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CHAPTER L* 

INTRODUCTION 

In previous attempts to measure the impact of mass 

communications in political campaigns, communication 

researchers and social psychologists have developed elab

orate investigative designs to study the concept of the 

"effect of the message.""*" In these political cases, as in 

others, many such designs have been of limited value; after 

explaining the relationship of certain variables involved 

in the testing of their particular hypothesis, their users 

have subsequently concluded that the greatest effect of 

political propaganda upon a voter is either "reinforcement," 

where an intention to vote for a particular candidate is 

strengthened; or a "bandwagon effect," where one votes for 

2 the candidate he expects to win. In view of this dearth 

of evidence that voters are being activated or converted 

3 by political communications, one presumably questions the 

"^Elihu Katz and Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Personal 
Influence, The Part Played by People in the Flow oT~Mass 
Communications (3rd ed.: New York; Columbia University 
Press, 1955), p. 18. 

^Melvin Lawrence DeFleur, Theories of Mass Communi
cations (New York: McKay, 1966), p. 129. 

3Ibid. 

1 
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potential value of research as to the effects of political 

propaganda on the voting public, and subsequently the value 

of studies which ascertain content value of such communi

cations . 

Statement of the Problem 

Stated in terms of Lasswell's basic communications 

model,^ the problem at hand is how to determine the relative 

influence of sender, message and channel on receiver 

response, as the latter pertains to actions inside the 

voting booth. In this regard, one must consider various 

limitations which permeate prior research-analyses of 

message effectiveness and/or receiver persuasibilityBut 

one is left at length with the existence of sender investi-
r 

gation as a necessary condition for receiver response. 

To put the matter in lay terms, it is necessary for 

a candidate to run for political office to be voted for by 

the public. Thus it would not be illogical to assume—as 

a hypothetico-deductive starting point —that politicians 

saying the most through the proper medium will be relatively 

^Harold D. Lasswell, "Structure and Function of 
Communication in Society," Communication of Ideas, ed. 
Lyman Bryson (New York: Harper, 1948), pp. 37-51. 

^Paul F. Secord and Carl W. Backman, Social 
Psychology (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1964), p. 227. 

^Claire Selltiz, Marie Jahoda, Morton Deutsch, and 
Qhiart- w. r.nnk. Research Methods in Social Relations, (rev. 
ed^t New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963), p. 81. 
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successful, other things being equal. Such an assumption 

is a starting point as far as this study is concerned. 

Purpose of the Study 

The problem at hand is customarily resolved in terms 

of how one views the mass communications process. This 

study's general purpose is to empirically test, by 

hypothetico-deductive procedures, the theories of Lasswell 

and others who see the strength and intensity of the sender, 

and the importance of identity and organization.7 The study 

will examine senders of communications messages in polit

ical campaigns. Various categories of communications will 

be established and defined, and hypotheses regarding the 

strength of the sender will be arrived for each of these 

categories. In turn, these hypotheses will be tested 

empirically by measuring campaign spending of a random 

sample of candidates in California congressional and 

assembly elections. This will allow examination of the 

candidate as the sender of political communication. 

Although the study will be concerned mainly with the 

importance of the sender, the positions of the message 

and the receiver will be discussed. For example, Hovland, 

7Harold D. Lasswell, World Politics and Personal 
Insecurity (New York; McGraw Hill, 1955), p. 29. 
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Jartis and Kelley,® LaPiere,^ and Klapper"^ equate message 

effectiveness more with its content than its sender or 

receiver and hold the most important issue, in this regard, 

to be the tactic used to communicate. A third view, 

endorsed by DeFleur, Katz and Lazarsfeld, and Lazarsfeld, 

11 Berelson and Gaudet, et al., measures effectiveness of 

messages by their impact upon receiving audiences. Still 

others support the importance of the receiver providing one 

takes into account such variables as social class, 

attitude, and personality."^ 

g  

Carl I. Hovland, Irving L. Janis, and Harold E. 
Kelley, Communication and Persuasion, Psychological Studies 
of Opinion Change (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1953), 
p~I 64. 

9 
Richard T. LaPiere, A Theory of Social Control 

(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1954), p. loT 

"^Joseph T. Klapper, "Mass Media and Persuasion," 
The Process and Effects of Mass Communications, ed. Wilbur 
Schramm (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1955), 
p. 310. 

"*" ̂ DeFleur, op. cit., p. 118. 

1 ? Katz and Lazarsfeld, op. cit., p. 118. 

1 ̂  Paul F. Lazarsfeld, Bernard Berelson and Hazel 
Gaudet, The People's Choice, _How The Voter Makes Up His 
Mind in a Presidential Campaign (3rd ed.; New York: 
Columbia University Press, 1944), p. 94. 

1Z,"Leon Festinger, A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance 
(Evanston, 111.: Row and Peterson, 195/), p. 83. 

"^Secord and Backman, op. cit., p. 231. 

16Robert E. Lane, "Political Personality and 
Electoral Choice," American Political Science Review. 
Vol. 49 (1955), pp. 173-190. 
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Importance of the Sender 

Lasswell has stated that communications processes 

of human society perform three basic functions: surveil

lance of the environment, transmission of social inheritance, 

and correlation of the components of society."^"7 His 

opinions support the concept that controllers of the mass 

media will lead in bringing about a high degree of social 

equivalence between the layman's picture of significant 

relationships, and the picture of the expert and the 

18 leader. Another of Lasswell's concepts to be considered 

is class value, and the thought that many communications 

connections and interconnections exist between social 

19 structure and the structure of attention. He considers 

class value to be in more demand for members of a certain 

class than for others, meaning members of a particular 

position in the social structure are more identified with 
20 

one another than with members of other social classes. 

While usually serving as a variable by which the receiver 

g,j-p-£ets and reacts to the message, social class can be 

an important consideration for the sender; and as Cartwright 

17Lasswell, "Structure and Function," p. 51. 

18Ibid. 
19Harold D. Lasswell, The Analysis of Political 

Behavior: An Empirical Approach (Handen, Conn.: Acron 
Books, l^bb;, p. luo. 

79Ibid., p• 107. 



and Zander,23 Festinger,22 Levinson,23 and Lipset24 have 

explained, social classes react differently to certain 

communications. Lasswell also argued that social classes 

can be led and influenced by people making use of powerful 

25 communication; hence a political communication sent by 

the sender specifically for certain audiences could realize 

powerful results. Specifically, Lasswell would conclude 

that the politician himself is more important than the 

message or his audience, because the politician holds the 

key to the circuits of communication, and thus controls 

the degree of reciprocity between communicator and 

audience.2^ 

o i 
Dorwin Cartwright and Alvin Zander, "The 

Structural Properties of Groups: Introduction," Group 
Dynamics. Research and Theory, eds. Dorwin Cartwright and 
Alvin Zander (2nd ed.; New York: Harper and Row, 1960), 
p. 658. 

oo 
Festinger, loc. cit. 

23Daniel J. Levinson, "Relevance of Personality 
for Political Participation," Public Opinion Quarterly, 
Vol. 22 (1958), p. 10. 

24Seymour M. Lipset, and others, "The Psychology 
of Voting: An Analysis of Political Behavior," Handbook 
of Social Psychology, II, ed. Gardner Lindzey (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1954), pp. 1124-1175. 

25Harold D. Lasswell and A. Kaplan, Power and 
Society (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1950), p. 86. 

26Lasswell, "Structure and Function," p. 42. 
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Importance of the Message 

Hovland, Janis and Kelley argue that the message 

is comprised of a chain of responses evoked during 

exposure to communication, and they consider, accordingly, 
O "J 

such concepts as emotion and reassurability. Hovland 

himself has analyzed the effects of motives in various 

28 communication situations. LaPiere views the message as 

important because it gives a small number of men the power 

to communicate with thousands, millions, or even billions 

29 of persons. Klapper, who also considers the receiver 

important, gives the message credit for alerting individual 

belief. Campbell, Gurin and Miller join with McLuhan 

in stressing the importance of the message, providing it 

is transmitted via the most effectual channel. 

Importance of the Receiver 

One can perhaps best approach the position that the 

receiver holds the key to communications effectiveness by 

27Hovland, Janis and Kelley, loc. cit. 

28Carl I. Hovland, "Psychology of the Communication 
Process," Communications in Modern Society, ed. Wilbur 
Schramm (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1948), 
p. 58. 

30 29LaPiere, loc. cit. Klapper, loc. cit. 

31Agnes Campbell, Gerald Gurin, and Warren E. 
M i l lpr "Television and the Election," Scientific American, 
Vol 188, No. 5 (May, 1953), pp. 46-48. 

32Marshall McLuhan, Understanding Media: The 
Extension of Man (New York: Signet Books, 1966), pp. 23-35. 
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examining DeFleur's opinions about contemporary theories 

of mass communications,33 plus studies of effectiveness of 

political audiences. Katz and Lazersfeld have provided 

some most applicable work of the latter type, particu

larly by way of the Erie County, Ohio, study of 1940 in 

which Lazarsfeld joined with Berelson and Gaudet to 

develop an elaborate research design to study the impact 

_ . 34 of mass communications on voters. This study provided 

evidence that propaganda in political campaigns has three 

main effects: activation, conversion, and reinforcement--

35 the latter being greatest. Its findings also revealed 

campaign propaganda to be more effective early in the 
O (1 

campaign, and classified voters according to the time 

37 they made their final decisions to vote. Later work by 

Katz and Lazarsfeld has considered the psychological 

rewards voters may receive from electing certain political 

candidates.38 Relatedly, Keller indicates reinforcement 

is the greatest effect of the learning process, but 

cautions it is impossible to measure unless all stimuli are 

39 
considered. 

33DeFleur, op. cit., p. 118. 

3Scatz and Lazarsfeld, loc. cit. 

33Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet, loc. cit. 

36ibid. 37ibid. 

38Katz and Lazarsfeld, op. cit., p. 118. 

39Fred S. Keller, Learning: Reinforcement Theory 
(New York: Random House, 1965), p. 13. 
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In 1948, Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee conducted 

an intensive study in Elmira, New York, and determined 

voting intentions were highly correlated with expectations 

as to who would win the elect ion. Two interpretations 

of this result were provided: one, the "bandwagon effect," 

which conceptualizes one's act of voting for the man he 

expects to win; the other, a matter of "projection," which 

describes a situation where people feel the winner will be 

the candidate they and their friends feel favorably 

41 towards. Whether a bandwagon effect exists was a contro

versial topic in the 1940's when Pierce first found 
2 A Q 

evidence of it; Gallup and Rae argued against the effect; 

and Lewis found a half-way split.44 Recent work by Atkin,4^ 

Bernard R. Berelson, Paul F. Lazarsfeld, and 
William N. McPhee, Voting: A Study of Opinion Formation 
in a Presidential Campaign (Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press, 1954), p. 289. 

41Ibid. 

42Walter M. Pierce, "Climbing on the Bandwagon," 
Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 4 (1940), pp. 241-243. 

42George Gallup and Saul Forbes Rae, "Is There a 
Bandwagon Vote?" Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 4 (1940), 
pp. 244-249. 

44George F. Lewis, Jr., "The Congressmen Look At 
The Polls," Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 4 (1940), 
pp. 229-231. 

45Charles K. Atkin, "The Impact of Political Poll 
Reports on Candidate and Issue Performance," Journalism 
Quarterly, Vol. 46 (1969), pp. 515-522. 
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Mendelson, and Fauchs,^2 has showed no evidence of the 

effect. Many psychologists adhere, moreover, to the 

importance of the audience, particularly Thorndike through 

his "Law of Effect,"^1"8 and men such as Skinner who sub

scribe to such a concept.^ 

Also meriting consideration is the importance of 

social class as a variable possibly affecting message 

reception. In this regard, Festinger found the effect of 

a decision was proportionate to its importance--as measured 

by one's peers.Work by Levinson also supports social 

class and its importance, while Lipset provided evidence 

the peer-created concept is important in determining voting 

behavior. 

Factors of attitude, personality, and rumor have 

also been supported as important communications consider

ations in dealing with message flow and diffusion. Here 

^Harold Mendelson, "Election Day Broadcasts and 
Terminal Voting Decisions," Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 
30 (1966), pp. 212-225. 

^Douglas A. Fauchs, "Election Day Radio-Television 
and Western Voting," Public Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 30 
(1966), pp. 226-236. 

^8Edward L. Throndike, The Original Nature of Man 
(New York: Mason, 1913), p. 172. 

^B. F. Skinner. Science and Human Behavior (New 
York: Macmillian, 1953), p. 60. 

5®Festinger, loc. cit. "'"'"Levinson, loc. cit. 

52Lipset, and others, loc. cit. 
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Osgood and Tannenbaum55 join Secord and Bachman5^ in 

supporting the importance of attitude; Lane discusses the 

importance of personality,55 and Allport stresses the 

important applications of rumor.56 

Value of the Study 

Our topic of consideration deals with an issue of 

no small voter concern: the effects (election-outcomes) 

of variations in the ability of senders (candidates) to 

produce intensive messages (campaigns).' Modern day polit

ical communication is presented through many channels, and 

politicians usually pay either for the preparation of their 

messages or for the use of the message channels. In many 

cases it is necessary to pay for both areas. 

At first glance one might question the value of a 

study relating research of early sociologists and social 

psychologists to present day politics, yet this is done 
57 

daily--and with ease-- by influential American journalists. 

Since, moreover, a country where one may be able to buy 

55Charles E. Osgood and Percy H. Tannenbaum, "Atti
tude Change and the Principle of Congruity," The Process 
and Effects of Mass Communications, ed. Wilbur Schramm 
(Urbana: University oT Illinois Press, 1955), p. 251. 

5 5 
5^"Secord and Backman, loc. cit. Lane, loc. cit. 

56Gordon W. Allport and Leo J. Postman, The 
Psychology of Rumor (New York: Holt, 1940), p. 73. 

57Marquis Childs, "The High Cost of Elections," 
Fresno Bee, November 17, 1970, p. 11. 
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political office for millions of dollars is no longer a 

democracy, it is hardly an exaggeration to say that if 

political campaign spending has a salient effect on voting 

behavior, any system of free elections may be destroyed' 

58 if such a situation is not corrected. Throughout the 

1960's there were signs that money might be turning into a 

corrupting force in election campaigns, as politicians 

sometimes spent more money getting elected than they 

59 received from their salaries for said elected offices. 

In months immediately preceding national elections of 

November 3, 1970, American politicians almost uniformly 

accepted the proposition that television merchandising 

was the high road to voters' affections.^ Television 

reportedly received more 1970 campaign monies than other 

facets of the mass media. The overall matter, in fact, 

is the topic of discussion regarding a bill recently vetoed 

by President Richard Nixon, which would limit broadcast 

61 
spending in political campaigns . This veto has been 

called only one outcome of a number of repeated attempts by 

the United States government to restrain spiralling costs 

of political campaigns. The success of television as an 

58ibid. 59ibid. 

^"Punctured Image," Newsweek, November 16, 1970, 
p. 70. 

61"Senate Backs Veto of Broadcast Measure," Fresno 
Bee, November 24, 1970, p. 2-B. 

62Ibid. 
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instrument of political propaganda was recently accepted 

by McGinniss, who argued that Presidents, like toothpaste, 
r q 

could be sold via this medium. Other evidence that 

television may be the freeway to political success includes 

the fact that many contenders for 1970 Senate and guber

natorial offices retained television consultants and 

swelled overall television campaign budgets to an estimated 

$50 million. 

Following the 1970 elections was a general feeling 

of surprise that many candidates who had hired paid 
65 

political television consultants failed to get elected. 

This deflation of television's political image-makers led 

many to conclude, in the words of Childs, "Image making 

can't run counter to strong national currents. Television 

can not overwhelm. It can only amplify." 

Yet while all candidates spending large sums with 

image-makers did not get elected, many did. Thus one 

may propose that such image makers are essentially senders 

with rigid control over messages cheated explicitly for 

63joe McGinniss, The Selling of the President 1968, 
(New York: Trident, 1969~)~> et passum. 

64Childs, loc. cit. 

^"Punctured Image," Time, loc. cit. 

66Ibid. 67Ibid. 
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selected channels in the overall communications process.88 

The individuals referred to here include Democrats David 

Garth, a former New York advertising executive who has 

handled the campaigns of New York Mayor John Lindsay and 

organized successful Senate campaigns of John Tunney of 

C a l i f o r n i a  a n d  A d l a i  S t e v e n s o n  I I I  o f  I l l i n o i s a n d  

Charles Guggenheim, an Oscar-winning documentary film

maker who planned the 1970 strategy for the campaigns of 

Massachusetts Senator Edward Kennedy.79 Also relatively 

successful in their professions are Republicans like Harry 

Treleaven, credited with a major share in the alleged 

creation of President Richard Nixon's 1968 television 

"image," who worked with the Senate campaign of Clyde Brock 

of Tennessee in 1970; 71 and Robert Goodman, who got his 

start in campaigning with Spiro T. Agnew, Vice-President of 

72 the United States. 

The 1970 election provided an interesting image-

building campaign in Ohio, where astronaut John Glenn, a 

man known to ninety—five percent of the voters, was defeated 

by a relatively unknown businessman with a "funny name" in 

68Charles McCabe, "Campaign Expenses," San Francisco 
Chronicle, December 8, 1970, p. 37. 

69Bernard D. Nossiter, "The Image Makers and How 
They Did," T.os Angeles Times, November 8, 1970, Section F, 
pp. 1-2. 

70Ibid. 71Ibid. 72Ibid. 
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73 a Senate race. Howard Metzenbaum used his bankroll in 

defeating Glenn, spending $300,000 in his Guggenheim-

organized campaign.7^ 

American politicians themselves are becoming 

increasingly concerned with such situations, particularly 

75 since the 1968 presidential elections. In the latter 

case, figures compiled by the Federal Communications 

Commission provide evidence that the victorious Republicans 

spent $12,697 ,953 for television and radio advertising for 

the Nixon-Agnew ticket, while Democrats spent $6,143,953 

for the Humphrey-Muskie campaign.7^ The vetoed bill in 

Congress would have limited spending to about $5 million 

per party for the presidential campaign and about $20,000 
77 

for Senatorial, Congressional and gubernatorial races. 

Although somewhat overshadowed by the overwhelming 

expansion of political campaigning in the electronic media, 

printed advertising, which includes newspapers and maga

zines , has received a substantial slice of the political 

spending pie. Commercial printing organizations and 

photography studios also do an abundance of election 

business as candidates contract for printing of direct-

73McCabe, loc. cit. 7^Ibid. 

75Ibid. 76Ibid. 

77"Senate Backs Veto," Fresno Bee, loc. cit. 
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mail brochures, handouts, billboards, photography displays, 
70 

and other related forms of promotion. 

Viewed in the perspective of today's economy, one 

finds interesting evidence when examining financial reports 

of political campaigns. 79 In point, the seemingly large 

campaign expenditures of some American politicians provide 

a timely basis for a study examining the communicator 

himself in political communication. In this regard it was 

felt that, should the person saying the most receive the 

greatest effect via any type of communication, then any 

studies concerned specifically with the message or with the 

receiver--and not with the sender--would be of less value 

than heretofore imagined. 

An attempt has thus been made to indicate that 

political communication relies considerably on the mass 

media and other forms of communication5 and hence, that a 

study of this sort would be relevant to journalism and to 

mass communications. It is felt that such a topic is also 

timely and of social concern. This study, therefore, is 

seen as being a vital part of the communications model 

which has of late received relatively little empirical 

investigation. 

78McGinniss, op. cit., pp. 184-189. 

79"The Nation," Time, November 16, 1970, p. 14. 
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The Approach 

For this study's purposes, it was felt that the 

most effective approach would be hypothetico-deductive--as 

defined and described in practice by numerous texts 

regarding mass communications research, particularly those 

by Kerlinger,^ Selltiz, et al.,^ Nafziger and White,and 

8 8 perhaps most understandably the one by Emmert and Brooks. 

The major advantage of hypothetico-deductive methodology 

is that it allows for conversion of inductive propositions 

into operational hypotheses of prediction as to selected 

variable relationships-hypotheses which may be tested via 

84 any number of techniques and method types. Moreover, 

since voting patterns are relatively extensive social 

phenomena--i .e . , phenomena in real-life social contexts--

it was decided to utilize survey research techniques to 

test this study's hypotheses. 

Certain elements are necessary conditions for the 

success of such an approach as this. For example, one must 

^Frederick N. Kerlinger, Foundations of Behavioral 
Research: Educational and Psychological Inquiry (New York: 
Holt, Reinhart and Winston, 1965), pp. 359-3/4. 

Slselltiz, and others, op. cit. pp. 28-30. 

^2Ralph 0. Nafziger and David M. White, Introduction 
to Mass Communications Research (Baton Rouge: Louisiana 
State University Press, 1938;, pp. 128-136. 

83phnip Emmert and William D. Brooks (eds.), 
Methods of Research in Communication (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin, 1970), pp• 12-13. 

^Selltiz, and others, loc. cit. 
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isolate, identify, control and manipulate a substantial and 

exclusive population universe--one, ideally, which may be 

categorized into and compared to at least two different 

time-periods, so as to control such variables as may inter

vene between such periods. 8~* Such a procedure, referred 

to by Selltiz, et al., as the "before-after" technique, may 

have one or more experimental and/or control groups.86 Also 

necessary are criteria which will allow for the breakdown 

of this universe into categories which are mutually 

exclusive--i .e . , that have distinguishing attributes unique 

unto themselves. A final requirement is that practical 

procedures be found for measuring matters at issue within 

pragmatic limits imposed by time, finances and other 

resources. These procedures must be reliable and repli-

cable--that is, repeatable by different researchers with 

8 7 
similar efficacy. They must also be valid; i.e., they 

must measure what they set out to measure. 

Selecting the universe. The State of California was 

selected as the subject of this study for reasons of prox

imity, and because she is a trend-setting state, an 

influential state, and the most populous state in the 

85Ibid., pp. 112-122. 86Ibid., p. 114. 

87Harold H. Kelley and John W. Thibaut, "Experi
mental Studies of Group Problem Solving and Process, 
Handbook of Social Psychology, ed., Gardner Lindzey 
(Cambridge, Mass.: Addison Wesley, 1954), pp. 738 741. 
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8 8 

nation. Selected for specific consideration in this 

regard were congressional races for the United States House 

of Representatives, plus assembly contests for the California 

State Legislature. There are thirty-eight congressmen and 

eighty assemblymen in California; thus a total universe of 

at least n = 236 would be possible, if each incumbent was 

opposed at election time along traditional party lines.8<^ 

All incumbents in question are elected every two years. In 

this regard, it was thought feasible to examine the 

political performances of all contestants in terms of the 

relative number of persons who voted for them, inasmuch as 

most of these contestants—at least those winning or placing 

second in recent elections—were Democrats or Republicans. 

What is more, it was deemed possible to make such an exam

ination respective of two elections, in 1968 and 1970 

respectively, thereby satisfying the most elemental require

ments of a "before-after" experimental design.9^ 

Relevant propositions. With these matters in mind, 

a detailed investigation was made of contributions of major 

researchers in the overall "message-effectiveness" field. 

88"The Republican Assault on The Senate," Time, 
October 26, 1970, pp. 18-26. 

^California, Statement of Vote, General Election, 
November 3, 1970. 

^Selltiz, and others, op. cit., p. 114. 
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As a result of this investigation, two "major" or necessary 

cause variables emerged which seemed to merit empirical 

treatment, either by control or by manipulation.9^ These 

variables, which had to occur for a political candidate to 

be elected to office, were his act of contesting for a 

political position, and his use of some form of communi

cation to voters--even if it was only placement of his name 

on an election ballot. Perhaps equally important for the 

purpose at hand would be the contributory condition cause 

variables — that is, ones which increase the likelihood a 

92 given phenomenon will occur. These would include the 

degree of availability of various communications channels 

to political candidates during campaigns, and the amount of 

importance placed on various communications channels. Other 

contributory condition cause variables would be whether 

individual electoral districts were predominately Democratic 

or Republican according to registration of voters and/or 

previous voting results; and the degree of a particular 

candidate's "initial familiarity" with the voting public— 

that Is? how well known he was to voters, as best measured, 

perhaps, by whether he was an incumbent. Contingent 

condition cause variables — or those that are effective only 

under certain conditions—would include the specific channels 
93 

available for campaign communication. Such channels would 

91Ibid., p. 81. 
92Ibid., p. 82. 



include newspapers and other printed mass media forms, 

broadcasting outlets, non-mass media promotions such as 

commercial printing, direct mail, etc., and professional 

campaign organization. The nature of the contested polit

ical office--i.e . , whether it was a congressional or 

assembly race, also was seen as falling into this category. 

For this study's purposes, these concepts are 

combined into the following hypothetico-deductive propo

sitions : 

1. All other things being equal, a political 
candidate with significantly greater access to financial 
support than his opponent, should be significantly more 
successful in his quest for election than his opponent. 

2. All other things being equal, a political 
candidate with significantly greater access to various 
methods of communications in his campaign than his opponent 
should be significantly more successful in his quest for 
election than his opponent. 

3. All other things being equal, a political 
candidate with significantly greater access to_non-mass 
media communications will not necessarily be significantly 
more successful in his quest for election than his opponent 

3A. All other things being equal, a political 
candidate with significantly greater access to campaign 
organization, such as public relations, advertising and 
campaign management assistance, than his opponent, should 
be significantly more successful in his quest for election 
than his opponent. 

3B All other things being equal, a political 
candidate with significantly greater access to commercial 
printing communications, direct mail, billboards, posters, 
and other related promotions, than his opponent, will not 
necessarily be significantly more successful m his quest 
for election than his opponent. 

4 All other things being equal, a political 
I*. . * • .1-crm'f leantly greater access to mass media 

advertising than his opponentf should be significantly 
more successful in his quest for election than his opponent 
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All other things being equal, a political 
candidate with significantly greater access to print media 
advertising--i.e., newspapers, magazines, etc.--than his 
opponent, will not necessarily be significantly more 
successful in his quest for election than his opponent. 

5. All other things being equal, a political 
candidate who is a Republican should have significantly 
greater access to financial support and communications 
spending than his Democratic opponent. 

6. All other things being equal, a political 
candidate who is not an incumbent will have to utilize a 
significantly greater access to the various methods of 
communications than an incumbent opponent, to be signifi
cantly more successful in his quest for election. 

Summary 

In view of the fact that we have now stated the 

problem, discussed the purposes and values of this study, 

and briefly outlined the methodology and approach to be 

followed, we are now able to proceed to the next step, that 

being the conversion of the aforementioned propositions 

into hypotheses, and the application of Statistical Tech

niques to them. 



CHAPTER II 

METHOD AND TECHNIQUE 

In hypothetico-deductive cases such as this, the 

creation of workable propositions leads necessarily to 

several matters of research technique. For one thing, the 

researcher must convert the propositions into workable 

94 hypotheses; for another, he must arrive at a pragmatic 

yet valid and reliable way of testing them--often via one 

of many accepted scaling techniques and/or tests of 

95 statistical significance. Relatedly, there must be steps 

to eliminate possible confounding of perceived results by 

96 one or more intervening variables; or one must utilize 

randomization procedures to insure that their effects fall 

with relatively equal weight on all dependent variables to 

be measured.^ 

The Hypotheses 

As a first step, the propositions at issue were 

^0 — qxamined, particularly with reference to Lasswell s 

thesis that the sender is the key to the communications 

^Emmert and Brooks, op. cit., p. 28. 

^Ibid. , p. 26. ^ Ibid., p. 28. 

^Selltiz, and others, op. cit., pp. 81-83. 
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98 

process. By supplementing this thesis and others with 

observation, experience and the like, it was possible to 

operationally define the propositions' necessary, sufficient, 

contributory and contingent cause variables so as to create 

hypotheses which follow. In this regard, "access" is 

defined in terms of money spent by each candidate in certain 

specified categories. Justification for such a definition 

was on the basis of observations by Selltiz, et al., that 

operational definitions must be arrived at pragmatically, on 

99 the basis of time and resources of the researcher; and on 

the related common-sense observation that few forms of the 

mass communications process will reject payment for promo

tional services rendered. Furthermore, "all factors being 

equal," is defined for this study's purposes as meaning 

that no intervening variables, except those previously 

mentioned, would have any measurable effect on the voter's 

reactions to candidates. An example of an intervening 

variable, in such a case, would be that of a candidate's 

son being arrested during a campaign, thereby causing many 

voters to side with his opponent. In this study it is 

assumed that the possible effects of such variables have 

been alleviated by randomization procedures, and hence, 

that the definition is justified. 

98Lasswell, "Structure and Function," pp. 37-51. 

99Selltiz, and others, op. cit., p. 43. 
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Where applicable, "winning incumbent" shall be 

operationally defined as meaning that the candidate in 

question was elected in 1968 and gained re-election for the 

same office in 1970. Subsequently, "loser to an incumbent" 

shall be operationally defined as meaning the candidate who 

contested an election where he was opposed by an incumbent, 

and lost the election to said incumbent. Where applicable, 

hypotheses considering "access to financial support of all 

various communications modes," shall operationally consider 

such access in terms of the means of aggregate scores 

representing such support, as such scores are tabulated for 

the categories selected for examination. Also considered 

in this regard will be differences between such means, 

particularly as they apply to such variables as mass commu

nications access (e.g., print media advertising, electronic 

media advertising) and non-mass media access, (e.g., 

campaign organization and commercial printing). 

HYPOTHESIS ONE: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

3jgnifleant1y greater access to financial support than 

will losers of political campaigns. Financial support 

shall be operationally defined as total campaign spending; 

the definition is based on the assumption that for money 

to have an effect on a political campaign, it must be spent 

during the campaign. 
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HYPOTHESIS TWO: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

significantly greater access to various communications 

modes than will losers of political campaigns. Communi

cations modes shall be operationally defined as all forms 

of communications, both in and out of the mass media. They 

will be examined further in the following hypotheses via a 

two-fold categorization: as modes related to the mass 

media and modes not related to the mass media. 

HYPOTHESIS THREE: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will not necessarily be 

identifiable by a significantly greater access to various 

non-mass media communications modes than will losers of 

political campaigns. Non-mass media communications modes--

that is, forms of communications which exist, but do not 

directly involve the mass media--will be further divided 

into sub-categories and considered via the following sub-

hypotheses. HYPOTHESIS 3A: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

significantly' greater access to various methods of cam

paign organization than will losers of political campaigns. 

HYPOTHESIS 3B: All other factors being equal, winners of 

political campaigns will not necessarily be identifiable by  

a significant 1v greater access to commercial printing com

munications rnnHp* than will losers of political campaigns. 

Methods of campaign organization will be operationally 



defined as the hiring of a campaign manager and paid assis

tants, retaining of a public relations firm and/or an 

advertising agency, and use of other monies allocated for 

organization of campaign communications. Commercial 

printing modes will be operationally defined as all forms 

of printed or reproduced promotional material relating to 

a candidate's position in the campaign. Considered in this 

category are such items as direct mail printing, billboard 

advertising, brochures, photography displays, posters, and 

other related materials. 

HYPOTHESIS FOUR: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

significantly greater access to mass media advertising 

modes than will losers of political campaigns. Access to 

mass media advertising modes will be operationally defined 

as paid advertising in the mass media of communications--

i.e., newspapers, magazines, radio and television. These 

modes will be further divided into sub-categories to 

consider print media communications modes i.e. , newspapers, 

magazines, etc.--as well as electronic media communications 

modes--i .e. , ratio and television—via the following sub-

hypotheses. HYPOTHESIS 4A: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will not necessarily be 

identifiable by a significantly greater access to print 

media advertising modes than will losers of political cam

paigns . HYPOTHESIS 4B: All other factors being equal, 
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winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

significantly greater access to electronic media advertising 

modes than will losers of •political campaigns. 

HYPOTHESIS FIVE; All other factors being equal, 

Republican candidates in political campaigns will be 

identifiable by a significantly greater access to financial 

support and all various communications modes than will 

Democratic candidates in political campaigns. 

HYPOTHESIS SIX: All other factors being equal, 

winning incumbents in political campaigns will not 

necessarily be identifiable by a significantly greater 

access to financial support and all various communications 

modes than will losers to incumbents in political campaigns. 

The aforementioned hypotheses were arrived on via 

observations received after reviewing current literature 

regarding the effectiveness of political communications as 

stated by McCabe,100 Childs,10x Shearer,102 and Nossiter.103 

Articles such as these indicate the importance of financial 
1 C\/ 

support in a political campaign; they also say that 

communications spending is a must to be elected, and 

100McCabe, loc. cit. Childs, loc. cit. 

102Lloyd Shearer, "The Nation's Worst Scandal," 
Parade Magazine, March 12, 1971, pp. 4- 5. 

103Nossiter, loc. cit. Ibid. 

105McCabe, loc. cit. 



they support the importance of campaign organization—but 

not the entire concept of non-mass media communications or 

commercial printing modes. They also indicate mass 

media advertising is an important factor in election propa

ganda, but limit this largely to advertising displayed via 

the electronic media. The hypothesis dealing with 

political party affiliation was arrived at via observations 

by McCabe"'"98 and Shearer, among others, indicating 

Republicans have greater financial support than Democrats. 

The hypothesis dealing with incumbency was arrived at via 

consideration of Eisenstadt's comments regarding peer 

relationship—that is, the premise in American society 

whereby the rank and file (voters) hold opinion leaders 

(incumbents) in high regard, and will support those 

established leaders as long as they effectively relate to 

their groups, or for purposes here, the electoral constit-

110 uency. 

Testing Procedures and Techniques 

The fact that four of this study's ten hypotheses 

(Three, 3B, 4A, and Six) were of the null variety—that is, 

argued for the existence of no significant differences in 

106ibid. "'"^Shearer, loc. cit. 

108McCabe, loc. cit. 109Shearer, loc. cit. 

110c vr pr-i <=pnstadt, "Communication Processes Among 
Immigrant;s In Israel" Pnhn'c Opinion Quarterly, Vol. 16 
(1952), pp. 42-58. 
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the effects of certain phenomena--made particularly viable 

the use of the "t-test" of statistical significance as a 

means of evaluating the research findings."'"''""'" As noted by 

various statisticians, such a test is possible only when 

the measuring scale is at least ordinal--i.e. , measuring 

112 in degrees or order. This fact, plus the costs of time 

and money involved in the utilization of more sophisticated 

113 interval scaling, resulted in the decision to use 

ordinal measurement in seeking most of the results in 

question. Other justification for the use of the "t-test" 

and ordinal measuring was previously described regarding 

randomization procedures.'""'"^ 

Accordingly, an ordinal survey-questionnaire was 

devised (see Appendix A) considering the following inde

pendent variables: 

1. Total campaign spending. 

2. Campaign spending relating directly to 
communications. 

3 Communications spending directed to areas 
not directly related to mass media communi
cations . 

3A Organizational expenses of the campaign 
including fees for public relations _ firms , 
advertising agency costs, and salaries to 
paid campaign managers. 

U1Frederick Williams, Reasoning With Statistics, 

Simnl lfled i" Comnlu?h^1°"! ^e" 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1968), pp. /b 82. 

112Ibid., PP- 15-16- 113Ibld., PP-

H^Selltiz, and others, op. cit., pp. 81-83. 
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3B. Expenses for commercial printing communi
cations modes such as direct mail, bill
boards, posters, promotional brochures, 
photography displays, etc. 

4. Communications spending on mass media adver
tising. 

4A. Spending for print media advertising. 

4B. Spending for electronic media advertising. 

5. Political affiliation of the candidate. 

6. Whether the candidate, or his opponent, was 
an incumbent. 

7. How the candidate related himself, and his 
opponent, on an ordinal liberal-conservative 
scale. 

8. Campaign spending by the candidate, or the 
representative of his political party during 
the election of 1968. 

The following dependent and intervening variables 

were considered by consulting official election returns: 

1. Whether the candidate was elected. 

2. The number of votes he received. 

2A. Number of voters registered with the 
candidate's party. 

2B. Number of voters registered to vote in 
the election in question. 

2C. Percent of registered voters exercising 
their right to vote. 

3 Comparison of election outcomes of 1968 and 
1970. 

fathering the Data 

Two methods were used for gathering data. There 

was first the previously mentioned questionnaire which was 

circulated to all Democratic and Republican candidates for 



32 

congress and assembly in California during the November 3, 

1970 general election. Questions asked candidates about 

themselves and their opponents, and about the subject's 

party in the 1968 election. They also inquired as to how 

the candidate rated himself on an ordinal liberal-conserv

ative scale, as to how much money he spent on his overall 

election campaign, and as to how much of this was spent 

through the mass media. Other questions inquired how the 

mass media budget was distributed among various facets-

such as newspapers, radio, television, etc.--and whether 

the candidate hired public relations or advertising 

assistance. Questions pertaining to the candidate's 

opponent asked the subject to judge his competition on 

another ordinal liberal-conservative scale. Questions also 

asked the sum this opponent spent in comparison to the 

candidate questioned—i.e. , "Did he spend more or less than 

you?"--in certain categories. Still other questions asked 

for the number of voters in the constituency, and the 

number actually voting during the elections in question. 

Copies of the questionnaire were sent to 234 

candidates for 117 election berths, (one of the 118 berths 

did not have Republican-Democratic competition, and the 

candidate belonging to an "established" party won with a 

considerable margin.) This represented every congressional 

and assembly election in California which had both 

Republican and Democratic competition. The questionnaire 

was mailed after the election. Two steps were taken to 
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stimulate response. First, each of the surveys was 

mailed with a personally typed letter (see Appendix B) 

which made personal reference to the candidate. The 

researcher signed all letters and added a personal post

script to each one. Second, the letters were mailed 

Monday, November 23, 1970, and addressed to the home 

residences of the candidates. In this manner, it was 

presumed the questionnaires would reach the politicians 

either immediately before, or else during, the 1970 Thanks

giving vacation which began Thursday, November 26; it was 

further assumed that candidates would be able to fill out 

the questionnaires and return them in the provided self-

addressed, self-stamped envelopes while they were enjoying 

the traditional holiday. 

Since the study's purpose was to determine effects 

of the sender at national and state levels in political 

communication, congressional and assembly candidates were 

divided into two separate universes. So as not to identify 

individual candidates, code numbers were assigned to each 

of the thirty-eight congressional races and eighty assembly 

contests. The code number of each race was placed on a 

one-ince square of cardboard and the congress code numbers 

were placed in one small box while the assembly code numbers 

were placed in another box of similar proportions. A random 

sample was drawn of ten numbers from the congressional 

ll5Selltiz, and others, op. cit. pp. 546-560. 
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universe and twenty numbers from the assembly universe. 

Numbers selected by this procedure were matched with 

corresponding questionnaires then being returned through 

the mail. 

A major difficulty with the procedure was that the 

subjects formed a small universe, and no one from outside 

that universe could be considered a subject in the study. 

Therefore, success of the project was entirely dependent on 

responses generated by the questionnaire. By January 5, 

1971, only 16 percent of the total questionnaires had been 

returned to the researcher, and only twenty-six of these 

returned questionnaires were applicable to the study now 

that a random sample had been selected. It was thus 

necessary to look elsewhere for data. 

On January 28 , 1971, the researcher examined 

campaign statements on file with the Secretary of State 

in Sacramento, California. These statements are required 

of all persons running for national and state-wide elections 

in California; they also must specify the nature of these 

persons' campaign spending.116 This information provided 

a new basis for obtaining data necessary to test the 

hypotheses, and provided answers to most questions sought 

by the original questionnaire. It was no longer possible 

to consider liberal-conservative standings of the candi

dates, nor could it be determined whether any public 

U6California, Elections Code, Sections 11501-11631. 
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relations firms or advertising agencies had been hired--but 

it was possible to measure this category under spending for 

campaign organization. Thus examination of these official 

campaign statements to the Secretary of State provided 

sufficient information by which to examine the hypotheses. 

Validity of these campaign statements--as to truth, honesty 

and integrity--was increased by the fact that, in most 

cases, these reports were filed by accountants of candidates 

and sent to a high government official. The questionnaires 

were, it should be remembered, just being returned to the 

researcher. 

Handling the Information 

Information obtained from the Secretary of State s 

official files for the 1968 and 1970 elections, as they 

applied to the random sample, was tabulated on a separate 

page for each political race (see Appendix C). Due to a 

failure of two competing candidates to respond to either 

the Secretary of State's official request or the question

naire, only nine of the congressional races could be 

considered. Said files provided workable information for 

nineteen of the twenty assembly races, and data for the 

latter election was obtained via follow-up investigator 

contact with the candidates in question. 

The assembly sample of twenty races produced ten 

Republican and ten Democratic winners. Six Democratic 

victors and three Republican winners were in the selected 
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congressional sample. Seven of the congressional winners 

were incumbents as were seventeen of the assembly winners. 

The nine congressional contests represented 23.7 percent of 

the total congressional universe; the twenty assembly races 

represented 25.0 percent of the total assembly universe. 

The combined total of twenty-nine races represented 24.6 

percent of the two-year election picture being examined. 

As noted by Selltiz, et al., this sample is of suitable 

proportions for such a purpose. 

Results were tabulated according to previously 

described variables, and sample groups were constructed to 

permit observation of the hypotheses. Consideration as to 

the political affiliation of candidates--!.e. , whether 

Republican or Democratic--was taken into effect while 

examining all hypotheses except the one dealing with 

incumbency. 

Differences between two group means were examined 

to determine the group with greater access. Significance 

of this access was determined by a "t-test" which observed 

the difference between the two means and their distributions 

to gain an estimate of the probability level, and the 

degree of their significant differences from each other. 

For this study's purposes, the probability level of >.05 

H7gep2.tiz, and others, op. cit. pp. 522-524. 
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was considered to be significant, as is the practice in 

most social-psychological research.118 

All calculations were made on a SCM 1016PR computer. 

The following formula, which was programed for the SCM 

1016PR computer, was utilized for the "t-tests": 

X1 " X2 

118Williams, op. cit., pp. 75-82. 



CHAPTER III 

THE RESULTS 

In most hypothetico-deductive cases the researcher 

is able to test his hypotheses via one of many accepted 

scaling techniques and/or by determining statistical 

significance or lack of it. In the present study a more 

complex problem existed because the various hypotheses 

were being dealt with in dual respects since it was 

necessary to test for significant differences between 

means of access by congressional candidates, and signif-

icant differences between means of access by assembly 

candidates. Furthermore, ten hypotheses were being 

considered. Six of these were research hypotheses-i.e. , 

ones which predicted significant difference; and four of 

these were null hypotheses--i.e. , ones which predicted no 

significant difference. 

Results are therefore presented as they relate to 

each individual hypothesis, and these findings are 

examined as they pertain to congressional elections and 

assembly contests. It was subsequently concluded that a 

hypothesis could be sustained or rejected, for this study's 

purposes, if concurrence prevailed between the calculated 

, , • n f -tr for congress and assembly. In other 
levels of probability tor coug 
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words, a research hypothesis would be rejected if p = .10 

for congress and p = .50 for assembly, since probability 

levels for both areas were greater than the significance 

level of p = .05, established as a criterion for the 

problem. On the other hand, agreement on a probability 

level less than p = .05 would support a research hypothesis. 

Consequently, null hypotheses could be sustained if the 

concurred probability level was greater than p = .05, but 

would be rejected if this level was less than p = .05. 

With these considerations in mind, the hypotheses can now 

be examined. 

Access to Financial Support 

HYPOTHESIS ONE: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

significantly greater access to financial support than 

will losers of political campaigns. 

One dimension which emerged in considering access 

to financial support--or total campaign spending-was that 

assembly winners appeared to spend considerably more than 

their opponents, while congressional winners appeared to 

spend considerably less. In thirteen of the twenty 

assembly races examined, or 65.0 percent of the time, 

winners out spent losers. However, in five of the nine 

i 0q otudied, or 55.6 percent of the congressional contests scuaieu, u r 

time, losers outspent winners. 
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While means of assembly candidates presented evidence 

that winners generally outspent losers (Table 3.1) and 

while means of congressional candidates showed that losers 

spent more than winners, the observed differences between 

sample means were not statistically significant. Therefore, 

the research hypothesis was rejected. 

TABLE 3.1 

SIGNIFICANCE OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT 
ON ELECTION WINNERS AND LOSERS 

Group n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $19,993 $16,641 

t = 0.6101 

d.f. = 38; . 50 < p . 60 

Congress 9 $42,225 $46,832 

t = 0.2712n 

d.f. = 16; . 70 <4 p < .80 

Furthermore, an examination of access to financial 

support in the 1969 general election revealed similar lack 

of significance. That year, assembly winners and congres

sional losers outspent their opposition, but there was no 

evidence to indicate support of the research hypothesis m 

question. This is shown in Table 3.2. 
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TABLE 3.2 

SIGNIFICANCE OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT ON 
ELECTION WINNERS AND LOSERS IN 1968 

Group n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $17,671 

t = 0.1221 

d.f. = 35;a . 90 < p 

$16,898 

Congress 9 $48,422 

t = 0.0311n 

d.f. = 15;a . 90 < p 

$48,971 

a1968 information not available for three assembly-
candidates, and one congressional candidate. 

Access to Communications 

HYPOTHESIS TWO: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a  

significantly greater access to various communications 

modes than will losers of political campaigns. 

This was the only category where examination of 

means indicated congressional winners and assembly winners 

both outspent their opponents. However a study o£ indi

vidual races showed that only one change occurred from the 

situation existing regarding access to financial support; 

this change limited assembly winners outspending losers to 

twelve, or 60.0 percent. In congress, the same five 

losers, or 55.6 percent, outspent winners. 
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Inasmuch as winners presented evidence of out-

spending losers in both assembly and congress, there was 

not sufficient evidence to support the hypothesis, as seen 

by Table 3.3, and therefore the research hypothesis was 

rej ected. 

Group 

TABLE 3.3 

SIGNIFICANCE OF ACCESS TO COMMUNICATIONS 
MODES ON ELECTION WINNERS AND LOSERS 

Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 

Congress 

$15,865 

$34,120 

t = 0.2953 

d. f . = 38 ; 

t = 0.0055 

d. f . = 16; 

$14,472 

.70 < p < .80 

$34,048 

.90 p 

Further cause to reject this hypothesis came from 

results shown in Table 3.4, examining access to communi

cations modes in 1968. In point, there was not sufficient 

evidence to support the hypothesis. 

TABLE 3.4 

QTrNTFTCANCE OF ACCESS TO COMMUNICATIONS MODES 
ON ELECTION WINNERS AND LOSERS IN 1968 

n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $14,053 
t - 0.1848 

$13,078 

d.f. = 35 ;a .90 < p 

Congress 9 $40,229 
t = 0.1906 

$37,415 

d.f. = 12;a .80 < p < .90 

information not ava^ia°iiates 
dates, and four congressional candidates. 
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Access to Non-Mass Media Communications 

HYPOTHESIS THREE: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will not necessarily be 

identifiable by a significantly greater access to various 

non-mass media communications modes than will losers of 

political campaigns. 

Here precedents established regarding financial 

support and communications access were generally followed. 

For the most part, assembly winners and congressional 

losers outspent their competition. With three exceptions, 

the candidate with greater financial support outspent his 

opponent on non-mass media communications. These three 

exceptions, all assembly races, apparently resulted from 

opponents' stronger emphasis on mass media advertising 

consequently leaving limited funds for their non mass media 

communications budgets. Winners outspent losers in fifteen 

of twenty assembly cases, and losers outspent winners in 

five of nine congressional elections. 

Comparing means of non-mass media access with those 

of communications spending reveals a strong emphasis by 

candidates towards non-mass media communications as opposed 

to mass media advertising. The forty assembly candidates 

averaged $15,169 for campaign spending and devoted $10,840, 

or 71.1 percent of their communications budget, to non-tnass 

media access. The eighteen congressional candidates 

averaged $34,084 on communications spending and allocated 

$26,302, or 77.1 percent of that sum, for non-mass media access 



Axxhough means of assembly candidates presented 

evidence that winners had greater access to non-mass media 

communications modes than losers (Table 3.5), and further 

indicated that congressional losers have greater access to 

these modes than their opponents, differences between the 

means in question were not statistically significant. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is sustained. 

TABLE 3.5 

SIGNIFICANCE OF ACCESS TO NON-MASS MEDIA COMMUNICATIONS 
MODES ON ELECTION WINNERS AND LOSERS 

Group n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $13,046 
t = 

d. f 

1.2747 
. = 38; 

$8,634 

.20 ̂  p < .30 

Congress 9 $24,004 
t = 

d. f 

0.3770n 
. = 16; 

$28,600 

.70 < p < .80 

Campaign Organization 

HYPOTHESIS 3A: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a  

significant.lv greater access to various methods of campaign  

organization will losers of political campaigns. 

Established trends were the rule again in this 

category save for one congressional exception allowing five 

a Annnnents and two assembly exceptions, 
winners to outspend oppo 

(-onpnf t heir opponents. The three 
Here thirteen winners outspent tnex FF 

, resulted from opponents' stronger 
exceptions apparently ^ 



45 

emphasis on commercial printing communications modes--conse-

quently leaving limited non-mass media funds available to 

be spent on campaign organization. 

While mean comparisons of communications spending 

and non-mass media communications access revealed consider

able emphasis on the latter, there was limited non-mass 

media spending on campaign organization. Only $2,692 of 

the $10,840 assembly non-mass media budget, or 25.1 percent, 

went to campaign organization; and only $9,286 of the 

$26,302 congressional non-mass media budget, or 35.4 percent, 

was assigned to that area. 

organization than losers (Table 3.6), but congressional 

losers outspent their opponents. However, observed differ

ences were not statistically significant, and the research 

hypothesis is rejected. 

Assembly winners had greater access to campaign 

TABLE 3.6 

Group n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $3,172 $2,213 

t = 0.6743 

d.f. = 38; .50 p .60 

Congress 9 $8,073 $10,499 

t = 0.4050n 

d.f. = 16; .60 p 4. .70 
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Access to Commercial Printing Modes 

HYPOTHESIS 36: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will not necessarily be 

identifiable by a significantly greater access to com

mercial printing communications modes than will losers of 

political campaigns. 

Established precedents observed in this category 

are similar to those found for total access to non-mass 

media communications. While the same congressional losers 

outspent winners, sixteen assembly winners, or 80 percent, 

outspent losers. 

Substantial importance is placed on commercial 

printing communications modes, as evidenced by $8,148, or 

75 percent, of the non-mass media communications budget of 

$10,840 devoted to this area by assembly candidates; and 

as further evidenced by $17,016, or 64.6 percent of the non-

mass media budget of $26,302 spent in this area by congres-

sional candidates. 

Despite strong emphasis on access to commercial 

printing communications modes, statistical significance 

was not found for assembly winners who outspent their 

opponents or for congressional losers who outspent their 

counterparts (Table 3.7). Consequently, these findings 

sustained the null hypothesis. 
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SIGNIFICANCE OF ACCESS TO COMMERCIAL PRINTING 
COMMUNICATIONS MODES ON ELECTION 

WINNERS AND LOSERS 

TABLE 3.7 

Winners X Group n 

Assembly 20 

Congress 9 

$9,874 

$15,930 

t = 1.3729 

d. f. = 38; 

t = 0.3021n 

d.f. = 16; 

Losers X 

$6,421 

. 10 ̂  p < .20 

$18,100 

. 70 p < .80 

Mass Media Advertising 

HYPOTHESIS FOUR: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

significantly greater access to mass media advertising 

modes than will losers of political campaigns. 

An abrupt change from previously established 

precedents was evident throughout examination of all types 

of mass media advertising access. Generally, m cases 

studied earlier in this report, assembly winners outspent 

their opponents, as did congressional losers. In the mass 

media advertising category the situation was reversed with 

assembly losers and congressional winners having greater 

total access. Yet, individually speaking, more winners 

outsepnt losers in both assembly and congress. 

The most salient observation was that eight of the 

studied did not spend any money at fifty-eight candidates suuaieu. 
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all on mass media advertising. Two of these were congres

sional candidates, both losers; and six of these were 

assembly candidates, two winners and four losers. 

Considering total access to mass media advertising, 

winners outspent losers in eleven of the twenty assembly 

races examined, or 55 percent of the time. Out of the nine 

congressional races studied, seven winners outspent losers--

a 77.8 percent ratio. 

for access to communications went to non-mass media modes, 

mass media advertising received $4,328, or 28.3 percent, of 

the assembly communications budget of $15,169; and $7,782, 

or 22.9 percent, of the congressional communications budget 

of $34,084. 

advertising were not of statistical significance (Table 3.8), 

the research hypothesis was rejected. 

Although the largest portion of the total budget 

Inasmuch as mean differences regarding mass media 

TABLE 3.8 

Group Winners X Losers X n 

Assembly 20 $2,819 $5,838 
t = 1.1344n 

d.f. = 38; .20 ̂  p < .30 

Congress 9 $10,116 $5,448 
t = 0.9606 

d.f. = 16; .30 4 p 4 .40 
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Print Media Advertising 

h\POilitSIS 4A: All other factors being equal, 

winners o£ political campaigns will not necessarily be 

identifiable by a significantly greater access to print 

media advertising modes than will losers of political 

campaigns. 

Trends established for the total mass media 

advertising category were most evident here. The same 

candidates who outspent their opponents in the mass media 

advertising category did the same in print media advertising. 

Consequently, total means indicated that assembly losers 

and congressional winners had the greatest access to print 

media advertising. Nine candidates did not spend any money 

at all on print media advertising; eight of these were 

obviously those not spending any funds on mass media adver

tising, and the ninth was an assembly loser who devoted all 

of his mass media budget to electronic media advertising. 

Although current literature by electronic media 

critics may disagree, assembly candidates place the greatest 

emphasis of their mass media advertising in the print media. 

Congressional candidates, however, favor the electronic 

media. Assembly print media budgets averaged $2,492, or 

58.1 percent of the mass media budget of $4,328. Congres

sional print media budgets averaged $3,157, or 41 percent 

of the total mass media budget of $7,782. 
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Emphasis on print media advertising was not of 

statistical significance (Table 3.9). Therefore, the null 

hypothesis was sustained. 

TABLE 3.9 

SIGNIFICANCE OF PRINT MEDIA ADVERTISING ON 
ELECTION WINNERS AND LOSERS 

Group n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $1,881 $3,103 
t = 0.8654n 

d.f. = 38; .30 <4 p < .40 

Congress 9 $4,922 $1,392 
t = 1.0968 

d.f. = 16; . 20 <3. p < . 30 

Electronic Media Advertising 

HYPOTHESIS 4B: All other factors being equal, 

winners of political campaigns will be identifiable by a 

significantly greater access to electronic media advertising 

modes than will losers of political campaigns. 

Most notable of findings under this category was 

that in eleven of the twenty-nine elections examined there 

was no money spent on electronic media advertising by 

either candidate. Furthermore, only in five congressional 

races and five assembly races did both candidates spend 

money for advertising via the electronic media. 

Assembly losers and congressional winners continued 

•Rpsoective of the ten assembly 
to outspend opponents . Re I 
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races where there was at least some evidence of electronic 

media spending: six losers spent most and four winners 

spent most. For the eight congressional races in which 

there was at least spending by one candidate, six winners 

spent most and two losers spent most. 

Most assembly candidates spent less on electronic 

media advertising than in any other category. But congres-. 

sional hopefuls placed greater emphasis here than on print 

media advertising even though their average spending on 

electronic media advertising was below averages for any 

sections dealing with non-mass media communications access. 

Assembly candidates devoted 49 percent of their mass 

media advertising budgets to the electronic media in 

spending $1,837 per race, compared with the mass media 

budget of $4,328. Congressional politicians spent $4,625, 

ox 59 percent of $7 ,782, in the electronic media. Interest 

ingly enough, the combined total oi assembly and congressional 

spending in the mass media indicates the average candidate 

spent $2,698 on print, media advertising and $2 ,702 on 

electronic media advertising. 

Differences between means of electronic media 

advertising do not show statistical significance (Table 

3.10). Therefore the research hypothesis was rejected. 
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TABLE 3.10 

SIGNIFICANCE OF ACCESS TO ELECTRONIC MEDIA ADVERTISING 
ON ELECTION WINNERS AND LOSERS 

Group n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $938 $2,735 
t = 1.2735n 

d.f. = 38; .20 < p ̂  .30 
Congress 9 $5,196 $4,055 

t = 0.2880 

d . f . = 16 ; .70 < p < .80 

Republicans vs. Democrats 

HYPOTHESIS FIVE: All other things being equal, 

Republican candidates in political campaigns will be 

identifiable by a significantly greater access to financial 

support, and various communications modes than will 

Democratic candidates in political campaigns. 

Perhaps a major limitation in examining campaign 

spending is that Republican candidates generally have more 

financial support than Democratic candidates. While this 

philosophy was accepted in developing the above hypothesis, 

the purpose was to study the level of significance by 

which Republicans outspent Democrats. 

In examining the twenty-nine races for differences 

of access between Republicans and Democrats, it was noted 

in /m i „ o l 1 j that in thirteen of twenty assembly generally (Table 3.H7 rna 
rc nf the time, Republicans outspent races, or 65 percent or tne uxu , r 

. -i i „ more conpressional Republicans out-Democrats. Similarly, more congiu 
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spent Democrats, generally doing this between 55.6 and 66.7 

percent of the time. Ironically, a consideration of the 

candidates in this study's sample shows that the candidate 

spending most ($115,469 in congress) and the candidate 

spending least (an assembly candidate spending no money at 

all) were both Republicans. Furthermore, both lost. 

TABLE 3.11 

PARTY AFFILIATION OF ELECTION CANDIDATES WITH GREATER 
EMPHASES TO VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS MODES 

Assembly Congress 
Communications Mode R D R D 

1. Financial Support 13 7 6 3 

2. Communications Access 15 5 6 3 

3. Non-Mass Media Access 13 7 6 3 

3A. Campaign Organization 13 7 5 4 

3B. Commercial Printing 12 8 6 3 

4. Mass Media Advertising 13 7 5 4 

4A. Print Media 13 7 5 4 

4B. Electronic Media 7 3 4 4 

5. 1968 Financial Support 13 7 6 3 

6. 1968 Communications Access 13 7 5 4 

Dominance of Republicans in financial terms is 

indicated by Tables 3.12 and 3.13. Republicans m all 

assembly categories and in all but one congressional 

category (electronic media advertising) outspent Democrats. 

As the tables further show, despite this dominance, the 

observed differences were not statistically signxficant. 

Therefore the research hypothesis is rejected. 



TABLE 3.12 

COMPARATIVE ACCESS TO VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS MODES BY REPUBLICANS AND DEMOCRATS IN ASSEMBLY 

Communications Mode Republicans X Democrats X t= P= 

1. Financial Support $19,996 $16,668 0.6002 . 50 ̂  p < .60 

2. Communications Access 16,683 13,654 0.6451 . 50 ̂  p < .60 

3. Non-Mass Media 11,126 10,554 0.1617 .80 < p ̂  .90 

3A. Organization 2,837 2,554 0.2027 . 80 <L p .90 

3B. Commercial Printing 8,289 8,007 0.1093 .90 < p 

4. Mass Media Advertising 5,556 3,099 0.9148 . 30 < p . 40 

4A. Print Media 2,746 2,237 0.3573 . 70 -C p ̂  .80 

4B. Electronic Media 2,811 862 1.3866 .10 <d. p-^T .20 

5. 1968 Financial Support 19,309 15,145 0.6630 . 50 < p .60 

6. 1968 Communications Access 14,614 12,540 0.3948 . 60 < p < .70 

4> 



TABLE 3.13 

COMPARATIVE ACCESS TO VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS MODES BY REPUBLICANS AND DEMOCRATS IN CONGRESS 

Communications Mode Republicans X Democrats X t= p= 

1. Financial Support $51,017 $38,040 0.7782 . 40 p .50 

2. Communications Access 31,134 30,035 0.6301 . 50 p < .60 

3. Non-Mass Media 29,050 23,554 0.4519 . 60 < p < .70 

3A. Organization 10,738 7,835 0.4990 . 60 p < .70 

3B. Commercial Printing 18,312 15,719 0.3613 .10 <c p <. .80 

4. Mass Media Advertising 9,084 6,481 0.5240 . 60 p < .70 

4A. Print Media 4,954 1,360 1.1183 .20 <. p < .30 

4B. Electronic Media 4,130 5,121 0.2504n . 80 p • 90 

5. 1968 Financial Support 60,948 37,775 1.4135 . 10 p .20 

6. 1968 Communications Access 48,398 29,246 1.4160 . 10 <1 p .20 

Un 
Ln 
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Winning Incumbents vs. Their Competition 

n\rO LnnSxS SIX: All other factors being equal, 

winners—of political campaigns who are incumbents will not 

necessarily be identifiable by a significantly greater 

access to financial support, and various communications 

modes, than will candidates losing to incumbents in polit

ical campaigns. 

In assembly elections, winning incumbents generally 

outspent their opponents (Table 3.14). Aside from elec

tronic media advertising, where losers tended to outspend 

their opponents in all assembly cases examined. In congress, 

incumbents spent most in all but three cases--financial 

support, communications access, and commercial printing. 

TABLE 3.14 

ELECTION CANDIDATES WITH GREATER EMPHASIS ON VARIOUS 
COMMUNICATIONS MODES BETWEEN WINNING 
INCUMBENTS AND THEIR COMPETITION 

Assembly Congress 

Communications Mode 

1. Financial Support 

2. Communications Access 

3. Non-Mass Media Access 

3A. Campaign Organization 

3B. Commercial Printing 

4. Mass Media Advertising 

4A. Print Media 

4B. Electronic Media 

5. 1968 Financial Support 

6. 1968 Communications Access 

11 6 3 4 

10 7 3 4 

12 5 4 3 

11 6 4 3 

14 3 3 4 

10 7 5 2 

10 7 5 2 

3 5 4 2 

13 3 5 2 

12 4 4 2 
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Regaidless of whether winning incumbents outspent 

their losing opponents, as Tables 3.15 and 3.16 indicate, 

there is lack of statistical significance in all situations. 

Therefore the null hypothesis is sustained. 

Additional Findings 

For this study's purposes, hypotheses were sustained 

or rejected on the basis of levels of probability which 

determined statistical significance. And since all the 

research hypotheses were rejected and all the null hypotheses 

were sustained--or to put it in lay terms, since none of the 

various categories of access produced any significant 

differences — it is perhaps worthwhile to examine differences 

of means between winners and losers, Republicans and 

Democrats, and winning incumbents and their opponents. 

This can be done by examining Tables 3.12, 3.13, 

3.15, 3.16, 3.17 and 3.18. Here one can point out cate-

gories which showed the greatest amounts of significance, 

even if these levels were not significant enough to 

sustain research hypotheses or to reject null hypotheses. 

The probability level .10 ̂  P .20 was established 

Thpcp were commercial printing modes 
for four categories. These wcu 

J i oq well as three cate-
between assembly winners an > 

D nhUrans and Democrats; electronic 
gories comparing Repuoli 

media advertising for assembly races; and 1968 financial 

support and 1968 access to communications in congress. 



TABLE 3.15 

COMPARATIVE ACCESS TO VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS MODES BY WINNING INCUMBENTS 
AND THEIR LOSING OPPONENTS IN ASSEMBLY 

Winning _ Losers To 
Communications Mode Incumbents X Incumbents X t= P= 

1. Financial. Support $19,354 $15,768 0.6847 . 40 << p . 50 

2. Communications Access 14,936 11,982 0.3240 .70 < p ̂  .80 

3. Non-Mass Media 11,808 8,652 1.0088 . 20 <c p < .30 

3A. Organization 2,193 1,776 0.5995 . 50 < p .60 

3B. Commercial Printing 9,615 6,876 1.0054 . 30 < p .40 

4. Mass Media Advertising 3,128 4,919 0.6898n .40 < p .50 

4A. Print Media 2,096 2,674 0.4086n . 60 < p .70 

4B. Electronic Media 1,032 2,246 0.8614n ,30< p<; .40 

5. 1968 Financial Support 18,679 17,306 0.1953 . 80 P *90 

6. 1968 Communications Access 14,987 13,247 0.2949 . 70 < p .80 



TABLE 3.16 

COMPARATIVE ACCESS TO VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS MODES BY WINNING INCUMBENTS 
AND THEIR LOSING OPPONENTS IN CONGRESS 

Communications Mode 
Winning 

Incumbent s X 
Losers To 
Incumbents X t= P= 

1. Financial Support $41,016 $45,071 0.1869n .80 < p < .90 

2. Communications Access 35,059 33,981 0.0640 . 90 < p 

3. Non-Mass Media 22,362 27,419 0.3234n .70 < p < .80 

3A. Organization 7,971 10,899 0.3816n . 70 p .80 

3B. Commercial Printing 14,391 16,520 0.2325n • 80 ̂  p c .90 

4. Mass Media Advertising 12,697 6,562 1.0369 .30 < p < .40 

4A. Print Media 6,038 1,447 1.1041 . 20 < p c .30 

4B. Electronic Media 6,659 5,115 0.3092 . 70 p .80 

5. 1968 Financial Support 48,634 47,514 0.0534 .90 <L p 

6. 1968 Communications Access 39,109 38,036 0.0592 .90 <d p 

Ln 
VD 



TABLE 3.17 

COMPARATIVE ACCESS TO VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS MODES BY 
ASSEMBLY WINNERS AND LOSERS 

Communications Mode Winners X Losers X t= P= 

1. Financial Support $19,993 $16,641 0.6101 . 50 p ̂  . 60 

2. Communications Access 15,865 14,472 0.2953 . 70 < p . 80 

3. Non-Mass Media 13,046 8,634 1.2747 .20 < p . 30 

3A. Organization 3,172 2,213 0.6743 .50 ̂  p .60 

3B. Commercial Printing 9,874 6,421 1.3729 .10 < p ̂  .20 

4. Mass Media Advertising 2,819 5,838 1.1334n . .20 p .30 

4A. Print Media 1,881 3,103 0.8654n .30 .40 

4B. Electronic Media 938 2,735 1.2735n . 20 p .40 

5. 1968 Financial Support 17,671 16,898 0.1221 . 90 < p 

6. 1968 Communications Access 14,053 13,078 0.1848 .90 < p 

o 



TABLE 3.18 

COMPARATIVE ACCESS TO VARIOUS COMMUNICATIONS MODES BY 
WINNERS AND LOSERS IN CONGRESS 

Communications Mode Winners X Losers X t= P= 

1. Financial Support $42,225 $46,832 0.2712n . 70 <r p at. . 80 

2. Communications Access 34,120 34,048 0.0055 .90 < p 

3. Non-Mass Media 24,004 28,600 0.3770n . 70 < p < . 80 

3A. Organization 8,073 10,499 0.4050n . 60 c p < .70 

3B. Commercial Printing 15,930 18,100 0.3021n .70 <4p,/ .80 

4. Mass Media Advertising 10,116 5,448 0.9606 .30 < p .40 

4A. Print Media 4,922 1,392 1.0968 . 20 < p < .30 

4B. Electronic Media 5,196 4,055 0.2880 . 70 < p < . 80 

5. 1968 Financial Support 48,422 48,971 0.0311n . 90 < p 

6. 1968 Communications Access 40,229 37,415 0.1906 .80 < p < .90 



On five occasions the probability level of 

• 20 p <C • o0 was established. Considering winners vs. 

losers this situation existed in three categories: for 

access to non-mass media communications modes, for mass 

media advertising in assembly, and for print media adver

tising in congress. This .20 < p < .30 level existed once 

when Republicans and Democrats were compared--that was 

regarding print media advertising. This level was also 

evident twice when winning incumbents and their opponents 

were compared. For assembly elections, access to non-mass 

media modes fell in this level, and in congressional races, 

print media advertising was noted here. 

Five additional situations existed in which the 

probability level was . 30 p <2. .40. One of these cases 

was print media advertising between winners and losers in 

assembly. Another was between Republicans and Democrats 

regarding mass media advertising in assembly. Three other 

cases showed up at this level between winning incumbents 

and their opponents. Two of these situations were m 

assembly contests and were regarding commercial printing 

modes and electronic media advertising. The third was m 

congress regarding mass media advertisi g 

There were three situations in which the probability 

level of .lOeipeC -50 registered in this study. One of 

those was congressional access to financial support between 

Republicans and 
Democrats. The other two cases appeared in 
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assembly competition between winning incumbents and their 

opponents. Specific areas here were regarding access to 

financial support and mass media advertising. 

All other cases examined in this study had a 

probability level of significance > .50. 

A Check on Probabilities 

In view of the findings as to all ten hypotheses, 

one is justified in wondering whether the phenomenon at 

issue were amenable to t-test measurement. Such a question 

is particularly relevant in terms of election-campaign 

variables where but tiny mean differences are necessary to 

produce winners or losers. Specifically, one might utilize 

the fact that a particular candidate conceivably could win 

an election by one vote, as a basis for asking whether 

mean-comparisons could be useiul at all m such cases. 

Such a view, it was felt, was not entirely without 

merit. But this, of itself, was not seen as negating the 

effects of significant-difference findings arrived at via 

t-tests. Indeed, one need be but a novice at logic to 

propose that it does not necessarily follow that B £ A, 

n a  J- -p. Thus the relevant question is not merely because A f 3. lhus cue 
^ oi<ynificant. but rather whether 

whether t-test findings ar ^-g 

they are possible. 
. . „o to the latter question, 

To provide evidence as 
„ t-T-p Vote totals received by 

t-tests were performed on the vote 
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winning candidates, as opposed to those totals by their 

opponents. inis allowed a comparison of significant 

differences between election success. 

Results of these t-tests (Table 3.19) indicate there 

is a definite statistical significance between votes received 

by winners and losers in the election campaigns studied. 

Thus, while this did not negate the possibility of a lack 

of significance between such mean differences regarding 

different elections, it did tend to substantiate the strength 

of the t-test as a possible research tool for examining 

various further election phenomena. 

SIGNIFICANCE OF VOTES RECEIVED BY WINNERS AND LOSERS 

TABLE 3.19 

Group n Winners X Losers X 

Assembly 20 $49,477 $28,676 

t=6.2885 

d.f.=38; p .001 

Copgress 9 89,550 51,405 

t=4.0453 

d.f.=16; .001 ̂4 p .01 



CHAPTER IV 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

Writings of American political journalists in the 

1970' s have generally agreed that political candidates 

utilize financial resources to control the mass media of 

communications--in effect, to succeed in winning campaigns 

119 by using large sums of money. Yet communications 

researchers, at least in their attempts to measure the 

effectiveness of political communications, generally have 

not subscribed to views of these journalists. 

Conversely, this study was an attempt to empirically 

evaluate a specific election situation in terms of Lasswell s 

early theories regarding the mass communications process. 

By subscribing to the idea that the sender holds the key to 

communications effectiveness, it was resolved to accept the 

concepts of today's political journalists, and to empirically 

test, by hypothetico-deductive procedures, the role of the 

sender in political communications. Further, this role was 

explored in terms of "access" to various categories of 

j nri pffort was made to measure the communications, and an eiio 
« mean differences between a random 

statistical significance of mean ai 

sample of assembly and congressional candidates. 

119Shearer, loc. cit. 
65 
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Discussion of Findings 

ihe consensus or the thesis was that there was no 

statistical significance between differences of campaign 

spending amongst winners and losers, Republicans and 

Democrats, or incumbents and non-incumbent s. Yet the results 

are of consequence for at least three reasons: they sub

scribe to prior research-analysis of communications message 

effectiveness; they strongly reject ideas presently being 

preached via many American journals, and they show several 

trends of indulgence in previously unmentioned areas of 

campaign communications. 

At the outset of this study, it was assumed that 

most of the money spent on political campaigning was used 

for communications and that most of this communications 

money was spent via electronic media advertising and through 

professional organization of campaign strategy. It was 

further assumed winners would spend more money than losers 

in these categories. Also, it was thought, Republicans 

would outspend Democrats, since the former party has greater 

financial resources; and incumbents would not necessarily 

„ g n hprfluse the former were 
have to outspend their oppo^it 

A h-uro-v-pfore would not need to do so 
relatively well known ana therero-e 

much campaigning. 

Perhaps the most important finding was that most 

candidates in the investigated universe placed limited 

both electronic media advertising and 
consideration on both ei 

• m turning instead to commercial 
campaign organization, 



printing communications modes such as direct mail, bill

boards, posters, etc. In this regard, only one-third of the 

races studied showed evidence of electronic media advertising 

by both candidates . 

Generally speaking, in assembly races winners out-

spent losers in all categories except mass media advertising, 

while in congressional elections winners outspent losers in 

mass media advertising only. In every case but one, 

Republicans exhibited definite financial strength and out-

spent Democrats in all assembly and congressional races. 

Winning incumbents outspend their opponents most of the 

time. Exceptions in this area were that the opponents spent 

more for all mass raedia advertising categories in assembly 

and for all non-mass media communications categories in 

congress. 

While differences oy which candidates spent money 

lacked statistical significance, it was evident--in terms 

of individual elections--that such variables as political 

affiliation played, perhaps a more important role than did 

election outcome. There were additional characteristics of 

individual races which will be mentioned later m future 

research discussion. 
r j-ijU stu dy's findings can be made Applications of thxs scuuy 

to previous communicates research most notably, in this 

regard, the personal influence concept of Kate and 

190 i a ornlv to the realization that 
Lazarsfeld, as it would ^ppiy 

120 T V A-rs feid, op. cit. , ET passum. Katz and Lazarsrei , 



68 

political candidates ravor commercial printing corrmuni-

cations more than mass media advertising. While studying 

opinion leadership in Decatur, Illinois, these authorities 

found personal communication to be a more effective means of 

persuasion than mass communications. One could possibly 

assume that politicians favor commercial printing since by 

being more personal it provides a more direct approach to 

the voter; perhaps it also is more casual and thus has 

greater flexibility. Certainly this channel of communi

cations is more effective in achieving its purpose if these 

considerations are valid. 

Another criterion to consider in this regard would 

be Merton's research on interpersonal influence and communi

cations behavior. " He discovered there is not any one 

specific type of opinion leader; rather, there are different 

types of influent ials: e.g., local ones who would, perhaps, 

be more effective in local or state election campaigns; and 

cosmopolitan ones , who would be more effective at the 

122 
national scale. 

The 1940 Erie County, Ohio, study of Lazarsfeld, 

Berelson and Gaudet, showed repeatedly cha. people vote 

groups in the sense that persons belonging to the same 

-j r* -i n-p^ f- 4- prns of Inf j 
Robert K. Mer^2s-1949 eds. Paul F - Lazarsfeld 

Communications Researcn l_f, Brothers, 1949), 
"and Frank Stanton harper a 
pp. 180-219. 

122Ibid. 
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church, family, social club, etc., tend to vote alike.123 

This Erie County experiment would also explain one possible 

reason tor the lack of mass media advertising emphasis in the 

study ai hand. That would be the understanding that people 

are quite selective and tend to pay attention to those 

materials which reflect their original predispositions.124 

In Erie County, for example, researchers found Republicans 

were more likely to expose themselves to Republican campaign 

messages and to media supporting their party, than they were 

125 to the Democratic side of the campaign--and vice versa. 

Opinions expressed by Secord and Backman regarding 
126 

interpersonal communications are of value here. These 

authorities note that interpersonal communications plays a 

most important role in dissemination of messages from the 

mass media. Perhaps then, commercial printing--and other 

forms of non-mass media communications--are necessary to 

promote greater effectiveness of mass media advertising. 

Yet social variables have little to do with the 

fact that Republicans have more financial support than 
197 128 

Democrats. This is confirmed by Shearer, McCabe, and 

others. Consequently, there is no need to elaborate further 

regarding party affiliation other than to reiterate that 

123Lazars£eld, Berelson, andGaudet, op. cit. 

124Ibid. l25lbld-
126Secord and Backman, op. cit., P- 217• 
197 128McCabe, loc. cit. 

Shearer, loc. en. 
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this study found Republicans ro i i ncans to spend more, but did not 

show any significant difference between campaign spending 

or communications access between Republicans and Democrats. 

Reasons could not be found to support the concept 

that the winning incumbent generally outspends his losing 

opponent. Following their 1964 study in Elmira, New York, 

Berelson, Lazarsfeld and Wilson indicated that voters 

sometimes cast their ballots in favor of the candidate they 

feel will be elected. this "bandwagon" effect may have 

resulted from incumbents having constantly reminded their 

constituents that they were, in effect, the incumbents. In 

that manner, communications messages possibly might lend 

support to the bandwagon concept. Otherwise, the only 

justification for incumbents spending more would be, perhaps, 

that they had more to spend. 

Limitations of the Study 

Several factors need to be considered as limitations 

in this thesis. Although it seemed advisable to base the 

study upon campaign spending as officially reporued by 

candidates to the Secretary of State, many politicians have 

questioned the integrity of their colleagues in submitting 

honest reports of funds actually available and used in 

* -p• • 130 Tbprefore it would have been better, specific campaigns. ihererore, 

129 i r-, Dpul F. Lazarsfeld, and William 
"Bernard Berelson, iaux 

McPhee, op. cit. , p- 289. 

130Shearer, loc. cit. 
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perhaps, to have allowed more time for the project and to 

have sent each candidate drawn via the random sample a 

letter indicating what he reported to the Secretary of State, 

ana asking him if he wished to make any additions or dele

tions before his oiricial report was utilized for research 

purposes. 

The term "all other factors being equal," which was 

used to rule out any intervening variables, might have been 

justified because of the randomization employed; yet, some 

of these intervening variables could possible have been 

important, and overlooking them may have resulted in bias. 

For one thing, the study overlooked such considerations as 

when the advertising was scheduled or when the direct mail 

was sent to the voters. These communication processes may 

have been placed into action when intervening variables 

caused all factors not to be equai. 

Assembly and congressional elections were considered 

in this study. Perhaps it would also have been appropriate 

to have included races for State Senator and United States 

Senator. Furthermore, perhaps the sample from California 

does not reflect the established campaign trends of the 

roce more than one state should 
entire nation, m wmch case 

have been considered. 
mcM'nn the use of means, or average 

One also may question 
r m which to measure for significant 

totals of spending, from 
•h-ilitv exists that had races been 

differences. The possibi Y 
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compared individually, and not as they apply to a mass 

concept, results might have been different. 

Admittedly, research on this study did not begin 

until the final weeks of the 1970 election campaign. Perhaps 

the study could have been more effective if time and resources 

had permitted the researcher to examine each of the sample 

elections beginning with those of the June primary--thereby 

gaining fuller knowledge of the individual races and any 

possible intervening variables. 

Perhaps the channels of communications discussed in 

the study should have been expanded and specified to get a 

less confused or more honest appraisal of campaign spending. 

For example, it might have been sensible to further divide 

commercial printing modes into such items as airect mail, 

posters, billboards, and other categories. Good cause 

could also be argued for possibly dividing the electronic 

media advertising category into radio advertising and 

television advertising. 

As a final limitation, perhaps the study should 

have considered the concept of diffusion of innovation as 

presented by Rogers131 and Lionberger.132 This concept 

rmo habitually talk to each adapts to the idea that people habitual y 

1 SI "Personality Correlates of the 131E. M. Rogers, Perso, _ _ > sociology, 
Adoption of Technological 267-268. 
Vol. 22 (September, 1957;, PP- , , 

Arinntion of New Ideas and  
132Herbert F. Ll°nD^r|^tenjnTversity Press, iyou;, 

Practices (Ames, Iowa: oWcJ-
P. 52. 
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other and hence different people perform different funct 

in the adoption of new ideas and practices.133 For thi 

study s purposes, difrusion of innovation could have been 

operationally defined as new ideas or new practices of 

campaign conmunications, and tne way in which these practices 

were utilized both by the candidate who first used the ideas 

and by his opponent , if the latter related to them in his 

campaigning. 

The relevance of diffusion of innovation to the case 

at hand is powerful if one contrasts races between two non-

incumbents with those between an established incumbent and 

a political novice. In the latter case, perhaps the goal 

of the novice would be to persuade voters to vote against 

an established incumbent, and pernaps, therefore, to change 

their existing opinions. Conversely, a race between two 

non-incumbents is perhaps more likely to involve the 

creation of a new opinion, not the changing of an old 

one.134 On the basis of this, campaign spending might be 

considerably more significant in "new" or undecided races, 

if for no other reason than that it would help bring 

, i_ _ 04-4-"Lori cund ixit of 
respective candidates to the 

voters. 

133Ibid. 
-p. * t o t  OTI o f Innovat ions 

Everett M. Rogers, _ 
(New York: Macmillan, 1 /> 
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If attire Research 

There aie various future research possibilities 

regaiding campaign spending and its relation to mass commu-

nications. Aside from consideration of previously discussed 

innovation iactors, the most obvious consideration for 

future research would be to expand this study on a nation

wide scale, and also to examine senate, gubernatorial and 

presidential elections in the same manner. 

In light of present results, additional research 

also may be necessary to justify both current restrictions 

now facing broadcast stations during political campaigns and 

those restrictions planned through proposed campaign 

reforms.13lJ In this regard, it has been suggested that 

politicians be limited as to their electronic media 

spending.Yet, since electronic media spending constitutes 

only a fraction of the political communications picture, 

reform, if necessary, should be relegated to communications 

spending and include the heavily emphasized non-mass media 

communications channels. Research along this line could 

concentrate on various levels of election campaigning-i.e., 

assembly, congress, senate, presidential, etc.-and examine 

spending via electronic media advertising as opposed to 

.. . . hoo-nries of communications spending, 
spending m other categories 

" TTq r^rnnaigti Reforms," Broadcasting, 
Crunch Coming on Campaign 

March 8, 1971, pp. 22-27. 

136Ibid. 



75 

Inasmuch as commercial printing communications modes 

and other non-mass media channels of communications were 

found to have been utilized extensively by the greater 

numbej. o^ politicians, perhaps this area could be researched 

Little has been said about commercial printing and its 

effect on election success, yet this study found that the 

greatest percentage of spending was in this communications 

channel. Specifically, one might examine the various types 

of commercial printing used during election campaigns, and 

search for reasons explaining stronger emphasis on non-mass 

media communications than on mass media advertising. 

Rather than considering winning and losing as 

variables in a similar study, one may also wish to consider 

candidates and their opponents in relation to the margin 

of victory achieved by the winner. In this manner, 

differences might be found in campaign spending habits among 

candidates winning by 5 or 10 percent of the ootal vote as 

compared, say, to candidates winning by 30 or 40 percent. 

r.onciusions 

This study concentrated on access to political 

communications and utilised available knowledge of rela

tionships between one politician's communications campargn 

and that of his opponent. 
- significance could not be 

Although statistical sig 
- the hypotheses examined, the study 

established for any the pu 
ppfi3 to characterize concepts 

is valuable because it 
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thought to exist. Through empiricism and inquiry, criteria 

were discovered for rejection rather than acceptance of the 

theories. 

However, as Kaplan argues, acceptance or rejection 

does not necessarily validate or invalidate theory.137 He 

has stressed that studies are valuable if they lead, albeit 

indirectly, to the formulation of new and better theories, 

the latter being, according to Kaplan, the "true test" of 

138 
validation of a theory. Further in line with the afore

mentioned, Pierce has pointed out it is the responsibility 

of the researcher to characterize truth as the valid outcome 

of inquiry.^37 

In searching for a scientifically significant 

explanation for the success of those spending most for 

communications in political campaigns, this study produced 

evidence that in terms of statistical significance, no 

groups of candidates spend any more money than opposing 

groups. The study therefore supported early research of 

Katz, Lazarsfeld, Berelson, Gaudet, Campoeli, Gurm, 

Middelton, and others who argued that the key uo commu-

. sender, but rather the message 
nications success is not uhe s -

, -Mine the findings sharply 
or the receiver. At the same 1 > 

i r-. r\! i i~ i Cci 1 i ou.im.ci lists 
criticize theories of current a^y p 

~ " ^ of Tmqm'rv: Method-
Abraham Kaplan, -f^i^TiH^T^handler, 

ology for Behavioral Scmgrmg. C 
P- 312. 
138 ,79 139Ibid.. p. 312. 

Ibid., p. 322-
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and other influential Americans who subscribe to the theory 

that mass media merchandizing is threatening the political 

foundations the United States. Therefore, although what 

the study set out to establish was not proved, a new theory-

that politicians place strong emphasis on non-mass media 

communications was discovered from that which appeared to 

be previously unknown. In this regard, the study can be 

labeled valuable research because it transformed what was 

previously thought, clarified it, and gave it new meaning 

and confirmation.^^1 

Aristotle once characterized truth by saying it was 

. . of that which is that is, and of that which is not 

that is not."1'^4' On the basis of this idea, one may 

conclude that s ince truth could not be established regarding 

the effectiveness of campaign spending on election outcome, 

then the effect in question is minimal and insignificant — 

at least in the case at hand. 

140Ibid., p. 305. 
141Ibid., p. 309. 
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This study is being conducted as a thesis proiect 

towards a Master of Arts degree in Mass Communications at 
Fresno State College. its purpose is to examine the various 
utilizations ot the mass media by Republican and Democratic 
candidates in congressional and assembly elections in 
California. 

A survey is being taken of all Democratic and 
Republican candidates in the 38 congressional races and 
80 assembly positions which were contested in the recent 
November election. This study will attempt to find trends 
in election communications--such as public relations, 
advertising, etc.--which lead to success, and may be of 
assistance in future campaigns. 

Success of this thesis is dependent on willingness 
of candidates to respond as soon as possible by filling 
out this questionnaire and returning it to the Department 
of Journalism, Fresno State Collece, through the enclosed, 
self-stamped, self-addressed envelope. 

Please understand that political candidates will not 
be identified by the study 7 

Thank you very much for your kind co-operation. 
Your response to the following questions is anticipated. 

Candidate Code Number Office Contested 

Political Affiliation Incumbent?__ 

A. PLEASE ANSWER THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ABOUT YOURSELF  
AND YOUR RECENT CAMPAIGN: 

. -i i i npra 1 or conservative? 
1. Do you consider yourseh li yourself on the 

Please circle where you would rate yoursei 
following nine-point scale. 

... * * *""7 
777 " _. , .„ot-„ Conservative 
Liberal Moderate 

- ̂  vnur overall election 
2. How much money was spen^ y 

campaign ? 
o ' a^ spend for communi-

2. How much money did yoim term "communications 
cations? Please consider the te publicity, publi 
to include all an! related expenses, 
relations, commercial print m0, 

1C 



Please specify your answer to Question No l 
explaining how vou SNPN E&TL9E INO. J, by 
as per the following areas. co™unications spending 

Newspaper Advertising 

Radio and Television Advertising 

Public Relations Fees 

Advertising Agency Fees 

Commercial Printing Fees 

Other Related Expenses 

Did you hire a Public Relations Firm or an Advertising 
Agency? Please circle answer. 

(!) Hired only Public Relations assistance. 

(2) Hired only Advertising Agency assistance. 

(3) Hired one company to do P.R. and Advertising. 

(4) Hired one company to do P.R. and another 
company to do Advertising. 

(5) Did not hire any Public Relations or 
Advertising assistance. 

(6) None of the above. (Please explain) 

How many newspapers, radio stations and television 
stations did you advertise with? 

Newspapers_ 

Radio 

Television 

How many registered voters were there m your 
constituency? 

u t-upse registered voters actually voted? How many of tnese 

How many votes did you receive. 



B, 

1 ,  
PleaseCcircle^answer^ent °n hlS °VeraU ^mpaign? 
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1) more than on your campaign. 
~) Loss than on your campaign, 

v ->) An amount equal to your campaign. 

l"- c-* money did your opponent spend for communi
cations? 

(1) More than on your campaign. 
V2) Less than on your campaign. 
(J) An amount equal to your campaign. 

3. Do you consider your opponent liberal or conservative? 
Please circle where you would rate him on the 
following nine-point scale. 

Liberal Moderate Conservative 

4. Did your opponent hire a Public Relations Firm or an 
Advertising Agency? Please circle answer. 

(1) Hired only Public Relations assistance. 
(2) Hired only Advertising Agency assistance. 
(3) Hired one company to do P.R. and Advertising. 
(4) Hired one company to do P.R. and another 

company to do Advertising. 
(5) Did not hire any Public Relations or 

Advertising assistance. . 
(6) None of the above. (Please explain) 

^rU/prtise or communicate through any 
Did your opponent related communications 

channels , ̂ not^ut ilized by your campaign? If he did, 

please explain. 
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c- T^ETH f -Ar f - - - ̂ [IE FQLLO^I.NG QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR PARTY 
IE LHIb LLcCllQN TWO YEARS AGO. ~ 

1. Were you your party's candidate then? 

2. Was your party's candidate elected then? 

3. How much money was spent on your party's overall 
campaign?_ 

4. How much of this total was spent on communications, as 
described in Question A 3. 

5. Did your party's candidate hire a Public Relations Firm, 
or an Advertising Agency? Please circle answer? 

HQ Hired only Public Relations assistance. 
(2) Hired only Advertising Agency assistance. 
(3) Hired one company to do P.R. and Advertising. 
(4) Hired one company to do P.R. and another 

company to do Advertising. 
(5) Did not hire any Public Relations or Advertising 

assistance. . 
(6) None of the above. (Please explam)_ 

6. Did this candidate, two years ago, use the same P.R. 
and Advertising firms you used in tne recent campaign. 

7. How was your 1970 campaign different from yonr party's 
1968 campaign? 

ANY OTHER COMMENTS WOULD BE WELCOMED 

THTNK YOU VERY MUCH FOR CO-OPERATING 
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SAMPLE 

Department of Journalism, 
Fresno State College, 
Fresno, California, 93710, 
23 November 1971. 

Dear Mr. Maddy: 

I hope you may find a few moments from your busy 

schedule to assist with my MA thesis by filling out the 

enclosed questionnaire concerning your recent campaign. 

As you probably realize, tne most accurate studies 

result from those with the greatest number of responses. 

I would like to be able to count upon your reply. Thank 

you very much. 

Yours sincerely, 

(Signed) 

Donald K. Wright 

P.S. Congratulations on your recent victory. 
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CANDIDATE'S CODE NUMBER 

Party of winner Party of loser 

Overall Spending Overall Spending^ 

Non-Media Spending Non-Media Spending_ 

Organization Organization 

Commercial Printing 
Modes 

Commercial Printing 
Modes 

Mass Media Advertising Mass Media Adversiting 

Print Print 

Electronic Electronic 

Total money spent on 
campaign communications 

Total money spent on campaign 
communications 

* 

t-.n vote 

Actually Voted 

Votes received— 
V O L f c i b  L t i O t t - L V C - f - l  —  

1968 

Did same party win?_ 

Same man? 

Hvprflll Spending; 

Total Communications 
spending 

ELECTION 

Pi* came partv win? 

Same man? 

Overall Spending 

Total Communications 
spending . 

Registered to vote 

Actually 
Votes received 

Votes received -—-— 
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November 27, 1970. 

Mr. Donald K. Wright 
Department of Journalism 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, California 93710 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

In reply to your letter of November 23, I started 
to go through the questionnaire and after the first two 
questions, I ascertain that I don't have this information 
available to me. I do know that I can answer questions 
five and six but many of the others have to do with 
information which is only in the possession of my 
treasurer. 

He has to file a detailed report with the Secretary 
of State, as well as with the County Registrar of Voters 
in xxxxxxxxx. By law, these reports are required to be 
filed on or before December 8. 

I am inclined to think you will have to go to some 
of the public sources to get the information you desire. 
I don't have any information whatsoever as to what my 
opponent did. In fact, I don t even recall his name. I 
SoSld like -co be o f help to you but under the circumstances 
I am unable to do it. 

Sincerely yours, 

(signed) 

*xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Member of Congress 

... r t-T-n s study that politicians not be 
t was a condition o es and places which would 
entified. Consequen y ti£y candidates have been 
rectly or indirectly identi y dices_ 
placed by xxxxxxxxx m ti 
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December 14, 1970 

Donald K. Wright 
Department of Journalism 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, California 93710 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

I would like to be cooperative, but I am continually 
being swamped with questionnaires, the value of which I 
question. 

If, for example, you wish to study campaign contri
butions, it seems to me that you have the obligation to do 
your own research through the office of the Secretary of 
State. You will, for example, find my campaign statement 
listed there. 

I would point out that for reasons known only to 
him my opponent has not seen fit to comply with the law, and 
file his statement and I don't think it Is my place to try 
to judge his campaign organization. 

I note you also ask the question under C3 on 
"your party's overall campaign?" ^ I don t ̂ know and there 
is no reason for me to waste my time finding out. Again, 
if this is your thesis, you have an obligation to discover 
this figure by research and through the office of the 
Secretary of State. 

I am writing this letter because of the great ̂number 
of useless and impossible questionnaires are coming 
across mv desk in ever increasing number ana I think so 
across my aesx m j back to the teaching profession 
body out to pass the word bacK co ga£ CQuld be 
that there are much more important proje^ 
assigned. 

Kindest personal regarcs. 

Cordially, 

(Signed) 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Assemblyman 



December 10, 1970 

Mr. Donald K. Wright 
Department of Journalism 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, Ca. 93710 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

This will serve to advise you that Assemblyman 

xxxxxxxxx is presently out of the country and, therefore, 

it will not be possible for him to complete the question

naire which you mailed to him recently. 

Very truly yours, 

(Signed) 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Executive Assistant 
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December 16, 1970 

Donald Wright 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, CA 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

Assemblyman xxxxxxxxx has asked me to respond 

to his mail while he is out of the country. 

He has a policy of not filling out question

naires; however, he would speak personally with you if 

you are ever able to contact him. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) 
XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX 
Administrative Assistant 
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December 4, 1970 

Mr. Donald K. Wright 
Department of Journalism 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, California 93710 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

Your letter and attachment have been received 

in the District Office. Unfortunately, the volume or 

requests is such that we cannot comply with your request. 

X am sorry that we cannot assist you in this 

matter. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
District Representative 
of Congressman xxxxxxxxxx 



Dear Mr. Wright: 

I would like to know more about your major, 
your party preference, and the thesis itself. 

One thing I have learned in becoming 
politically active is that it pays to know why and 
who in relation to questionnaires. Therefore, 
I refuse to return my answers to you until I 
hear from you regarding the following matters: 

1. Course name. 

2. Instructor's name. 

3. Your major and minor. 

4. Whether you are affiliated with any 
student political organization, and 
if so, which one? 

5. Your parents' political afriliations 
and political ±eanii.igs. 

6 Your political preference and political 
1 eanin°s and whether you consider yourself 
to be conservative, liberal or moderate. 

Thank you, 

(Signed) 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
(An Assembly Loser) 



December 6, 1970 

Mr. Donald K. Wright 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, California 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

I arn most happy to furnish you with the infor
mation that you requested. I hope it helps you in your 
project. As a College Professor I can appreciate your 
work. 

I do hope that when you have completed your work 
you will send me a copy. 

Until then I send you my,best wishes, 

Cordially, 

(Signed) 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Assembly-Elect 



January 18, 1971 

Mr. Donald Wright 
Department of Journalism 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, California 93710 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

This will acknowledge your recent note and 
questionnaire regarding political campaigns. 

It is not Mr. xxxxxxxxxx policy to answer 
questionnaires; however, you may wish to meet with 
an appropriate member of his staff to discuss matters 
of interest to you. With regard to your particular 
interest, I would suggest that you contact Mrs. 
xxxxxxxxxxxxx in his district office. 

I am enclosing a copy of his campaign^ state
ment on file with the Secretary or State. This may 
be of assistance to you because it answers many of 
the questions covered in your questionnaire. 

Sincerely, 

(Signed) 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
Administrative Assistant 
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November 24, 1970 

Mr. Donald K. Wright, 
Fresno State College, 
Fresno, California. 

Dear Mr. Wright: 

I will be very happy to assist you with your 

MA thesis by filling out the questionnaire. 

My campaign statement must be in the hands of 

the Secretary of State on December 8th. At that time 

I will have all the information together and I can 

then fill out your forms and return cnem in the mail. 

Please drop me a note or telephone me if I 

can be of any further assistance in any way. 

Yours very truly, 

(Signed) 

xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
(An Assembly Loser) 
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December 9, 1970 

Mr. Donald K. Wright 
Department of Journalism 
Fresno State College 
Fresno, California 93710 

Dear Don: 

I am returning the attached completed question
naire, in behalf of Assemblyman xxxxxxxxxxx. For your 
information, I feel compelled to make a few additional 
comments about the responses, as well as the question
naire . 

First of all, I can only express my personal 
dis-satisfaction for the questionnaire--based on the lack 
of information it seeks, and the absolute impossibility 
to "find trends in election public relations and adver
tising ." 

I am writing as an account executive of xxxxxxxxxx 
xxxxxxxxx, the firm who worked with xxxxxxxxxx s election 
efforts since he was first elected to the Assembly m xxxxx. 
I find your questionnaire one without any political, 
communicative, or effective substance--one nau on y ea s 
in substance with matters pertaining ^o age y t- • / 
finance. I am enclosing samples of some of ou:r J^rtising/ 
promotional efforts in behalf of I certaxnly 
hope that the enclosed provides ® hods and messages used 
evaluate a campaign based on t ^ q£ money tQ wQrk 
to reach the puol^c, ratner won't! 
for a candidate, where People ear, t ana/or won 

. ntUp most accurate studies 
Your note mentions , test number of responses"--

result from tnose with ^ne^ g f_ee\ that the most accurate 
which is true to a point, out • why?~ rather than 
studies result from studies that mq 
measuring how much. 

1 1 -?-no- rn sense that the 
I find it aimost appai- Questionnaire regarding 

purpose of a Mass Communi , traditionally? and exclu-
political office hol^eJ? „nce--when the potential and 
sively with political squarely within other concepts 
purpose to me seems to ^ 
o f  ' m a s s  r m i . c a t i o n •  
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- 2 -

1 don t want to completely discredit the 
questionnaire, its purpose, or efforts--and if you desire 
any aciaitioiu: comments, or constructive criticisms, I 
should be nap py to supply them. 

Hoping to hear from you soon. 

Peace, 

(Signed) 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx ' 
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in California, by 5pendinfirT1 TQ 0 :"-/ T,'','"ri an election 
salary you would rlcJive from the r?-t0 flVe tlmes the 
be elected for." 10m the offlce y°u are trying to 

u . •, " * i 1-1 '"os^- elections, incumbents such as mvself 
have tno advantage of staff help and a liberal alloXce for 
mail-supposedly non-political, plus the value of a fS-called 
weekly report to the people which is printed by many SeSS-
Pcpel_i>: _ ° e'oaL aegree of intelligence is needed to 
determine mat ̂ we incumbents are campaigning all the time we 
serve too putlie, while our opponents usually only campaign 
for about eight months during the election year.M 

3. "My political campaigns almost defy comparison 
from one another. I think it all depends on your opponent 
and his problems . That' s how I have handled my campaigns 
with respect to expenditures and allocations, and I ve been 
very successful." 

4. "The press in my congressional district is very 
partisan. Therefore I spent only a small amount of money 
in the media and conducted most of my campaigning through 
direct mail, commercial printing, etc." 

5. "This was my first attempt to gain election for 
public office. I lost, but I learned many (Things which I 
hope to use in the future." 

6. Campaign reforms are definitely needed. A u 
literate and publicity aware electorate would be appreciated. 

7 "One of the problems in regards to television and 

Sheirhigh'^Aslaflfrm'coScarned, 
it does not matter _ that my advertising joes to my 

politan audience since I am only 
constituents." 

8. "I. relied exbensivaly.cn b̂o-door campaigning. 

This is something your ques 

9. "Peace!" 
• i_ T lost is hard to evaluate 

10. "My election, wnic _ hav£ been campaigning 
in terms of your questlonna ^ receive the necessary 
for tv/o s olid years, but 1 oio,, those who I assumed would 

when I^finst announced ,y inbenbions bo seeh 

election." 
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and spend their ener>'ies^e^tir^- j?eople. ̂it: making studies, 
other persons, especialh thn^Sm ha mt* th™^es and 
reason--in our society?'7 °St desPa«ing~with good 

... "n/ urban districts, with madia preoccuDied 
With senate gubernatorial and other higher offices a 

10f campaign expense in district elections ?s on 
—-p—9 y°u asked no questions on this form of cam

paigning. 

In tms election our main effort of campaigning 
was personal contact with voters. We distributed 78,000 
pamphlets via a door-to-door campaign. Despite this we lost 
the election." 
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