmot coded. Speech or debate transcripts
(“common carrier” reports) are not coded, as theynmt mediated. “Excerpts,” on the other
hand, are coded, as they may exhibit bias. In wests, tone in such excerpts is considered
positive (“in their own words” statements — see dsection below).

Coding is completed in two phases: coding of headland coding of story. In contrast
to the broadcast coding, each statement is notdceelgarately here. Instead, each headline and
story is coded by the preponderance of materiddidwed, in the estimation of the coder, in terms
of content and tone. Coding of each headline &y scludes the following data:

e DATE: Date the story appeared.
e SECTION/PG: Section and page on which the storgamgu, separated by a space.

e HEADLINE: The headline coded, verbatim.
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HL SUBJECT: What the headline is about (see ligbpfcs in this codebook, though
new topics may be added to the list as coding naat and new issues/dynamics
appear).
HL CANDIDATE: Which candidate is the subject of thimatement?

0 D - Democrat

0 R —Republican

0o B-Both
HL TONE: Tone of the headline, in terms of the peextl impact on the electorate.
Note:When CANDIDATE is “Both,” tone is coded relative tiee Democratic candidate.

o0 P — positive

o N —negative

0 O —neutral
DEM NAME: Number of times the Democratic candidateame appears in the story.
REP NAME: Number of times the Republican candidateime appears in the story.
SUBJECT: What the story is predominantly about (st¢@f topics in this codebook,
though new topics may be added to the list as godmtinues and new issues/dynamics
appear).
CANDIDATE: Which candidate is predominantly the gdb of the story?

0 D - Democrat

0 R —Republican

0o B-Both
TONE: Tone of the story, in terms of the prediaragact on the electoratéNote: When

CANDIDATE is “Both,” tone is coded relative to tiemocratic candidate.
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0 P —positive
o N —negative

0o O —neutral

All stories that contain either or both candidatame are coded, for each date range in question.

Topics (SUBJECT) of Coverage

The following list of topics — to be used for SUBJECT variable fields — is

comprehensive, but not exhaustive. Additionaldspnay be added as new issues and dynamics

appear in the campaign coverage. These, though|dghccount for nearly all coverage.

Additional description is noted in parentheses, wheeded.

Abortion

Ads and Ad Buys (ads shown on news broadcastsodexicas having been spoken by the
reporter, and the subject is the subject/targétefd, not the party sponsoring the ad)
Affirmative Action

Age (age of the candidate as a considerationrudgg for office, whether older or
younger)

Appointments (refers to the qualities or backgroahthe individual appointed or to the
administrative process of securing that individsi@alomination)

Ballot Initiatives

Bipartisanship (presence or absence of bipartisaaraor mood)

Campaign (description of campaign activities ofand, to include horserace/strategy
commentary and other generic campaign-relatednstats)

Civil Rights
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Congress (usually references the impact of thageesal campaign on down-ticket
races, but occasionally refers to the interactlmtsveen sitting presidents and the
Congress)

Convention (coverage of the execution of the cotivanas well as any statements
describing convention activities, arrangementspareches that are not otherwise
classifiable by issue or activity)

Credibility Gap (used when there is a suggestiahélanguage that the candidate is

being “misleading,” “exaggerating,” “embellishingyt like terms that denote a tendency
to misrepresent the truth. It is also used totkea candidate who is being cast as a
“flip-flopper.”)

Crime

Death Penalty

Debates (structure, format, preparations for, @gof the campaign during the debates.
When the discussion is of the impact of the debatestanding, “campaign” should be
used. Allissues/debate content is coded as ndsynthle appropriate issue code.)
Disability Policy

Drugs

Economy

Education

Election Day (candidates’ plans, not results)

Energy Policy

Entertainment Industry

Environment
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Experience (refers specifically to a candidate’segning experience or lack thereof.
“Personality” refers to personal history items uated to governing.)

Family Values

Finance Reform (campaign finance regulations/chgnge

Fiscal Policy (taxing and spending)

Foreign Affairs

Fraudulent Voting/Registration

Fundraising (campaign fundraising, to include dff@mess, shortfalls, methods, etc.)
Gaffe — [identifier] (identifies a gaffe, or a miggement, action, or other event that is
unrelated to the job performance, positions, ormagning of the candidates, but is
derogatory in nature to the candidate)

Gay rights/issues

Government Reform (descriptions of increasing/desirey the size of the government or
addressing inefficiencies/corruption)

Guns/Gun Rights

Healthcare

Hispanics voters/issues

Home Ownership

Human Interest (usually non-candidate-specific matéhat is used as a narrative
backdrop for campaign coverage)

Immigration

Impeachment
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Intellect (statements that suggest a candidatenolge mentally capable of holding the
office)

Issue Profile (refers to statements that discusst e campaigns are focusing on —
usually a list of issues, but without any substansitatements about them)

Local Profile (descriptions of local areas, persdities, and attributes, usually as
background on a campaign story)

Media Access (refers to statements that discusthe@heandidates are or are not
available to the media)

Military Support (readiness, support for militagnfilies)

National Security

Natural Disaster

Other Personalities (occasional references to ativex-party candidates during the
Convention, such as Hillary Clinton in 2008)

Party Politics (conflict within/between the parties descriptions of the party platform
that are not attributed to the candidate)

Personality (personal history or attributes)

Poll Results

Protests (usually with regard to the conventions$,not exclusively)

Populism

Questionable Fundraising

Race

Scandal — [identifier] (more serious than a gadéehibiting uniformly derogatory or

negative implications for the candidate)
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e Self-referential (media coverage of the media; @mlag include charges of bias, racism,
or sexism on the part of media and media coverage)

e Senior Citizens

e Social Security

e Staff Change (campaign staff changes)

e Stem Cell Research

e Supreme Court (includes descriptions of decisiorbdoctrines of activism and restraint
as they relate to justices, It statements relating to potential appointmentfi¢o t
Court, which should be coded under “Appointments”)

e Tobacco

e Urban Revitalization

e Values (refers to any mention of ethical, honorabtalignified behavior with regard to
the Office of the Presidency, the campaigns, otikiee It is distinct from areas of
personal credibility or a “say anything to get &l mentality, which are properly
coded as either Campaign or Credibility gap.)

e Vice President/President Relations

e Voter Turnout

e Welfare and State Assistance

e Women and Women'’s Issues

e Young voters and issues

Coding Tone of Coverage

256



There are three possible codes for tone — positieetral, and negative. These
characterizations are to be construed as beingiymsaiegative, or neutral in terms of the impact
of that coverage on the candidate evaluations atelchoice of a viewer or reader. Coders
should approach coding for tone from the positlaat the assumed tone is neutral until it is clear
that it is otherwise. We are assuming here thavigneers or readers are rational: items that are
negative for the candidate are presumed to deghedevaluation of that candidate in the mind
of the voter, and affect their vote choice in aateg@ way. Positives are presumed to have the
opposite effect. In most cases, the code will éngtnal, but certain items will be clearly positive
or negative. Examples would include the following:

e Results of a poll that show a lead for one candi@@absitive for that candidate)
e Scandal or gaffe coverage (negative)

e Reports of poor judgment or a past bad decisiogdinee)

Some items are uniformly positive or negative. gdandal and gaffe coverage is
negative, with the possible exception that a caatdid defense of him or herself may be coded
as neutral — however, reminding voters of theselamnts is almost always a negative, even in
defense. Leading in polls is nearly always a pasiunless the story is that lead is shrinking or
should be larger. Issue positions of candidategrweported in a direct manner by the media,
are coded as positive coverage. Statements icatididates’ own words are coded as positive
unless the selection of those words is clearlygihesi to cast the candidate in a negative light (a
misstatement or flubbed line, for example). Ineptbases, though, judgment must be exercised.
Remember that the default position is neutral: wihestoubt, code as neither positive nor

negative.
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For all statements and stories, consider whetleestitement would make an unaffiliated
and undecided votenoreor lesslikely to vote for the candidate in question. Hétstatement or
story would make the candidate appear more faveitabh reasonable received, code the
statement or story as positive; if unfavorablentbede as negative. If neither or mixed, code as

neutral.
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