‘e - - - R ~ n P - - - - - . Pl _ S I
. . N . . .. .
- > " .
. . . .

DOCUKENT RESUME = : e

ED- 114 879 - o : €S 501 165 , .
- . . i ] Sy

, AYTHOR Hartin, Howard H. . - .

. TITLE . Broadcast Political 2dvertisements and the Publﬂc :

‘ _ Political Debate. '
PUB DATE Dec 715 - : -

. NOTE . 13p.; Paper presented at the Annual Maet¢ng of the

‘Speech Communication Association (61st, Houston,
Texas, December 27-30, 1975)

&

EDES PRICE MF-$0.76 HC-$1.58 Plus Postage

. DESCRIPTORS *Elections; *Information Dissemination; persuasive
- Discourse; Political Influences: *Political Issues;
hd - . ) Politics; Propaganda; *Publ*czze- *Television; - °

-melev151on Commer01als

t
-

ABSTRACT .- | o ' - . .

| The method of campaigning politically on-television
has changed markedly between 1252, when épebches_by candidates were
the pravalent modé of television campaigning:; and 1972, when ’
60-second and 30- -second spot announcements had almost replaced
hroadcast addresses. However, studies show that spots do not
constitute an important source of. political 1nformat+on for any
significant number of eligible voters, nor do spots affect voter
turncut. R variety of factors suggest the desi ablllby of prohibitiifg
polit ical advertising on televisicn and- radio (as in Bri tain) and of
requiring pub11c1y licensed broadcasters to make free time avallable
for all major candidates to appear in an uncontrolled format. (Graphs .
‘11ustrat1ng various p01nts are lnterspersed throughout the paper.)
(JM) " . .

° B N . . -

pocuments acquired by ERIC include manmﬁlnformal‘unpubllshed
,qa erials not available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort.
o obtaln the best copy available. Nevértheless, items of mafginal
feproducibility are often encountered and-this affects ‘the quallty
.of the microfiche and hardcopy raproductlons ERIC makes available
via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDPS is not
respon51b1e for the quality of the original document. Reproductions

supplied by EDRS are the best . that can be made frcm the .original. .,
****************xx***************************************************

. 1

.
. -

*********************************************************************** ,J
1
|
|
|
|

® % F X * * *!* *
* * *'* X O K K




' ~ - .

US. OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EQUCATION &R WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

<
o) . - EOUCATION i : N
- Trry DOCUMENTY Ay SEEN RE"‘(O » W, .
[\ DUCED ENACTLY B RECEITEO $ ROM .
. Trik PERSUN OR DRGANITATION ORIGIN
ATING T PQINTS QF Vil A OR OF/HIOK .
- 00 - STATED DO NOY NECEL>SARN Y REPRE .
g . . SENYORFICIAL NATIONAL 1.1 Yy TE QF
., . EDUCATION POSITION OK POLICY
B ) : , --PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS COPY-
e . €R .
— Broadcast Political Advertisements "o WAL s b ST oY
B - Howard H. Martin..
fan) , : oward . A0l
: q s e s . ,
Loy and.the Public Pelludpalvnebate 6 T o PG
- i - UNDER AGREEMENTS WITH THE NATIONAL IN,
. - SUTUTE OF EDUCATION, FURTHER REFRO.
Howard- H. Marbtin DUCTION- OUTSIDE THE ERIC™ SYSTEM "RE- _ |
. CUIRES PERMISSION OF THE COPYRIGHT
T ' 3 L3 i _ . % 3 MNER’ -
h ) . - The University of Michigan . ] ..
.- i o — . . -
“ S s N A
Lt It is no secret that, since 1952*when tele on first played -a

~ yE

[+d
part in polltlcal campalgnlng, cand;dates' ug¢e of broadcast media

has burned 1ncreas1ng1y toward the 60~second and 20~ second 'spot'

“ announcement and the Srminute 'trailer’ during prime time and away "~
e . n

2

from the broadcasting of candidates{ speeches. In 1952 there were

& -

almoat no other broadcasts than those of the candidates' speeches.
By 1960, excluslve of” the four televised debates, of 48 Nixon peeches,i

i were: natlonally telev1sed and of 78 Kennedy speeches, only one -~
0 \

the, election eve speech--was natlonally telev1=ed In 196}, both

xoldwauer and Johnson«telev1sed only one speéch a p1ece. Ey'1972,

o

' spot! announcementc had nearly dr1ven out broadcast addresses.

t

g . Nixon broadcast only one speech on prlme tlme tele ion natlonally,

-

and McGovern broadcasp no 'Ilive! addresses. leon did give 13,rad10

addresses on g range of issues, under the auspices of.CREP, usually

7 . -
+ R . < M v

scheduled just after.noon, chiefly to get his views on record and have

the speeches reporued in the press. Mc yovern pur“hased tlme for a’

-
.

small nuiber of half~hour digcussions of issues.

-
,

A-qpantitative-measure has been provided by Stanley Kelley of

e Prvided AFulext provided by enc
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"Mean length of party.telecasts:

1952  ~_ , 29 minutes

*F

lx.*w 1956 l3 minutes ‘ O

. © * . .

1960 1y minutes -

- -

ggodal “ength of televised broadcasts:

1952 "7 30 minutes . . : L
195@ o 5 ‘minutes '
1960 5 minutes

*
. .

“Decline in'the use of the S-minute “trailer! probabl& had reduced the

<«

modal length to less thanh 60 seconds by 1972.

A corollary measure of the .increasing use of .'spots' is provided

) by the increased expenditures for television (and radio) time'which,

a-s broadcaet speeches have decllned and spots! 1ncreased dlsnlay e

ever heav1er use of advert1s1ng '"DOtS' heavily concentrated in prlme

2

Comparlcon of TV/Radio Network and Local Charges, General Election

"o time .~ A : ' ‘ ' ‘ o
1956 1960 196h " 1968
GOP. $5.38 M $ 7.56 M $13.03 M $22.51 M S =
DEMO B T T S S 11.01 15.L5 i
OTHER: . . 32 43 56 . 2.5 |
| LOBAL - T 9480 14.20 . -2h.60--  Lo. ko - 1

By 1948, total broadcastlng expences by parties had reached $ 55.73
‘miilion, with $ 27.86 million spent by Républicans and § 27.73 million
spent by Democ iats, an overall increase ffom 196y of 76%.3 ‘ f"‘x,h;
Alth@ugh the Federal Blectaon Campalgn Act of 1971 llmlted
spendlnc for medla advertlslng, outlays were st111 c'ubc:tantn.al' 1972

time~-charges for network and_ local broadcasts were ahead of 1956

o«
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1imit of $ 14.3 million, of which & li.3 million was spent for broad-

cast ads in the general election. Dembcrats spent $ 6.2 million. of

their_$'lu.3 million limit on broadcast ads during the same pe'ridd.br

|
|
|
. totals. The Republicans spent for all media advertising their 1égé§é.
Vho is reached by this swollen quantity of televlqlon 'snots'?r.

Potentlally, 'spots! reach a subetantial maJorlty of the votlng age

population.  A.C. Nielsen has reported in 1972 publications that ]

967 of UnitedAStates hbuseholds have television receivers, and that
nearly 70% of these houceholds watch télevlelon between T: 30 p.m.

and 9:30 p.m. on an average day When !'spots! are used in saturatlon .

e ee——

during the last two weeks of a campaign, nearly maximum exposure is
possible. Moreover, 'spots' reach a cross-section of the voulng—age

‘ponplation, qelectlve exposure is apparently overcome. A study of

exposure to television ads during gubernatorial campaigns in Wiscon-

.- «in and Colorado in 1972 displayed nearly equal exbosure of .partisans

e éds of major party‘candidat'es,5

”

Favor GOP Undecided/DST. ., - .Favor DEMG ™

_— :'éeen.more.GOP'adS' 31 % 214 : 32 4

,Qeen.edual number “ﬁ_hs_“ﬂﬁ ", .53 T ¥

Seen more, DENO ads' 21 20 ., 31 _

- @ L .-

’p;nally, 'spots' reach peovnle who expect to be entertalned It was’

d1scovered as early as 1952 that audlences for political telecasts

-— *

‘ shrank when entertainment programs were also avallable.6 That 1s

.9 |
4

hardly surprlslng, pr1me time. telev131on is a vehlcle for enterta1nment

5 -

Moreover, Judgments of the qualltyrof polltlcal 'opots' have employed

entertalnment etandards,'vlewers were asked to rate ads as generally

-
-

o

23




opposite partisans and the uncommitted. N

,.early.

.euch a mlx, televirion ads appear 1nslgn1fic§nt

"any kind.?

El

£

"7

enter%ainingh" generally borlng, i or in between. The expectation

of oelng enuertalned obviously qualifies the impact of political

information upon. an audience otherwise very 1arge and containing

-

Although the potential audieﬁce for 'spots! 1is immensé, fof

whom do they constitute an important <ource of political information?
The question is simpler %o answer in the negative. 'Spots' are not

an important source of information for people of .strong partisan

afflllatlonq, such people make up their minds about their vote before

tho campaign beglns.? o : . ) ' °
‘e 1952 1956

30 % Ll 4
354 32 7

65 % 76 %

- " L1

fnew th%gr vote all along

a\\ )

Decided whén"candidates‘choséﬁ

S TOTAL - . : ",

- 3 T = - . M . ) .
Wow are 'cpots' an important source of information for people who are

’.

strongly 1nterested Lnﬁthe camnalgn, they, too, make up thelr mlnds

HoreoV°r, the h1gh¢y 1nterested depend upon a mix of many

o+

1nformatlon medla——neuspapers, magaz1nea” telev1clon and radlo, in

The follow1ng table
*w?,

indicates also that people who care little about the campalgn ‘also

are muoh,less expoced to media sources of political 1nformatlon of’

L, o~ . T <

P

'
«®

3
)




5 : 7

Media Exposure and Levels of Political Involvement '

Invoi§2pent . Medig Exposure
Low High i
o e 2 2 3 b
| High z; g 104 23 1, b4 L6 g
s 3. 2y 32 30 3
2. 33 o« 35 - 27 .21 - 1T .-
1 e 31 -8 8 K o

Nor- aré 'spots'! impbftant for those who sblit their votes. The

tickethplit%er is a @ighly motivéted‘voter, not similar to the self-

styled‘"indgpendent' voter who is really a disinterested voter. " The

L)

" ticket-splitter pates televised ad$ very low on an ll-point scale, .as

the following table shows. For him, important sources are those over,

which candidates exert the least control.10

@
-

s » Ratihg‘bfnSources 6f Campaign Informatidn o
A Undecideds Ticket-splitters
Interpersdnai o ’ N '
« Talk with family 5.5 56"
' "-Cgﬁtacp with candidate— 5.0 5.2
-‘Talﬁ with friends .8 5.0,
" Andio-Vispal - ‘ 1_
o TV news 6.7 6.8
’ v documentérieé/épeqials ' 6.5 6.6
. T editorials 5.7 5.6, .
TV talk shows 5.6 5.6
’ TV ed;cafional programs 5.6 5;9'
- TVvaas " 3:6 3.6




o

! : Uﬁdgcideds Ticket—splittefs
’?é;nt . 4; - " o N ‘
o ‘ - News stof%gs and‘editoéials .o 5.8 ‘ ‘ 5.9+
/? | Newspaper ads, , - o 3.8 : -3.7 - .
e n:11boards : i “f ‘f . 2.4 - 2.1 N ’

If not polltlcal Dartlcans or thoce hlchly 1nteresbed 1n polltcs

<

or tlcket—cnli vter then who are those for whom 'spots' are an
/ . . R

1mnortant source of polltlcal J.nforma’ca.on’P Apparen+ly, the answer

_is: -thoce who do not care_ much auout tbe Campalwn, those who do not

~

- care_much"agbut the outcome, those who are; ihepefore}\persistent

non-voters, those who do not kncw about the issues and inaccurately

- (Y vy

e varties from one election to the nex ) or‘“Ploateré“ (those who change

’ ' ~ *

thelr mlnac at leaut once. durln” the campalwn. Althoufh potentially

h1s ~r04§ could te as larce as 25 %&of eligible voterv who exyress

i

an 1ntentzon uo vote, tnelr numbers ere always sorlously eroded by

,\, PRI Y -

1‘non~v0uxngr uoreoveru mecause o' their fundamental d1s1nterest.

Sie s v" pav 010se attantlon to the ads. The study in uisconsin and
: ’ . ‘.
‘ Coloraao.zound.that only 28 % of those exnosed to 'spots' paid close ..

L4

x4

Althouvh telev1s1on polrtlcal 'spots' do not é%nstltute an - .

important source of polltrcal Lnformatlon for any sz*nlflcant numbex’

.~

of elirible voters, ‘what dlrect ‘svidence have we of the effecb of

P

.. ]

generally--ha< nol affected voter turnout\as television ownershifp has

N . . . =
B . Y ¥ .

: ) . = S . , . o,
becone almost universal, as the fqllowing graph illustrates.t?
PO = ] ; )
. 2, - * . -
- L Lo ’ : b . i
- I > A { : - -
Qo . " : i
ERIC * S .

PAruntext provided oy eric [

. Deggeive.candidates' sténds,.thosé who are vote “"changers" (switch- /

- attent;on to- then, 12 ¢ paid “"sonme" attentlon, 29 % paid no attention. 11 ]

"spote'? TFirst, the increase in 'gpot'” announcements--and of tclev1s1on
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Turnout rate Refore ard After Television Saturation .
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jInwfaét, théfé“ié"a higher correlation between néwspaper reading and &
.iﬁrgouf=tﬁan betweéh.televisian use_and ‘cufno'u’c:“3 - i
0 @y . tewspapér . & voted . 0 .-
own - - - read . .- - 834 1,073 -
_ . don't own x“_/ read - 3 73.% §i e .?lk?-

n oqﬁ;' “ ) don't read‘;'. v'61 % R 167
don't gwﬁ +gdon't read ,, | - #lj%-, . 103
jh§t»in£lueﬁce do 'spots' exert upbn the low interest voteis for - -

-~ ’ -

~ . whom they may, presumarly, provide an important source of political
. B e - . v . ~ .

; informatién? |Jeuﬁay reason tﬁat-?spots;fmay providé such;voters.w{th_
. iﬁfoqﬁation&that would iggétto influence'a preference.only if @héi’ L
iﬁf?fmationAwere uniformly.fgyonapie to a s%p;le party cgndj.d“a’ce‘.‘<""-_5i :
Y Put,aas'hﬂs'élready been shown, cxpocure to }spots' is ggi dni;paftisanl
R ioreover, attenfidﬁ naid to ;spots; is not Fériously‘skgyed by Lo .
parﬁisan preféfence:ll ) . o g -
? " stteAtion raid to Televised rolitical Ads. .
. ‘ " .. .Favor GoP U;D/DST‘ ) Favor. Dermo -
Closer attention to 302 ads 22 . 53%: ' 2 % - )
sgqual o . B & Y 9i . o1 . "
Closer attention to Diil ads ' ' 5'-f o ‘17.f;.£§,;- -1
—— v - ; - —- B
: _—_ t - T
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;"" f“x nd )

exposure

<

<

#in all the -studies I have seen, ,it has prcxcd impossitle , ’

. ¥ cénﬁidéte$ccntrolled eXpoizure ( spots') or uncontrolle
. | affects low-interest "otcrs.m For example, a study of the effects of = .
the "democrats for Lirxon" 'spots' in 1972, which ridiculed &c&oﬁern's~'
nasitions on.defense spend1n¢, wéifarp‘and his &llered inconsiétency{ i
" showed tha+ ov:r the last Sl weeés ofcthe‘EAmpéi;n voters hecane more - -~
1 ' aware 1 lﬁon aand :CJOVdrn s, beliefs o 'spending and‘consistency,
‘ but coulq not directly atiribute that ange'to"spots:“ T
’ ) . ' " Tércent Improvement/in Undsrstaridine |
- . - «C3 on Defensc: Nixon Qn’acfere~ e Consistency
‘ - ~.,"< - R S
iy e, B
SRSt me e
. .
S e Tnteets it s o
\ Hizh Intepest 0 +27 - e T

{ '[nm avnaaEnTe )

. Horeover,

thy: diffesence bvetween
o OF

. o~

indeed,

T (#5 4

-4
< - -
and there

- . #

o s T
Tore 1n81:n1f1cant.*5

probakly within the error marﬁln for

\ 2=

vhen we subtract the chan'e that occurred

Tt does not follow,<then,

a sanmple,ofs this size

-
without exposure,

e s .
hl h 1nberest and low 1nferest J%ters.is small

» a .
from

.

what empirical evidence there is, that low interest voters are more

I .

st 1o
<

.

likely influchcgdvbj?

nublic, . v

" ERI

% .
Aruitoxt provided by Eic: [N

’spoté' ‘than dther segménts of the.votifig

v
-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

employment oi*spots'relnforces the rotion that an electoral decision
M [ . .

) trickeﬂ' ;inally, continued use of"eﬁotéﬁmay render the electoral .~ -

‘o fall into the category of things suphemistically labelled “dir%y

Althoush there is>qg evidence tha%"spots"have so far exerted -

. - s . 2 LT
imporﬁant.effect upon,~the Dolitical decision process, there are still

(-4
reason° for condérn about thelr contlnued use. First, gErsisteﬁﬁf'*

. IS . ~

]
-

'is no’ more 1mportant than selec ;on of an antacid, Such a lon - ¢

. ». ;\ [ . -’ «
;%T§3 cultural lnoact i§ nredlctable and undes1rab1e. lbreover, most

. Mol
'.- » * -

menoratle "spots'-have enployed fear—appealsuand/or over~s;mn11flcation
° i ) .
o% an opponent' S-DO“ltlon 1n order to arouse doubts thﬂt cannot e3311y¢” “
NS * .
e allayed in"the shont,term of a campaljn. For examvle, the Democratlo

'p&ntv ad in 194L plcturln a wirl llcklnv an ice- creem cone while a

vorce exnlawned uhat utronulum 90 was hulfhln" up 1n-mllk Suppllcs

.

dﬁe to nuclear ﬁesting, and that arry soldwater omposed the test = ¢

¢ . ’ ‘e -

han treauV. ko giﬁon sunporters_ 1aw and order 'spots' in 106u,: .

2, .

he Connallv *roun s adg in 1972 for lNiron .that ‘showdd a hand
sweeping toy shlps and planes off a table~tor while a voice explained

that ilciovern planned to emasculate American defenses., Such ads seem .

PR

L © L £ : .- . . . .
decisimamorpilieiional if false or®nisleading 1nformation.1s civen to

-

veople wno do not care eNous n to check Lts accuracy. - ' pr

*
s -

Therefors, slthouh my. worries“about.the effects on political .-

-
-, A e . " .

]
oeoate and de01s1on-naf1n* of the deo11ne and near- dlsappear nce of o .1

3 > * -

,3roadbast dis course annear to’ bm unfoundeu in terns of measuralle ‘.

1
B . - . .

consequences -to date, there d¢ seem to, oe some reasons for takin:
> ] B

ML o

action: Jhat action? . the prohmhltlon or all 9b11t10a1 adverulsrn* on

o

television and rédio, whlch’hae been repeatedly propozed and is the

|
|
- ) .
|
|
|

siatWS‘quo in =ritain, is still degirabvle. BSuch a prohibition ouzht
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