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Candidate Political Philosophy: Revelations in the 1960 and 19/6 Ilebatek,

--N.

From -numerous studies in communications and political, science we now

know much about voting behavioand,Tass media performance during presidential

,

. election campaigns. But research efforts concentrating on votbr information
,..

.

,

or mass media s campaign coverage miss-animpC4-tent aspect of the mtter--

the candidates. As a result, inadvertently,'we know little that is concrete

or predictable about4candidates and leaders.

Without a` crystal ball, no one can predict candidates' performance in office.

But through political communication research, we can adAnce our knowledge
..

the point that politicians' behavior need not be witnessed in total surprise.
-

We should be,able to peer behind the mask worn in public,' develop better under-
4

standing of politicians, and predct with greater accuracy politicians' behavior's.

The potential value of this knowledge extends not only tb political re= '"
, -

. . ,

searchers; it touches as well'on popular Support, a matter of concernto

/ .'

candidates and constituents. We know that politicians often evise campaign

_
rhetoric and attempt to change images (e.g., the "New Nixo in 1968): Mean

time, R oliticians: fundamental political philosophies remain Unchanged. Public

k

opinion researchers, for,example, have- notef repeated trends'and cycles in

presidentialfter.' 4,541441ha much dissolution
..,

: -----s-ii

support for prekientg,in non-crisis!--situations stems 11tZ/It-e with

the rate of promised change. But popular support may decline also as a func
.i .

If leaders',1erceived failure to fulfill promises (spoken and unspoken). Con-
0 A

,,,sistituenti in other words may become/ disappOinted because of their Own under-

1,,V1 'AT
. ntandable failure to judge candidates accurately. Constituents so- rarely have

.
.

,

access to candidates'aunexpurgated statementsotrelying for needs'on-politicai

.., .

. ,

advertising, film footage, and media interpretations of issue poSitions, that

. 3
or.
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their expectations of candidates generally, are constructed on the basis of

rseleetive.reporting o self-aggrandizement.

ro

1.

4 / r-
There were, however, two elections promising voters escape from the atypical

pattern of media, dependency -- the 1960 and 1976 elections when there were

2.

,

televiseedebates.between presidential candidates. In these elections, voters

6

had the opportunity to set and hear the candidates directly; present themse]ves

and their issue positions in, response to questions posed by journalists. Through ,

the debates, there was a possibility of accurate, relatively Spontaneous trans-

mission of candidate Philosophies,..in,turn providing.the possibility of accurate

expectations and ultimately les'$ voter disheartenment and loss of support for

politicians after post-election honeYmoons.
e . -* _

While we would not argue that the very basis of'representative
1.

,

democracy.--popular control of policy through elected offiCials -- is thrtat-

Iened by_voters' inability to be fully cognizant of leaders' political philosophic',

this question warrants careful empir,41.examinatIdn.' This can be

. 4

c'eomplished by reference to the coorienption model (cf.NcLeod and Chaffee,

1972) used in interperspnal communication research. Primarily concerned with

. individual's evaluations gf objects and preceptions of others' evaluations of. /
. . 0

the same objects, the star coorierttation-mod-e-I -can- be r-evrieed -slightly-- to

pro,vide a-framework for discussing the.understadangs reached -(or not) between

op, e -
politicians and'the public. With'regard to candid at4s And the pubtic, such

0
6. ,

'a revised coorientation model `appears as Figure 1Q
. . ... .

(FIGURE I HER
4 It

-t

. ,

,s. . b
,, r

.4e .

. 9 .. s
r , . , :

. .
r

If voters are issue'ariented, winning 'polIticlans'..are likely eo, be those

with accurate perceptions of Constituent's!: positions,(litle D-A) nd who tailor
. , . . 0

o .. : , 0
. d,

,..

their stands accordingly (E-A). The most satisfied' constituents dre likely to. ,

t N C.

V
iik ' *

... 0. o
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indicated earlier, true positions, are masked purposively and fettered by the

/

. . ,

e-thoSe in agreement with candidates' true positions (A-B). However, as

3.

nature of media coverage, so v,,ters rarely know \"" as determined by politicianb

1 ng7standing political philoiophy. Instead; even -the most 1.aormed voters

.

,:re y on candidates' revealed polita. positions, at best achieving "accuracy"

alofhg the C-E,line.

So long as there is littledifference_bet'Ween pkliticians',:revealed posi-

,-

eion/("E") and true position ( "B'1), the public'spost7election disillusionment

is likely to be small. But if the lap fS_great,,disill.usionment or decline in
x

support is likely to be great (barring the chance that politicians agree per-
_

fectly with the public's position). Thug, as a coorientation problem, ,ene

question is hOw to narrow the."agcuraoy" gap defirled by thetriangular area

CBE. First, howevercomes the empirical question:,How to access politicians'

true politic '1!"-Tosition?

g ,

',
>

In our aTys presidential debates provide appropriate data.for accessing

.
,

k--- -. <z-.,...y
.

.

politicians' *litical.philosophies, as we broaden the 1.itaits,traditionaily -,

..%-

placed upOn,coritent'anarysis.as a methodological tool, (Jackson-Beeck and

tentdata_fxom presidential debates provide

a basis for cbjectilely quantifying and analyzing characteristics of "manifeSt"

l 1 ' . S.., .

candidate statements. Then at a higher level, content data'can be used to ,
. '. .

.

. , .,
.

construct a mosaic of candidates' views of the significant factors In the poli.ti-N40.

L

. ,..2

.

. f ,

cal system' based objectively on the number and type of references. to groups,,
A

. \
-

economic actors, 'and political actors. Furthermore, candidate philosohies may

be Tevealed by proposed types of solutions to current problems events viewed.
, /

as significant; regions of thecountry to which policies are oriented; and time
.

orientations.



Method

.",F dr content analyis of the first 1976 presidential debate, first it

e

I

/

4.

\ "

was necessary to create a cdmplete, accurate transcript (Jackson-Beeck and
. )

' Meadow; 1978). This was prepared by,the author..from dtudioquatity. videotape
, _

annotating the New York Times "Irerbatimu`transcript of'the debate (which ex-
,

eluded yocalized pauses, errors of fluency.and includeci severdal erpOrs and .

'omissions), . The 19- 60 debate, transcript was prepared by Clevehger et al. (1962)
. . 1. f- 1

from professional quality kadio tapes and a newspaper transcriRtion. The

c

°analysis is limited to only the first debate in each series, Each limited to
.-

.
.

questions on dOmestic issues, the'f'ormats were similar except fc4-the Ilneth
)

(sixty minutes
%
inr1960 and-ninety minutes in 76), and-the inclusion of

.

Opening dtatement
,

ina 1960...--

,

.
.

Botirdebates 1960 and 1976 were vded by a coder pair using major topics
.

z .
. -

.

within each speaker turn as the unit of analysis. A total of thirteen topics
/ .

1.:

,

,

roughlSr paralleling cabinet, functions foimed the basis for urdtization, illys

two eategorieS coveringidebate formalltieS. Multiple units could be housed
;*.9

within individual ,speaker. tufts; further, within units, up to ten subjects

supstanApq concer ns) were eoded. A total of thirteen 'basic topics
4

were investigated: government,.tiansportariUn and communication; h6iig;

urban problems; health; education social welfare; economics; foreign,affairs;

,

defenSe; resources; law; and science:- "Subjects" encompassed. stated concerns
0 ----: ' , ,- , t

. . ,

,

__:

such as federal spending;'inflation; unempirment; size and scope of federal.
;

goveenmentk and so on. By definitipn, each speaker( turn in the debates housed..
'-:. .e. .

.

.4= at .11ast one topic, but thenumbet of subjects coded varied.
... .

Following classification of the debates in terms of topics and subjects,.-

7

. . ,

.
,

other debate content relevant to candidate philosophy was analyzed, including,

%
qxplicit refereneeS to politicai officials; occupational, ethnic ;' and nationality

r sr ,,
,- . .

groups; economic ,actprsdates; times; events; and branches of government.

Z.



-*

.11

- 0:f
I.

1
, A .4

s
Reliability tests, performed bp to six months aftfr the originaL coding,

5 o

reveale satisfactory levels'in the 90 percent range.based on Alsti's (1969)

p4rcen4gp of agreement formulae.

Results vast

...)

Earlier it was argued t t candidates' issue'posi nt are re/ealePsuperfi-
.

, .

daily And often are read from prepared texts. In debAte, the situation.is

less. rehearsed. In.Table 1 we,present,the number of topics, raised in de-
*- '

1 ' o $e .. t4'
- bate.bitlie candidates in 1960 and 1976. In both debates about

.half of all major topics related to government and.piiblic officials, and, one fifth-
.

* 1
. A.

(1960) to one third (1976)dealt with economics. At the samet.59me, the rise
. ._ ..e

.

and fall of issues over time' is apparent. For example; -in /960i;ecuritYi

defense and foreign affairs, and social services were major topis. These
04

were of lesser concern in, 1976.

a (TABLEJI pRE)
c

While the data in:Table
4
1, may be indicativeo0broad issue Concerns

..,

.. 4.,

.
.

. , .

Table 2 and 3 provide more specific informatiOn-aboutthe candidates views.

_

,....

t

. . t

.

.... .

`..

, (TABLES 2 and
.

3 HERE)
..,

.

;
. .

.. ,

. ,

.0

.

(
4 ,

. '

e

.
,

. .

Although most time was spent on domestic government as ap,issue in 1960
,

. .,.... . .
.. 0

and 106 (cf, Table 1)s the 'issue was discussed in many more dieensions by
. ../

T . *

.

candidates in 1960. Nearly one-fourth of Nikon's goverfimentalfsdbjects (24%)

.. ,

relate to`concrete government actidn --- eittier congressional or executive.
. .

In contrast, Kennedy demons 'lessless concern with actifm (3%), concentrating
/

instead on abstract topicl concerning ,the nature ofsttie political system and,
.

iii. .
sf .

. ,

t

O \justice within that S)7SteM.ri.i.xOn -
s oncerns, and his underlying conception.'e

we .t cI
\

.
. 4.

Or tile political..system, in ci

. ...

r words, seems tevbe with politicaa processes of

4.;tA

0
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,

subsystems (such as the executive branc or Congress), while Ketinedy cip oriented

more to the status of theelatger political system.

Kfferences between candidatesin,197 arenot so clear cut as in 1960,-

4

but the popular Tweedleidum-Tweedledeeanal gy does not fit. Carterappears

more action - oriented than Ford (25% vs 1'6%) and more leadership oriented than

Ford(25% vs 15%), reflecting greater conce n with trie processes or "nuts

and bOlts",of governmeTA machinery. 'Ford for his patt, tends to deal, with the

scope and structure of government.'

. ,

.
In Table 3, all dandidates'Aiscussions of economic& are /seen to cluste4

arbund specific aspects of policy, as regarding 'Inemployment and inflation.

But-differences exist betweg candidates. :For Kennedy, economic issues stand
. a . .. *. .

independent of government actiion. Nogovernment

1

action, system or leadership

. . ,4=,:"
stibjectq accompany Kennedy's economic discussionto 'some extent, this./ implies.

7

1 ,.

a belief that economic problems can be solvedtechhically without regatd to AL
. .

the political processes necessary todeliver the answeribiNixon appudntly

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

-reflecting'on leadership qualificatiops and partisan issues, generally regarding

the role of government in economic policies. For the'1976 candi4ates, differences '

a

/

are present; but again to a lesser extenttlianip-1-96-0.- CAL" r the :Democrat;

reveals a greater linkage of economics to political questions than does Ford.

Inteestingly:across all candidates, with the exception of Nixon's concern with

unemployment, no candidate suggests an economic policy relying exclusively on

,
one or two concerns. 14

Beyond looking at major- topics and subjects discussed by . candidates. we examined

.

tyeir comments relevant to political participation (Table 4). Although groups are

.(TABLE 4 HERE)

-not mentionedas political actors out of .proportion to the lkngthl of the ,

4
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A

, debates in 1960 and 1976,0 thing is clear: the Democratic Candidates reveal

a greater concern for' group than the two Republican candidates. Kennedy and.
.

...
.

Carter, whose concern for v rious groups (and for courting their votes) was
.

populariOed during the campaigns, mentionepolitical groupg as mdch, Or more

. .

often than their Republican oppontnts inif0ery category except economic actors;

'Thus it.'appears'that keniedy nd Carter are or'i'ented more toward multi-PaCeted,

4
pluralistic political coalitions or groupings, while Ford and,Nixon are on

more toward strong economic actors or institutions sharing or resolving. social

problems.

Table 5 presents specific polijcal actors named in debateby the\Ttlir

candidates. Overall, Kennedy demonstrates most,ccincerne with a variety of_polttical
- . .

.

actors (n.--40). A

(TABLE? 5 HERE) '

*c ',
. , .

,

THe other candidates name about the same number of political actors (26 ta 27);other ,

\ .4 ... .

but branches of government in which these actors serve differs; suggesting
..

...... .

further dirgnces in.candidates' construction of political reality.' Notably,

$

.o'

none of the candidates is much concerned about the "people" as politital .-

. . h.
.

t

-.
,

actors:. In particular, the data at this Point do Riot support Carter's-alleged .

. I'

populism. Of interest too, is the extent tqwhich the candidates' perceptions
_

4 .

.
. ,

of actors in government seem to reflget their experiences. Kennedy refers to
. A

a
. % ...

the executive and legislative branches with nearly equal frequency. Despiie
.

'

his aspirations to an executive position, he discupses Congress, the source %

.

his experiences and hiSqualifications for leadership. Nixon, however, as a

o --

member of the executive branch, refers ta that branch in nearly two-thirds of

7. 0 his specific references to political actors and twice as often ;as he refers

to the legislative branch over 'which he partially presided as dice- President.
,we, -a

.9-
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T
A

IP .

, . ....

Both Kennedy And Nixon, having served in both the HOuse
,

and Senate, generally

e 41 .

distiliguish between those branches'while makfng statements, about Congress.

Carter, with no federal legislative experienpe refers more generallyj'tO'Congres

.

.

... Ford, as a former muse'minoOty leader, and i9.conjunctikn).with rviceak
Y

ViCe-President and President, often discusses the Hotise and nate jointly. °

. , . .

. ,

Further, despite' the fact that he had been President_ for over two' years,, he
...

.

.-
. ,

. ..
,;., .."

mentions Congress in nearly two-thirds of his references to :political actors.
.

,
. .

. . .

With respect to Table 5, two items warrant special mention. First, the

infevency of mentioniu the Supreme Court is striking, Given .wide criticism

.
. _,/

of act vast courts for the past-few decades and an increa g scope of decisions
or . ..

. . ,.. .
.

.
in both the Warren and Burger Courts, more.commenta 6n theCouri'migh"t-haVe- been

. . 4--

. , .

expected. The candidates, through ia).1i,re (with one excelPtion) to discuss the
..0 . \

. .

.

..,------1-- .

Court perhapreveal theit belief in the independenceof the judici*ary as a

t

third branch Of government. As a final> note, the Democratic candidateedemonstrate
N 5

O . 1

. a greater concern with state and local government. .Despi4e)popuIar'conceptions
...1 Z

' .'

of Republicans as mbre favorable to state and local tOntrol and decentralized .`

.

,

.

, ,

,
,

.-

.
...

government, neither Ford nor Nikon mentioned states and localities es much as

iit ,

, , .
. c. \

,
1 .

Kennedy and'Carter. . .
,

(TABLE 6 HERE)

.. . $

1., .. .
,

0,0
.0 -,

..

.
Furthermore (Table 6) Kennedy and Carter make more references to places /-N

- ,

.
. .

and regions than Nixon and Ford. Specificcities, states, and regions are
. _ . .

. .
_

. ./

fit less

.

often into the topics discussed by the Republicans -than by the

Democrats who reflect a tendency to'humaniie'the political system. In Partien-
.7

...../...
pr, d -is .

. r, Forshow a very parochial view, while Carter (despite 'oft-cited

' ."-(a .
. liP

.
.

( lack Ofexperience in foreign affairs) more often refers to regions -of the

world. Recalling that both the first 1960 and 1976 debates were limited to

questions,on domesticpolicies, Kennedy Nixon bothsaw foreign implications for

.1 '
.

1 0'



domestic politics more often than, Carter and Ford: .

- . ,
(TABLE 7, HERtr..

, ------
.

':,o

The political-histo;ica; context to which the candidates refer is summarized,
%

. ,

. .

)

.,

in Table 7, where 'it appears that some candidates are more familiar with 'George
f

SantayafiaYsremark that "those wh o cannot remember the past

e,

. peat it" than are others kennedy, -for exampte, M4es references to
.

, ,

r

events more than five years in the past more than twice as_much as Nixon.
..,-

-._ .
.

.

other candidate relies
.
on such historical

4
references:, but other patterns emerge

...
.

...

''./

f-'

to- -suggeil the philosophy through which candidates V. forevents. Caster fo cox -___ (

.
,.

ample, mentions. any specific events (despite his popularly alleged vagueness
,

. 1 s

e cohdenmdd to re'-

.

and waffling) and maintains an overriding concern w it h war. Watergate, pereived

by Ford himself in election post-mortems. to be a crucial'isgue, is metuioned,by

, 0 .
.

Carter, but not extensively. Both Ford and Nixon, repregenting incuMbent.adminis-
:

,

-strations, refer less often to historkal events. ;AkitiOnally, there iS'fUrOer.

evidence of Copcern'ior the' executive branch and its responsibility. Carter

refers to previous,admilnistrations thirteen times compared 'to Ford and Nixoh's

4

ur-en one-fil-r--Kenn'ed r . .' y \
.

,

1'14 1112 . A
.

%.

Tables 8 and 9 preSent,a listing of the actors and sectors intne economy
.

,

., (as a,political,issue) mentioned .bAkthe 'candidates, pecivi,ding fdrther infoimation'
I .

On candidate philosophy,

.
. (TABLE 8 HERE

- ,..

A

.
, 1

4...
A.

Na.
.

. In rabic? 8, Kenti eedy is shown to mention economic actors in lyfive
.

48 6 4 %

topics, suggesting an orientation toward political solutions tb economic
Ai..

.. problems. Howe4r, his references'apA22 across intivate and public ins&tutions

.

and individuals. Nixon, W6 mentions economic sectors twice as often as ,

. 1

,.

. 4
, , r

...Kennedy,.aeems more attuned to the'public 'Sector as an economic actor. 0
. -

.
. t ,'

.

- 111. '" '/ 11
.
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- wt.
t

Carer's coMbined with an apparent 'interest in the Private sector.

10.

He nevers mentions the public sector alone, and in eleven of thirteen ,topics
,

6

. ,
.

. A. -.,'
referencing economid'aCtors,/indpidualS are referred to speoifica/ly. FOrd,

/ .
. , -

,-- . 6 eo+' .

Although he' mentions economic actors in more topics than any other candidate,
.,

. .

distributes his references across all sectors. .

, .. 41, -

-,..

(TABLE 9 HERE)

/5111'6, 6

,
-... . . . ..

..

In Table 9 catergoriiing economic actors mentioned by candidates,-few
. ,

..,-
1 .

. .
.

, , ,

specifics are attache to finedy's economics. Again-Nixoa and Ford demon-

.

strate art orientation'toward government. Carter once more shows ayopulit
,

, . , . ,

?
orientation, with over '2,per cent of his referenges to cpeople

,

as ec4 monoic'

actors, Compared With 16 ger dent f81r Nixon and 31 per cent for Ford. More - ,

. . . , . .

'.. , . 6

over, and again.in-contrast.to the ,criticism as being. uncertain ..'
.. :

I s.,

and
t . .

ad vag sue,'he Mentions seven different private sector actors for a total Of
...-

i

.tt

;.,

s

% . .

twept 'compared ttthtee actors for Ford,.for a total.of.%ightftiEes.

. .
t (._ , A. .

Some -SpecUlative Concldsion$
,

-,

,
'.. 4' 4 '

. .
---4' ria.itisan-shi-p- may-be --deelining!among, --erg- nowadays for a number- ol 'e, sons,

. .

. .

but one of the more _interesting sugg ons is
4
thai Wide ,use of tejevisiOn

.,

-...

YI

/news useculzed".politics, and made Lt non' partisan (Robinson; °19777. Our
. s , , ,' ," . -...

.
,

.

0
data suggest'tb some extent that party differences Still ex'st, and that de-

,

. . ,; t .'
1.

,

.: specific political philosophies, the Democratic candidates do'haye a greater.
. ., /

7.
bates underscore these differences. While no two. candidates have the same

concern for groups, for diverse regiong pf the country, for the lessons ofV,
histov, and for social change than the RepubliCan .dandidat es,Mo h of whom

expressed more concern for the limits of fedeartpower, the capability of

1, private economic institutions for socF al,dban ge,anOless government activism.

1Z 0/'

/

'
11166,
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.

On the basis of only four candidaues' statements, of course, the data do not
r

,,achieve significance in'a stgdstical sense; but they are suggestive and tenta-

tivi'avidence of meaningful diffvences among politicians and between political ,

r

parties. Differences between politicans from the same party still existing:
-

we ask:'What,is each candidate's political philosophy according to analysis

of debate discussion? And, what do the dat syggest about performance in

of ce?
,

e0

0

For Kennedy, the data suggest ail abstract, conceptual approach to govern-

ing, tempered with an understanding of the:pluralistic nature of the system,
rr

which would lead to predictions of an active yet practical'presidency,,o[feringc

new initiative. Nixon's' statements reveal a more "political" ach to

governing, with specific% concern for,OolitiQal processes within government,

possibly at the expense of outside group pafticipation. Forecsts of a Nixon

presidency, at ReasCin.71960, would suggest few botd Initiatives, and'a tendency
p '

to propose programs likely to pass Congress./ Were we to predict 'how each would
4'

govern, therefore, we would suggest that Kennedy would be more likely to offer

broad programs(e.g., a New'Frontier?)"while Nixon would direct his atteritiOn

to'specifics, within a statusqub framework. ..

.

Carter's philosophical underpinnings are those of a manager, for the data
.

. i
''''

s.!

Z. ,- -t

.dembnstrate.a c- oncern for leadership and executive control, suggesting that
. .

.

,

groups are best served through executive leadership. Predictions.might be
t

for confrontationbetween the President andCongress, and for so much managerial
s .

om^. -
\ ..-.

on-cern ,that pglicy initiatives would sufer'Nlord's view of the system seems
.1 .

.

to be limited in terms of activity, He implies that Congress should be at the

corerof policy., Thus a less dynamic and somewhat.stagnant presidency would be

Ipredicted.
.

J -

These prognostications, of course, are after the fact. Neither do, they
.

--;/.

offet specific-guidelines as to how a candidate once elected; would act on



.

any given problem. ,But they.do suggest how candidates view the politlical.a4otem.

\

4

.

.
and political issues, as well as candidates' personal qualities and

4

beliefs,;

candidates'

Candidate philosoph of course is only one of many components voters. may

use in developing 'their perceptions of candidates. SurveY researchers, poli-

tical scientists,.and communication ,researchers are considering other
.. 4

of candidates -0 ileip answer crucial Questions in democratic government. In ,e

aspects

time, by (1) further developing measures of candidates including issues stands,

image, and philosophy, and (2) combining these measures with measures of 'public,

perceptions, political-Communication researchers may progress further toward

understanding performance in bffice and consequent support for elected leaders.

4.

1 14

4
. .

12.
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TABLE . TOPICS- RAISED BY CANDIDATES IN DEBATE

I

33 3

TOTAL -104 101% .1,

: .

*RO`Unding -error

Conduct of_ foreign

affairs

*RO`Unding -error

AI

4,

31 , ., 56 -) 40

IriflatiOn : - / ',:i 6 '''. 6 : 8, % , ,6
. .

..j1 ., N ,..,

Unemployment ..r 0 0 :12 . '9
l

.i. . Ced '.
National ecbuomy',,-., 14 14 28 N *-.20 -...,

M .e , Y.

Social services 2 . 22 8 '6
...,

CiVil rights and , ... : ... ( J
liberties , .

0 0 %- 0 1 0$

Justice 3 3 3 2

Energy :

. 3. 3 7 5

Security 1,
. 5 , 5 0 0

'Defense . -..3 3 - 0 6

AI

: .

;

J.

TOTAL -104 101% .1,
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Table 2. SUBJECTS MENTIONED BY CANDIDATES IN REGARD TO DOMESTIC
GOVERNMENT AND PUBLIC OFFIGIWCS:,

4,1

e

Action
Congress
Eltecutilie

System
Preservation

Kennedy
n % .

1

'Legal rights . 9'

Gov't morali y

Leadership
Partisan ip 6 18
Qualif ations 5 15'

,

Scope
Gov size 2 6

Go, t structure

°

O

ut
Programa-

1.

Resources
Energy
Consarva4on 1 3

.
%

Economics /'

_,Unemployment
GNP, Growth
Taxes '

,System
Inflation
'Fed. spending

Foreign
Security., 1 3 1 4

perenses' 2 6

#2.

2

3

3

6

/

Carter ' Poyd
n ,1

1,; 6 2 10
3 19 5

4 1.
.

. 6i,
"

,2

r

10

3 10 '2 13, 3 15
2'

°

8 2 13

T.

12
- 8

-1 6

10
10

5 20, 2 10
1 4

1

..

.\ 13 2 - 10

1 6

r 1 5

1 5
1 4"
1 ,4

6 1

6 ' 10

.T.otal 33 99% ' 25 98% 16 100% 20 .100%

. .

unding erro)



TABLE 3.' SUBJECIS MENTIONED. ,BY CANDIDATE AN REGARD TO
ECONOMICS

7 p

Kennedy .Nixon
n

1.
Action .

Kxecutive 1 5
A

.
System,

LeEal rights

Leadership
)

Partisanithip 2 10'

NQualifiiations 2 0

Scope
Gov't size, 2 10

Output.
Programs 1 11 1 5

Quality 1 11
, 0 a

Economics .

Unemployment 1 11 5 . 25

... Gig, Growth .1 11
Taxes '2 22 1 5

System, :1 11 2 10,

Inflaticat 1 11 2 lb
Fed. Spending I 11 1 5

.

Foreign e

/

Security' 1 5

Total. 9- '99% 20 .100%

*Roundipg error

J.;

19
.1

r.

Carter Ford
n 7 n

, a

0

1

2

5.

9

14 4 24

1 6

,..
-

.

1 5 1 6

4 . 18 2 -12 C
2 9

3 14 3 -18 -;,\''

' ,4 18 5 29 '
1 6 '.

C

'22 101% 1/. 10,1%

-

Li

*

0 4
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-TABLE3`4. NUMBER OF TOPICS IN WHIM'!" PEOPLE AND GROUPS
ARE MENTIONEL

.

\17.

.
5

. /
6

t.7 /

Kgnnedy, : Nixon Cartel-0 Ford
O

Presidents . 3 10'

° A s
-,
Foreign 'Leaders 2 1 0 0 '

Fozei'gn Groups '3 3 Q

1c4ological Groups .7 4 4 4

tcoapational Gfirtips 10 10 17 12

Nationality Groups 2 6 4

Social Goup's 7 6 .1 13 8

Bc-onomic ACtors 5 10 , 13 15

Political Actorg 17 10 15 14
A

I a

Total # of topics .18
b

17 24) 23

e-

20

. .-

A

1lip,..

4
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J 18.
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TABU 5. POLITICAL ACTORS MENTIONED .4

4

EXECUTIVE.
Non-pecific
President, Ablin.*
Exec. AgehcieS

Sub,poai1

. -

Kenhdy 'Nixon

,
.2

18

, bt-

'Total

LEGISLATIVE'
Congress. A 4,

Sphate,

Subtotal 16 ./

4.UDICIAr
'Supreme Couit 0,

40

NON-FEDERAL
State. and L'ocal.Gov't 3

The People 3

6

1

e
4

1

3 A

41,

: Carter. Fotd

#

;

2

4 2

5 3

11 7

0

4

ip '

27

fo.!

A 4.

'

6

1
-

1

1

8 15

. 1 0 r

3 1

3 ' _2

6 3

4 s

26 25

1
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k
.47

45f
'10*'

II

, s. *

.

/

19.,

-TABLE1. NUMBER OF TOPICS, IN,WHICH PLACqg MENTI ONED

6
° Kennedy

, ar.

. .-, ...i.

4ixon
...

'111

_Cgrt$r Fors'. .

..

-..,

4
U.S, Cities'and States A ,I.I.

:

14: 111
.

rior

.

Regions of:U.S. 4 1 4, .<, ,r -- 3 1
.. J % 1 ,

Foreign Cities ( 5
: . , 5

,
. 4. 1

Foreign Regions
--.<4

..,
o e -

F

Totl . . 23

4- . .

s:1-EQ

11.
'

41%

ad xtPsr L. Ns 4 10
.1

V ..se

" lu
a

0
ce , p

e

22
,--.

4.-
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TABLE 7. 'EVENTS FAMED' BY CANDIDATES.:

41-tORICAL 'EVENTS

1860 Election
Recession of 1-934
RecessiOn of 19,58
Experience'of'tbe19.20's
Worl,War, II
Deprektion
Watergate .

Vietnam War
Civil War
Cambodia Invasion
Energy Crisis of
Bicentennial

LEADERSHIP, EVENTS

73

Truman Administration_
Eisenhdwer Administration
Kennedy Administration

.L.Johnson Administration

p

Nixon Administration
Ford Administration
Damocratic Administrations
Republican.Administatiow

Total-

4

ti

,

Kenndy Nixon

11

6

2,3

. 20.

0

2

2

Carter . Ford

3.
2

1

1
. /4.. 1. ..

\ /-
2 ,

. 1

. 2 2

7

c,

.

111

26 7

a



'TABLE' 8. SPECIFIC ECONOMIC ACTORS ^MENTIOttp WITHIN TOPICS

Private Institutions
Public Institut.iOns
IRaiyiduAls

`t.. -'
..

PiN.vate4and Public
Public an,d Individual
Private and /ndividual
Private, Public, Indiv .

4

NuMber of, Topics in
Which Economic,
Actors Mentioned

* oL

. 4

10,

Keehedy Nixon Carter 'Ford

'k;
.

1 .1
2 6
1 1

1

1,

---.

1

<

5 10 3.

,

'ok

4

24

214;

'3 42

3 '4 3

"
a

13 15

a
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\ABLE 9.

Gbvernment

.

. ,
.

ECONOMIC SECTORS ilENTIONED BY 'CANDIDATES

Feidiral
State and Local;,,
Special Interests-

. /

Sec rs
riculture:

abor.
industry
Manufacturing
SmallBusiness

Kennedy

.1o." .

Nixon

0

..

/
- -1

/'
.2'

1

-/ 0

1

- 0'

0

11

1

0 1
b
0

0.-

22.

Carter-, ford

,

. 2 10 ,

0 t-- -7 0

0

3 10'
q

-

.2
.

0 ,

3 = .1

3 2

ow ,' 1 0

1 . 0 .

Finance, Corps.
Construction

People 4.

b.

0

..

,

,,

.

1 7'84

-'2

f

5.'

0
4"

4

0
0
o,

0
0

7

1
.

2

0
,0

. 0

PI

20

2 .

5

3
.

4,..--

3
.

0 .

8

tO
..
Op

1-

O.

7

0

Lov Income?
Middle Income
Hih-Income
Taxpatrers_
Consumers,

Total:

5
.

_18

17

'40

73

*h.

9

4.
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