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talked about most frequently in the last month?). The reason the.
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relevant in forling opinions was-also measured by self-report.
Findings indicate 1little variation in agenda setting at the aggregate
level, but considerable differences at the irdividual level, : _
especially when guestions are,phrased in the interpersonal contéxt.
For 1ntrapersona1 iteas, TV and newspapers doainate the sedia as the
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Wiile there is genéral agreemént among researchers examiﬂiqg the

- - > °
agenda-setting function of the mass media about the appropriate content

analysis procedures for measuring media agendas, there is little"
- L1 ’ . --
‘consensus about the megsurement.oj'personal,agendas among voters, .

. s \ 7 .
students, and other populations. Review of the research done to date.
. : > =

on égenda;ﬁetting éhows congiderable variety in the tﬁncéptugligatiqn"
z . ’
and operggiqnattzatton of agendd measures,
Lo :

) PP L . .
At least five different data colléction techniques have been used

.-to obtain measures of personal agendas. 'Opeh-ended questions have.

-

frequently been employed, appearing in the series of studies by McCombs

and-Shaw (1972, 1973) and also in Tipton et al. ¢1973). The major
) - - - _ i ‘
argument in favor of open-ended questions-to elicit data on the impor-
. . . . ' - S ah
tance of issues rests on. their relativé uriobtrusiveness. The réqun@ent

i§ frée to fidme any issué or topic that ébméé*tdtmidd. (Thére are, -~

however, some hints in the data collected to da;e-;hhﬁ even open-ended
[ . - .
questions ,are subject to some degree of set.  For example, inclusion -

of the term WpuE;ic 0p£nion," “goﬁernéent,“ or similar wordings seem .
to limit the number of highly persbnalg'idiosyncratiq responses. Never-
thqlesé; the opén-enﬁed question does avoid having the yeseéréhe; suggest
roa ] - . .

an explicit ageﬁda-for‘raéifigation by the rgqundent.),

At the same time, the dﬁeq-ehde& duestion ;édu?es thé'éompaéébility
of fesponses‘acréss subjects. .éince this is:tpe case,,tggré'have,beeg a
' each respondent agrpgﬁ a large __'

L] ar,

number: of attempts’ to obtain data from
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- - - . ?-
- the methodology of .agenda measures, The influence process hypothesized

,zsnge qf.iésues. Common to .ak¥l these data-collection proéedures.is the
',necessigy for_the Eesearqber to submit a list of issues’tq.tnegrespondent.
Mcleod EEHEL- (1973) asked respondents to zanknordefve 1list of six i'ssues,

- &/ ‘ :
‘ ;EAIQ?Z Dnrham study reported in the Working Papers respondents were .asked

to rate each issue as '"Very important," "'Soméwhat importamt," ox "Not at =~ -

o

all important.'" The 1972 Syracuse Voter Study conducted by Patterson and
7 . v L. - . .

McClure used seven—goiné scales to obtqin :espondents' ratings on -the

impdftance of'vaiiops issues, The 1972 Charlotte Voter Study ‘(McCombs ,
Shaw.ggfgl.) used paired-comparison s¢aling to obtain respondents'’ ratings

on the issues. . . . ' '

There is also a major conceptuel issue to be considered aside from

-

v, -
in.the dgenda-setting function of the press can be -conceptualized in
S - ' ‘ . .o
either intra-pérsonal or intex-personal terms, While most of the work to

date has used intra-persona!_medsureg of issue salience, Mchitod et al,
"7(1973) point out the need for consiﬁeretion of#agendé-setting in intex-
personal terms.
) . ‘e ' S s
"“Itie- agenda. setting hypothesis asserts the.media exert.
influence through the choice of -certain. issues for emphasis
in news presentations and editorial comment as well as the, “
omission of other issues. While therg is little conflict
regarding the thrust of this assertion’in the literature, ,
there is some question as to the proper indicant of influence,
In other words, the dependent vatiable fox the hypothesis has
‘ varied, stemming, perhaps;, from the. diverse origins of the _ ~°
concept., Park (1925) was. most concerned with the effects of oo
media -presentation on the topics of conversation within a
community .served, byethe'media Lippmann (1922) wag most
concerned with the effects of the media presentation on, the
audience's. vL\w*of reality. . . ¥

/

-

. 8 &

. "In the hcbombs and associates Operationalizations the
dependent influénce variables are intrapersonal. Yet the
v . . ) . \ - ~ ) . . -
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notion .of the media setting the ogenda for its audience seems
to allow for a- more general definition involving community or
interpersonal interaction. 4 proper operationalization of

this latter concept could involve asking respondents both what .
they talk .about with other- members of the ¢ommunity and what =

issues dther community members are raising with them.!”

Ultimatelyh.deeisfons on the proper .operationalizing of agenda

L]
.\ “»

measures in inter-personal or intgavpersonai'terﬁs will depend on--the

1 -

theoreticaL eontext.of the researeh, While both views are possfble; one

is likely to prove empirically more fruitful than the‘other. But that is

the future.

1

The more limited task at hand is to doeument pdtterns of

..1"'?

L

= the various measures of agenda-setting

convergence and divergpnee arfork
HO

28

-

used to date, More particularly'kthis paper compares the data generated

by open~ended measures (the dominant methodology in the agenda-setting

Tesearch to date) "of pérsonal agendas. eoneeptualized in intra-personal -

versus interypersonal terms. - ’

]

EEPRE e

Since the. focus is on the internal validity of the agenda measures, d

r

a highly homogeneous population was seleeted as the source for ‘the eo/gﬁ

rative data, ﬁased on previous findings (Mullins, 1973)*of greater uarianee~

&

in the agendas of female students than of male students, and of greater i

wvariance among seniors the population seleeted for study was sophomore ;.
males residing in Syracuse University ousing. Interviews were eompleted

with 302 sophomores during the last week of Oetober 1973. ‘The interviewers

-

were graduate students in two Hewloudé School researeh methods courses. _-

* *

Findingsil ’
- ‘. -

.The leadoff open-ended question simply asked'respondents to designate

"... some of the ma jor. problems. and issues faeing the'hnited_States-toddy."




.
L . s L LN - g .
- . ° Other thdn the general set established by introducing. the "interview as &

.puﬁlic.opinion.poll,.no set or frane_of‘rg;erence_was_estgbiished;for )

responses to this- opening query. Respondents could list as many issues S,

or problems as they wished. The. -modal ﬁumher listed was three.

. . ' . . . -

Immediately after|anSwEring this general question, -two specific

= " . - [ .
frames .of reference, intrarpersonal-and inter-personal, were irtroduced.
The two followup questions were* . . . y

-
Which of these problems or issues. is the most-imporfant - .
a L ‘to you, personally? . o _ -
! ) S "Hhich of these problems® S} issues have you talked about
: ’ : _ most often with otheré?during the past month?

viy

The order of these questions was Systematically“rotated so that half of
the respondents received the intra-personal question first and hal £ -

! : received the interspersonal question first.

Analysis first focguses on-the differences in aggregate agenda profiles

v ' resulting from differences in the way the open -ended. question is. put.h Hhat

L, .. happens when a specific frame of reference 1! established? When the T

specific frame of reference shifts from the intra-personal to~the inter-

- » ¥

personal? ) : . Coa

- . %
)

. ) :
, Five agenda profiles are compared in Table 1. Their .soiirces are: T

A -

I. the intra-personal-question; 11. the inter-personal question"lii. first 7

. v S response to. the initial open-ended query; iv. summation -of the first three

—— P - f FY -
- responses to the inittal query, and V. summation of the first three,

- -

* . [

responses to the initialaquery ighte for the order in which they were

N - . -

+ + ' -listed byothe tespondent, ; “w oL -

[ . :
- . - 4 ‘. B .

it is clear that neither . a shift in. the frame of.reference nor in

.
4 . - . L *

-t . . . -
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: _” the anount and'nature of data taﬁen fron'tne generai_openfended'qhestion: '

- makes any sugstantial difference in the agenda,profilg,.vrhreezof\the, e

: . " ' ranh-orders-are-identicai {rho. = +i) and the renaining seven-are‘ail +.90;
o _the resuItSof a single trans;osition'inf&anka;- . , . i .“i - :

Across all five Measures watergate-is ranked first; the ﬁiddiejBast, .

- He

a

. A h .

': second; and Energy/Environmental problems, fifth Rising prices and ;0
T "
otﬂer widely. scattered concerns alternate between third and fourth posi- S

tion in the agendas. S C LT N

: . _'-'— _ - .
" o However,‘&hese are aggregate agendas based in three of the five cases

. 1

on first méritions only. sThe: fact that Energy/Environmental problems are
ranked first by only a minority and so end“up in f£ifth position im the"— .

aggregate is no assurarice that it ranks fifth-among:m%st members of the

i 5 . -
-‘ - 4,

L group, If agenda-settiﬁg were a_simple hypodermic influéhce process,

.

everyone expoaed td the same news media should show identical. agendas.___ . ;5
The fact that a minority rank Energy/EnvznonmentaL,problems first raises

important questions about how indiyiduals build their agendas from the .

- ’
: information'in the-neWs mEdia.. ‘Most -of the research to .date has. regarded

agenda—setting as a sociological phenomenon and- so matched aggregate group'
‘ . profiles against aggregate news coverage. But the neat rmportant step-is

to shift to the individual -as the -unit of analysts._ Forvthe data here

+

this.means examining individual profiles and individual differencés inf' o

issue agendas as we shift and vary the frame of referenceiin the open—

S - —_ ‘

T

' ' . ended questions used to‘elicit perspnalﬂagendas.

- . - . m TR : -

. . . - - . - -
- . . * . . " ® e rmr—
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i o . While there is considerabie bverlap tn*the replies to the generai TR
. . - -
B - L3

open-ended qdestion and’ to the specific question -about intra-personal R

e
- .

importance {Table 2), the 1eadoff question used in the survey ia ot & - ‘vé
. perfect projective deviee by any.means. .Rgspondents do not fully-prpjcot )
- . ' ’ ’ ; 7 . S s “
<

‘their _personal concefns into the replies.. 1f they did so, then close to

100% of the replies would. faLl algng the main diagonal. But'actuale o

. less than half of"the responses- (48, 12) fall on the prineipal diagonal.
F ‘m., ! .
Even for Watergate, the most salient itém on the agenda, only 54 1% of N

> . 'thse listing yhtergate first qptually designated it as jmost important to . ;

- o+ v them per5°“311y‘ _Watérgate does show the greatest consis:gncy across the: ' .
- two q“GStiO“S: Lowest . £33En;;gy/Environment nith-only 29, Az\of those " T
. First listing this problem area actually designating it .as most important’
_personally. The median level of aSreement between first replyﬂzo Es: t sﬁ‘\_ﬁ

= . . opennenged question and issue designated as most important personally is 4

- 41.4%, less than half, In short; a.general open-quedfquestion isa o, o i
. . & L

ugeful projective device for ascertaining intra~personal‘agenqas,‘Bgt'thé'

relat hip is far from perfect, ;
o o ;i ‘{;izsgenerai open-endeélgueation-ia somewhat more closely reiateé to :.-0
B . inter-personal concerns. Apparentlf‘respondents project‘more:of what ' t;

% . they talk about frequently than what they personally regard as important

_ - oo into their responses to the general.open~ended question, In Table 3

_nearly two-thirds (61.5%) of the responses fall on the principal diagonal;

Ihere is greater agreement here between first mention and the isaue ..

1

- talked .about most often, Watergate again shows the greatest consisten@y:

+ -

- (BO;B%; a considerable increase-oser the firstwnentionfintra-personal
; , . - I . - ‘ . C
= : < concerr comparison), Howéver, the medians are quite similar for Tables.2- =

and 3, ° ° - - T 9 . "
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. To complete the ,comparisons Table 4 -shows the rel‘ationship of :I;nl:ra-

personal and :l.n'ter-;er.sonalf concerns. Asa:l.t’x, we sed some, but

far from perfect, overlap in responses to the two-questions. swhed}thc

[

4nd1v1dua1 xespondent is the unit of analysis, designation of a: specific

frame of reference or a sh:l.ft from an :I.nl:ra-personal frame to an :I.nter-
=~ R
e personal frafne does p‘roduce changes in the items at the top -of the agenda.

In this specific set Hf data collected :I.n fall 1973, Watergate is a major - !

. . @ .
xeason”for the shift. While a majority listed it first in the interview -

and a ma Jority also. ceported ta;.'king about Watergate. most, less than half » .

‘deesignated 1€ a;-their mo%t impo tant perscnal concern. It is this .
3 L \ .

d= sparity that reduces tfne overlap etween the agendas producea by thc .

thtce open-endéd questions, . \ . ) .

. .8 N . ’ * . - M
_These contingency tables show considerably mére slippage in the data .
' ~ LT R ’
* than did the rank-order corrclations reported in Table 1. At the aggre~
. ) -
gate level, 4ndividual variations yesulting from frames of references

-

* * ' ;
apparently cancel themgelves out, Aho at’ the aggregate level, either

t .'.
L]

a simple projéct-i’ve.device or-more specific conceptualization of the .

[l *

agenda measures in-intra-personal or Iinter-personzl terms seems to yield ,f/y

L]
-

y. litcie d:l.ffprence "in the dat:d gemérated, But: when the :I.nd:l.v:l.dual is thc.f

unit of analysis, diff,e.rences in the :conceptualizati‘on of the question

put to respondents make a considerable di[ference. Since the rescarch X '
s / :.
on a'genda-set‘ting at Syracuse University and the University_ of North R

. Carolina is moving more and moré toward the individual as the unit of N

R N - .
- \ - . -

analysi"s, ‘s,ome,_ad‘dj.i:ional details of thepe' intra-personal and inter-
personal agendas will be considered here!,, . ’

* e 2 " - i . - . '
lgerc’ Sff.ﬁﬁn of the cases fall.on the di‘agonals L. '

12 °,

- - ., "
. . + 1
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?iobing{Behind‘Personal-Agendas

-

2

. Consideration of the meiﬁodologicab problems in measuring personal

ageridas is szmply the opening step. As we. move -to usé of the individﬁal
..
ds the unit of aqalysis in agenda-setting research, it is necessary to

considér the-spgcxf}c media sources relied upon, level of desire for Qgge )

- w : . - -
information, and persenal reasons for talking about iséues and consider-

4 P L] M

ing thém- personally importanﬁ‘;n order to undﬂrsténd these communication

situations, Agenda-setting is an ingluence process, but a process that

can best be understood by.taking into accéount the personal attributes -

and information-seeking behavior of the fndivﬂduals in the news media - -
aud;ences. - “o T : - .

Edelstein (19?3) has afgued persuasively that trans-situat ona;

data on which news media people rely upon for informauion is qu;te unsa-
Edelsteln argues and offers data that the news. medium:

‘tisfactory.

P

preferred by an individuai defers from situation‘tb situatton: For

1“f°rmati°“ on- topic X -an individual  iight findfthe newspaper most +
l

useful, for 1nformation on t0p1c.Y, it might be TV that s e more useful.

¥

This situational approach to preferred or must. useful sources of news

suggests that the Roper data (19?3) asserting that TV is used by mbre

- -
4

people than newspapers is at least partially artffactual.

replies to the trans-situational Roper.questions may, represent something,

* of a meaningless average. To investigate the validity;ﬁ¥ thié'notion;

=% .

‘the Syracuse sophomores were asked which source 65 infornation they fourd

F

most useful both for (a) the issue they had designa;ed'Rgrsonally-most

v
4 - - -

\ - — - o
- : 4 v ©
. - B

-

. If pe&}le sometimes f£ind one medium more useful and sometimes -another, y

-




. - T . L.
-importdnt,'and (b) the issue they reported'talking about-most during the . o
B . n . N P g ':
..past month. B : e ' ' . .
-For the issue considereQ'personaIIy most important there are wide. ) R

selected over the Hther. Each rankgﬁ?éﬁtﬁe preferred source about half - o
. - ) ) . .'
the time. TFor latergaté and the li{iddle East, the newspaperris a bi€ - . )

 ahead, For rising prices anﬁ energy/envi:onmental problems, TV is a bit

percentage naming ‘television (36 9% of a11 respondents) is less than a T _l

difference of only 3.9% in the percentage of respondents naming newspapers,

b

variations in the sources of information found most nseful. Nefther news-
papers nor television is. gonsidered'the most usgful sources for-;evetal.
of-the ;ssues ehown in Table §; Ané:among-sophomorps who”qonsfdered

"rising pri;es" most important, bou;;a”tpird eoch named nerspapere, tele- ; 4
vision, and other"qourdee‘as ﬁB?EfﬁEIpfﬁi?""ﬂﬂ' ) ' L.

Considering only newspaperé,andﬁgelevisfon, neither is consistently

L -]

’ N\ .
preferred. Across all five comparisons in Tables5 the difference between

e

the percentage naming new3papers (36 57 of all r*ﬁpondgnts) and the o

- .

'half of one percent. Considering the wide variations within the table this

31mllar1ty in- the-marginals may be sometRIng of;gn.artrfaftual balancing

out. * -
. " ey .

With a shift in the situation — the frome of ‘reference — specified

L]

.as the context for evaluating which n2ys source is most useful, the pattern

.of responses shawe considerable ¢hange. - In Tabie'ﬁ teievision predoﬁinates

as the most useful souice among sophomores who' report talking most daring

;

.i‘

the past month about rising prices. tne Middle‘past, watergate and energy/

environmental problems. Again, however, the marginals for Table 6 5hoﬁ -4

» T ‘1 . .
and.the'percentage naming television. Perhaps the most interesting point. .

v

-
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. Most Useful :gource of Information by Issue c:or;s_ic‘ler;_ed Péersonilly. > |
- Most Important -
- Newspapers + Teleyision _ °  Other
. R ’ ' —
) Riging LT — .
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‘for future study is a tendenex,for television fo be named somewhat more

had namﬂd.u There. i8-very little variation across: issues in the felt need
* é&nce§ about three-fourths said they did not have enough inform?tion.

-tion, But if we assume that thls bias is unrform ac{oss issues and frames

often as aduseful source when the frame of reference for a specific issue

-4 . -

under consideration is inter-personal.

L]
[ L
. ot

Need for Information — ' T

-

The studenté also were asked whether they*had aboutlas much inform&- ] '“:

tion as they needed “on the intrarperSonaI and inter-peISonel igsue tﬁey

+

for information, ard this does not change With a shift in the framg of . ,.'é

reference, Regardless of the specific issue named or the frame of refer-

-~

R E o
There is unquestionably some sogial desirability bias in this data, s :

inflating the number of sophqmd%es expressing a need for greate& informa-

-

- - -
ol

of referenee, it is interes;ing’thdt no other differenees seem to be present -5

Doar—

o

l ¢ - -* F ’ .
S . 18 R ,
. . . I )

Respondents also were ,asked why. they,had ﬁeéignated a partlcular B ’ ';

issue ag the one that waﬂ,pgnsqnally mos important to-them- and a little

A L2

later in the interview, why they thought the issue they had talked about -

most frequently was: in fact talked about 80 much o ‘ S

Again we see that a shift in thé frameé of reference produees shifts

+ § ‘

in the kinds of reasons offered by the sophomores for placing an issue at

the top of the;r xntra-personal or inter-pefsonal agenda. There also are

interesting variations acroSS issues.

Across all five intra-personal issueg (Table 7), a direet effect on

- .
L] .
]

the individual is cited most frequently (35.7% of ar respondents) as, the

‘ 1

*
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Table 7

]

e . Reason an Issue Is Considered Personally Most Important by IS)Ies : .

* . . a.% - ‘ ,
Philo~  Jewish F“E:a;, Direct ™ Future  Other. N
R : sophic or Friend ool ¥~ Effect  Tmpact<..__ , i
4 v N : " . . Cr T e p
.n Rising - . _ : T
. . Prices 12.1% 0.0 6.1 "'  75.8 0.0 6.1 . :
(n =33) _ ' SR '
Middle . . - .
s _ East 3.8 " 41.5 . 0.0 18.9 28.3 7.5

. L Ql(n - 53) . . * 2 ,‘ -‘l’
watér" ait-e ; a = “ ; iaa
(a = 115 27.0 , 0.0 15.7 ,2;.? * - 10.4 ) 13',3 _ ‘{
5 ' Energy/ . e e - . , | A

) * Environment 10.7 0.0 . 14.3 < 46.4 - 25.0 3.6. -.

(fl = 98) - 4"
4 -M . i ’ L - - N v .:

. (n":{'gz_)__ 353 0.0 11.8 -  38.2 2.9 11,8 .
- - ] . ' .-#:;h;_,f?
. L4 - — ;
] ( . X2 <.161,10, 204F, p &£ .001 A e
Contingency Coe_fffti&nt = O.Bi.ﬁ‘ o
| Y. L y
& " :

i" " . . I , ) - H
: ’ ' . .19 5 e T i ‘:
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reason for placing an fssue at the top of the agenda But across‘ail five

i

_ inter-personal issues. (Table B), the most frequently cited reason (34,4%
e of all respondents) is that an iss;e is in thehnews. The relationship of
this response to the notion .of agenda-setting Ls obvipus,.apd ehe dal;a’hin;s;l1
that inter-personal agendas;may be wmore sugqeptiblflto agendaesetting
1nf1uences by the_éresst In any eyent, respondents explain ﬁheir'inter-“"
personal agendas quiteé ofben in ﬁerms'pf the frequency of press cdyerage.‘

;o -

An obvious mext step for future analyéie of this data is the conparisqn‘ -

““-..___‘H-‘L . . . . .
. . - ) . . - -
5 . of intra-personal and inter-personal agendas with news media agendas, It . . . =«
3 mlght Jbe, especially intergsting to examine the inter-personal agendas of ) :
, those sophomo;e wbgkgastified their discussion of an issue in terms of its - ff
freqent appearance in tnx““§wama_ ‘.- ’
oeo, . 1 ‘HH:" e
- . . T— . @ *
.:.. . v E o - . -\_\__ﬂ:‘ N . -
A ! D b Summary ‘ . ,ﬁhhﬁ“““*~4mﬁi_ ' y
- s o, -BF the aggregate level, either a simple projective device or more - - <
ton _ specirl ptualizabion of agenda measures iﬂ 1nﬁra-persona1 or inter- A
\ ~ . : - i
) personal terms geéms to yield little difference in the.data generated. "
But when the rndivrdual is the unit of anal¥$is, aifferences in the o
, conceptualizatlon of the question put to reapondenxs make a eonsiderablé :
difference, In an intra-personal context there is only 48.1% overlap with '
y o . + . , & . . . , » .
the general opgn-ended question, But when an inter-personal context is. . P
- specified there is 61,5% overlap in the responseés. - ‘ . .::
L] ;«{, o T [ ) " . . B
R . :
' 1 o . .
| - A
1 N ’/“i. .
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Most Often

eason anr Iasue

Is Disc‘us,sed Modt .Frequently by Issues:

Table 8

-

n the News  Most Talk- Philo-
ed About .sophic or Friend

Jewish

Direct
‘Effect

Most
current

L]

Euture
Inpact
a ‘ .

Other

+

-0.0

L)

o

0.0

L]

}

0.0’

77.8

0.0

i

7.5

30.2

13.2

‘13;2‘

Watergate

(& = 197) 46.2

82

9.1

] Eﬁargir/'
Environment ~ .
n=.7)

PR

57 01

~+ 77Tt Other |
(r =16) .

37.5

: - .« xt=1edi68, 280w, 5 g 001 ; o
. . .Contingercy Coefficiént = 0.61 ,
. i : I ] . . . I # i' i -
i - ‘ }I.h ' t
s - — i _i : . -" i o I;u'} - I
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Wthen respondents were asked which source of informatién they found

L s e . % - - ’ Lok »
mést useful for the issue”they had named, striking differences are
produced by the two gontexts; For 1htnaépersona111tems‘TV and nejfr -

But ' in an inté; p“rséﬁ&l

-
i . ¥ -

papers eich dominate on about half the issues,
context TV dominates all'bﬁ& one issue, One‘dohla'speguiate on thé .~

appropriateness of each t&pe of information (TV péws ggyiq and content

versus nengaper'style and content) for conversations andwp

2

‘fion, But that is a fﬁﬁute-pointhof inquiry,

Finally we see that a shift-iﬁﬁthghframé:;f‘?eferenée produces”
differences in the reasons cited for placing an item at the top o¢f the
. - . 5 . I . ) LS .

- agenda, In an intfa—peésghgi context réspondents cite direct, personal

effeéts. In an inter-personal context exglicig refereq;eg-aré'ﬁade hq.

_ageﬁda-setting.E'Réspondents gxpl&ip'ffequeht'diﬁcgsaion of éﬁ.issde,in

o
-~

terms of its frequent appeafaﬁce_iq the news, - ' SRR _
e T b v ,&'-..,___" v

-

h - -
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