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Introduction

In electoral campaign research we usually find two diffeagproacheslepending onwhat discipline
the researcher is coming from. Political scientists usually study campaign effém&iby atvariables
such as candidate evaluations or issues. If these attithdege over the period of a campaign (by
holding other interveningactors constantihe effectsare attributed tahe actualcampaign messages,
campaign coverage, advertisements etc. Communication researchers, on the otharehaiteh
looking at theactualcoverage of campaigns atny to interpretthe election outcome in view of the
campaign battle as it was foughttie media. Both approaches suffer from the deficit olguking at
both, the content of the campaign coverage as well as the survey answers of the respondents.

In this paper we ar&ying to bring both approaches togetHerst, adetailed content analysis of the
German election campaign #990will provide theactual data of what waovered, andhow it was

covered in the campaign. Tha$&ta araghen linked to aurvey ofthattime period.The datastem from

the Germarpart of aninternational project (which involvegsearchers from thdS, Germany, Great

Britain, Japan, and Spain). This project gathered unigue data on media usage, political attitudes, and the
probably most extensive content analysis up-to-date. It provides us with methodological opportunities to
testmodels of communication effects whiaghtil nowwas not possiblaith mostdata sets oelectoral
campaigns. The important point, howeverthiat through the linkage of content analytical and survey

data a direct effect of campaign coverage can be measured and analyzed.

Substantially, thepaper is also an attempt show the potential effect adctual (television) media
coverage on the voters’ attitudes. Special attentiinbe given onissues (such as the unification
issue), and on the candidate evaluations of the chancellor candidates. Although the content analysis
encompasses a representative sample of the relevant German media sources we condteletriioron
newsfor two reasonsFirst, television news igprobably the most important sourfsr public affairs
information reaching hugearts ofthe society (Ansolabehest. al., 1993; Graber, 1993)nd second,
incorporating alinedia information irour analysisvould be too cumbersome to do at tsiage of our
research efforts.

Mass Media and its Effects

First newspapers and later radio and television have traditionally been assumed to play a crucial role for
political communicationfFor Tarde (1898/1969)he press basicallglefinedprivate conversation, and

by doing that, public opinion. Walter Lippmann (1922) is an usual reference point for this tradition. The
empirical research of thessveepingpersuasive effects, however, failed to saeh a success story.
Whether specificallyfor campaigns (Lazarsfeld al. 1948) ormore in genera{Klapper 1960), the

results were rather disappointing for supporters of “media power”.



Later research hdseen moresuccessful since it focused less on overt political behéik@woting but,
as a result of theognitive revolution in the social sciences (Beniger and Ga88k), on rather
indirect, cognitive effects during information processigbstantively, three majonedia effects can
be distinguished. Agenda-setting is the procesanaking issues salienr, in cognitive terms,
accessible. Considering tli@ct thatthe survey response mow conceptualized as aggregation of
accessible considerations cuedstome degree by media messafigsler and Feldmari992, Zaller
1992), this rathesimple quantitative effecan have interesting consequences. Priming mxgmsion
of agenda-setting and describes the politically relevant consequences: accessible infoatiegion
implicitly defines thecriteria used to evaluate politiciarsnd finally framing describes the process of
giving issues or events an interpretative frame by contextualirgrg (see lyengat991;lyengar and
Simon1993). In allthe media effectstudies, the empiricahethodsthat areused and the substantive
findings oftenvary considerably (Bartel$993; Graber 1993)Vhile many studiesise differentdata
sources like content analysis, aggregated polls, and individual survey data, the final test of the analytical
models reliegprimarily on surveydataand the use ainedia attentiorvariables. The actual impact of
media reporting (anceal worldevents) is assumed through temporal coincidence whicbus§egives
highly suggestiveand convincingresults buteventually lacksstatistical precision (e.g. Krosnik and
Kinder 1990; lyengar and Simori993; Parkand Kosicki1995). After a shorintroduction onmedia
and campaigns in Germany, thaperwill review primarily some empiricastudies whichactuallylink
content analysis data with survey data.

Mass Media and Campaigns in Germany

During electioncampaigns, political information is communicated in different forms and by different
channels. News, candidate debates, @audy advertisementsire channeled through televisiorgdio,
newspapers, and personal communication. Consid#ratdelevision is byfar the most frequent and

most important source of information in Germany, it is certainly justified to concentrate on this
particularchannel. It is of course also the mesipular forthe politicians since ihas avery high
credibility, a quality whictparty advertisementarelacking (Schénbacth992,Berg and Kieferl992).

Public broadcasting networksghich still are the main though declining provider pblitical news are
controlled by ‘broadcasting councils’ representing relevant groups in society effectare organized

along party lines. This allows the parties considerable direct and indirect influence on the programming.

It is important to point outhat Germany’s parliamentary system differssome fundamental ways
from the presidential system of thdS. It gives partiesmuch more importance in comparison to
candidates. A recent content analysis and sudagshowthat political candidates in Germany play
only a minor role in the political news agll as a vote determinafKaase 1994Klingemann and
Wattenberg 1993). Insteadpng-standing party affiliations are still the most importantvote



determinant. An American style ‘horse-race’ reporting with focuses on expectatioviangig and
loosing is far less prevalent.

During campaignsmediahastwo important effects in Germanyirst and primarily, it activates the
long-standing dispositions of the voters which largely explain the vote (Schit®@2h Butsecondly,

by contributing to a certain degree of change in party identification and candidate evaluation, it can have
decisive political consequences in close electidids wasthe case in thelection analyzed in this
paper,until the unification issue as an intervenggent which overrode everything else pre-decided the
final election (Finkel and Schrott 1995).

Analytical Links of Different Data: Media Content and Surveys

Experiments

Forthe analysis ofmedia effects, three major levelsavfalysis can be distinguishéskeBartels 1993).

The first isthe experimentahpproachwhich obviously is the mostuccessful in establishing causal
relationships between political informatiand audience responses. It givesrésearcher amaximum

control over the experimental setting, especially the content of the messag#sjsaadablesausal
attributions. Since the content differs between the conditions, it is not necessary to iaciudé

content variables in theata. Substantively, agenda-setting and priming héeen shown to be
persuasive media effects with this approach (lyengar et al. 1982; lyengar and Kinder 1987) and even the
more subtle effect of framing, especially in the form of attributions of responsibility, feupgort
(lyengar1991). Amore recent and large-scale experiment links campaign messages in the media to
voter turnout andfeelings of efficacy (Ansolabehere ael. 1994). The main drawback of the

experimental method, however, is the question of external validity which is rather given in surveys.
Surveys: Aggregate Level

The survey approach is traditionathhe mostcommon inempirical political science though it makes it
much more difficult to establiskbausallinks between potential media effects due to uncontrolled
interveningfactors. Surveys usually assess magslia exposuréut not suchinterveningfactors as
interpersonal communicatiomregular use of maswedia(f.ex. usage of journals, newspapers and the
like while visiting thehaircutter, doctor etc.), dhe use of backgroundedia(such as radio listening in

the ar).

Surveys can be analyzed in two ways, in aggregated form or amditielual level. In the former type,

media content is linked witlggregated poltesults, usually irthe form of timeseries. A classic

example is the article by McCombs and SHa®&72)which empirically established agenda-setting by
correlating aggregated measures of media issue emphasis and voter issue emphasis. Especially in the
form of time series, questionkke causality arecommonlyanswered irsupport ofmedia precedence,



though it is important teep in mindhat media coverage might be a reflection of real-world events or
cues which couldalso have direct effects on pubbpinion (Behr and lyengat985). Inanalyzing
agenda-setting effects, it is necessary to take different kinds of issuasantont, and most important,

the kind of relationship (Neuman 1990). Neuman proposes a logistic response fundtienrémipients

of media messages, establishing a kind of threshofsliblic attention. Recent agenda-settingdels

are much more complex due to integration faictors like previous opinion, ceilingeffects, and
exponential memory decgg.g. Zhu etal. 1993; Watt et al. 1993 hough these studies integrate
theories of individual level processes, the actual tests of the models are made with aggregate level data.

Not only the “quantitative” impact of political informatiorbut alsomore qualitativeaspectswere
analyzed by Page et al. (1987). They analyzed the effects of pro and con stories in one or more networks
on several policies, additionally differentiated by neasrces, on aggregateginion at two points of
time. Due to their large collection of survegta,their unit of analysis consists of different policies and
at different points of time. Their findings shaat apreviously held opinion on a@ssue hashe largest
effect on thdateropinion andhatnews effect@rehighly conditional on the (credibility of thepurce,
notably news commentary amdhen presidential popularity is low. Thauthors interpret this as a
reflection of elite orpublic consensus. Equally important is their conclusiat realevents seem to
have no direct effediut are rathecommunicated through elite mediat¢isr a comparable replication
with newspapedataand quite similaresults,seeJordan [1993]). Thikind of analysis does naillow

to draw definite causal relationships (see PageStraghiro 1992, chapter 8). Amterestingapproach is
taken byFan (1988yandFanand Tims (1989). Iihe latter study,computer-coded content ofrews
agency (candidate evaluations) is used to precisely predict the changes afttitoties towards the
presidential candidates over a period of more than one year.

For Germany, several studiesmingout of thecommunication department at the University of Mainz
are of interest. Inthe quantitative category, a study by Brosius and Keppli(i@32) examined the
influence of the number of reportessues on vote intentions in the form adfirae series over the year
1986. Theirfindings indicatethat -whenpastvoting intentionsare controlledfor - specific topics had
indeed an influence on the vote intentibmisspecificparties.Another time serieanalysis by thesame
authors (1990)however, focused on agenda-setting and cautions somebbat the causality of
media agenda arnuliblic agendaDepending on théssue, theime lags varied fronone tosix weeks.
For afew long-termissueshowever, public awareness precededrtieglia presentation (pensions and
public security). Thudyengar and Simon’§1993)claim of predominantly unidirectional effeatgght

be usually buhot always correct. In the qualitative category, Kepplinger and colle&b®&6)looked

at the impact of evaluations of the opposition leader latet chancellorHelmut Kohl in leading
German printmedia on his evaluation and acceptance in the population over Jdar® (inthree-
month intervals). Here, the findings (cross-correlations) indicate a caasallink from media to



audience, and the resutsensuggesthat printmedia seems to counterbalance opinion trends in the
population. With a quite similar approach, Schulz Kimtlelmann(1993) andKindelmann(1994)tried

to analyze the effect of evaluations in the media on the incumbent chancellor Kohl and his challenger
Lafontaine in1990. Their resultshow no strong effects arate ratherinconclusive since thetime

series consists of only nine monthly measurements.

While somepublic opinionresearchers argue that thiggregatdevel approach is sufficient (Page and
Shapiro 1992), ibbviously does not allow inferences on individigalel processes whichre necessary
to explain attitude formation and other more than trivial individual political behavior.

Surveys: Individual Level

This leads to the thirlind of media effectsesearch, the individudvel survey. Thislink of macro
level datawith micro leveldataoffers an analytical frameworkat offersinteresting opportunities for
progress in publiopinion research (McLeod al. 1995).Since it poses quite different and difficult
challenges (e.gits static nature), it isusedrather rarely. For examplmethods likecopy-tests in
nonexperimental settingsevery laboriousut nevertheless allovior rather preciselata onindividual
attention to news anthus are arexcellent method t@nalyze news selection by combining message

characteristics with reader characteristics (see Donsbach 1991).

Furthermore, the work of three Michigan researchers shoulddogioned. In dirst article, Miller,
Goldenberg, and Erbrin@l979) testedhe impact of negative political criticism in newspapers on the
readers’trust in governmentand their efficacy. Their content analyslata is based ofront-page
articles of 94 different newspapgmhich atleast 7 respondents reported to read) on 10 days out of
three weeks preceding the interview (th@74 ANES). Themediainput represents thedegree of
criticism, not the amount of coverage. & astheir method description givedetails, the variation in

the media variable is due to inter-media differences which also have to some degree acregyiaciar.
Their second articldErbring et al. 1980¥ocuses on agenda-setting and specifies an “audience-
contingent effectsinodel whichtakes into account individuaharacteristicdike issue sensitivitythat
mediate mediampact. Besides theifinding that informal social communication is an important
mediatingfactor (seealso Lenart 1994), an importacdnclusion is the necessity to monitor the kind or
tone of coverage to assess the effects (see also Schénbach and Semetko 1992).

An excellent example how relevant contantlysis datand survey can beombined isMutz’s (1992)
study on the perception ahemployment as a problefor a 300person sample of Indiana residents,
for eachrespondent the quantity and directiotigust ofunemployment news iall the newspapers he
or she named were recordgd days out of a thonth period)Her results clearlshow an effect of
mediareportsespecially on the perception of unemployment @s@otropic or nationabut also as a
state problem. Moreovethe mediated informatioeven overrides the certainly important personal



consequences for regular readgnediausers). This result nainly contradicts earlier studidike Behr
and lyengar’'s (1985kggregate-levelresults which showed no media effects amemployment
perceptiondut alsopoints again to the shortcoming of the aggregéteel of analysiswhich cannot
adequately take into account factors like exposure or sophistication.

A very detailed analysis of th£988 Canadiarelectionwas done by Johnston etl. (1992).Their
researchdesignwas arolling cross-section, with 70 to 80 persanterviewed every day during the
campaign. Inone oftheir analyses, thauthorsmerge contentainalysis data othe main television
network news (and campaign advertisements), or more precisely, eaclast #ig daygpreceding the
interview individually. News effects on candidate debate perception, candidates and issue positions are
found, usually with the strongest effeetfter very few days and stronger than advertisement effects.
Overall, theauthorsconcludethat news reporting does not effect vote intentions diregtlythrough
candidates and issues (in thliase,the later NAFTA). Given the circumstances dhis election,
campaigns indeed matter.

Kepplinger etal. (1991) alsaccombine a survey with conteahalysisdata,coveringall media(print,
television, radio) used by the respondesits month prior to the survey. Their focus is on the
relationship of individualcharacteristics, especially value systems, and the reportingelented
conflicts (especially on eventisat favor orside of a given conflict) otheir attitudes in these conflicts.
The individual medianput is calculated as information indiceswgighting theactualmedia coverage
(amount and tendency) with the individuzdage patterns. The resuieow that eventhough the
individual value systems predominantly influence the issue positions, a significantimpedc can be
found. The authors suggest in their analjisé& media might have an influence on issue positeves
when the specific information is not recalled later, a point that deserves some closer scrutiny.

Though necessarily based on experimental studies, reagmtive conceptualizations of tipeocess of
candidate evaluation point to the necessity to control information ingdapendently of individual
recall. According to then-line model ofcandidate evaluation (Hastie aR@rk 1985;Lodge et al.
1989; Rahn et al. 19903yvaluatively relevant information is not necessarily storedemoryfor later
retrievalbut immediately used topdate a running tallwhich summarizes the overall evaluation of a
candidate. It enables people to readilye evaluative opinionabout candidatesyithout being able to
immediately give the underlyingeasons for it. Thevaluative tally,once established, forms a kind of
relatively stable anchorindeviceand later information i®nly used toupdate it,with ratherlimited
effects. Thismeansfor the survey contexthat media effectcan beexpected to be very difficult to
establish and that it isecessary to have a measure of evaluative attitudes before a potedizl
impact takes placerhich atbest isonly given in the form of @anel study. The most relevant result in
this context, however, is thiending that information thus camave an impact on people’s attitudes



without them being able to recall these specific informations. In a recent experimental stodgd et
al. (1995),the knowledge ofthe exact information inputllowed a letter prediction ofindividual
attitudes thammnebased on the (later) recalled information. This means, control ofi¢kdé agenda is
necessary, a point Erbring and colleagues already made based on their survey approach.

Design, Data, and Models
Data

Thedata to test oumodels stem from the Germaitot study of a large cross-natiorelection project
(CNEP) conducted bilax KaaseHans-Dieter Klingemann (both Science Center Berirdnz Urban
Pappi (University of Mannheim), and Manfred Kuechler (Hunter Collejew York). The study
encompassed a three-wave panel survey, and the probably (eogesntional) content analysis up-to-
date. 17 mediancludingall majortelevision news shows, specialized politipebgrams, twaveeklies,
the major German tabloid ‘Bild’, the five leading national newspapers froM/dst, three newspapers
from the East,and the wire servicelpa were content analyzefbr the time period fromApril to
December1990. The entire coding procedure took almost tyears, and irthe end therénad been
coded about 120.000 cases.

The overall goal of the studyas to analyze a fairlgomprehensive communication context a person is
exposedo. To achieve this goal nainly the main respondertbut alsothe spouse andne political
discussion partnewere surveyed. The questionnaires contained an extemsiv®f media usage
guestions, and we will analyzmarts ofthese questions, namely the information on ékposure to
televised news shows. The theoretigason is thatelevision newsare the most widelyused news in
campaigns, and we would therefore expect the strongest eftentag from these newsources. We

will, however, include information on print news exposure whenever warranted.
Media intake during the election campaign

The most intense phase party advertising, media reporting and discussion, and campaign activity
usually takes place three to sieeks before an election, depending on agreements reached between the
major parties (Schonbach 1991). Fortunatilg, 1990 data in our studgontains interviews conducted

with a national sample and spread out ovettithe period fromOctober 2 until Novembe29, 1990,

covering the entire "hot phas@hat means, the respondents were exposed to televisionfapaisout

eight weeks. Since the media covered news in a varying degree, and since the respondents watch news at
various length, the intake of campaign coveragwshas to vary asvell. Table 1gives you the
respondents' exposure to the important television newddroiliestern Germany (i.éhe ‘old’ Federal

Republic) and Eastern Germany (ilee former GIR). The exactwording of the questiowas: | will

give you the titles of some television news programs. Please tell me, how often You watch each program



in a given week"“The first column gives the percentage of respondents whtch a certaimews
program at least onceveeek.The second column tells the average exposurecéstainnewsprogram.
The figures show that the ‘Tagesschau’ (the main news program of the ARD public netelbitk)the
lead with 90 per cent of respondents watching it at trast a weekThe ‘Tagesthemen’ (ARD’daily
news magazine) and ‘heute’ (main nepvegram of thesecond publidroadcaster, ZDF) alseach
some 75er cent of the respondents awtn‘heute-journal’ (ZDF'snews magazine) is watched by 71
per cent at least once a week. The private broadcasters, in cdravastuch weaker audience figures.
Taking the complete samplee. all respondents), theewsprograms of SAT Jand RTL plus reach
only 30and 37 per cent of respondents respectively at deast a weellf, however, one looks only at
respondents receiving cable television, siteation forthe privatebroadcastersooks much brighter.
Amongthem, some 4per cent claim to watcBAT 1 news ateastonce a weekand the figure igven
higherfor RTL plus’ news, reachingome 55per cent. If this trend continues, thevél be a shift of

emphasis towards the news programs of the private broadcasters.

‘Tagesschau’ is also in the lead Eastern Germanygventhough it onlyreachessome 80percent,
followed by ‘heute’, whereas fewer peoplatch ‘Tagesthemen’ or ‘heute-journal’. Considerthgt
both ‘Tagesthemen’ and ‘heute-journafe broadcast ithe lateevening, onecannot help suspecting
that viewers inEastern Germangre generally less interested in late newhis suspicion is further
corroborated by thiact thatthe samghenomenoican also be observed with thewsprograms of the
former EastGerman public broadcastBiFF, the earlier ‘ak anbend’ reaching some 7&er cent, the
late ‘akzwo’ merely 45per centOnecanonly speculate abouhe causes of thidislike of late news
programsOne hypothesis might be a different daily schedule, with a workday traditisteiting at 7
a.m. or a different pattern of spare time activities (e.g. going to bed early) as another hypothesis.

Table 1 about here

These findings point to thiact thatduring an election campaign citizepust cannotavoid campaign
information or that they are even actively searching for it. The intensity of campaign communication can
be estimated by looking at threght hand column of théable giving the number of times aews
program is watched in an averageeek. Hereone can perceive some marked differences: the
respondents watched ‘Tagesschau’ 3.8 days a week, but ‘Tagesthemen’ only 2.2 times a e, i.e.
second dayit was airedonly five times a week). ‘heute’ reached an average.®tlays aweek and
‘heute-journal’ (also on thair five times a weektill 1.9 times. Taking thevhole sample, the private
broadcastersnly reach an intensity aineday perweek. Amongespondents with cable television the
intensity for SAT 1andRTL rises tol1.3 and 1.4 days in theweekrespectively. Viewers ifcastern
Germany watch ‘Tagesschaeven more intensivelthan those in Western Germany. Apparently the
pattern ofmediause is somewhat more polarizegme respondents claimwatchonly ‘Tagesschau’,
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othersonly ‘heute’. ‘ak am Abend’, theDFF's newsprogram, is watched almost on three days per
week. As could be expected, the intensity of ldite newsdrops considerablyiewers in Eastern
Germany watch both ‘Tagesthemen’ and ‘heute-jourhdltimes a weekiak zwo’ 1.3 times (out of

five programs per week).

Models

As mentionedhbove therare several competing hypothesaisoutmedia effects, antdow theyoccur.
Aggregated models oftepoint to a lagged agenda-setting effect frome week toseveral month.
Cognitive studies find eather rapidexponential memory decay (see Lodgealetl995; Fan 1988, Zhu
et al. 1993)which suggest recency effects with a temporarily very close relationshipedfa
information and accessible considerations (though according to the on-line model, this mightrime of

importance for attitudinal consequences).

In our paper, we ar®oking less at agenda-setting effectsjt at its attitudinatonsequences. “By
priming certainaspects of nationdife while ignoring others,television newssets the terms bwhich
political judgmentsarerendered and political choices made” (lyengar and Kid@&7: 4, original in

italic). As far asattitudes are based @tcessible considerations, media messages as the external cue
can either have a short-term effect on political attitudes (recency effedtyioe their impact from a
long-term, cumulative effect through repeated coverage of the topic (frequency effedi)stTdyion

would indicate lesstable attitudesvhich are easily susceptible to external stimulihile the second
option wouldsupport rather stable attitudes. feg as wecan claim acausalrelationshipbetween
media messages and recipients’ attitudes, it is based on temporal precedence.

In order to test thenedia priming effects and trepproache®utlined above irour models weneed
measures for botthe long-term news exposure dod the information intakgust prior tothe survey.

Of course,depending on the kind ohformation, and on the importance grantedt information it
would be plausibletoo, to find both long-term and short-term information effects. We therefore
developed twaneasures which we think wilhp both long-term asvell asshort-term types of possible

information intake.
Figure 1 about here

Figure 1 showsur model in agraphic depiction. Theraretwo types of information intake. One is the
information a respondent receives just prior to the survey, which we operational&d ¢hort-term

Index of Potential Information). The other is the amount of information voters acquire over the period of
one month preceding ttearvey, labeled.IPl (Long-term Index of Potential Information). Thelices

take into account thactualnews coveragé.e. the information provided by theedia) as obtained by

the content analysis (objective content measw#s)h are controlledfor by the self-reportednedia

usage (subjective exposure measures), and are computed in the following way:
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Informationpjedium X News Usagaviedium

SIPI/LIPI =
Potential News Usag@edium

It is important to notehat thisinformation is the aggregated amount of hews content derived from the
content analyses, and adjusted each topic and eadhdividual by the sampling dat&hat means,

SIPI isthe estimated (potential) information intake of the news coverage the day before the interview.
LIPI, on the other hand, accumulates the (potentially received) information of the news coverage

spanning one whole month prior to the interview date.

SIPI and LIPI can beomputedor any type of information we gain frothe content analysi§IPI and

LIPI will vary over all themedia and responderitecause these measures take into accouictoel

amount of information, and theme of the news coverage. Since are dealing with eight television
channels and based prior analysesvhere we estimatedur models withmeasures for eacthannel
individually (Schrott and Meffert, 1994), waecided to reduce the complexity mir modelsand take

the sum over all media. Another decision had to be made which news coverage to include in our models.

The German election df990 wasdominated by onéssue: the unification of the two Germatates

after the fall of communism. Since the Germans hardly had a chance to personally experience the
development of unification (th@x hikes camdater),the mediated informatiocan beconsidered as the
primary source of information. In owontent analysis eachews report wascoded whether it
explicitly, implicitly or not at all alluded to unification. As it turnedt over 70 per cent of thentire

news coverage dast implicitly referred to the unificatiqgerocess. Therefore we computed the amount

of time this process wasovered in the news. We ditbt, however, differentiate betwedavorable or
unfavorable coverage. Assumitigat no matter whakind of coverage the recipients receivead in

order to exert any effect at all, the information will have to be filtered through individual predispositions
and existing opinions and preferencébat meansthat the direction of the effect can not easily be

derived from a favorable or unfavorable coverage.

Besides this measure of the unification process in generélriter computedour indices from two
topics of the content analysiSne is the unification topic itseife. specificnewsreports on this issue.
And theother topic is the budgetary policy, a hotly disputed isgen the problem of financing the

German unification arose.

Research on electoral campaigns during the German unification phaseasgued that it wasainly
chancellor Kohl and higovernmenpartieswho gained most from theampaign, and especialffsom
the handling of unification problem (see Holtz-Bacha Kadd, 1993). If that is correct, weould
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expect to find significant correlatiormetweenour information indices and candidate evaluations, and
between the information and the evaluation of political issues in the campaign.

One of our dependentvariables is thedifference of the overall evaluations of the two chancellor
candidatesWhile previousresearch suggests thedndidate evaluationsre not as important in the
German electoral context as in the Unit8thtes(Klingemann and Wattenber$993; Falter and
Rattinger 1982), it imevertheless the cag®tindividuals may develofairly strong attitudes about the
candidates before and during the "hot phase" of the campaign. This applies espet®@Bmben one
candidate is the incumbent chancellor and the other a relatwadllknownand controversial political
figure. Furthermore, these evaluatiom® the factors thatmay be most likely to change during a
campaign, and arhose which advertising and other campagfforts areoften designed to influence
(Radunski 1980; Schulz and Kindelmann 1993; Semetko and Schonbach 1991).

Our second dependent variable pertains to the probably most debated issue during the campaign, i.e. the
economic recovery of the form&DR andhow to deal witht. Respondents were asked their opinions
regarding the best policy approactfes this recovery. Twocompeting policies were offered, one
arguing that the state (i.governmentind administration) should interfere as little as possible, and two,

that a far-reaching staietervention would béest forthe economicecovery. The two positiorare of

course only the endpoints of a continuum. Besides the own stand on this issue, the respondents were also
asked to place the government and the opposition parties on their (perceived) positions.

We therefore propose ttiellowing models taest the impact obur indices of potential information on
the vote determinants of the German election of 1990:

Model 1:

CAND =By + B2 SIPljyedia * B3LIPljmedia + B4PID; + BsINFOTV;+ g
where,

CAND = Difference in evaluation of chancellor candidates

SIPI  =Short-term index of potential information

LIPI = Long-term index of potential information

PID = Party identification

INFOTV = Television news usage

B1 = Constant

e = Error

B, to B5 = regression weights linking independent variables to dependent variables

i = Individual i
and

Model 2:

ECORECGOV B; + B, SIPljvegia + B3LIPlivedia® Bs ECORECSLF + Bg
ECORECOPR+ BgCAND + B INFOTV, + e
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where,

ECORECGOV = Government Parties’ Position on Economic Recovery of the former GDR
ECORECSLF = Own Position on Economic Recovery of the former GDR

ECORECOPP = Opposition Parties’ Position on Economic Recovery of the former GDR
CAND = Difference in evaluation of chancellor candidates

SIPI = Short-term Index of potential information
LIPI = Long-term index of potential information
INFOTV = Television news usage

B1 = Constant

e = Error

B, to 37 = regression weights linking independent variables to dependent variables

[ = Individual i

The variables represent standard measures in German electoral research. Evaludtiensvof
chancellor candidates (CANDQyere measured on a thermometer-type sedilere respondents who
"thought very badly" of each candidate were coded amebrespondentsho "thought very much” of
each candidate were coded & The variable used in the analysis is the difference in respondents'
ratings ofHelmut Kohl andOskarLafontaine with positive values t10 forindividuals whorate Kohl
highly and Lafontaine negatively, and negative values1® for individuals with extremelypro-
Lafontaine evaluations relative to KoRlartyidentification(PID) was measured on a -5 to +5 scale by
multiplying the individual's identification with governmeparties (+1) or opposition parties (-1) by
self-reported strength of identification (froth' for very weak to'5' for very strong). Those who
identified with none of théour major parties or had nparty identification were coded ag.' The
perceived issue positions of how much state intervention is necesstrg fecovery of the economy of
the formerGDR (ECORECGOV, ECORECSLEBnd ECORECOPPyvere coded from 1 (thetate
should interfere as little as possible) to 7 (far-reackiageintervention).INFOTV wascoded as the
sum of all news program usage. Finally, SIPI and LIPI were measured in mino&gsotoverage of a

given issue or topic.

It should be emphasized hdhat ourgoal wasmainly totest whether proceduresan bedeveloped to
include the actual content of news coverage in one way or the other immaels ofcampaign effects.
If we want to learrmore aboutthe impact of campaign coverage upon the votengeasinot only to

know aboutmediausage but also abotlte actualinformation intake to develop faller picture of the

campaign process.



14

Results
Candidate Evaluations

Table 2 showshe impact of the entire eiglteek coverage pertaining to the unification process (no
matter what the specific issue was) on the comparative candidate evaluation. The strongeaseftect
expected PID, but both our indices are significant, too. And in both cases it is chancellwhBotihs
through the media coverage when it comes to the unification process. Interestingly enoughpitgs the
term exposure to unification related coverdigat hasthe stronger impact. This corroboratether
research that states thiibhl won tremendously irsupport throughhis handling of the German
unification while Lafontaine was (for dong time) perceived as reluctant ‘unifier’ (see Schulz and
Kindelmann, 1993). These results clealypport botthypotheses, recency and frequency effedtde
slightly favoring the cumulative media effect.

Table 2 about here

Table 3 depictshe resultdor the actual topicseing covered. We did not includdl variables in the
samemodelfor two reasonsOne isthatthe coverage of thactual topics aréargely a subset of the
coverage with references to unification, and we wanted to estimate the diffuse perception of unification
separately from thactualdiscussion of this process. gecond reason is theibstantial amount of
multicollinearity due to the overlap of the variables.

Table 3 about here

Again, it is the long-term exposure to the discussion of unificdtiahexertghe strongest effect. Our
short-term measure does not have any effect this time. This means that people were not strongly affected
by individualreports orthe unification problenbut rathemad to accumulate information ovefoager

period of time to improve their evaluation in favor of chancellor Kohl. The picture for information about
budget related mattersspecially financing the unification, is quite different. Herdy the short-term
information index is significant. In other words, there was no cumulative influence of the information on
how Kohl and his government is going to handle the budget in the face of the unification expenses on the
comparative candidate evaluation. Only pieces of information recently obtained had an again favorable
impact on his evaluation. A reason for tmght be thdact that issue dfiow to finance the unification
became an important topic only late in the campaign. And Kohl’'s position that this would be no problem

obviously found a positive reception.

Overall it seemshat bothlong-term and short-term priming effects were operating during the campaign
of 1990,depending on the kind désue. Both effectdhjowever, favored the chancellor and boosted his
evaluation.Our models ofincorporating actuahews content seem twork and help to explain the

impact of obviously persuasive media messages.
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Issues: Economic Recovery of Former GDR

The results of ousecond modebre shown inTable 4. Thedependentvariable ECOUNIF is the
perceivedstand of thegovernmenparties orthe issue of the necessaltggree ofstateintervention for

the economic recovery of the form@DR. Control variables fonewsusage, candidate evaluations, the
position of the respondent, and of the oppositiarties aréncluded, too. Clearly, thewn position has
the strongest impact on the perceiggernment position. However, once more we find a significant
relationship between long-term information intadwe thegovernmentparties’ perceivedstand on the
degree ofstateintervention. The negative sign of the long-term index méaasheavy exposure to
coverage related to unification leads the responderisli@vethat the governmenparties are less in
favor of statentervention. This is dighly plausible result as a related content analysis shows. Of the
two governingparties,the CDU was specifically associatedith the privatization of the former
communist “public” businesses and concernswali as tax deductions. Thé=DP waseven more
supportive otax decreases and private investments. The main oppogiity, the SPD, onthe other
hand was associategith job programs and such withrauch more active roléor the government

(Lang 1994). Interestingly enough, the overall media exposure variable has the opposite effect.
Table 4 about here

Turning to Table 5the findings tell a somewhat differestory when it comes tepecific news stories
topics. Here, thdong-term coverage gbure unification storiesloes not effect the perception of the
positions of the governmergarties. Instead, it ithe short-term coveragthat also points to the
governmenpartiesbeing infavor of aminor state role. Exposure to budgetgaglicy storieshowever,
fits again the overafpattern ofthe results: the cumulative receptionnefivs messagesxerts ahighly
significant effect on the perception of policy positiomghile recentstories fail toinfluence the
respondents’ perceptions markedly. Thet thatthe overall media exposuxariable exerts again an
opposite effect strikingly drivesomethe pointthatthe actualmedia contentnatters, and thatifferent
topics or issues might also have different impacts on attitudes.

Table 5 about here

Conclusion

Our goal was to studyhe impact of television news on candidate evaluationsissugs during an
election campaign. Wargued thathe analyses of such impacts should incorporateatieal news
content in order to fully understand these processeduxtfeer argued thahe priming effects can be
basically based on two different processes. Short-term priming effects can be traessnto
information which makes relevant consideration accessiltiie Wong-term media priming effects are
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the consequence of cumulative and repetitive exposure to relevant information which makes relevant

considerations accessible due to frequency.

To testthese approaches wist developed a technique tactually link news content which each
respondent individually. We constructedr short- andong-term indices of political informatiowith

the help of objective content measures based orat¢heal amount (and type) of newstories and
subjective exposure measures of individual media usage. These measures allowed more stringent tests of

what actually affected candidate evaluations and issues in the German election of 1990.

Our resultsshow support for bothhypotheses. Overall, the larger effeai® found for long-term,
cumulative indices. This is an importdirtding since it suggesthat media recipientsre not easily
susceptible to medigues, or in other wordshow attitudinal instability oreven “non-attitudes”
(Conversel964). Themediaimpact we find isratherslow and cumulative. Since the direction of the
effects is without exception in the right directiame couldeven go sdar to suggesthat specific and
relevant information is used in rational fashion to form attitadesit candidates and issues at least in
this sample.

The results also demonstrate the importanceafiding theactualnews content, because tresults
varied fordifferent types and amounts of information. Even thoughtbdels we estimateare rather
simple, they yield quite impressive results. Media impact, after all, is not so minimal.

Therefore we think, ware heading in the right direction. However, to fully depict the information
processes during a campaign, we should furithgude information from therint media and other
political communication sources (such as interpersonal communication). Also, to really understand the
relationship between news contartd political attitudes, andow strongly news content influences
attitudes, we need to use panel studies to analyze the changes on the indixétioaire closely. More
complex modelsire necessary to test a larger varietglitierent hypothetical cognitivprocesses. We
alsoneed to do morevork on the content analysis and the information indices. @neyather easy to
compute, yet, they have to el definedand operationalized tgield not only plausiblebut alsovalid

measures.
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Schaubild 1

LIP| [, | LIP| |, | LIP| |

Time (surrsy)

SIPl = Short-tern Index of Potential Infommation-intake
LIPI = Long-term Index of Potential Infommation-intake
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Table 1: The audience of television news in Western and Eastern Germany 1990

Western Germany Eastern Germany
(N=1330) (N=702)

watching the news ...at leastoncea ... times per week ...at leastonce a ... times per week
program ... week (percentage) on average week (percentage) on average
ARD Tagesschau 90.0* 3.6 78.6 3.8

91.8** 3.6
ARD Tagesthemen 71.5 1.8 52.0 1.4

72.6 1.8
ZDF heute 76.5 24 67.1 2.9

78.2 24
ZDF heute-journal 69.0 1.6 53.3 1.4

67.9 1.6
SAT 1 Blick 27.4 0.7 n/a n/a

45.1 1.1
RTL plus aktuell 334 0.8 n/a n/a

55.0 1.4
DFF ak am Abend n/a n/a 74.3 2.8
DFF ak zwo n/a n/a 45.7 1.3

* all respondents
** only respondents with cable television

Table 2: Regression Models: Candidate Evaluations and References
Unification in News Coverage 1990 (s.e. in parantheses)

Difference in Candidate
Evaluations
(Chancellor Kohl - Lafontaine)

PID .943**

(.03)
SIPI - Unification .135*
References (.06)
LIPI - Unification .706**
References (.23)
INFOTV .017

(.06)
constant .334
R? .37
N (2013)

*p<.05 *p<.01

Source: CNEP 1990

to German
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Table 3: Regression Models: Candidate Evaluations and 1990 News Coverage of German
Unification and Budgetary Policies (s.e. in parantheses)

Difference in Candidate
Evaluations
(Chancellor Kohl - Lafontaine)
PID .945**
(.03)
SIPI - German -.038
Unification (.05)
- Budgetary .253*
Policies (.13)
LIPI - German 2.460**
Unification (.54)
- Budgetary -.074
Policies (.14)
INFOTV .052
(.06)
constant .189
R .38
N (2013)

*p<.05 *p<.01

Source: CNEP 1990
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Table 4: Regression Models: The Government Parties’ Position on the Economic
Recovery of former GDR and References to German Unification (s.e. in parantheses)

Government Parties’ Position on
the
Economic Recovery of former GDR

CAND .035**

(.01)
ECORECSLF A414%*

(.02)
ECORECOPP -.184**

(.03)
SIPI - Unification -.035
References (.03)
LIPI - Unification - 719**
References (.11)
INFOTV 126**

(.03)
constant 3.180
R? .22
N (1657)

*p<.05 *p<.01

Source: CNEP 1990
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Table 5: Regression Models: The Government Parties’ Position on the Economic
Recovery of former GDR and 1990 News Coverage of German Unification and Budgetary
Policies (s.e. in parantheses)

Government Parties’ Position on
the
Economic Recovery of former GDR

CAND .034**

(.01)
ECORECSLF A413**

(.02)
ECORECOPP -.185**

(.03)
SIPI - German -.064*
Unification (.03)

- Budgetary -.053
Policies (.06)
LIPI - German -.372
Unification (.25)

- Budgetary -.194**
Policies (.06)
INFOTV 119**

(.03)
constant 3.147
R 21
N (1657)

*p<.05 *p<.01

Source: CNEP 1990



