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Exit Polls Reveal More

About Voters' Use Of !ndoracnlnto

A dosen :cooarchoro have atudicd.ncvlpapor ondorocnnnto and their effects in
U.8. elections.” Meny of thooo researchers coup&rod the ondotoo-nnto ‘published by
nevspapers with the votes cast in elections.. locauqo of their -nthodoloyy. the
researchers reported correlations rather than cause-snd-sffect fola;ioinh&po:
Other researchers have conducted phoae }n:orviiy- boforo and after elections.

To learn goto about voters' usé and pﬁrcoptiopl gt endorsements, the authors
of this study conducted exit polls on the day, of the 1984 presidential election.

The previous studies generally a.:qo':hgt endorsements are most effective in
local elections, particularly (1) nonpartisan elections and (2).oloctiond 'itg
large numbers of clndiditoo. !br example: in 1964, Illinois voters selected
all 177 of their state roptooontativ‘o in an at-largo election.  Bighty-five
percent of tho state's voters ‘marked a otraight party ticket. icvdithoiotn.
candidates endorsed by Chicago's Fleld papers rocoivod an average of 24,341
more votes than their non-endorsed opponohto.1 .

McDowell studied the endorsemente that 15 daily ncvuﬁapdri pubiinhod durtni '
the Illinoin election and also found that, "Thooo novlpapato which ‘chose to llk.
specific recommendations to their .‘eaders, particularly in the Chiccso -otropolitln
ares, hid & significent influente on the outcoms.:.." "2 smilarly, Mason found that -
all 40 Republicans endorsed by several newspapers uon. and that ...ondotocltqto '

by themselves provided a winning margin, "3
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Thirty-three candidates entered another unusual election, a mayoral race in
Albuquerque. The city's two daily newspapers endorsed the same candidate, and nain‘
attributed 5 to 7 percentage points "to the editorial endorsements."

Even more candidates -- 133 - entered a Los Angeles olcction for a nev Junio:
College Board of Trustees. Mueller reportod that candidates ondot.od by the. Los
Angeles Times attracted an extra 24,000 votes, and that candidates endorsed by the
smaller Herald-Examiner atéracted an ;¥tta 9,000,

ércgg found tha; endorsements are most effectl ¢ in local elcctionl. Bighty-.
four percent of the iocal candidates endorsed by 1i California dailies won their
elections, comﬂated to 73.8% of the state candid;tes and to 65% of the presidential .
candidates.b Gregg also noted thte; additional trends. First, endorsements for
candidates fron‘a normally rival party ;tc.cspecially ptrsuanivo.' Second, newcComers
who atc,unfamiliat with loc;l 1§sues may be especially dependent upon the endorsements.
Third, "Reader confidence in a nowlﬁapor is important.”

McCombs interviewed 61 voters Eho day aSter an election in Los Angeles and
found that: "The last-minute deciders were the major factor in the outcome. It
1is among this group that editorial endorsements have the gtcatc;t ;pportunlt! to
influence."’ McCombs also hypothesized that nev.paper ondotaomcntn are most likely
to influence 1ndopondent voters, voters in non-partisan clectiono. and votorn who
receive little information or conflicting information from othcr sourcas.

Other researchers have found that endorsements affect some voters in presidential
elections. However, their studies dilagr;c about the number of voters affected in
thooo elections. .

After studying five recent presidential elections, Robinson cbﬁcludod that the
candidates endorsed by nevspapers receive an extra 7% of the §otol.° In q_;ccgnd
ltudy.'Roﬁinson found that :hoi receive an oxtra'61.9 Similarly, Fedler, Counts,
and Stephens reported that all three candidatc. in the 1980 presidential election ~-
but especially Carter and Andotson - rec.ivod more votes cast in the cition wvith

daily newspapers that endorsed their candidacien.lo
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On the other hand, Rurd and Singletsry said endorsements in.the 1980 election
swayed fewer than 1% of the votco and A:c.hnliknly to influence the outcome of
presidential olqctiona.ll Hurd end Singletary found no evidence to cupport the
notion that ondorldl-ntc attoct ooan types of vo:oro more than others.

Gafke and Leuthold rtportod that vull-oducatqd voters are more likely to read,
remeaber, and be influenced by endorsements. Gafke and Leuthold also répor:od that
endorsed ‘candidates received an avnra;o of 2% more votes, but that the varistions
in differant olcctionn wvere oubotlntiol. Soms sndorsements seemed :6.hivo a .
negative effect.12 - L .

Thus, thgi‘ and other studies a.norallj a&b}or: the ﬁrinciploo that

endorsmments are most effective:

*In local elections

*In non-partisan elections

*When the candidates are not well known .

*Hhoﬁ :ho endorsements are published carly in a campaign

*When an unu.ually large number of candidatoo 1s on tho ballot
*hen the endorsements are published by a large, proltigiou- daily

*When voters cast their balloto for 1oouoo or roto:onda rn:boz :han
for individuals .

- #dhen vo:orl are poorly informed sbout a racc. do not’ hlvo access to
other sources of information, or receive conflic:in; information
Prc;nontary or disputed evidences -uggooto that endorsements for candidatoo
from a rival party are especially effective. Also, .ono votorl nay be more
suscaptible than others, particularly: (1) npvconoro. (2) independents, and
(3) the well-educated. | | N
Hovaver, few of the previous studies have .oiod voters to doocriﬁo their
perceptions of the issues. Moreover, none of the ;tudioo have considered the
possibility that voters may connul: news otorioo and editorials while proparin;

& sample ballot, then may carry that oa-plo bnllo: fato a voting booth.
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The issues are likely to interest professionals as well as acsdemicians. The
number of daily newspapers remaining unco-iittod during proaiQontinl elections has
risen from 22,6% in 196@ t6 32.7% in 1984, Ilpy of the editors remaining uncommitted
explain that cpdoracniuto iro.gnnffoettvo. ?hu.. 1f new otué{oo find that cﬂdoroca.nto

do influence voters, more.of the editors may begin to publish the endorsements.

Hn:hodolo;y '

The authors crainod six 1ntorv1¢unro. thon assigned thea to a randol sample
of precincts ia Orlando, Fla., on the day of the 1984 ptoo#dcnti.l election. UPFive
of the interviewers remsined in the same pr@gthcto all day. The oi;th served as a
substitute éﬁxin; their lunch hours, so all iiﬁo precincts wete manhed all day:

!ron 7 a.a. until 7 p.m.

Tlorids law prohibitn«any typc of lolicttation wvithin 100 yardo of the entrance
~ to any polling placo. and:-its ban. includes tho gathering of optnionl After inspecting
each polling place, the authors dioculaod thn Ilw vith the 1ntorviovlro. then told
them to find the heaviest tlov of pedestrian traffic just boyoni'thac 100-yarxd
limit and to interview voters at that point.. The authors visited each 1ntor§1¢'nr
tvice on Election Day to -onicét their progress. o

lach 1nt¢rv1¢wtt otoppcd every third voter. If a voter refused to cooporato.
the interviewer recorded the time and the votor'o sex and race, then interviewed
the next third voter.

Each respondent was asked 12 questions. The first two qu;otidno asked
whather the roopoﬁdanto had carried a sample ballot ‘or liot of caﬁdldato; into
thp voting booths and vhﬂthor they had lpok.& ilck at iny news stories or
editorials while preparing their lists. R " |

Other qgootion. askad:. (1) whether the respondents thought nnvspcfcrtoadoroo-'

mants were helpful, (2) whather the rcipéﬂdoﬁto-:hou.ht.ongoroa-onto ware more

*
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Lelpful in local or in pational races, and (3) vhether any newspaper sndorsements
had helped the respondents decide vho to voto for. The respondents also vere asked
to 1ist individual candidates endorsed by The Orlando Bontinol.

The ronuinin; quootiono aoknd for 1nfor-ation previously associated with voting
behavior: the nuibor of years the roopondont- had lived in thc area; their use of
The Orlando Sentinel; and their age, aducation. and voter registration (Republican,
Democrat, or Iudopondont) Intorvicunro also rocordod each respondent's sex and
race, as vlll as unsolicited cou-lnt- they nade . about the 1oouoo.

Throo factors sade Orlando an ‘1deal ‘city in uhich to conduct the ‘study. First,.
Orlando 1is roprcoontativo of the average Alnrican city. As a conooqu.nco. it's
otton used for -nrkccing roooarch. The number of persons living in the average
houoohold in the Unztod Stlt.l is 2.75; in in Orlando, the average 1h'2.7‘. Similarly,
the average age of people ltving in Orlando deviates less than 1% from the U.8.
profile, and the avorago income deviates only 3%.

Second, The Orlando Sentinel provided a thorough coverogo ot every race,
including an election guide published -the Sundny bcforo the .election. The Sentinel
also endorsed a candidate in almost all the races. As a conaoqponco. vo:oto could
refer back to the paper's news stories while proparing a sample ballot. But even
more 1nportan:1y. voters nloo ‘could refer back to itse ondoroolnnto. ‘A1l the
endorsemsnts were ropubliohod on the morning of Eloction Day. !

Third, The Orlando Sentinel is the only daily nownpapor in Orlando and is

one of the best papers in Florida, and porhnpo one of the best in thp United
States. In 1986. Time aagazino rated The Soncinol ono of the bottor novupnpcro
{n the country."” Similarly, Ad Week llsted it. anong throo "eomers” in the
nowspapor industry.

rinnlly. the authors formulated eight hypothoooo° y
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Oﬁlg' The candidatoo endorsed by the local daily are more likely to win
.thcir cloctionn thnn are thoir unondor.od upponsents. |
‘ THDz. Voters are woTd litaly to support local than state or nntional
| -candidatol ondorood by their local daily.
THRES: Endorsed candidates will receive more votes than unendorsed
candidutoo from the same party.
. FOUR: Voters aro more likaly to cupport 1oouao or rafarondn than caadidntco
endorsed by their. local da11y. | ‘ ' |
PIVE: Voters vho soved to ‘the ¢ ounty roeontly are most likely to clat
| thcir ballotl for the candidatoo ondorlod by their local daily. N
8IX: Votoro vho road their local daily most frequently are most lihnly
| to cast thoir ballots !or the candidates endorsed by that daily.

’ szvr‘ Votoro rc;istorcd as 1ndopondcnto are mere likely to caac their
| balloto for eqndidutoo ‘endorsed by their local daily than are voters
| rogiotorod as n.publicano or Dclocrato. . '
EICHT: Well-educated voters are more likely to cast their ballots for
' candidates endorsed by their local daily than are poérly sducated

voters.

rindingo N ‘
Some prolininary findings have alroady been roportod.13 Bricfly. tho
1ntorvtovhrl ltoppod 562 voters and completed 426 interviews (75.02). Niuo xS
percenc of the respondents said ondorocnonco publiohcd by The Orlando lcnttn.;
were ”vory helpful,” and 36X said they were "somewhat helpful.” About 172 laid
they were "not very helpful," and 292 said they were "not helpful at' 011.“ Mve

percent did not know or did not respond.




Respondents who said the endorsements weras not helpful usually sxplained that

they "don't need any help,"” "use my own judgment," or "would rather uot be told

vho to vote for." 'Othorl jaid they decided who to vote for before The Orlando
Sentinel puh‘ilbod its ondorool.ntl. | | |
Several roopondontl added that votora uho dopond upon the media for advice
are .uninfor-nd." "1snornnt." or "!;ndlono. Critics also insisted that the
ondorocnoﬁti are evidence of the l‘di;;l bias. Several callod_ihn endorsements
"alnntoﬁ." " o-lidod." "projudicod.“ or “propaghnda." | |
szxty-four porcant of tho roopondcntl vwho connidorcd th. endorsements hnlpful..
addod that thny were -oro holpful 1n local than 1n nntional elections. Only 14. 8!
said the cndorlcnontl were more helpful in nntiouul oloctiona. TVnnty-onn porccnt
oaid the endbrsements weres oqually holptul 1n a11 the olcctiouo. did not knav. or
did not respond. |
When asked to list some candidatcl endorsed by The Orlando SQntinol. 267
ro.pondonto (62 8!) were unablo to name any. However, 16.22 were able to name
one eandidato. 7.§1 naned two, 4.5% named thtoo. G.zl‘qll.d-‘.‘fn{ 3.4% named
five or more. Moreover, 102 respondents (24.3%) agreed with the Statement that
newspapers endorsements holpod‘thcn docido vho to vote for. That figuro_- 24.3% ~-
is considorably highor than reported by any provioua study. | ~
_About 242 of the ‘respondents added that they hnd proparod a ollplo bcllot
and carrisd that sample ballot into a vottpg booth.’ Horcovor. 50.82 of those

respondents suid they had consulted The erando 8¢n£1ng;1! nou-.ofog;no or RS

editorials while preparing the ballot. o |
The oloction results seen to support thf.o-of tho first four hypothn;on. '
Voters in Orlando were able to cast their balloto for 17 candidaton lndorocd

by The Orlando Sentinel: 8 local candidntoo. 7 ltato candidates, and 2 nntional

candidates. The candidates included 7 Republicans, 7 Dcpocrato. and 3 non-partisans.

All three non-partisans wers seesking jquolhipl; 2'6f *he 3 ran unopposed.

.




All 7 Ropublicann and S of the 7 Dc-ocratb endorsed by The Orlando Semtinel
won thoir elections.. Tho tonulto l“ppOtt the first hypothesis, which states that
the candidates endorsed by the locql d&ily are more likely to win their elections
than are their unendorsed opponontl. | | |

Considering only tho partisan candidatoo, 100X of the local candidates
endorsed by Tho Orlando Sentinel won, co-parod vith 60% of the state candidatco.
and with 100X of the national candidatou. ,Tho local candidatco received an aversge
of 63.9% of the votes cast ir their oloctions. conpatod with %6.4% for the state
candidates, and with 59.62 for the national.candidatop.

' The results fail to consistently support the sccond'hypothcoia. which states
that voters are more likely to support local than state or national candidates
endorsed by thir local daily.’ |

As predicted, both the endorsed Democrats and the endorsed Republicans received
larger pciccntazan of the votes than did thcir unendoricd'collo;guoo. Seven Democrats

endorsed by The Orlando Sentinel received an average of 62X of the votes cast in their

elections, compared with an average of 40.8% received by the unendorsed Daaoératl.
Similarly, seven Republicans endorsed by The Orlando s.ntincl'rqco;vod an average
of 59.2% of the votes cast in their elections, compared with Au'avorago of 38X
received by the unendorsed Rcﬁublicana. | |

The results support the third hypothdoia. wvhich states that endorsed candidates
will zeceive more votes than unendorsed candidates from the same party.

The Orlaado Sontinal also endorsed 6 proponcd anondncntn to the rlorida
Constitution. All six amendments endorsed by Thc Orlando Centinel won a majority
of the bzllbto cast in Orlando. The Orlando Sentinel opposed two other anendoents.
One of those smendments passed, fnd th; other failed. ' The avarage amendment Cndotl;q

by The Orlando Seutinel receivad 77.4X of the votes cast in Orlando. On«¢. uncndprnoé

amendment received 68.7% of the votes, and the other received 28.7%,




The average candidito.ondorlid by Ih‘ Qtlando Sentinel received 60.6% of the
votes cast in drlando. compared to the 77.4% cast for the average amendment endorsed
by The Orlandﬁ Sentinel. The results support the fourth hypothesis, which states
that voters are more likely to support issues or referenda than candidates

endorsed by their local datly.

The authorn portorncd -ultiplo linear rograonion analyooo to determine which
variables holpod prodict. (1) the ondoroa-nnt.' holptulnooa. and (2) tho nuaber
of endorsed candidntop :hat each resspondent could remsmber. Two variables helped

——==—————prtdtct—tthtnacritsiiti*‘ﬁfIilulnoolz the respondents' (1) age and &2) frequency

of newspaper reading. Five variables failed to help predict the ‘ndorocnonto'

h.lpfulnono:_ thg roopondontoﬂ sex, race, education, political party, and length
of residence in the iru. Siularlyﬂ. three var:labl'. helped prodi_ct the number
- of endersed candidates that respondents could rhnn-bof{. their (1) sex, (2) education,
and (3) frequency of newspaper reading.
tho.o findinge confiict with some of our hy,otheses and with soms of the.
previous research. 'Thﬁo. some observations abput each variasble may de of
interest.
We hypoth;oizod fha: voters wvho had recently moved to Orla;do and therefore might

be unfamiliar with local issues would find'tho endorsements published by'rhc Orlando

Senti: il most helpful. Our findings rojict this notion. Residents who had lived
in thg area fewer than 6 year:s wnro'notvnoro likely gp say th; ondoglonnnto were
"very helpful™ or “somewhat helpful® (58.8% to .30.5%). New ronidontl who conwidered
the endorsements helpful were more likely than oot\bliohcd residents to say the
ondorooacnto wvere helpful in nationa? rather than 1n local elections. Tv.nty-‘
seven percent of the new residents considered the ondoroq-.nto most helpful in

national elections, compared to 14.0% qf the oo;ablilhod residente (X2 = 4.4,
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We also hypothesized ;hnt the endorsements were most likely to influence
vell-educated voters. Our findings are mixed.

When asked 1if the ondor?qﬂonfn helped them decide who to.vote for in the
1984 election, 76.8% of the ?ollogo graduates and 76.1% of the non-graduates
said they were not helped. 81u115r1y, 57.5% of the graduates and 48.4% of the
non-graduates considered endorsements, genhrally; as either "very helpful®” or
as "somewhset helpful.". | | |

Despite those nin;la:ition; the collgga graduates were able ?o 1list more
candiqatoo'tndotlod by The Orlando SQntinol; Fiftooq percent of tha college
graduates listed three or more endorsed caﬁ&idaten. compared with 6.2% of the
non-collogo'gtaduaton (X2 - 16,1. p ¢ .01). College graddatqn who read a navs-
paper every day also listed more candidates than non-graduates who read a news-
paper every day.  Thirty percent 6: the college graduates who read a newspaper
every day listed three o: more candidates, coqbarid t§‘11.22 ofltho.non-gtaduatol
(X2 = 15.5, p £ .01). ' |

We also hypothesized that the rospondoqts' party affiliatioﬁn might affect
their use of newspaper endorsements.. Independent voters, wvho. are not bpuﬁd by
any party loyalties, might be more iikoly to use newspaper ond?focaant.. However,
our findinsl fail to iuppbtt either of those anlynptionn. The responses of
independent votot; were not significantly diffevent from the responses of
Bcpublicann or Dcnoctats.‘ ¥

As we hypothesized, however, the respondents who rasad a daily newspaper most
frequently considered the endorsements most helpful. Those respondents also were
most 14k01y to recall the names of candidates on@orgod by The Orlando 80ut1nq;il
When asked to rate the endorsements on a scale of “l"q(vory halpful) to "4" (not
helpful at all), the mean for pitlons who read a paper fewer than two times a week

wvas 2.98, compared to 2.45 for persons who read a paper 2 or 3 times a week, and to

2,64 for daily readers (F = 2.9, p = .04).  Only 39.61 of the least frequent topﬂotn
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considersd the endorsements "very helpful” or "somewhat helpful," compared to
53.6% of the daily readers and to 64.9% of the two- or three-times-a-week
rerders (X2 = 8.6, p = .01).

Daily rqadern also were more likely to ;ay the endorsements helped them dec_ de
who to vote for 1n.tho 1984 slactions. Almosc one-third of the daily readers seil
the endorsements helped thcg. compared to 20,0% of tha two- or thrcc-tinca-l?vook
readers, and to 18.5% of the less tchucut'toud;rs (X2 = 6.4, p = .04); Similarly, -
frequent rchora were able ﬁo li;t'noro endorsed candidates. Eighteen percent of
the daily readers listed three or more endorsed candidAtoa; compared to 3.0% of the |
two- or thr‘d—tilol-a-wnck readers, and to 1.7% of th‘-loai frequent readers.

Curiously, less froqucnt readers who considered the ondoracnnnts “very helpful"
or "uonovhat helpful" were more likoly to say chat the ondorncnontc were helpful in
national rather than local oloction-. One~third of the less froquont readers said
the endorsements ware helpful in national slections, compared with 21X of the two-
or three-times-a-week readers, and with.12.82 of éhc daily r?adcr"(x~ = 6.96,

p = .03). | |

We had not hypothesized about the effects of age. But the findings indicate
that niddla-aged voters (35 to 54) ronﬁonded differently from yﬁungcr and older
voters. Nearly one-third of the middle-aged vot.rs.laid the dndotucinnts were

helpful, compared to only 20.6% of the younger voters and to 22.8% of the older

. L
~ voters (X2 = 4.3, p= .04), Middle-aged voters also were able to list more endorsed

candidates than ybungor or older voters. The mean for middle-aged rooponﬁcntl vas
.99. for younger rolpondonts .44, and for older respondents .68 (F = 7.5, p ¢ .001).
Schcffo.toots indicate that each of those differences is significant. . Furthcrlorc.'
12.8% of the middle-aged voters were able to list four or more endorsed candidates,

[

as opposed to 2.8% of the younger voters, and to 4,41 of the older voteri-(xz - 21.29,

p = .02),
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Older voters considered the endorsements least helpful. On the 4-point scale,
the mean for older voters iaa'2.89, for'youngor<votoro 2.60, and for niddlo-;god
voters 2.60 (F = 3;4.'fl- .04). Gimilarly, 41.8% of the oldor:votoro considered
the endorsements "not helpful at all," compared to 25.2% of the younger cotofo.
and to 26.8% of the andls-a;od vocor-.

We also failed tcl\ypoehuiu that the rupondonto sex would affect thoir use
of endorsements. HONIVut. sen vnra ablo to list & mean of .87 candidates, vhile
vomen listed .51 (t = 3, 16. b Y] .01) About lb 5% of the men, but only 7.5% of
the women, were able to list three or more cqndidatoa ondotood by gg;_g;;!ggg .

Sentinel (X2 = 11.5, p = .04).

.Diocuonion

The rooulto'aro puzzlins. Difforont otudios. conduﬁto{ at .different times
and in different cities, continue to obtain.difforhnt results. .‘

Most studies, like thiofona.‘hlvo found that the candidates endorsed by .
newvspapers receive more votes than their uncudprood'épponcntd.. But the studies
have not been able to agree upon the reasons why they roéoivo néro voto;; nor
to agroe'upon the types of voters most likely to ba 1nfluonc§d,£y the endorsements.

Using a new methodology, this study tound'that.a ourprioin;ly large number of
respondents consider the endorsements holpful. particularly in tocal and ia non- .
partipan slections. About ono-third of the rclpondonto ware ablo to name . at |
least one candi#at§ endorsed by The Orlando Sentinel, and a ourprioins 24.31‘
agreed that the endorsements had helped them docidc who to vote for.

Th; c‘ndidatoo endorsed by newspapers nay win their elections bccauoo .
everyons — both the editors and the vuters -- agree thnt they are the boot

candidates, not because the endorsements publiqhod by nowopnporl influence

tie voters. In that case, future studies might focus upon the reasone for
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the apparent congruence of opinions. Future studies also might continue to
examine vot.rn'lulo.o! sample ballotn, ind their apparent reliance upon newspaper
stories and cditorinlnlvhilc preparing thuse ballots. . | |

Yet other data uncovered by'tyia study revealed that the respondents' sex,
age, and reading bnbita niy\bc related: to their use of cndorncnnntn -= that the
endorsements do seem to 1nflunnco some typon of voters mors thnn others. Thus,
the ondo:nc-outn nny hl'. sone ilpact. but thc fu11 extent of . thnt 1-p4ct. and

all the reasons. for it, remain a aystery.

Sunnnri

The authors assigned six intorviowtrn to ; randon sample of vhe proéincto
in Orlando,. Fla., on tho day of the 1984 prooidcntial olcctton. Iho'intcrvicvnro
" atopped 562 voters ang completed 426 interviews. lorty-novcn pstcent ot the
respondents considered endorsemants publinh;d by The Orlando 8.nt1n01 "very"
or "oounvhat“ helpful. 'Hbtoévur. 332 were abl; to name at least omse candidate
endorsed by The Orlando Sentinel, and 24.3% agreed that newspaper endorsements
helped them decide who to Qotu for. - | R . |

All 7 Rep#blicnni. and 5 of the 7 Democrats endorsed by Th‘.0r1¢n¢o
Sentinel won their mlections. Both the ongorn;d Democrats and the endorsed
Republicans received more votes than their unondorood collcqsuoa.‘ TBQIOrlnndo
SQntigel also endorsed six amendments to the state cgnotifuti&n. and all 6
received & majority of the votes cast in Orlando. |

The endorsements seenad most lipoly to help voters who were: (1) male,
(2) nid&lo-c;ﬁd. and (3) frequent newspaper roado;g. The voters' paffy :
affiliations and the number of yaarn‘thoy;;ivod.tn Orlgndo oo;nnd unrelated
to their use of endorsements. Evidoncqlabout gho'rolntiénlbip between th;

respondents' educational levels and their use of the endorsements was mixed.
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