A TS

. jecll!!ﬂijgﬂ! BRI N
- Lo e cs 502 iska,;_ S

s ﬂi! :e{,

. meye, derry K.i Bryski; Brude G- T .
 Aecident and, Desigm: Implications of Techidcal and
"’ runctional Pactors of Network Television Coverage .of ,

&

. ‘the Ford/Carters Presidentisl Debates:
T 18p.s ‘?aagprgianted gj tie Xnnual Neéting of the .
"~ eastern CoOMaunicatidn Misoclation (Boston, S

= ' samsachusetts, Hsrch 16-18, 1978)

b
-

' E-$0.83 HBC-$1,67 Plus Postage. . : ,

. -udiences; Audiovisual Comsunication; “Broadcast .

© talevisioni Coamercial Television; *Debate; *Hedia
* rechiology; *political Issues; #proddction’ : e

: 13 jech Commun g;gt?”: Telewision S

. *Presilential Cawpaigns .. -~ =~

w = .

*

gion camera shots in the three

vere studied according to type,

pe whether the images presented by ~

- ed the audience's perception/of the . <

. candidates, ding -3ebate ‘Tules, éach candidate was allowed
‘thtee aimutes to ansver a gquestion apd two minutes for follow up on
an opponent's question; an overall evaluation revealed that Pord was
‘msked@ 13 follov up questions, vhile Carter was asked ~-10, and that _—

~Pord- mpoke on casera elght aad a balf minutes longer than Carter. .

- This time discrepancy was explained by the different rates.of

. ‘spesk ¥ng of the-men. The camera shots;for each candidate vere

- muslymed as follows: the most obviocus ‘8itigle shot was the talking

. head/shoulders isage with little variation bétveen men; in reaction
shots, Cafter projected a positive isage while'Ford projected a '
-negat ve—bdme; im shots vhere one man answered vhile the audience
observed. the other, Carter was shown reacting to Ford more

- freguently; and in camera shots where -neither man vas talking, there
was no advartage given to either candidate. The camera shots for all

. three debate -were judged as fair £o both candidates, whether by

' meceident or desigm. (Data tables are appended.) (MAI) '
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Like the Hixcn/Kennedj presldentlal aabates of 1960, the Fardjcartéf ;

13

© “event fram a varlety cf perspectlves. If you were one Qf the Esti—.‘

matsd one hundred mlll;cn Paapla wh@ watched the qua/Carte: éebates,
_fgj

' yau mayeremember the iallaw1hg 1ntr§auct;cgfiby Walter Crank;t3p the

 CBS'anéharman; and Edwin Newman:, the ABC regarte:amha m@deratea the

E
=

A . v

St Good evén;hg. Tonight h;starlc event was ﬁrganlzed by the

-Léague of Women Voters. The candidates will: be: gquestioned by’

i*\ ~a panel of three reporters chosen’ by the League after consul ta~-

tion with the c¢andidates. Other ground rules tonight prohibit
“the television networks from showing the reactions of the B

~ invited audience in' the theater and limit coverage to pool
B&meras. The eventr&s ab@ut to begin.

Gﬁéé evening. I'm Edw;n Newman, maaeratcr of this first debate
of the 1976 campaign between Gerald R. Ford of Michigan,
Républlcan candidate for President; and Jlmmy Carter aE Georgia,
Demcgratlc canéldate for Pres;dent._ Co

'Tan;ght‘s debate focuses on domestic issues and economic
policy. .°. . Under the agreed rules the first question will
go to Governor Carter. That was decided by the toss of a coin..

- Heé will have up, to three minutes to answer. Oné follow-up
question will be permitted .with up to two minutes to reply. .
i‘.Pres;dent Ford will then have two minutes to respond. ®The next
question Will go to President Ford with the same arrangements

and, questions will continue to be alternated between the

_.candidates. Each man-will make a three-minute statement at the

S end, . Governor Carter to go first.  President Ford and Governor
Carter do:not have any ﬁDtES or prepared remarks with them

g this evenlng T

\Thus. from the very fIrst introductions of the presidential debates,

there was an obvious evidence of rules. In fa:t, the preparation

for the debates by the League of Women Voters focused on such things

)



;ach, thé timiﬁé, ﬁhe fi,_i;
- Et:t‘ﬁn EE paneliﬁﬁ\g,/mgderatars\ the prt:c;eéural :ules Df the - / :
‘ ﬂébate’itsebf, the eaverage hy the telev ion netwgrks, and a hést 2
éf @ther ﬂanélderatians;. Alﬁhaugh there was clearly much plénnlng; ' ’
? the real test was the actual telav;sed Pf@ducts=what was made ava%ls
;abla to the televlslan aualence. ‘One feature af the televised /
' »prcauct ha; ‘been 1gnareé- the variéus'implicatisns af~the‘cameré/." \
] 5h§tsg‘ Shé:efége, We are SPEGificallf'eaﬁéEEned with theetypég
;fﬁ g@ffeéugncy?.gmdjiﬁratiemﬁaf camera shots used during the three | = :
*Fcrdféarteri&ebaﬁES;l ! : \
| Qér basic assumptian:thrgég, ut this ﬁaper is that the 1fEerént

which could have affected the audiences' perception of the candidates.

For example, we were interested in seekingkanswers to such questiéns as: (

debates? Which camera sh@ts were the most frequent? Which ¢andidate was
"on camera" for théAgreétést amount of time? What variance of camera

F -

shots occurred for each candidate for each of the three debates? What

.

was the frequency and,&urati@n of specific camera shots, e.g., reaction

‘Shétgﬁ Aﬁd, £hr§ughéﬁt all of these quesﬁi@nsi we w@nderéﬁ héw the
camera shpts compared for eachicandiéate for each of the three debates
and in what ways the caméfa shots #ariea?

; Of course, some QEQEhE camera:shéts we were igterested in were

1 3

not zamparablé within a single debate, but rathef, comparable only
w;than the gantexﬁ‘of all. three debates combined. For example, when
a camera shét 1ncluded b@th caﬁdldat at the same time or when the =




VVV—. . " - ’ \ : s - R ) s
Ehgfcamera shats d;a ngt lnvalve\elther candldate (e.%’; when the

yg‘”f=€Eacus was. on an 1né1v1§ual panel;st, the mcﬂeratafE ar the full

fbt 'ipgnél of questlanEES) camparlscns cquld only be made across the

S ;g:ee 53§arate debat s.;f' T | ’iﬁ{ g o o )

o
_canﬂldate ‘image by focusing on nanverbal features of the Ford/Carter
'debates.z A dlrect—feed VldEQ—tapE of the three Ford/Carter debates
wvas made Qith a calibrated timing.device super=iﬂp@sed.gnrthe bﬂtt@m

xfﬂﬂ';?i ﬁhé~s§feen fé:rthis=ea§1iervpaper:ftﬁese same tapes served. the

!*&ﬁréSéﬁt étﬁdy;,!Thas} as each camera¢ shot was presented, an accurate

\\‘: :ecézﬁ-was made éf the type, f:eque?éy; and duration. J

Flndlngs énétpi%;ggsicnl According to the aegate rules estab-
- I o o =« . L :

'llghEd by the ieagué, each candidate was alf%w%d three minutes to

answer each gugstion, two minutes to answer any follow-up question,

I 4 X , W X R . L
- and his opponent was allowed two minutes to respond. So,.one of the

. b % = ! . : - - i
first questions we asked was: Which candidate took advantage of these -

time periods to maximize his on-camera speaking times? And, which
candidate was asked the most follow-up questions by:the,paneliéts?‘

o Table-l provides comparative data for on-camera speaking times and
N I . ‘

;’ also provides data r’the number of féllaWaup questjons posed to each

' In;Debaté-I both, Ford and Carter were asked fivé:féll®w=up
‘ -questlcnsé in Debate 1I Ford was asked four and Carter three; and in’
threé

;Debaté III Ford was akéd four and Carter two. ;Thus, aar@gsiall

idebatéé} Ford received thlrteen fDllGW up questlcns to Carter's ten.




~caused an inte

4
‘ﬁeliéts'tb*ask fq}fg;—up "

apber- of suéh fclicwéup quegtiéns.'
"‘;(i-é,,-ﬁ;t\gie&ét,rmined)zr We.can only speculate

3§ to thg reaséﬂ.fﬂr the ﬁé%iaﬁcéi: ?thaps the diffe:ence in the
= - e i |
number of fallaw—up qugst;cns suggests that . Fard S answer% were nat
/
suff;clently clear, thus prgmptlng the;panellsts to askffallgw—up

‘

'questi@nsi_ This Ggrta;n;y WES_thE case in Debate II whgn Ford stated

that “there is no Séviétéddﬁiﬁatign:éf Fastern Europe." Max Frankel ' -

Df the New York T;mes p:dbahly ielt:camyelleé to éeek“clarifieaiiaﬁ;‘

. in a fallqgiuP quésthn ' of ceurse, thé paﬁel;sts also cauld have

s

requested follow-up questi®ns meraly for the sake of their an,ega
Q . v . ) H . T :

or to increase thei: exposure on national félavisian

v l

Thé quest;@n Df the maxlmum use c::f tha avallable time per the

@ -

canﬂléates is answered by Table 2 We find that Ford used more

S e S G S et e i S T T T e e T T R e e e e i e e S s e e o S e e e e S e

T < | TABLE 2 about here

3 N
L

S . A , L ; . . ;
of his allotted time in each of the three debates.. Across all three
éébétes, Ford actually was speaking on-caméra for ‘505 seconds (or ab@ut

Es'minutgsj longer than Carter. Agéin, we speculate on the reasons for

this différén;egv Carter S%@ke between 22% to 27% faster than Ford.
Cagter averaged 164-176 words per minute to Ford's more deliberate
128-133 words bég minute. Thus, bécaﬁse of Carter's faster speaking

rate, he wés able to use 12% more words in 1l% less time than Ford.

Infééﬂiti@n the accidental audi@-bfeék durjng the end of Debate I

3

ruption of Carter's answer; he was cut off in mid-

sentence and when thé auﬂié was restored, hegméd? inyﬁa brief comment.

And, Carter sufpfisédgmany during Debate III when he was asked if he

H ®

#
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' ‘had a gesponse (twd minutes were available to him)ianGEEﬁiﬁg Férd‘

o answer tQ a questlgn dealing Wlth h;s 1nvelvement in Watergate!r Carter
. K P

;simply replleé !"I dbn t haVE any respcﬂse. In retraspect ith;s was
! ' 1

pérhaps wi§éastrategy faz gartgr; It_seeméd tp sugggst'that Fard's
.  answer was So QSVigﬁély weak that it was unnecessary to tven comment

further.

- : / , ) ! , B , - f;—é‘ -
: ?he~m3§t obvious feature of the camexa shots was when eagh of

the candidates was answering questions or provi ing responses. T'The
o ;1 A , *iir = 7 * .
¥ . dominant camera shot was the Yamiliar talkfng he:

;net unljke watching one of the ‘comment

news. For variation, the directors

candidate so that one could see’ the head7Shoulders/hands.  .And, there

was some instances in Debatés IT and JXII where the director z@amed out
v f% |
even further so that the tqlev;gﬁan imagé pIQVlded the audience' was

*

that GE sitting on the very frent row lcay}ng over the baﬁks ‘of the
paneiists- ’cheve;, as Tablg 3 clear%y ;nd;;atés, there was little
, ) L «.

variation and the dominant one was probably as it should have been;

:the'h%aéfshauldérs shot of the individual candidate talking. It is

a_sgaaﬁsé_g;;s_ﬁsigéésajrsgggggggﬁﬁ,gqggﬁﬂ_§_=5==__gggggxz__=gn—agesa
TABLE 3 about here

-] ‘ B

‘?ai**’ﬁs““éggaﬁi!?’_’Eéﬁﬁii’ﬁ”’gg”’-**"‘*”’”iJ’=="E”’E”’f*’ _______

amera shots

clear from Téble 3’ that thereﬁwas gfeat'céngigtency in the
af;the individual candidates while answering questions or prqviding
resgaﬁsesj For example, across all three debates, the head/shoulders
camera shct.far Ford totaled 89 minutes compared to 88 minutes :Ear3
‘carterggthé heai/sh@uldé:s/hénds caméra shot for Fard was 14 minutes

.0 Carter's 12 mlnutés, and the headfshaul@grs/hands (frcm behind the

\
Q & !

& -
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paﬁalists badk) tataled l m1nute fct Fnrd to g mlnute ‘for Carteri

. V4 : :
*iﬁhere as gfeater var;ance in Debatas II and III in terms of Ehe

; types Gf-eame;a shots férxinéiv1dual candiaates while talkingi we

5peculate that thls prgbabLy is-a function of the various directors

51nce each af the debates was the resp@n51b;11ty af a different

major network (ABC, CBS, ﬁEg)_ But clearly, asiiﬁdlcated,in Table 3,

the AEc director omitted the zoom out shots of the individual candi-

*

dates entirely. The literature on nonverbal research clearly demon*

- - : . R .. i .
’ » stratés the lmpértance of facial EXPIEESiEﬁ; Basically, nonverbal
communication can actzgp repeat, gontradlct substitute, ﬂ@ﬁplémént,

accent, and Iegulate the ve:bal ccmpahent gf messagesgg And, since

the fagial expression is the nost important of the nonverbal cues,

the tightér;hégd/shauldafs camera shots would seem to be advantageous

to the candidate, but the one minute difference across all three

=
[

v aebates is mot significant.

3 : f . V o d 3 : . : .
Perhaps one of the most iﬁté:esting "accidental" functions of
the vazlﬁus camera shots used in the débates involved candidate

‘:réactlcﬂ-shats. Almost all of the ﬂebategahmmentaries and criticisms

fecused at gne time éﬁ another on candidate image. We suspect that

much of thls Lmagéry is based on the single candidate féECtlQﬂ jlgts,,g

s\
1. ey thase Lnstances 1n Whlch one candidate was answerlng a question

or: Presentlng a response and then the camera SWLtEhEd to the cpP951ng

canéldate to project his ncnverbal reaction. Table 4 provides compar-

¥,

ablé d%ta oh single candidate react;an shots. It should be remembered

3t -
o ey T e o o e i S o e R o e s S A = =
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.that the receiver's pe;&éﬁfi@ﬁiana interpretation of nonverbal cues

T -takes place Q; ¥ rapldly. Thus,agFen though it ﬁight aggear that -:, .

the frequency aﬁé éuratﬂﬁn af the eact;an sh@;s summarlzed in’

_ _ "
> Tablé 4 are tga llmlted ‘to take o much ;mp@rtance, we take the

~—
cppcslte vlew. we feel thaglthe o actlcn shats cémprlse perhaps the

most m%marable projected imagery pf the candldates, In Débate I,

' cartér had 4 iéécéian'shats to Fird’sbé and in Débataslli; Carter
“had 4 react;@n shets fﬁ’FGIﬂ'S 14 Only in Debate II did Ford have ‘.

ﬁdmare reactlgn sh@ts than CE:ter, Fara had 16 and Carter haé 4. A
?rev;ew of the v1ﬂe@ tapes canv1fces us that in general the réagt;gn

shots of Carter_pr@jected a‘pos't;ve image Whllé the:re§cg§bn shots-

s

—

of Ford projected ‘a negative image. In terms of duration, when the
reaction shots are sﬁﬁmedtf@r sach candidate acrgss all three debates,

Ford had- total reaction shots for a ;Qtaf af 1 minute, 33 secands
11

L 3 * &

and Carter had 22 total reactl n sh@ts Ear a total of 2 mlnutes,

seeanés. Agaln we emphas;se tﬁat the 38 seconds dlfférenc% may seem -

insignificant, bqt;nanverbal ues are perceived very rapidly. We also

réalize that another point of|view can be taken here. That view is = ™

that even when one considers [that ncgvérbal EHES{EEE indeed transmitted

frequency and duratjon is so small that

rapidly; the variance in both

not knaﬁ whether the slm;la'lty of. the frequency and duration of the
réaétiaﬁ shots are due t@ E?CJéEDt or design, but we a:knawledge that
n- both are much closer and more s;mllar than we expected or pemembered.
-And, the fagtlthat we "remembered"” E:eater differences suggastﬁjfhat
our earlier expressedEview, i.e_, éhat th@se!38'secan§s of diffET2;Eé

P F

are significant, has some merit.

SN 4]




- the same time. Th

.This.ane ynvolved a wide . shot which inc;gdeé both candidates at

vf‘Tﬁéré'w?sAanéthé:'tyée of :é@ctiaﬁfshaf used in the debates.

us, while one candidate ‘was answering or respond-

 Rin§{*th§*éE§iéﬁcé could see the ;eaﬁﬁign_qf the opposing candidate.

:  $éblée5 indicates. that Ford received zzupf,thesé "dual® reaction

R

. o

-

= . g s T .

TABLE 5 about here . )

S e e e s S S S S WG S e S T i e S e S A S S SN S M MR N W e S e S e e S e e G S S

-

received 27 such reaction shots for a total of 5 minutes and 25

" which presented Carter reacting to Ford more frequently and for a
g A ; ; ) 1 y an

greater Quration of ‘time than Ford reactimg to Carter. If we are

correct in assigning positive values to reaction shots,

was definitely favored here. -

Thera wgsiagathérrcameré shot that included bﬁth candidates at

secopdg. Thus, there was a difféten;e.afvz minutes and 1l seconds

_ﬂghggsﬁﬁgtna,tgtalmgﬁﬂ3;minntes@aﬁ§+1Aaag;§nﬁs_aﬁamthatMCaﬁté:ﬁw#,; B

then Carter

the same time. _However, these shots were taken when the candidates

were not talking. ‘These shots served primarily to provide the audience

'with the context of the physical surroundings and typically took place

"at the begipning of each of the debates and at the end of each of the

debates. In addition, during the long audio breakdown éf=tﬁe first

debate, thé director selected this camera shot so that the audience

could watch both candidates éimﬁltaneau%lyi Tablgfé provides the data

TABLE 6 about here
N A

o o g WS S M e S e N e e e X S e RS S A A SRS S M TG M = eSS e S mmd NeE m W mag e mE s A et e

s W T e, h a an Ny e T P g =

the accidental audio breakdown of -Debate I, it is interesting to note

.10

H

fcrvthésé camera shots. Even though the figures are inflated due to



M
ol

—thgt*the’“zﬁﬁﬁméﬁﬁm shats'Tflrst, frcm behlﬂé the panelfsts backs ;

ana second frcm behlnd the audlencé's back) were ccmpleteiy amltted

1n Debate I and weré used spa:;ngly 1n Debates II and III Slﬂ;e.

bath canéiﬂates wvere sh@wﬁ slmultaneausly in these camerg shcts,

Epthe;e is no campaﬁable data and, no advantage to either cana;date. Lo

}panelists. and of the médéﬁatcr! Table 7 reflects the'f;équensies

‘and the durations of these camera shots.

" Finally, there was one particularly unusual camera shot used;
: ‘ ! , (
: i

" it occurred only in Debates II and III. 'Table 8.reflects the data

TABLE 8 about here

for a camera shgt frém behlnd the*cand;date s baékf a sort of view or

perspectlve as it looked to the ﬂandldaﬁes. Carter received 3 such

camera sh@ts.ln Debate II and Ford received 2 such camera $hots in

Debate IIT.

anclusiéns ' We believe that camera shots as used in the 1976

Ford/Carter debate deserve- Eesearcher s attentlgn Overall, we think
that by accident or d251gn; the directors of the three networks which

’ ¥
»

11
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aé/usrd in: pres;dent;al debates fcr the future g Careful Plann;ng

*

? % ‘ wguld prevent the use af camera shats glv;ng any ﬂne cand;date the_

=

'a&vantage over. the Dther candldaﬁe. ' We bel;eve“that the 1nfgrmatlcn\

AIﬂ th;s paper ¢ can serve tD pglnf'aut pétentlal dangers., As an example,

"we pelnt tg the dlfferences in :eact;an shots in the Fcrd/CartEr debates.

In our Qpln;gn. Cartgr race;vgd some sllght'advantage since he :ecaived

. more ffequ%ﬁt and longer reaction shots than éid.Fafd! . One way to

t-cpmﬁietely elimiﬁate_any!pgésible advantage would bé to use the wide
_— “angl€ camera shatﬂtggt includes both candidates gimultangguslfsthﬁauggut‘ﬂ
{i . tﬁe entire debate sequence. Hawevér, this cure is probably worse than

=

%hé‘ilingss since such a consisten cémera_shét'wéuld be very dull. ‘And,v

"one of the most c@ngigtentiggiticiSms was that the debates were tgaraull,

To add-caﬁ%isteﬁt camera shots wauld,iin‘@ur opinion, add tq the dullness
o : s

and prabably 1nduce a heart attack in Marshall McLuhan.

Yo, We dc helleve that cémmunlcatlan scholars should take.a Séfiéus

look at techn;cal featur%s of such important téléVLSEd events as the
p:es;dentlal debatesi We hope this paper ‘will stimulaté some to caﬁs%éér'

the technlcal featurés of camera shots more seriously.

A}
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TABLE 1

p- 11

t

COMPARISONS OF ON—CAMERA SPEAKING FREQUENCY AND TEMES

DEBATE I

freq. aver)
ansver 6 (2.50)
fol low—up 5 (1.
xés pon se 6 (}(‘.94)

N e

F ansver ' 6 “(2.30)
F follow-up 5 (1.40)
C xesponse 6 (1.80)
¢ summary 1 (3.07)
F summary 1 (4.32)

nurtbers din parentheses equal tine

. SUMMARY OF ON-CAMERA SPEAKING

total

time freq.’

898 (14.97)-
148 (7.47)
698 (11.63)

827 (13.78)
420 ( 7.00)
646 (10.77)
184 ( 3.07)
259 ( 4.32)

7
3

7~ (2.21) 930 (15.50)

7.

4
7
1
1

DEBATE II . DEBAT

total .

F II1X
total v

aver. time - freq. aver,time e

(2.33) 979 (6. 32°)
(.92) 166 ( 2.77)

M

-

(2.24) 941 (15.68)
(1.19) 286 ( 4.77)
(1.80) 757 (12.62)

~) e

(3.25) 195 ( 3.25)
(L.23) 74 ( 1.23)

Ll o

expressed in minu} es

TABLE 2

DEBATE I

Cartex 2176 (36 .27)

Fox=d 2204

(36.73)

numbexs in parentheses equal tinme expressed in minutes

13

TIME PER DEBATE
- "" 7 ,:?-
DEBATE I1I
2097 (34.95
2231 (37.18)
Ty

(2.
(
(2.

(2.
(1.
(X.

(3.
(4.

22) 924

.70) 8& .
03) 853

19) 918
25) 299
78) 746

80) 228
28) 257

" (15.40)
( 1.43)
(14.22)

(15.30)
(4.98)
(12.43)

( 3.80)
( 4.28)

DEBATE III

\\
19 84
2327

(33.07)
(38.78)
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TABLE 3

SINGLE CAMDIDATE SHOTS - WHILE TALKING

I F-1I

F=I c

46
1790
38

head/shoulders Fr equency 33 3
Tot, Daration 2093 208
\ ‘Aver. Duration 63 6

WO W

4
196
49

¢ head/shoul ders fsvéquéncy 7
+  hands Tot, Duration
Aver. Dur;at;icm

@‘Q\‘d
QoOQ

=
head/shoulders Fregquency
hands (£rom Tot. Duration
behind panel ist Aver. Duration
back) '

jaNeNal
Tt
e~

¥ =

- -

duration suns are expressed in seconds

I

C-I1

44

_12. .

F-ITI

31

1720 1476

39

7
287
41

15

47

12

N
"

Combined

I,

24
1330
55

10

640 - 451

53

1
13
13

By

45

14
14

II,1I1.

C=III Tota’

21]
1049].
50

33
1574
48
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< _ | : TABLE 4 e

SINGLE REACTION CAMERA SHOTS

F—

~I c
' Frequency 2
‘9
5.

-1 ]

4 16 14 o1
Total Duration 27 77 68 7
Average Duration 7 5 7

5 5
.

duration sums are expressed in seconds

TABLE 5

DUAL REACTION CAMERA SHOTS
=_ T s r . . . e
F-1 C=f " F~II C-II  F-III
Frequency 0 0 16 14 6

Total Duration 0 0 105 103 89
Average Duration 0 0 7 7 15

duration sums are expressed in seconds

N ii L

F-IT C-II  F-III

%

=

Totals
C-III I,11,11X
4 41
36 224
"9 5

I ‘

Tétals
C~-I11 I,11,111
13 49
222 519
17 11



Camexa Shét
dual shot
of both

- candidates .
head/shoulders

hands

i
dual shot
of both
candidates
from behind
panelists'
back

i
dual shot
of both
candidates

" from behind

panelists'
and audiences'
back

TABLE 6, .

Frequency
Total Duration
Average Duration

g -

Frequency
Total Duration
Average Duratien

q

Frequency
Total Duration
Average Duration

I

22
275
W 12

P
0
Q

—E

(aRal el

duration 'sums are expressed in seconds

16

L

II

3
14

5

8
107
13

21

.11

DUAL CANDIDATE CAMERA SHOTS - NOT TALKING
¥ . ]
" Debate Debate

Debate
11T
-
7
115
16

?,*‘%\ L 3
36
12

16
16

Totals
1,111,111

32
404
13

11
143
13

37
12
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- - Eﬁll

\
Eanéi

single
panel

moderator

single
candidate

shot from
behind back

. TABLE 7

- -

Freg. ¢

Tot. Dyration
Aver. Duration
Freqg.
Tot.
Aver.

Duration
Duration

Freq.
Tot. Duration
Aver. Duration

4

ise

23

TABLE 8

4

D-II
13
46

5

25
430
17

6

© 129
22

UNUSUAL CAMERA SHOTS

Freq. ,
Tot. Duration
Aver. Duration

duration sums are expressed

~I

=~

FULL PANEL, INDIVIDUAL PANELISTS, AND MODERATOR CAMERA SHOTS
: \ :

Combined
Db-I,D-II,D-I1I
Totals

5o

102
5

76
1669
22

22
419
19

Combined
I, I1,I1
Totals

5

52

10

oo H
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! ;The various Eamera éh;ts included (1) head/shoulders,

(2) head/shoulders/hands, iB) dual candidate’ shots while not

talking, (4) sigélé éaﬂﬁ{éate reaction shots, (5) d?él_caﬂdidata

reaction shots, (6)‘dualg§h§t of b@th.candiiates‘héad/sh@uldérsf
hands, (7) duai shot @ffggéh candidates hegd/shoulders/hands/from
bghind panelists' back, (8) dual shét of both candidates head/r
Shéuléersfﬁaﬁds/frémAbehind auéiénce;s back, (9) head/sﬁ@ulders/
hands of single candidate from behindrpa%élisﬁis back, ;1DL single
candidate  shot from behind the candidate's back (i.e., over the
caﬁdiaaﬁé's 5h@u1§er), (11) full panel, ]12);singlé panélisgi and

: (13) maderatér& ’

23ee Gera, M.;GQLéhEEEfS Jerry K. Frye, D. Thomas Porter, and

MichZEl P. Yates, "The Image of the Candidates: A Communication

Analysis of the Ford/Carter Debates I, II, and III,"™ Resources in

-3
Bducation (November, 1977).
" SSee Goldhaber, Frye, Porter, and Yates, p. 4.

45&& Mark L. Kﬂagp,uNénvg;halAgggmuniggﬁignﬁigiﬁumgn,gpﬁéfggipg

(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1972), pp. 9-12.

et

SSQme scholars have looked at camera shots seriously and we
acknowledge some of them here. See, for example, Robert Williams,

Ebﬁ the value of Varying Television Shots," Journal of Broadcasting,

% -

IX, (Winter, 1965), pp. 33-43; Robert Schlater, "Effect of Irxrrelevant

Visual<Cues on Recall of Televised Messages," Journal insrgéﬂgastiﬁg,

H

- XIV (Winter, 1959%4 pp. 63-70.
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