


















































because positive effects in one period canceled out negative effects in another period (as with the effects
of television news exposure on perceptions of Carter’s competence and job performance) or because
similar effects of roughly equal magnitude for both candida_ltes canceled each other out. Consistent,
distinctive media messages favoring one side or the other in a political controversy are, by contrast, likely

to produce sizable opinion changes over time (Zaller 1992),
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics and Measurement Error Estimates

All variables except Network News Exposure (0 to 1), Newspaper Exposure (0 to 1), and Party
- Identification (-1 to 1) recoded to vary between 0 and 100. N=758.

- o — — . _ -
Mean
(Std Dev) &
February June September

Network News 708 (.317) 662 (.316) 644 (.315) .158
Exposure

Newspaper .621 (.485) .600 (.490) .623 (.476) 227
Exposure

Party -.124 (.657) -.099 (.676) -.116 (.678) 231
Identification

Power-hungry 489 (28.2) 49.1 (28.0) 53.2 (30.4) 18.8

Moral 62.6 (22.2) 63.7 (21.8) 61.5 (23.1) 14.6

Dishonest 27.5 (23.7) 26.5 (22.7) 25.6 (24.0) 15.2

Inspiring 459 (25.7) 48.1 (25.8) 44.8 (27.6) 13.5

Strong Leader 52.5 (23.9) 55.5 (24.5) 51.7 (27.3) 16.3

Weak 31.6 (23.2) 28.8 (21.7) 28.6 (24.7) 18.0

Develop Good Relations 49.0 (23.3) 51.2 (22.9) 46.3 (26.0) 15.7

Solve Economic Problems 46.3 (22.5) 49.4 (22.5) 44.2 (24.2) 14.4

Knowledgeable 61.0 (21.8) 59.3 (22.9) 58.5 (26.0) 14.3

Thermometer 52.5 (23.6) 58.4 (23.3) 56.2 (25.0) 11.7
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Table 2
Comparison of OLS and Errors-in-Variables Parameter Estimates for Prior Opinion

June parameter estimates in first row, September parameter estimates in second row. Asymptotic
- standard errors of parameter estimates in parentheses. N=7358.

Ordinary Errors-in- Factor
Least Variables Analytic Factor
Squares Model Model Loadings
Power-hungry 431 (.033) 812 (039 -1.151
473 (034 951 (.088) (.038)
Moral 401 (.032) 768 (092 774 (.064) 951
419 (039 .848 (oo 872 (.065) (.030)
Dishonest 319 (033 577 (08 -.899
410 (035 829 (113) (.029)
Inspiring 472 (031) 668  (.063) 1.245
540 (034) T2 o (.031)
Strong Leader 405 (033 809 (.o098) 09 (057 1.127
498  (.036) 1.000 (o0f3) 859 (.066) (.025)
Weak 238 (.033) 667 (121 -.628
244 (o4 1.000 (.00m (.032)
Develop Good Relations 392 (o3 780 (.099) 1.118
392 (.03 863 (102) (.025)
Solve Economic Problems 365 (033 654 (.083) 764 (.078) 1.065
445 (035 826 (.100) 817 (078) %23y}
Knowledgeable 359 (.036) 661 (110 .825
486 (037 818 (112 (.031)
Thermometer Rating 488 (0309 667 (.051) — -
607 o3y 887 (.06m —_




Table 3
Comparison of OLS and Errors-in-Variables Parameter Estimates for Television News Exposure

June parameter estimates in first row, September parameter. estimates in second row. Asymptotic
- standard errors of parameter estimates in parentheses. N=758.

—
Ordinary Errors-in- Factor
Least Variables Analytic Factor
Squares Model Mode) Loadings
Power-hungry -1.01 (.02 140 @.16) -1.151
-1.03 .21 2.37 @ {.038)
Moral 2.40 (.33 1.56 (3.26) 0.23 49 951
2.18 (243 -1.94 (.61 0.86 2.69) (.030)
Dishonest -3.87 (259 -2.45 (348 -.899
6.29 (2.69) -3.70 o9 (.029)
[nspiring -1.53 (2.66) -1.28 (3.54) 1.245
3.04 (283 -8.44 (3.93 (.031) |
Strong Leader 1.43 .51 1.50 (3.66) 039 49 1.127
4.10 @87 -8.33 (4.30) -7.78 .83 (.025)
Weak -1.10 (.51 0.39 (.85 ' -.628
3.68 (2.9¢) 3.82 w@m (.032)
Develop Good Relations 4,13 a4y 596 (.39 1.118
-5.31 (280 -10.65 .19 (.025)
Solve Economic Problems 047 (.42 0.56 (329 4.07 @41 1.065
-5.51 .53 258 (363 -9.93 (oW 2n
Knowledgeable 3.92 Q.0 3.78 (3.53) .825
-2.76 an -8.66 (1.09 031
Thermometer Rating 343 (225 5.21 96 —_— —
1.41 (2.36) 1.23 (3.29) -—




Table 4 :
Comparison of OLS and Errors-in-Variables Parameter Estimates for Newspaper Exposure

June parameter estimates in first row, September parameter estimates in second row. Asymptotic
-standard errors of parameter estimates in parentheses. N=758,

Ordinary Errors-in- Factor
Least Variables Analytic Factor
Squares Model Model Loadings

Power-hungry 0.15 a9 0.45 .58 -1.151
0.49 .00 0.69 .79 (.038)

Moral 0.05 (148 0.38 (1.98) 0.50 (.51 951

3.27 a.sy 5.11 @.on 3.57T 0. (.030)

Dishonest -1.00 (.61 0.60 .08 -.899
-3.54 (e 4.11 @23 (.029)

_— |

Inspiring -1.61 (1.69) 0.72 .16) 1.245

0.08 .76 1.07 @27 (031

Strong Leader 0.02 (1.66) 1.37 .25 0.73 (1.50) 1.127
-1.01 (.78 -1.29 243 0.06 (.61 (.025)

Weak 0.06 (1.59 0.25 @17 -.628

4.49 (1.84) 531 79 (.032)

Develop Good Relations 091 (153 0.48 con I.118
0.35 (.78 0.08 (.39 (.025)

Solve Economic Problems 2.86 (1.54) 543 .03 1.76 (1.58) 1.065
0.98 (158 -1.89 .12 0.40 (1.68) m7n

Knowledgeable 0.59 (.65 1.36 (.16 .825
2,18 .18 1.80 .32 (.031)

Thermometer Rating 1.63 (1.43) 2.99 (1.82) -— -

0.40 471 0.29 asn —
— — — —— —




‘Table 5

Comparison of OLS and Errors-in-Variables Parameter Estimates for Party Identification

June parameter estimates in first row, September parameter estimates in second row. Asymptotic
- standard errors of parameter estimates in parentheses. N=758.

Ordinary Errors-in- Factor
Least Variables Analytic Factor
Squares Model Model Loadings
Power-hungry -5.81 (1.40) -3.75 (179 -1.151
-10.75 (1.46) 6.95 (198 {.038)
Moral 3.06 (.om 1.43 (1.36) 1.95 (1.0% 951
6.43 (1.10) 491 (.41 5.56 (1.0%) {.030)
Dishonest -2.84 (.11 -1.94 (1.33) -.899
-5.62 (1.19) 440 (1.5 (.29
Inspiring 6.45 (.23 6.57 (1.42) 1.245
6.72 .3 4.47 (1.65 (.031) “
Strong Leader 7.42 (.2p 5.31 (.64 5.09 (.00 1.127
7.53 (1.33) 2,39 .58 3.32 qas (025
Weak 4.12 (115 -2.88 (.49 -.628
£6.67 (1.3 -2.96 (.79 (.032)
Develop Good Relations 7.61 (1.12) 5.79 (.5 1.118
10.96 (.31 6.27 .55 (.025)
Solve Economic Problems 8.08 (.13 6.90 (1.45) 5.06 (1.19 1.065
8.00 .9 4.38 .85 5.36 (1.39) 027
Knowledgeable 3.73 (.20 246 (1.:) .825
564 (1.30) 4.36 (1.65) (.031)
Thermometer Rating 8.27 a.om 7.82 (128 -
585 (a4 2.59 (1.59)




Table 6
Campaign Information and Distinctive Campaign Messages

Calculaﬁons for February through September. based upon errors-in-variables parameter estimates in
" Tables 2 through 5. Esimates in italics based upon ordinary least squares estimates.

= EE——
Campaign Distinctive
Information Television Distinctive Distinctive
/ Total News Newspaper Partisan
Information Message Message Message
Power-hungry 228 +3.8 - 49 -46.2
.796 -19 0.5 -17.0
fl
Moral .349 -1.8 +15.6 +17.6
.832 +3.8 +3.9 +9.3
Dishonest 522 -11.0 -8.8 -11.5
.869 -9.1 4.5 -7.8
i
Inspiring 484 -19.5 +1.0 +19.7
745 -5.2 -1.1 +13.7
Strong Leader 191 357 +0.4 +40.2
798 4.2 13 +14.1
Weak 333 +25.3 -15.2 -17.5
842 +3.6 4.8 8.1
Develop Good Relations 327 -16.8 -1.5 +34.4
.846 4.4 0.8 +16.5
Solve Economic Problems 460 -19.8 +5.6 +21.9
.838 4.3 +0.3 +13.8
Knowledgeable 460 -12.1 +6.3 +13.9
.826 -1.0 +3.0 +90
Thermometer Rating 408 +14.4 +7.2. +23.3
704 +3.0 +2.0 +15.4
— — . .
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Figure 1: Estimated Distinctiveness of Television News
Message for Reagan Thermometer Ratings, June 1980
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Figure 2: Estimated Distinctiveness of Newspaper
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Probability

Density

Figure 3: Estimated Distinctiveness of Television News
Message for Reagan Thermometer Ratings,
June and September 1980
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