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Candidate Political Philosophy Revelations in the 1960 and 1976 Debates

S

> -
~ : .
~ o
From -numerous studies in commurnications and political. science we now
N Y

<.

know much about voting behavior.and.mass media performance during presidential

°

. ‘o - > -
election campaigns. But research efforts concentrating on vot%r information

ortant aSpect of the matter--

: 2
'K or mass med1a s campaign coverage miss an. imp

the candidates. As a result, inadvertently, 'we krow 11ttle that is concrete *

. . . -

or predictable about{candidates and leadeérs.

performance in office.

-

Without & crystal ball, no one can predict candidates'

But through poiltlcal conmunlcatlon research, we can advknce our knowledge .

. '

N\\to the polnt that politicians' behavior need net be w1tnessed in total surprlse.

-

We should be able to peer behind the mdsk worn in public,’ develop better under—
¢ q

standing of politﬁgians, and predict with greater accuracy politicians' behaviors.

)

’

!
’ o

*The potential value of this knowledge extends not only tb political re<

g

- . y
. .

a matter of concern to
P

evise campaign

- e
searchers; it touches as well "on popular support,

candidates and constituents. We know that politicians often

- .

a rhetoric and attempt to change images (e. g , the "New Nixor

—— 3

fundamental p011t1ca1 philosophies remain Gnchanged.

~

%n 1968). Mean--

- time, politicians. Public

P

S

opinion researchers for example, have noted repeated trends and cycles in
e — t

. president1aL*gﬁnuEﬁsmeghm{tt**ﬂ?ﬁﬁﬁ@@ﬁmﬂieﬂﬁl;nggzgnghat,much dissolutlon
support for pres\dentsvln non-crisis-situations stems

ETrenee with
Ve

But popular support may decline also as a func

N

I3

the rate of promlsed change.

»

‘v

df leaders' perceived failure to fulfillpromises (spoken and unspoken) Con-

‘ . 7 ]

’stiﬁuent! in Other words may becom$ disappointedbecause of their ‘own under-

.

«

e candidates accurately. Constifuents so_rarely have

A 14

access to candidates unexpurgated Statements,xrelying for needs on’ political

- il

advertising, film footage, and media interpretations of iSSue positions, that ’

/ | L
' 3

2 U

O
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theilr expectations of candidate§ genaerally are constructed on the basis of

kN
.- 7

selective’ réporting or self—aggrandizement. U .
L . C - -
. v

5 , - n A
There were, however, two elections promising voters escape from the &ypical

pattern of media,dependenoﬁn- the 1960 and 1976 electione? wheﬁ tnere were

. f 3 -

. a [ ’ . .. . :
televised ‘debates *between presidential candidates. In these elections, voters ,

had the oppomtunity‘to set and hear the candidates difectly‘present,themse]veé
\ A‘ . T e~ v 4 -
- . ") -
» . and their issue positions in/resppnse to questions posed by journalists. AThrpugh .

, t

the debates, there was a possibility of accurate, relatively spontaneous trans- -
\ ‘ N L) - ' - .- -‘ . ’ * : ' )
mission of candidate philosophies, in ,turn providing.the possibility of accurate

- . N .
4 . v y . s

'expectations and ultimately less vofer disheartenment and loss of support for
.. " '

«
: v . 3
- * I e

politicians after post-election honeymoons. " : .

- : < Ralb g iy L - - - - — . e
] E While we would not ‘argue that the very basis of' representative '
democracy--popular control of policy through elected officials -~ is thrkat-

f ened by voters' inabiiity to be fully cognizant of 1eaders; politiqal philosophie€,

'
. . L ~

¢ * this question warrants careful empirij %,examination.‘ This can be
L4 .
.accomplished by reference to the coorien;ation model (cf."McLeod and Chaffie,

. . s <. .
1972) used in interperspnal communication research. Primarily concerned with

L4 4 . vt ~

,

" . individual's evaluationa‘of objects and preceptions of others' evaluations of . J/ .
' .

o
! .

the same obJects the standafd 'oorientationnmxhﬂrcan4me1xw&sed~sl}ghtlyfeomne_vf c ]

- provide a framework for discussing the. understadg&ngs reached (or nét) between

' 4 [

politiciéns and "the public. With regard to candidaﬁés and the pubL&c, such

,{ b .
st ‘a revised coorientation model appears as Figure s };;\
- ‘. : " (FIGURE I BERE) ?. S 1 W
- s -] \ . \ . " )
8 ; j "r - * ~. C ®
) . N . ¢ '! A R L 4, “ o
‘ fl v, . N M o : ) ' %
" If voters are issue' oriented winning politicians are likely to be those )
. with accurate perceptions of ¢onstituents“ positions (liQe D—A)';nd who tailor . ,
- o ¢ . . - N
’ ) their stands accordingly (E—A) The most satisfied constituents re likely to
- ' . Y : . . . o
P . ,, Q .“’ . \' - ” \A . “ \\ ::‘ .° P - ° . -
. \)‘ " ° . . . P ". . A ‘lr‘ ¢ , ’ )
ERIC - A : ‘ 4 RN : -
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. e those in agreement with candidates' true positions (A-B). * ‘However, as . *
o ‘ . - . FN . ‘\\
© |'indicated earlier, true positions are masked purposively and fettered by the \ .
/ + - : N .

A%

nature of media-coverage so veters rarely knpw\"B" as determined by politicians

s

’

»

s

1 ng standing political philosophy. Instead, even ‘the most informed voters

‘rely on candidates’ revealed pOlltLé\i pos1tions at best achiev1ng "accuracy"

alohg the C- E line. ‘

[}

So long as there is little difference between p&liticians .revealed posi- -

tion/("E") and true ppsition ("3"),the public's post-election disillusionment

. : / R .

* J ’ 1 P L.c . » . » Py P
is likely to be small. gut if the §ap 1s:great,'disil]u3lonment or decline in

7 .
Support is likely to be great (barring the chance that politicians agree per- -

o———- - e -+

fectly with the public s position) Thus as a c0011entat10n problem, ene 2

v

question is how to hartrow the: "aqcuracy" gap defined by the- triangular area R

“How to access politicians' : .

however,'comes the empirical question:
" > - , e Y

CBE. First,

true politic'prosition?

~

§

In our aﬂys
\4‘“ ' l{f:\/\?,-b.

Ly

? i . S

N

L ntent_data_fxom presidential debates provxde

o
candidate statements. Then at a hlgher level, content data’ can be

"
>

- comStruct a mosaic of candidates

»

economic actors

»

t

politicians ‘ﬁblltlcal philosophies

‘and political actors.

-

views of the signlflcant factors in the polLti—\

.

-

as we broaden the lhnits traditionally

N placed upon content ana1y51s as a methodological tool

cal system,’ based obJectively on the number and type of references-to grOups,

. " be revealed by proposed types of solutions ta current problems'

)

$

4 >
B

pres1dent1al debates provide appr0pr1ate data- fhr accessing

~

.

(Jackson—Beeck and

»

- -
~

‘ﬂ«a basis for objectively quantifying and andlyzing characteristics of "manifest

'
LS
used to e

v
N - L]

S

.o ®

Furthermore, candidate philosohies may

events viewe¢

.~

.\

‘\ as significant;'regions of the- country to which policies are oriented, and time &‘ Y

. . — s [ - e e

- orientations,

.
. .- .
" < ! oy .
« . voE U * Y o
P - . ) 4 . ~ *
N - . , »
_ . ‘ : . ot LIRS " 7 , L
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Methad - X e |
—:——.F— . . B , N . B R \
" For content analysis of the fir;t.l976 presidential debate, first it

[ . - p
z ¢ - e N .

was necessary to create a coémplete, accurate transcript (Jackson-Beeck amd
. ¢ . ) v ’

Thisvgas‘prepared by.the authors .from studio‘qualkity videotape‘

\

Meadow,' 1978).

annotating the New York Times "Qerbatim"(transcript of’the.debate (which ék-

~f .

cluded vocalized pauses,

'omissions) " The 1960 debate.transcrlpt was prepared by Cleuenger et al. (1962)
* A , [ ) ,'
’from professional quality shdio tapes- and a newspaper tranScription.* The
" -
°ana1ysis is 11mlted to only the first debate 1n edch series, Each limuted to
) . o7 e . - » .
questions<n1dbmestic issues, the'formats were similar except fo?\the lgngth .
14 - * A ) "
7

(sdxty minutes_inrl960 and ninety minutes in jéWG), andithe inclusion of -
opening‘gtatements in 1960.~" . e ,
Tt e . /

. errors of fluency.and 1ncluded severdl ernbrs and . 0

® . ’ -
. Botl debates 1960

w1th1n ‘each spéaker turn as the unit of analysis.

EIS

S

v

-

¢

£}

and 1976 were goded by a coder pair‘using‘major topics :

A total of/thirteen topics

v
. roughly paralleling cabingt functions formed the basis for unitization, plys

PR

Multiple units could be housed . )

-

>

two categories covering]debate formal}ties.

~

within individual speaker turns; further, within units, up to ‘ten Subjects
. ‘ . . TN :
*(i e., suPstangin concerns) were eoded A total of thirteen ‘basic topics

.
*

.-

were investigated government,.transportation and communication housing;

‘urban;problemS' health' educationZ social welfare; economics; foreign.affairs;

. ‘e - 2

defense° res0urce§ law; and sc¢ience.” "SubJects" encompassed.stated concerns

. . . N R Y

.

2 ~ i

» <

[ 4 P
such as federal spending, inflation- unempigyment' size and scope of federal

government; and so on.

By definitipn

.
- b

at léast one topic, but the’ nUmber of subjects coded wvaried.

3

3% » *

. 4 R

R

2

v

each speaker, turn in the debates housed

’ Follow1ng classification of the erates in terms of topics and SubJects

other debate content relevant te candidate philosophy was anaﬂ&zed including,

explicit referenCes to politicar officials- occupational

\

A

L

ethnic, and nationality

7 “
~ i3 )"

-

‘e

groups~ economic .actgrs;» dates; times' eVents- and branches of government.
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Reliability tests, performed np to six months aj §r the originaL coding, .

¢ s ?’ \ v >

.re;eazea\satisfactory levels'in the 90 percent. range b%sed on ﬂ%lsti s (1969)

-

. ] v . .. . e i . N ) ’
pércenépgf of agreemeit formulae. - . BRI N : :

’ N i

Results O : . e g T,

Earlier it was argued:EEBt candidates’ issue‘posigtons are reVealeJ'superfi—

-
.
™ ’ N - . .

cially and‘eﬁtén are read from prepared texts. In debate, the situaticn‘is

less. rehearsed. 1In.Table 1 we present the number of topics raised in de-
* Py . .~ 3 - . . . R
“ . . ;

- bate-by thé candidates in 1960 and 1976. In hoth debates about . ‘

.half of all major topics related to government and.puh}ic officials, and one fifth .
LT S . - C oA

(1960) to one third (1976)dealt with economics. At the same time, the rise
o7 ‘ o= : *°© o

and gall of issues over time is apparent. For example;-in %2960; ssecurity,; - =~ , -
: ' ) . . »
‘defense and foreign affairs, and social services were major topi&s. These

. - r /‘ . .

- v

.

were of lesser concern in,l§7§. . - ' .

Although most time was spent on domestic goverhment as an,issue:in 1960 ~

and 1976 (ct, Table 1), the issue was discussed in many more diﬁbn51ons by . %

- Q
v

rcandidates in 1960. Nearly one- f0urth of Nixon s governmental ¢sdeects (244)

-2 . R T hd
relate to‘concrete government actidn --- either congressional or executive.
. ‘.‘ -3 . . , b —m . -

*In contrast Kennedj demonstrates less concern wifh action (37), concentrating

°
e -

instead on abstract topics concérning the nature of the political system and

N +

(4
system‘é'Nixon s doncerns, and his underlying conception'

\

*

justice within thab

> ’ -
of‘the political system, in otéé‘~.ords, seems t& be with political processes of
. R ’ : 4 -5 v
P . by . CoA ) * .
LA . . R . - % s ’ * . -4',, - ? :,““,‘ ] i ¢ ey ) . x

. Lo (TABLE 1 JIERE) Ce
-, - . . T " . . -
~ While the data in:Tableﬁl,may be indicative_of‘broad issue concerns '
. [ ¢ o7 - : <
Table 2 and 3 provide-moré specific informatidr-about «the candidates views.
t . ¥ __‘k: ' . : ) [4 - . . .' ) - - \ N
' E : N (TABLES 2 and 3 HdSE) - -. -' < K .
L d [} i\ A ";
- i .
- 7—‘ . [} ‘\ -
. o . U L .- :
{ - 4 . )
< L A .
vt - . . ‘ . (
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- , - N . - RS T . ¢
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subsystems (such as the executive branch or Congress) while'KedﬁEdy'Qg prienféd' //'
2% \ g _ X T e ; .
*  more to the status of the, larger politicgl system. Sy ‘ S Y
< . - AN . : l
X Q&fferencas between candidates in.197% are.mot so clear cut as in 1960,

& , - .2 L :
but the popular Tweedledum-Tweedledee analggy does not fit. Carter appears -,

0
»
’

more action-oriented than Ford ¢25% vs 1%%)} and more ieadership oriented than .
"* . RS . ‘l ‘
Ford. (25% ve 15%), reflecting gteater concexn yith’tﬁe proeédsses or "puts
.o 7 .t -

. ‘ N

and bolts" .of goverpment machinery. * Ford for\his patt, tends to deal with the ,

Al 4

¢ ’ , ‘ ’ ’ \ —:/ - ‘ "
scope and structure of government. * © \ - .o
N oo ' \l ,. N ‘ ' . . Lo n,
. * . 1In Table 3, all cangidates'odiscgssions of economics are/seen to cluster,
. ’ . “ A .C\ . * . L ]
around specific aspects of policy, as regarding uwnemployment and inflation. *. .
Ay ' - , [p— - ’

But differences exist betwe®n candidatés. .For Kennedy, econonic issues stand ; -
. a 4 - . a LT .
& - . . - )

: ‘ , ) . . 2.
independent of government action. Nogovernment acton, system or leadership

. - g i
»
. - \'{,’; ~ o0 *
.

’ - M o ' M ) e 7 . .
subjectg accompany Kennqdy's economic discusg&onsﬁmgro‘some extent, th}s.lmblles
. ! g i ) .
. 3 £ n-.\!’e}' * . y
a belief that economic problems can be sglved ‘technically without regatd to ‘
the political processes necessary to-deliver the énswerqi'.Nixon appgpenﬁly .

o - . »

- .
-~ '™

does not share this view, for fully :35% of the subjects he Eaises are political,

'réfLecting'on leadership Qualifiéatiqps and partisan issues, generally regarding
- - ~ ~~ - L4

.Jfﬁe role of gévernment in economic policies. For the "1976 caﬁdi&@tes,.differences

N - ” ¢

~ are present, but again to a Tesser extent than ih 1960 Carter, the Democrat; - - p
. t~ . . N ® ‘
* reveals a greatér linkage of economics tp political questions than dees Ford. .
. Interesfingly,‘across all candidates, with the exception of Nixon's cqncern with
» * * g s 2 ) . >

. 'unemployment, no canddidate suégests an ?anomip poiicy r91ying'exclnsivé]y on
. v . . .
» " one or two concgrns. \ ‘ , T ' . .
‘u ' fé&opq looking at m;j;r~tqpics:um subjects diécussed by‘candidafes.wo exapined
s tvgzr_?ommg;ts‘relevant‘to pofi;ic;1 pérticibatiop (Table 4). Although,grougf are
: ),, 't | * (TABLE 4 HERE) . C p -

- N . .
’ - M

s -

mot mentioned -as political actors out ofuproportién to the léngth; of the .
. . - A .

PN ] ., <« 'y ¢

* (TR ) (RN ’ ’ - . \\ . . ’ L
’ . . . ‘a
. . . . .
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- wa l . o Lt 7.. v‘
t xoa \ : i
. - - ~ A Y . - s
o I .' " * I“" - R '~" SN . |
ro debaxes in 1966 and 1976,0one¢ thing is clear: the Democratic candidates reveal E

’ . . M * o . L3 -

w . , ) et
. ‘a greater concern for gr0up than the two Republican candidates. Kennedy and“

- * -

X Carter, whose concern for vArious groups (and for courting their votés) was

popularifed during the campaigns, mentioned 'political grOups as much_or more o

°
. . . ° .

often than their Republican 0pponents 1nlevery category except economic actors; RPN
’ v . » -
R ! , . \/
*Thus ip‘appears that kennedy\jnd Carter are oriented more towatd multi—faceted .
' < ‘ o e o

pluralistic political coalitions or groupings while Ford and.Nixon are ori ed
more ‘toward strong economic actors or 1nst1tutions sharing or resolv1ng social

- s . . - 7~ i a
. ) * . N . . )
. .

problems. . . . ) . .
5

Table 5 presents Speclflc poliE%cal actors named in debate’ by th:\fo’r\ S

~ e~ . -
v teme

candidates: Overall Kennedy demonstrates most,cqncern with a varieﬂy of pplﬁ}ical

\‘(

, actors (0=40)-. - e - .. ‘ . ' -

’ Nd '(TABLE 5 HERE) '* -

’-" - R . - ‘\ . / '] ~ I,.
. The other candidates name about the same number of political actors (26 ta 27[;

4 v

¢ ¥ b3 * - . o ) .
but br anches of government in which these actors serve differs) suggesting

-~
L and . “ .

further d1°_§rences in.candidates' construction of political reality. Notably, .

T T - - e

none of the candidates 1is much concerned about the ''people" as' politital - -
s!‘» ’ A LY
actors,. In particular, the data at this point do Aot Support Carter s alleged -
- ® Bk N /"
( .
. populism. 0f interest rao, is the extent tq which the candidates pereceptions - - .
. © . Lo

—

of actors in govefnment seem to refléct their experiences Kennedy refers to

. , A . _ J
. the executive.and legislative branches with nearly equal frequency. ‘Despife ) .\\

: .
1 -2 - ,

his aspirations to an executive position he discugses Congress the\iource ~ 7
t - '
‘—\_ 'l L
\N— - his experiences and hiszqualifications for leadership. Nixon, however, as a
member of the ekecutive branch, refers ta that branch in nearly two—thirds of | ~
L ? . "37 . \'/f
N oo his Specific references to political actors and twice as often,as he refers ?‘

< to the legislative branch over which he partially presided as Vice-President




.a. L g - ’ -* ’ ' -, ) . *

*  Both Kennedy and Nixon, having served in both the H%use and Senate, generally
- c Y . '
" distinguish between those branches" while “making statements about Congress,” | X
: s ‘ .

!

{ Carter with no federal 1egislarive experienges refers more generally to‘Congres7(f‘ T,

-

. y o
w MY - Ford, as a former *puse‘minoplty 1eader and iD»COnjunCtanPWIth serv1ce-as o .

154 ’ D - < - - (

Vice—President and_President, often discusses the H0use.and Senate jointly. . -
T R S . , . ) Y <
Further despite! the fact that hzhad been Presideng for over two years» he .

mentions Congress in nearly two—thirds of h1s references to political dctors,

With réSpect to Table 5 two items warrant special mention. First, the' RN

“

infgequency of mentioning the Supreme Court is striking. Given. wide cr1t1cism K .

*e "

> ~
.

. of act(zijt courts for the past few decades and anJ:ncreasxqg scope of dec1s10ns
»

. in both the Warren and Burger C0urts more “Gomments .en the'Court might“have”beén_ -

. ' A =
. . expected. The candidates through §a}lqre (with one exception) to diScuss the )

. [} N

Court perhapé reveal their belief in the independence of the Judlciary as a

. -
3 N .

third branch of government. As a f1naP note the Democratic candidatee'demonstrate

-

«.t “ ' ,
~ . a greater concern w1th state and local government. Desp&te;popular conceptions e
oL e
PN L T
. of Republicans as mbre favorable’ to state and “ocal control and decentralized >
s ) . . \ :

~
LT government, neithér Ford nor Nixon mentloned states and locallties as much as
P Y . . . . .
- ¥ . ’ " R A“ i .¢ / - ,‘

Kennedy and ‘Carter. ’ : ~ .
“ _' M -. » . [ LI . .
. 4 . . - oA

~w ..\ 7 (TABLE 6 HERE) < - - ' -
. N L N . . . \ ® -‘ "
: ‘e, i:" . ,Q ' . ‘ \{ ] N . 4\
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* / ) : . .
Furthermore (Table 6) Kennedy‘and Carter make more references to places N -

~ ?

2

and regions than Nixon and Ford. Specific‘cities states, and regions are .

' [ - * . .

’ fit 1ess often into the topics discussed by the Republicans than by the -
. - .f ~
Democrats who reflect a tendency to humanize the political system. In particu—

had ‘ -
v \ i“. 4 -
’
N .

i . ;ar, Ford- showé a very parochial view, while Carter (despite .Kis oft- cited : . .
« . L ' . . {
' ’o'e
(7 1ack of'experience in foreign\affairs) ‘more often refers to regions-of the
“ (o -
©_ world., Recalling that both the first 1960 and 1976, debates were'limited to . .

questions on dOmestic policies Kennedy and Nixon both°saw foreign implications for

« 5 -, -~ -
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The political histogica; context to which the candidates refer is summarized.

in Table 7, where'it appears that some cand1dates are more fam111ar with 'George

’t

.t

Kennedy, for example,

peat 1t" than are others,

+

'
“ -

-~

N .

-

—~

e

C ad

-
~

< -

—

~

N

. : Santayana s- remark that "those who cannot remember the past

¢ !

condenmed to rev
, -

makes references to

3

: and waffllng) and maintains an overrlding concern w1th wat,

PR N Y

- . t0'suggest the philosophy tnrough which candidates view events.

.

ample,'mentions many specific event$ (deSpite his populariy allegea vagueness

[ v -
-

's  ‘other candidate relies:on‘such historicaléreferencesa but other patterns emerge
‘\ ’ e o' N

-~

.

. _
Carter for - (f .

Vo
A

~

LY

' by'qud himself in election post—mortems to be a cruc1a1°issuek is mentioned,by

Watergate, pereeived'

> ~ - - . . ‘ ~.I «
s : L, 1 . . : 9.
: . N ST . , . N O
. ’. . . - ..4‘ . . .
. » . ‘ EaS ' ‘
s . ¢ [ .
. ' L7 . .
.« . '.?‘ Lind . )' -
. domestic politics more often than Carter and Ford o
- , J ‘ . . .
. - . : * TABLE 7- HERE . ) -
o SNe— 'v" ( ) . ’ ng !
‘. \ \ 4 . , . . v o <
N . T, ., , s Vo . ' -, . b
- ".%

. . . ~ ) . '}\—N\Nx .
events more than five years in the past more than twice as. much as Nixon. *No «“ 0 *
M .

Both Ford and Nixon, representlng incumbent admlnls—

\'

€

-,

N

" and individuals.

~trations, refer” less often to historigal‘events.

»

,Additionally, there‘is'further
D LRGN .

Carter, but not extensiGely.

on candidate philosophy.

. .

problems. HoweVer, his references’ a

- ¢ o
s

»

-
. -

3

. (TABLE 8 HERE)

.
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sg\y across pri

In Table 8, Kenﬁedy is shown to mention:echomic actors in iny five.

. .

B}

NixOn, ﬁho mentions economic sectors twice as often as .

Sy -

Tabl/s 8 and 9 present. a 1isting of the actors and sectors in- tHe economy

) topics, Suggesting an orientation toward political solufions to econome

(as a- political issue) mentloned:bx.the candidates, providing further informatlon

-

vate and public inséitutions :

.
. . - ., W d
. >’ - - 7 4 e
o ~.Kennedy,. seems more attuned to the'public sector as an economic actor. & -
ERIC™ " C a c : - .
. N . '1 7 . . 0 :
P v Comy i ) .

- : A‘ - \’ -
- ‘. -3 - . . ’ ~ . LA . . e .Q
. evidence of copcern for thd executive branch and its responsibility. Catter ]
. N
- I \ ) )
o - Tefers to previous administratlons thirteen times compared ‘to Ford and Nixoh' .
< - “' . 7 “ R se ’
——————————%?b ene—for—Kennedv [ Lt L -
p vropg e . - - b B
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. e ¢ 'f - e . X .. v
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. Carter's pd%ulism is combined with an apparent ° interest in tlie private sector.

: ' . ®
He nevers mentions the‘qullc Sector alone, and in eleven of thirteen top1cs . N,

R ¢ . - - R , Yo . . \
- .

referencing eoonomic actoﬁs /individuals are referrcd to speoifically.- Ford .

~ . v, b
. .

o / . "o - » . -

Aalthough he’ mentions economic actors in more topics than any other candidate,
,distriﬂateq his’ references across all sectors.. . Lt - .
.. ' - , & - - ‘ ' , e e,
s b ' (TABLE 9 HERE) ~ o C

e . In.?able 9,~catergori£ing dconomic agtors mentioned by candidates,-few . \
. . \ kY . . . ’, - "
. L. . . g - ) ' . .
. . specifics are atfached to Kefinedy's economics. Again Nixog and Ford demon- ¢
* ‘f /‘ - ' N -.‘ . A8 N . - o * - ; s ) R ‘. .
strate arf orientation toward government . Carter onee mpre shows a populist
t »

A\l
] . . \

o or1entation with owver 42, per cent of his referenges to‘eeople as economic' v
. - % . 3 -‘;. . M
actors, compared yith 16 per cent f& Nixon and 31.per cent for Ferd. ‘More— ’
-.. LI het : S . ! ‘ . o- ' . )
“over, and again‘ in contrast-to ‘the criticisp‘of.Carter as being.uncertain

* - .

. . -

/. » .« - ¢ N - o . . ’
and vagpe,“he mentions seven different private sector actors for a Edtal of . .

. 4 > . .

, Lo .o ; P SR

- twent oS, ‘compared tg thtee acfg;s for Ford, for a ‘total of -gight: tifies.’ o
c . M . o i . " . RS " .

KPR Tt N T 4 :

Some*Speculative Concluslons . . N s A . . ] :'
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‘ 1 . >

<, but oné of the more.interesting sugg ons 1is that wide use. of television

. r: , - .

/ news "secularized".politics and made it non—partisan (Roblnson, 1977y, Our

. M ? oo b - 2

data suggest‘to some extent that party differences still ex;iast,~ and that de-

- . Y v

. N ~ ° . ¢ . . .
. . 4 M N *
bates underscore these differences. While no two, candidates have the-same

-

.o specific political philosophies; the Democratic candidates do~haye a'greater “ )

. . V4 “ o . ,“. . . <
v concern for groups for diverse regioné 6T the country, for the lessons of
Y . - h n N .

historz, and for social change than the Republican pandidates )bo h of whom

[ - - ‘

expressed more ébncern for the Limits of federAl\pover, the c agility of

~

- . AN

N - . .
’ . » LS - ’ e .
. . prdvate economic institutions for sofial.change,.and>less government activism. ‘

~
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T On the basis of only four canhdidates' statements, of course, the data do not - .

’ ¢ - & r ¢
) . . . .o . i N
,achieve significance in a statistical sense, but they are suggestive and tenta-

. e
~ .

tive evidence of meaningful differences among Poliﬁlc&ans and between political . *

.

f

L7 + pdrties. Differences betwéen'polititans from the same party still existing, .

N ae s .
LA 4

“ ° . '

we ask: 'What, is each cahdidatf'q political philosophy according to anaiyéi; - ' v

- s

of debate discussion? And, what do'the.datkgiiffi?t about perfoimance in,

. - “ - .-
. N . . > . N ’ 0 f
N > ~ ~ « .
ofw.ce? - R . . - L .

N '
4 - <

I  For Kennedy, the data siiggest ah abstract, conceptual app;qach to govern—

e ' R . -
° .

v ing, tempered with an understanding of tzggpluralistic nature of the system,

L.; which would lead to predictions of an active yet Rréctical‘presidancy,ho§ferih& - \
: - ek . y ' - ¢
. " new initiatives. Nixon's” statements reveal a more "political roach to ' )
- ) . L. the L. , . . : .
governing, with specifict concern for political processes within government,

-

i
. v

. possibly at the expbense of outside group participation. Forecasts of a Nixon
. o v >

w

" ptesidency, at least "in 1960, would suggest few bold initiatives, and'a tendency

[

. > Iy

to propose programs~like1y to pass Congness}/ Were we to predict 'how each would
, .

Al - P '/ L)
. govern, therefore, we would suggest that Kennedy would be more liKely to offer
g haa 5.

-
~ - '

* broad programs(e.g., é New Frontier?)"while Nixon would direct his attentidn
t0'spec1fips, within a status-qﬁb framework. .- . e -
- + . . ’ - ”.’,. . ) : 7
, Carter's ﬁhilosopﬁ%cal underpinnings are those of a manager, for the data
© . o # T ote - o

[ N ’ » .

"« dembnstrate a qoncernfgor leadership and executive control, suggesting that

. , . 5 ] .7 .o
groups are best served through executive leadership. Predictions .might be ]

- , et s [
for confrontation between the President and Gongress, and for so much managerial '
% ot N s - " &7 ’ : ' ’

-pbﬁéefn‘that pglicy initiatives would su@ferfﬁEFgrg's view of the system seems

-

to be limited in terms of activity, He,impliés Ehat\Congress sliould be at the -

corerof policy. Thus a lgsé dynamic and somewhat.gEégﬁanf pfesidenéy would’bé .
prettersds .. T o
.;' 'Thesé pébgnostications, of course, are after the faéf. Ne;ther do, tHey’ - ?

k] s . . ¢ ) - . *
. qffé? specifié'guidelines as t% how a candidate oncé,elected;.woq}d act on -
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8ny given problem.

-‘and political iSSues, as well as candidates

-3

personal qualities and candidates’

But they do Suggest how candidates viéw the political system

of candidates ‘t0 ‘help answer grucial questionsin democratic goVernment.

Al e ]

beliefs. ' . ’

Candidate philosophy of course is only one of many'compnnents voters may

Survey researchers, poli-

use in develdping their perceptions of candidates.

tical’sciencists,.ahd communicacion‘:reSearchers.are cons%dering<cher aspects '
n c - In /,‘

time, by (ls.fnrthef-deée;Opgng meaSures of candidates including issues stands,
image, and philcsnphy, and §2) comEining tﬁese meaSuIEStaiﬂameaSures cf public,

.~

perceptions, political-communication researchers may progress further toward

3

understanding performance in office and consequent support for elected leaders.
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. Ciyil rights and & - : 4 . . '\ /S
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