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interpreted as offering guides to the beginning and ending of each’itEE.
Cartoons and letters-to—the-ed}tor were separate items; 11lustratiéns of .
an item, as said before, were measured as part of the item, but those .
thttjstood‘alone were considered seaparte items ”Incidental services to
the’ reader, such as previews of upcoming issues, calendars of events,

and inside-cover art, were omitted ftom consideration -

Bomberger then correlated the-qcope-depth coefficients of the maga-

zines -with two rough indices of their popularity”: latest absolute circu-

lation ae reported by the kyers, and rate of circulation growth, derived

by dividing the latest circnlation figure by the earliest, He ranked the,
magazines according to the values of their coefficimnts, then?re-ranked
them accordinglto the popularity" indices and computed coefficients of
correlation between those sets of measdres:\\ ;

The findings in part c6nfirmed’and in\p;;t7§isproved Zipf's hypo-~
tneses. First, tne coefficient characteristic of the sample as a whole,
‘hereafter called the "typical" coefficient,'was -.643, significantly
different fron the, Zipfian mean of -.5. Seope~depth coefficients of the-
more “populgr® magazihq\\(by circulation trends) were significantly
different from the typical coefficient in either direction: the leeef* -

“popular" ones were not, There was a strong negative correlation between
clogeness to the typical coefficient and a favorable circulation status
2ipf had predicted a strong positive correlation between scope-

emphasis and the measures of popularity, This prOved true for the rate of

h\

I8 »

circulation growth, which #lso correlated highly Hith the Zipfian mean,

but’ the® magazines with highest circulation tehded to be those characterized

\ M ‘.

by depth-emphasis

"IK
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CQMPARISON OF SCOPE-DEPTH BALANCE WITH POPULARITY

OF AUSTIN MAGAZINES, 1972-75 )

To what extent does the quantitative manner in which a given
magazine 1§ edited seen to efféct publié response to that magarine? '

That is, do.different public responses occur with different relationshipg‘

between the mmber of itemsvin a sample of the magazine and the respec-

tive sizes-of those jtems?

, This study at_tempts to answer that que;tion\through the analyti-
cal I.ool of scope-depth comparison, or the study of relationships between
the variables of item-size and n;mber of items of those(pa.rticular 8izes,
in a sample of magazines published in Austin, Texag between 1972 and

1975, Apparently, the answer to the latter question is a qualified "yes, "
p ) . .

Fs - %

. ..
Theoretical Groundwork

" I, RESEARCH BACKGROUND >

The research desién was "based on the.work of *George K, Zipf,
Harvard communication researcher, and on a subsequent application o
2ipf's scépe-deéﬁh’%bdel to a study of national weekly magazines by Dr, .
Russell Bomberger, ‘&\ . .

According to the .Westley and Maclean "gatekeeper"” model, the

editors of mass conmunigation, in order to survive in the market, mst 4

’
select, i‘rom the conrusion of pogsible happenings to be reported, the

.right happenings to attrac§ and hold mass’ audiences. 2ipf's theory inter-

‘ -
e . ! y " o
.
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’ - > 4

»
o

RN i




/

esach specific concept thereby increasing its accessibility and d creasing

J
reading effort on their part; they favor the Forc7 of Diversifica ion,
“ .
or SCOEB. .

. 4 ’
[Zipf reasoned thus: "BecauseAa message cannot ‘be both a ingle o

economies of both sender and receiver, 2ipf called the point|of ”least /

efﬁort." if a balance was present between scope and depth of items in a.

(.‘

]

sets of scope and depth vari bles, gﬁ7reby one force should ary7inveraé¢y
with the square of the other, o

) There are several ways to demonstrate mathematica ‘the inverse-~
square relationship between two sgta of data representing pposing forces,
2ipf chose to compute by 1east-squaros the alope of a re ession line of\
depth‘(item—siZe) upon scope (number of items) He foun that his samplos\
oﬁfnewspapers and,encyclopedias showed a slope of approx tcly - 5

Uhere the slope Wwas nearer to -1, tha publicatioq emphagized depth over

¥ N ) !

1Rusaell ombergor "An Analytical Comparison ﬂ Scope—Depthl'
Balance with Populapity of General Circulation Weekly Magazines in the
U.S., 1947-1960" (Ph,D, dissertation Iowa State University, 1962), P, o,

| Cos ) /'
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=y .scope. and vice versa when the slope whs nearer to 0. F Fromgihis he drew

(', ’ the/corollary thpt number-siZe relationships could be predictors of\ the
popularity" of publications; specifically, that communicators may )
increase the popularity of their products by emphasizing scope over depth,
. Publication[\' "in balance with an inevitable natural order.” -he
~ {said, should show scope-depth coefficient of - .5, and that middle course
should agsure long-term popularity, Against this Gregory Bateson argued‘\
that such publications would appear “entropic" to'the public, or give the
'imuression that -no human effort has been exerted to align the variables-- :
' N "that the- coefficient shews that in that publication, editing nattars—
are being left to God and guesses w2 u
Russell Bomberger set out .to test the Zipfian hypotheses, assuming
that scope-depth analysis shou}d reVeal much about basic message structures,.
pttterns of public response tb them, and the role of the gatekeeper, He
. sought to correlate the circulatipn trends of a sample of magazines with
their scope-depth coefficients ﬂf%h to see if the entire sample could be .
descibed by a coefficient elose to Zipf's - - 5 7 :
Bomberger s sample reflected the national?system of mass communi- ¥
cations; it consisted of all national weekly magazines classified as'
"General Editorial“ in the Ayer directory, published between 1947 and 1960,

- ‘of which there were 1@ To make cireulation corpelations valid, he elimi-

nated magahinss of "spec%al interest " that were ot available throughout

3

the U.S., or-that were "free" or accepted no advertising.

N .




Operational Rrocedure

His general pro;:edure was to measure the sizes of items in his
~ sample, count the rmmbe:s of items of various sizes, and plot the data in
— tables like those shown 4n the appendix /He used the logarithm of each’
datum in order to tragsform ghe curvilinear data into.a linear relation-
-, ship, %nen, using 2 standard equaAtion, he solved for b, the regression
coefficient for each magazine and for the enttre sample: ' : '

n(Exy) - (SX)J?‘:Y)
« b= n(gx<) - (Sx)‘ K

e@als the log of the muber of items (independent variable) Y equals

the log of the siza of the items’ (dependent variable), ‘and n equals the

Q-

total number of size citegories, T )
“Seope duth v 2ot f e
Scope data were logs of the numbers of itenms, and depth data were

logs of the midpoints of the various size ‘categories, In this study,
B ‘thers wers 17 \Qize categories with midpoints of 100, 300, 500, 700, 900,
1500, 2500 3500, 14500 5500, 6500 7500, 8500, 10,000, 12 500 20 ,000,
" and 0000 words, - " o té o
Item-size was measured in word-count units by finding the number
of vords" in a column-inch of a particular type-face and multip]ying that
! ) \rigure by the numberaof colimm-inches in the item, An important feature -y
. ‘ of both Bomberger s study and the present one As that 1llustrated matter
was measured in, the wérd-count unit applying to the nearest type-face,
"‘ . ther} added to the word eount of the item, or coded separately if it was ‘

&

disorete from that item ‘ y .
| An "item" was loosely defined as a unit of editorial matter that
{ .
could be undorstood without reference to arv preceeding unit, The use of
<

X

-

such separating devices .as heads, stars/ and ﬂhite space by the editor was

- . A . Pﬁ o
, , , -
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interpreted LY} offering guides to the beginning and ending of each' item,

LCartoons and letters-tp-the-ed}tor were separate items; 111ustratiéns of

1
an item, as said before, were measured as part of the item, but those

s 1

L thttjstood‘alone were considered eeaparte items, "Incidental services to

}
the reader. such as previews of upcoming issues, calendars of events,

\
and inside-cover art, were omitted feom consideration

»

Bomberger then correlated the. qcope-depth coefficients of the maga-

‘ zines with two rough indices of their popularity”:
*

-

. lation ae reported by the &yers and rate of circulation growth, derived

by diViding the latest circulation figure by the earliest. He ranked the

. magazines according to the values of their coefficiants, then‘re-ranked

them according to the popularity” indices and computed coefficients of

correlation between those sets of measures ~ : )

Noro T .
The findings in part cdnfirmed'and in pirt’disproved 2ipf*s "hypo-

theses, First, the coefficient characteristic of the sample as a whole,
L 4 )

‘hereafter called the “typical" coefficient, was -, 643, significantly

different from the, Zipfian mean of =.5. Scope~-depth coefficients of the-

more popular magnzihe\\(by circulation trends) were significantly

, different from the typical coefficient in either directions the loss

-

“popular” ones were not, There was a strong negative correlation between

closeness to the typical coefficient and a favorable circulation status

24pf had predicted a strong positiVe correlation between scope-

emphasis and the measures of popularity, This proved true for the rate of

[

circulation growth, which #lso correlated highly with the Zipfian mean,

but’ the" magazines with highest circulation tended to be those characterized
% . .
by depth-emphnsis ) ’

¢

latest absoJute circn. —

h\

'f/&
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This configuration led Bomberger to suggest the following policy

for the development of circulation: to ca ture udience by emphasis
P mp

on sco@e i.e, a 1arge number of separate short articles; then to shift

V4
P

toward depth-emphasis dnce the magazine has acquired a specific readershi

. g ﬁZse ‘for the gatekeepar to serve, This theory of-quantitative editing,~

o~ besides having been for the most yart substantiated by the present study,

« has the added advantage of being intuitively reasonable,
- . L
o \t IT,. THE PRESENT STUDY

e

o ) Lim*tatinns and Differences

This study of regional magazines shares some of the 1imitations

I
,4//7 of Bbmbergen's research on national weeklles, with problems of interpre-

\ : .
s to obsbure a common pattern %he findings, which )

indiacte a f’ir degree of validity in the applicatioh o

tation specific to itj own different market, Differendes in the two

samples are not such

scope—depth
’ - "T’
analysis, . ° . - . :
Ly esie S ' ~ T - Ty
' 1. Undeniably, the two samples constitute entirely, different

magazine.worlds. The eight Austin magazines in the present study range

from local tp sectional to national interest, whereas Bomberger 8 had to
be nationally accessible

<

Also, the Austin group cqnifins no weeklies, .

. -
but has two fortnightlies'and 8ix monthlies: and varidus special interests ’

are represented by the magagines in the current design. Descriptions of

the Austin Fagazines are as iollows:

»
’

.
"~

o ’ ¢ N
. .

3}




 formerly an association magazine, only recently ha

. Austin People Today - _ «
- 3

Austin's local monthly, chosen as a counterpart to the fort-
nightly Sun, This color-offset magazine urre@tly is undergoing .the
latest of several changes in format; thujcmany of ‘the results that .
pertain to it may change significantly soon, ' -

Austin *Sun . ‘ ' i
. The newest publication, - fortnightly, originally published-in

newspaper format, now in the process-of conwerting to a magazine on
newsprint, TIts appeal to local subcultures makes It a direct. competi-
tor &f Austin‘People Today,

Texas Observer . . ) . - |
» Fortnightly political magazine on newsprint, 'with'a small but
JAntense readership, Not surprisingly, it and the Sun compare most ‘

strongly in scope-depth balance to the hational wesklies of the -
earlier study, >

¥

4

True Weét

Its cimculation might be called “large but intenss," inde%d
the largest in the sample and more transcendent of regional appeal;
than any except Texas Monthly, Purporéing to be an exhaustive non- %44/

fiction chronicle of frontier life, its subject matter embraces a
wider geographical range than any other, This is reflected in its
position at the Bxtreme end of both the circulatior ardd the depth-
emphasis ranges, - 1 -
. %
Texas Monfﬁly, Texas Parade

&

! , y - |
. Closest to being monthly general-interest magizines of _
regional appeal, these two are also in direct compstition, The . .

award-winning Texas Monthly- i¢ the success stoxy of the sample,’
having risen. in less than three years to a circlhilation/of more than
90,000, The consistency of its writing and slickness/of its graphic
format ars employed for broad entertainment purposeg, Texas Parade,
gone on the news-
stand and may sti1) be seeking the ideal format fdr its new environ-
ment, Both show 1 luences of para-regional pub ications from other
parts of the <United States,

.

TN

. .
A\l 3
§

Texas Highways, Texas Parks and Wildlife D A

L]
2

] : . . . .

Official color mothly magazines of the state highway. and parks

and wildlife departments.resPeqtively. Both have stablae, astablished
readershipd and are designed for public relations and to promote

1 ‘ —
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/%fromﬁhrp‘i&ﬂ?u?fhree years of the mbnthlies, ending in De

tourism a nd naturalism for their devotess,
profit status and are subsidized by the agencies the
are omitted from the hypotheses which correlate
\ depth balance, —The editorial

-do not affect the circulatton
newsstand magazines, i

/ R ¥
Thus the magazines in the pfesen

represent, they
c/ﬂ. cu.l&ti?n with scope-
formats are static; and in any cage,

in a way compa}ab/le to that of the —*

' <

sample are q(ite heterogepeous; )

‘would expect,
t’hat of/Bom)erger's study,

:/«bgses fome pub‘licati'ons which majly' well be in competition with those sur- '
e;yod, for the attention/of the dalfve audience, This'may‘ lower the degree

represégt

rtly to counter ti:is, scope-depth coefficients’ were -

‘to which the sample tive of regional maga/;.ines offered to =

~

the population, ‘
‘ computed for the ageéncy Mag'é'iyi‘n,e's, not to ineclude them in the hypothetical

/ M
problem, but as a basis /of;compa‘ri'sgn with those s0ld on newsstands,

-

2, The period of the study is an arbitrary one which frankly

reflects accossibility rather thin desifn, For each magaiine. 20 issues

@ - L
were chosen at random from the last year's issues of the fortnightlies,
s

L v

1975,

This was a period of origination for soms, con

and business as usual for still others

trends of a regional publishing boom,

o s

on of "item" is a bit unscientiﬁc.

-
ns on what constituted separate items were settled sub-
the author, and would not necessarily bo/ perceived as such by

d;,fferont readers, But mistakes, if such there vere, were constant in

a1l similar measurements of the other‘magazinehs, and the number of items

1

s

[ - |

‘ ‘ .1, j. .

$ it presents a fairly accu;}té ) .



3

the Zipfie.n mean, which wae based on daily newspapers Such a progression . P

R
»

is reasonable and® reflects tiue shifts in'reader expectetion along the
o . BN
‘ pu ice.tion chain ¢ ‘ - - Y

- ' ¢

. > - C B
—~ . The range_ oLscores, however, is nez&-ly the same; Bomberger s,

. rrom high to Yow, was on the order of ,55; here, from Austin Sun's -, 70‘6; c .
. .7 to 'Irue West‘ 3 -1 217, is 51‘1 Thus the magazines are more nearly homo- ‘
geneous than m ht appear at first; indeed it is surprising that the rangs '

was so small, giv n such a motley sample, It is significant that the ‘ )

magazines not subjec’t to the influence of the market, Texas Highways and ' )

. » Texas Parks and W’ildlii?e, were in the very middle of the range and had R TR ™
. < . v,
‘ coefficients closest to the "typical w3 * . R ‘
- . 4 ‘ <

Not - surprisingly, the most scope-oriented coefficients were those S .

of the fortnightlies elthough the Sun's appears significantly more so R

\

the Observer's, After’ all these are charged with the responsibility f )
of appe g every two weeks, and cannot economically report on the .' ; N "

: . T ’, -
o &vaila}:le;z; with a strong emphasis o{: depth, . o ( | .

\tlk epito!ne of a magazine in depth; its front pages have never known ’
white gpgcewund ;Lt&be,ck Mmg,es are crammed. with *ey
“Jumped from the h-ont Austin People Today also appears in a 1ikely

-
“'ou.

position, “But Te;;as Monthlx and Texas Parade seem to be in reverse orderz '

»

\
fra@rents of articles

.
o
' \

‘the former seems to bk“:%'“ z%ne of, 2 ”qepth" magazine due to”ita greater . e —

number of longsr items'. The exp

1)

3Th€ee _‘two-magazines were fot incl in’ tﬁe compulation of the - ;s :" )
sco-depth poefﬁcentz?irrt total sample; since they 'were no tended o
gurs in the hypotheses Hescribed below Bad they been included, ™4 . ~

"typi 1" coefficient would have bab ed to - 782--i ., more ecope- <
ortented
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the Zipfian mean, which was based on daily newspapers Such a progression P

- - ®
» -

is reasonabl/eand reflects the shifts in'reader expectation along the \
: - : .
publication chain, - ] .o

The range or scores, however is negrly the same; Bomberger s, N

w

. “from high'to Yow, was on the order of ,55; here, fron Austin Sun's - 70&
to True West

S‘f -1,217, is ,511) Thus the magazines are more nearly homo- ‘
geneous than might appear at first; indeed it is surprising that the range
was so small, given such a motley sample, It is significant that the R

magazines not. subject to the influence of the market, Texas Highways and

= Texas Parks and Wildlife, were in the very middle of the range and had

. . .
« . v «

coefficierts closest to the "typical "o " ' ’ ”3 T
. Not - -surprisingly, the most scope-oriented coefficients vware those "T*t"‘
of the. fortnightlies, al’though, the Sun's appears significantly more so L
the Observer's, After all these are charged with the  responsibility o

of appearing every two weeks, and cannot economically report/gn the -’;l.r' ' '
available n s with a strong emphasis Qn depth, . ' . ‘ { '
The relationship among the monthIies is a bit harder to explain o

Not necessarily in the case of True West whikh must strike any reader as

the epitome of a magazine in depth; its Tront }bg(es have never known ‘

X, \
white spac and its back. es are crammed. with m fra ents of articles
W..A &P h 4CX.. page F gm

"y
,,,,,

............. ¢
position 'Bu't""rexas Monthly and Taxas Parade soem to be in reverse orderx

.,

¢

'the former seems to be mh@ge of a "depth" magazine due to*its greater et

number of longer items. The exp ‘tion lies in the fact that the Monthly

I 4
-

3These two® magazines were hot incluﬁed in the com tlon of the v

’

scope-depth coefficent~fs%¢ the total sample, Since they were no tended -

figurs in the hypotheses described below, Had they been included,* . R
"typicyl" coefficient would have bebnc\hanged to - 782--i e,, more scope— : ’
oriented -
- ) . ¢ N X b \\\ . o
‘ . 14

R v N Z"m'“” -




%
concentrates»a ’greater"percentqge of items in the three shortest siz"e’
. ' < N N .
categdories-~the letters, news"capsules, cartoons, etc,~~than do most of
C T ' i .

the other magazines . . \

4
\This prompts the obser'Vhtion that the sﬁope-depth coefficient

depends less strictly on +he sizes a.nd frmbers of™3 items in the magazine
measured then on the distril‘r..‘tion of these throughout the range of size
categories In general adding y-values to the- end of a data distribu- '

tion without a correspondin‘g rise in the x-values--as is the case with

Texas Honthly, Ans iand espec:lally Texas Parks a.nd Wildlife--

causes & more scope-orient coefficient .

’ .ltlso,\there is a "data.bnmge?' in categories 6 and 1u--the 1500 and
10 000 word categories respecfive]y--shared by Bomberger s study He
explains that ij:ems of this'; e are likely to have been conceive{d in
terms of convenient standard‘iz lengthSJ R g. ‘one page or eight yages,

and thus more frequently used | han items of more awkward length In~amr

' ‘ca.se, where the bulge is marked, as in Texa.s Parude, Austin People Today,

indeed in the 'sample as b' whole, the dffect is to give 2 more depth-

orientod coefficient than might otherwise have obtained

-
N

~’r5i_th the‘ scope-depth coe'fficieots computed and,ré’nk-oraered we
pags to the specific hypotheses of the study, testing whether there is ;
aigniﬁca.nt correlation between scop}tdept'h balance and "g?pulirity,”
\'netsured by the tWo indices of circulation,

e x\




'Y \ © 12
I, That there is a oorrelation’btho n scope-amphasis and high abso-

lute circulation;.or that thare a correlation botween depth-
emphasis gh absolute circulation, .

That there is a correlation betwsen sco hasis a.nd h rate
of circulation wth; or between dep s s g ra e of
’ circulation gro% :

) III, That there is a correlation betiWeen mj.calii:z and Egh abaolutg
circulation; or between non-t icality high absolute circ,n-
lation ' / :

IV, ’fhat Jdhere isa :‘correlation be1 ween icalit Egh rate of
circulation owth; or between|non-t ypicality and high rate o .
circulation growth,

Obviously, each sub-hypothesis is simply the inverse of the other,

_ Looking at the scope~depth coei ﬁ.cients rrom a Zipfian stamdpoint, :

- none of the Austin magazines hals scope-emp};asis; but since their range

e

corresponds closely to that of Bomberger' s study’ We may assume that sig- e
[
_nifiga;nt differences in the coe Fficients 1nd1cato real differences in '

,
: . quantitative oditing patterns,

d therefore that the magazinos may be Co
nlidly ranked by greater or 16 er scope- and depth-omphasis. They are

. ranked bx typicality and non-typ cality according to the distance of thoir ‘

coefficients from the typical co ficient as shown below,
s\a Rank by Rank by Distance  Bank by *  .Rank by *
Magazine Coef Scope . epth  from Typ, Typicality Non-Typ,"

- -
AN | o
N v

Mustin Sun  -.706 \ 6 . 140 .
|- Texas Obs,  -.905 3 5 089 SRS {\6 : ‘
" Austin Peop, -,928 3 \\ " RIC R o b
N Texes Month, -,986 4 N 3 a0 s
‘ | Téxas Parade -1,172 5 \2\ . 356 5 2

>

True West  -1,217 6 4 \ ot 6 1




- I

<

The magaziﬁes .are rank-Srderad by tho circu‘lation j.ndices below,

.. © 1973 1975 ¢ Rank-Ord
Magazine Cire( Circ,(a) Growth(b)  (a) &_

Austin-Sun 2000 12000  * 1000,0 - 6 1
Texas Obseyv, 12426 140973 12,5 - 5. 5 .
Austin People 1'5000' 1730 153 .4 o /4 . oo
M\m.‘ 24000 90000, ° "275,0, 2 2
Texas Parade 40000 48000 20,0 3 3
True West 164200 . 164290 0,0 1 6

\

The formula for computing r, the coefficientbf correlation
. . ¥
between the two rank-orders in the separate hypotheses, is as followss
6842 B )

. , P = i-mn- . l‘;/, /
where d i# the difference between rank-orders ‘and n 48 the number 7 v/
) /

~

magazines being ranked,

0 - ‘ /

’ . ' )

) -~ /
.

Conclusions :

-

Computations of r for the different hypotheses are given in the

appendix In the main, they indicate agreemeni with the general indings
of the Bomberger study, . , /

fdagazines with highor circulation tend to be those whic empha%ﬂ.ze
depth (r = ,9%),, Also they tend to be markedly "different" from the = °

l

4

quantitattve editing patterna of their competitors (r = .88),- Magn; :”;nes
showing the)most rapid circulation growth during the peiiod tend to

-

those which emphasize scope (r = ,49), S




-\ .

" The only hypoth sis not substantiated is that which correlates

o tyﬁica lity with rate of circulation growth (r = ,26), Apparently, a—

\ magazine's variance from typical quantitative patterns plays 1ittle or

| no role in determining how fast that magazine reaches its peak of circu-

: lation, This may be accounted for in the "Austin sample by the fact that

. hon~typicality manifests itself in strong depth-emphasis v

¥

This is not to say that scope-depth balance is a primo determinant )

of circulation trends in the Austin gronp; only that there are strong

wF

correlations between the ‘two. A1l other- factors being equal, an editor - ’ -

-nay well choose to manipulate thiéQbalance accordingly 6; order toqachieye

k.
\ .
different circulation objectives ) . ) [ — T
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_SUMPUTATTON OF SCOPE-DEPTH G
+ FOR THE TOTTL YAMPLy
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