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HOW CAN A SOCIAL PROBLEM — any real-world problem —
continue to be considered important in the mass media for years at a
time? Critics and observers have almost universally portrayed the mass
media as an institution with a short attention span: providing coverage
of an issue in an ephemeral burst of attention, but with little sustained
coverage of important public issues.!

Theoretical perspectives about how social problems become public

issues mainly describe the fleeting initial mass media coverage, rather
than sustained news coverage. Proponents of natural history models
suggest that social problems, once defined as public issues through their
mass media coverage, move fairly rapidly through historical stages
towards resolution or demise.? The time span during which mass media
attention is directed towards any one issue is presumably a discrete,
time-bound state. The public arenas perspective focuses on the compe-
tition among many social problems and their proponents as each battles
the other problems to gain access to very limited broadcast time and
print space.? This perspective, like the natural history perspective, has
difficulty in accounting for public issues which persist for years on the
news agenda of mass media organizations. If competition among issues
is sointense, then how can any one issue dominate news agendas? What
factors explain the hegemony of certain issues? Both perspectives better
explain why mass media attention to public issues is short-lived rather
than why mass media attention may be prolonged.

The ecologies of news perspective,‘although not demonstrated with
cases of prolonged mass media coverage of publicissues, incorporates the
ideasthat certain publicissues will, through the interplay of journalistic
and non-journalistic actors, persist in mass media coverage over rela-
tively long periods of time. Yet while this perspective explains how
conflict and negotiation between affected parties may cause issues to
persist without achieving definite policy outcomes, the model does not
explain why public issues may persist over long periods of time as
important news topics even as policy outcomes are decided.
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Although natural history models and public arena models of public
issue development have been portrayed as different explanations of the
same phenomena,® they are in fact each a partial and complementary
explanation of how public issues arise and persist in society. Public
issues only move through, or stall at, stages of mass media, public, and
policy attention through the competitive allocation of attention on
agendas. To suggest that competition models of publicissue development
somehow “move beyond” longitudinal or natural history models of public
issue development is to draw a false distinction between what drives
change in the level of attention to various issues (the allocation of
attention through competition) and the change in level of attention itself
(issue or cyclical stages). An agenda-setting model of issue development
relies on both the idea of cyclical change in attention to issues and the
idea of competition between issues as a determinant of such change.
Thus in our view the concept of agenda-setting subsumes both natural
history models and public arena models of public issue development.

In this monograph we document and analyze the issue of Acquired
Immune Deficiency Syndrome (AIDS) in the United States during the
1980s, in order to illustrate a broadened agenda-setting perspective®to
explain how a public issue can retain a priority position on the national
media agenda for years at a time because of the interplay of: (1)
constantly new information about the issue, which, when interpreted by
journalists and editors in the context of the ongoing social problem,
remakes the issue as being important in a new way, and (2) attention
given to the issue on agendas other than the mass media agenda, such
as the scientific agenda, the polling agenda, the public agenda, and the
policy agenda.

How New Information Remakes Mass Media Issues

How do certainissues climb onto the news agenda of the major mass
media? Journalists and editors are trained to recognize and value issues
which are “newsworthy” by virtue of how much the issue reflects, or can
be made to reflect, such newsworthiness criteria as sensation, conflict,
mystery, celebrity, deviance, tragedy, and proximity.” Journalists and
editors make subjective decisions about the degree to which a newsissue
reflects, or can be made to reflect, these characteristics. These decisions
determine the extent of mass media coverage that an issue receives.

Issues not only receive mass media coverage because of their news-
worthy characteristics. The information must also be timely. The “break-
ing quality” of news is its most important characteristic. The mass
media’s need for constantly new information partially explains why it is
so unusual for a publicissue to stay on the evening news and on the front
page for very long. Once an issue receives media coverage, it usually
remains onthe news agenda for a fairly limited amount of time (often less
than a month or so).
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Mass media coverage of an issue over time can be better understood
by contrasting this media agenda-setting process with how scientific
knowledge about an issue accumulates. For example, although on a
much larger scale than scientific investigations of most health-related
problemsinrecent years, AIDS research has progressed in a process that
is fairly typical in biomedical science. From the first published scientific
account of a mysterious new disease on June 5, 1981 2scientific investi-
gators sought to increasingly reduce the ambiguity about AIDS by
gathering data to test hypotheses and by constantly reappraising accu-
mulated knowledge. Identification of the human immunodeficiency
virus (HIV), investigation of its means of transmission, and research on
the development of treatment and prevention represent the creation of
contiguous, precarious strands of ordered knowledge from a universe of
disordered information.® Through the scientific processes of numerous
investigators testing their hypotheses, problem-specificknowledge about
AIDS was first established, refuted, and then gradually accumulated
through testing subsequent hypotheses. Out of contradiction, dissent,
and organized skepticism eventually comes a scientific consensus con-
cerning a scientific issue.!? AIDS research is an example of how theoreti-
cal contradiction and competition gradually lead to shared scientific
consensus about an important scientific problem.*

On the scientific research agenda, new information about AIDS did
not remake the issue of AIDS. New research-based information added
further to the cumulative knowledge base about the disease. The
attention given to a continuing biomedical problem such as AIDS does
not waver much in scientific journals. Only with some sort of resolution?
of a scientific problem (like a health epidemic) does a scientific issue drop
off the scientific research agenda.

The mass media process of allocating attention to a public issue is
different from scientific agenda-setting. Problem resolution is not re-
quired for a news issue to become less important on the media agenda.
Instead, if there is a lack of new information about an issue, news

coverage will stop. For mass media decision-
I s to consider an “old” issue newswor-
Theories of thy fagain, not pnly isnew inforn}ation ab(')ut
3 the issue required, but the new information
mass media must enable writers and editors torecast the
effects tend not issue in a new way. When an indicator of
to address . issue importance such as the frequency of
media coverage is plotted over time, the

changing mass :
sing coverage usually resembles a recurring (and

media inter- sometimes exponential) cycle. Each cycle, or
pretations of portion of a cycle, represents a remaking of
public issues. theissue. The over-time content of the media
coverage of an issue represents not only new
information, but also periodic changes in
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how journalists, editors, and hence viewers and readers, interpret the
old issue in light of the new information. So the mass media occasionally
provide their audiences with new frames of reference in order to inter-
pret old issues.

Theories of mass media effects tend not to address changing mass
media interpretations of public issues. Research on the effects of televi-
sion priming,® for example, has not focused on the over-time processual
nature of news. Audience members are assumed to be primed to think
about an existing issue in one way, or to judge politicians in light of their
issue positions, yet the periodic remaking of an existing issue by
newspeople suggests the application of new primes. As reporters and
editors make sense of new information by remaking existing issues, so
mass media audience members are encouraged to think about existing
issues in new ways.

Our perspective on the agenda-setting process is broader than past
work on this topic. We are concerned not only with how an issue initially
climbs the media agenda, but also with how an issue may, or may not,
persist on the agenda for a lengthy period of years. Given this perspec-
tive, AIDS is an ideal issue of study.

Interaction of Agendas for an Issue

Especially for a major public issue such as AIDS, the issue may
simultaneously become important on public agendas, media agendas,
and policy agendas. The disease of AIDS itself may influence how
important the issue becomes on these and other agendas. Investigators
ofthe agenda-setting process oftenincludein their analysis a “real-world
indicator” of the importance of an issue. In the present study, we utilize
the number of AIDS cases diagnosed officially by the Centers for Disease
Control (CDC). Past research suggests that the real-world indicator isa
veryincomplete explanation of the amount of mass media coverage given
to anissue. Various other factors intervene in the real-world indicator/
media coverage relationship, such as the news value of the issue as
perceived by newspeople, the relationship of the issue of study with other
issues previously on the agenda, and so on.

While the relationship of the media agenda to the public agenda
(Figure 1) has been rather well-established by past research, much less
scholarly attention has been devoted to how the media agenda is set.’®
The media agenda-setting process is influenced by the amount of news
coverage given to an issue of study by certain influential media like The
New York Times, by such gatekeepers as editors and news managers,and
by certain spectacular news events (for example, the March 1989 oil spill
by the Exxon Valdez in Alaska that influenced the environment issue in
the United States). The present research seeks to determine how the
media agenda-setting process for the issue of AIDS took place. A four-
year period occurred after the first AIDS cases were reported in mid-
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PERSONAL EXPERIENCE AND INTERPERSONAL COMMUNICATION
AMONG ELITES AND OTHER INDIVIDUALS
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Figure 1. Three main components in the agenda-setting process: the media
agenda, the public agenda, and the policy agenda.

Adapted from Everett M. Rogers and James W. Dearing, “Agenda-Setting Re-
search: Where Has It Been, Where Is it Going?” in James A. Anderson, ed., Com-
munication Yearbook 11 (Newbury Park, Calif., 1988), pp. 565-594.

1981, before theissue of AIDS received major coverage by the U.S. media.

For a scientific issue like AIDS, in which research findings were
reported by the mass media to the U.S. public, the scientific agenda
(indexed as the number of articles about AIDS published each month in
scientific journals) might be a fourth main component in the agenda-
setting process (diagramed in Figure 1). The present study will create a
measure of the science agenda, and analyze its role in the agenda-setting
process for AIDS.

As shown in Figure 1, we expect the media agenda to influence the
public agenda and the policy agenda, although the latter relationship
has been less well-studied than has the media agenda/public agenda
relationship. Our measure of the policy agenda for the issue of AIDS is
the amount of federal funding per fiscal year for AIDS research and
education. This variable is an approximate indicator of the outcomes of
the policy agenda process at the national level. We index the public
agenda through responses to 110 national sample polls of the U.S. adult
population in which 1,084 questions regarding AIDS were asked of
approximately 150,000 respondents. We obtained these public opinion
data from the archives of the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research.
The dates at which these polls were taken tend to cluster; for example,
only six polls were carried out in 1983, none in 1984, and then 13 polls
were conducted in 1985, and more in each ensuing year. A “polling
agenda” seems to have been set for the issue of AIDS,®as indexed by the
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number of polls and/or poll questions asked about AIDS. Sixty-two
percent of these polls were commissioned by mass media institutions
such asthe Los Angeles Times and ABC News. So we expected the polling
agenda to be interrelated with the media agenda, and perhaps, with the
public agenda.'” The polling agenda indicates how important pollsters
consider anissue like AIDS to be. Presumably polls are conducted when
public opinion about anissueis not completely understood, such as when
the issue is first climbing the public agenda and when new information
about the issue becomes available to maintain the issue on the agenda.
Media-sponsored polls are a unique situation in which the media create
news about an issue, as the considerable cost of a national poll is
presumably returned by higher newspaper circulation or by higher
television ratings. Nevertheless, news coverage of poll results about
AIDS constitutes a small portion of all AIDS news coverage, so the media
agenda and the polling agenda, while related, are not the same.

Our present study of the agenda-setting process for the issue of
AIDS includes two elements not found in previous research: (1) the
scientific agenda, and (2) the polling agenda. Our general research
design also differs from most past agenda-setting research, which
consists of more highly aggregated, cross-sectional data-analyses. Our
general research strategy in the present investigation was to begin with
an aggregated approach, and then to disaggregate (1) by looking at the
agenda-setting process over time (the 91 months in our time-series of
study) in order to identify eras in the media coverage of the AIDS issue,
and (2) by breaking the general issue of AIDS into sub-issues (for
example, the civil rights aspects of AIDS, children with AIDS, and
biomedical research on AIDS). This latter disaggregation of media
coverage (and correspondingly of the poll questions about AIDS) for the
AIDS sub-issues allowed us to conduct a more fine-grained analysis of
the agenda-setting process over time. For example, we find that one
reason why AIDS stayed on the media agenda in the United States for
so many years after 1985 is the fact that the AIDS sub-issues rose and
fell over time, but in a fashion that maintained relatively high media
coverage for the general issue of AIDS.

Toward a Broader Conception of Agenda-Setting

An agenda-setting perspectiveis takenin the present analysis ofthe
media’s role in the issue of AIDS. An agenda is a set of issues that are
viewed at a point in time as ranked in a hierarchy of importance.®* The
mass media, it has been claimed, may have one of their strongest effects
in society by putting an issue on the agenda. Scholarly research on the
agenda-setting process of the mass media stems most directly from
Bernard Cohen,*® who observed that the press:

.. . may not be successful much of the time in telling people what
to think, but it is stunningly successful in telling its readers what
to think about. . . .The world will look different to different people,
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depending...onthe map thatis drawnfor them by writers, editors,
and publishers of the papers they read [emphasis added].

Most agenda-setting studies have been conceptually restricted (1) to
investigating the process through which the mass media communicate
the relative importance of various issues and events to the public (an
approach mainly pursued by mass communication researchers),? or (2)
to investigating a process through which the policy agendas of political
elites areinfluenced by a variety offactors, including media agendas and
public agendas.?! Asmall number of studies have investigated how the
mass media agenda is set.” Almost no scholarly studies have investi-
gated the relationship between mass media agendas and polling agen-
das,® or scientific research agendas and mass media agendas.?*

Agenda-setting models of public issue development have typically
only considered one or, at most, two, of the aforementioned agenda-
setting relationships. More holistic conceptualizations of the entire
agenda-setting process whereby a social problem may become a public
issue and then evolve through the agenda process have not been
proposed, nor investigated in empirical research. Traditional approaches
to agenda-setting research, such as natural history models and public
arena models, have provided only partial explanations of the total
process of publicissue development. Abroader concept of agenda-setting
which considers influences among various agendas while focusing on
issue competition, the role of new information about an issue, and
changing media interpretations is likely to be more useful in explaining
the development of an issue through the agenda-setting process.

Perhaps agenda-setting study should be more broadly conceptual-
ized as agenda research, defined as the study of how public issues gain
or lose importance relative to other issues over time. This definition
incorporates a dialectic which determines change in issue importance.
Issues become more important on various agendas through the addition
of new information and new interpretations, while becoming less impor-
tant on those same agendas due to competition with otherissues (Figure
2). Thusinvestigations of issue development and agenda-setting should
ideally be conceptualized to study the interplay on different agendas of
(1) how an issue arises and is sustained through new information and
interpretations, and (2) how competition with other issues erodes the
importance of an issue of study. With a dominant news story such as
AIDS, new interpretations not only sustain attention to the overall
issue, but also compete with previous interpretations of the same issue
in a struggle to determine how the issue is perceived.

Media Coverage of the Issue of AIDS

The transmission of HIV in the 1980s refocused attention on prob-
lems of disseminating accurate health information and communicating
risk (and non-risk) to the general public.? Public opinion survey results
suggest that while the U.S. public became aware of the disease by the
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OTHER ISSUES PUSH AIDS DOWN THE AGENDAS

THE ISSUE
OF AIDS

NEW INFORMATION ABOUT AIDS PUSHES AIDS UP THE AGENDAS

Figure 2. The nature of attention to issues is rooted in the dialectic between (1)
issue competition and (2) new information about, and changing interpretations
of, an existing issue.

mid-1980s, many individuals continued to be confused about certain
aspects of the issue of AIDS.? Some observers blame scientists and other
experts for providing confusing or misleading information about AIDS;?
other analyses point tojournalists’lack of thorough investigative report-
ing,” or to the euphemistic language that was utilized by the media (for
example, “exchange of bodily fluids”), and to organizational barriers
within mass media organizations.? Still other reviewers find fault with
the institutions of science and government as well as journalism

In the present investigation the media agenda is measured by the
number of news stories about AIDS in six of the major mass media of the
United States: The New York Times, the Washington Post, the Los
Angeles Times, and the network evening newscasts of ABC, NBC, and
CBS.*! These six media were chosen for the present analysis because
they most closely approach serving as national media in the United
States. New York City and Los Angeles were two of the three U.S. cities
in which AIDS cases were particularly concentrated in the first years of
the epidemic. The Washington Post was included because of its crucial
rolein reporting national political events, including federal government
policies.

Consistency of News Coverage Across the Six Media

FromdJune 1981 through December 1988 (91 months), the six media
of study carried 6,694 news stories about AIDS. The three newspapers
published 5,820 news stories, and the three television networks broad-
cast 874 news stories.?? The New York Times outpaced the other two
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papers by reporting 2,335 news stories, or about 40 percent of the total
newspaper coverage. The Los Angeles Times reported 1,819 news stories,
and the Washington Post 1,666. Of the three television networks, NBC
broadcast 328 news stories, more than either CBS (287) or ABC (259).

The numbers of news stories about AIDS across time in each of the
six media of study are highly correlated with each other. When one
medium carried a relatively large number of news stories about AIDS, so
did the other media. The highest correlation was .96 between the AIDS
coverage of The New York Times and the Washington Post, and the lowest
correlations were .73 between the number of AIDS news stories on ABC
and in The New York Times and in the Los Angeles Times. Overall, each
of the three newspapers’ AIDS coverage is more highly correlated with
that of the other newspapers’ coverage thanis one of the three television
networks’AIDS coverage with the other networks’coverage. Correlation
between the combined three newspapers and the combined three televi-
sion networks is .84 (or about 70 percent of common variance). We
conclude that the six mass media of study treated the issue of AIDS with
a certain degree of similarity across the 91 months of our time-series.*
For certain purposes in the analyses reported here, we combine the
coverage by all six media into a total mass media coverage of AIDS. We
utilize this variable to index the media agenda for the issue of AIDS on
a month by month basis.

Role of The New York Times

The New York Times is often portrayed as an especially influential
news source in the United States. Did The Times lead the other five
media of study in AIDS coverage, as it has for certain other scientific
issues? For example, the toxicological incident of Love Canal in 1978-
1980 did not gain national attention until The New York Times reported
this event, even after two years of extensive coverage by two local
newspapers, the Niagara Falls Gazette and the Bujffalo News.** Simi-
larly, although the Philadelphia Inquirer had reported on the radon
threat in Pennsylvania and New Jersey for five months, the issue of
radon did not become national news until it reached the front page of The
New York Times.®

We compared The New York Times with the Los Angeles Times in
coverage of the issue of AIDS. From June 1981 through December 1986,
The New York Times was outpaced by the Los Angeles Times for 21
months in the number of news stories regarding AIDS, while in 33 of the
54 months The New York Times had more stories than the Los Angeles
Times. * Especially in periods of little media attention to AIDS (such as
prior toApril 1983, and until mid-1985), the Los Angeles Times published
as many and sometimes more stories about AIDS, and usually in a more
prominent position (such as on the front page), than did The New York
Times. In periods of heavy media attention to AIDS (such as inlate 1985
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when actor Rock Hudson died), however, The New York Times considera-
bly outpaced the Los Angeles Times in its coverage of AIDS.*” Prior to
1987, The New York Times’s coverage of the issue of AIDS was rather
event-oriented, and was relatively less consistent over time (than was
the coverage by the other five media). After January 1987, however, The
New York Times consistently outpaced the other five media of study in its
number of AIDS news stories.

A transfer function analysis of The New York Times as a predictor
of AIDS coverage by the other five media shows that this prestigious
newspaper did not have a strong influence on the AIDS coverage by the
other five media. If anything, Table 1 shows that in the first time period,
June 1981 through December 1986, the other five media had a stronger
influence on the AIDS coverage of The New York Times than vice versa.
In the second time period, consisting of 1987 and 1988, the media
agenda-setting influence of The New York Times, and of the other five
media, was concomitant without either leading or lagging the other. The
important statistic to note in Table 1 is the incremental R?column; this
statistic indicates the additional variance explained in a dependent
variable after the autoregressive relationship of the dependent variable

Table 1
Transfer function analysis of the causal relationships between The New York
Times and the five other media of study.

Independent Beta Standard Significance Incremental
series weights error (two-tailed) R2

L Early time period, June 1981 through December 1986 (N=67)
1. Other five media as the dependent series.
NY Times 1.58 .26 .000
NY Times (-11) 46 .18 .029
2. The New York Times as the dependent series.
Others .23 04 .000
Others(-1) 21 .04 .000
IL Later time period, January 1987 through December 1988 (N=24)

1. Other five media as the dependent series.
NY Times 141 .20 000

NY Times (-11) 49 18 013

2. The New York Times as the dependent series.
Others 45 .06 000
Others(-1) 13 .06 .50
Others(-3) 15 .06 025

Note: These beta weights are unstandardized. For all of the analyses above, the
Durbin-Watson statistics are slightly over 2.0.
** Indicates significance at p < .05.
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at t-1 (the previous month in this case) is removed from the dependent
variable at time t.

Based on this analysis, we believe that The New York Times did not
play an aggressive agenda-setting role for the other five media of study
until afterJanuary 1987, about six years after the U.S. mass media’s first
coverage of the AIDS epidemic. This role is somewhat similar to the
previously-cited studies of national agenda-setting for toxic waste and
radon. The Times starts slowly in its coverage of scientific issues as
worthy of general public attention. In the case of the AIDS issue, this
legitimizing role of The New York Times occurred relatively late (5 1/2
years into the epidemic).

Organizational and personal variables partially explain the lag in
early Times coverage of AIDS. Aformer editor of The New York Times felt
that news stories about gays were not appropriate for his newspaper. For
five years into the AIDS epidemic, The Times refused to use the word
“gay” except within quoted passages. Reporters may have felt that their
news stories about a gay-related issue like AIDS would be unlikely to
appear on the front page. The first front-page article in The New York
Times about AIDS did not appear until May 25, 1983 (when 108 AIDS
cases had been reported to the Centers for Disease Control, about half of
them in New York City). In comparison, the first front page article about
AIDS in the Los Angeles Times appeared in May 1982, a year earlier.
Clearly, The New York Times did not play a dominant role in setting the
U.S. media agenda for AIDS in the early years of the epidemic.

Remaking the Issue of AIDS

Figure 3 shows the monthly number of news stories about AIDS
combined for our six media of study over time. Three peaks occurred in
the combined media coverage: A first peak in May 1983, a second in July
1985, and a third in February 1987. These peaks delineate four eras in
the media coverage of AIDS.

The JAMA Press Release

Our analysis of the major news events occurring at the three peaks
of media coverage shows that the first peak occurred as aresult of a press
release based on an editorial in the Journal of the American Medical
Association (JAMA) dated May 6, 1983. Written by Dr. Anthony Fauci,
a biomedical scientist at the National Institutes of Health, the JAMA
editorial and press release suggested that “routine household contact”
might spread AIDS. The mass media gave considerable attention to this
announcement. For example, our six media of study published or
broadcast 39 stories about AIDS in May, 62 in June, 59 in July, and 41
in August 1983. About 26 percent of all the news stories in this four-
month period dealt with how HIV is transmitted. The media attention
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Figure 3. The impact of the Rock Hudson and Ryan White news events on the
number of news stories about the issue of AIDS (from June 1981 to December
1988).

given tothe JAMA press release was the most accorded to a single AIDS-
related event since the first media reports of AIDS in June 1981. For

instance, prior toJAMA’s announcement (from June 1981 toApril 1983),
the six media carried 59 news stories in total, averaging less than three
news stories per month (or one news story per medium in two months).

Rock Hudson and Ryan White

The second peak in AIDS media coverage, starting in July 1985 and
lasting through December of that year, was caused by two consecutive
news events. One ofthem was movie actor Rock Hudson’s hospitalization
and death (see Figure 3). The first official disclosure that Hudson had
AIDS was made onJuly 25, 1985, by the American Hospital in Paris. The
six media of study carried 74 news stories about his illness over the next
five months. Hudson died of AIDS on October 2, 1985, at his Beverly Hills
home. During this period, the three newspapers published 24 news
stories about Hudson, and the three television networks aired 50 news
stories about Hudson.

InAugust 1985, one month after the public announcement that Rock
Hudson had AIDS, another important AIDS news event occurred. A 13-
year-old school boy in Indiana with AIDS, Ryan White, dominated mass
media coverage (see Figure 3). Acontroversy centered on whether or not
a child with AIDS should attend public school. The six media of study
carried 117 news stories about Ryan White until an Indiana hearing
officer ruled that White could return to his classes in Kokomo on
November 27, 1985.
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Even though the Hudson and White stories were quite different in
important ways, they gave the American public a definite perception
that AIDS was a matter of general concern. Hudson’s familiarity to the
American people, combined with the “boy next door” image of White,
were enough to personalize and humanize the issue of AIDS, something
that prior media reports based on the CDC statistics about the number
of AIDS cases per month had not done.

The impact of these two news events upon subsequent media cover-
age of AIDS was enormous. For instance, prior to July 1985, our six
media combined carried approximately 14 AIDS news stories per month.
After July 1985, the average number of news stories produced by the six
mediajumped to 143 stories per month, about ten times the previous rate
(see Figure 3).

Our present data-analysis generally confirms the widespread con-
ventional wisdom by scholars and media researchers that Rock Hudson’s
illness and subsequent death from AIDS set the media agenda for the
issue of AIDS in the United States.* Qur review of the literature,
however, failed to disclose any observer who noted the more important
impact of the Ryan White news event in setting the mass media agenda
for theissue of AIDS in the United States. Our content analysis of the six
media of study indicates that they gave considerably more news cover-
age (117 news stories over a four-month period) to the Ryan White event
than to Rock Hudson’s illness and death (74 news stories over the same
four-month period).

In the case of both news events, Rock Hudson and Ryan White, the
number of news stories about the event itself was only a small part of the
subsequentincreasein the number of news stories about AIDS (as shown
in Figure 3). In other words, the impacts of the Hudson and White events
were mainly in how they changed the meaning of the issue of AIDS for
media newspeople, and ultimately for the American people.

During the first several years of the AIDS epidemic in the United
States, the media perceived the disease mainly as a gay story and a
scientific story, and generally accorded rather minor coverage to the
epidemic. After AIDS was found to occur in babies and among individu-
als who had received transfusions of the infected blood (like hemophili-
acs) in early 1983, the media began to give somewhat greater attention
to the issue of AIDS. Similarly, the May 1983 JAMA editorial about
transmission of HIV through “routine close contact™ implied that not
only a relatively small category of homosexuals, IV (intravenous) drug-
users, and hemophiliacs were at risk, but that AIDS might also cross over
into the general population of the United States. Unless the American
media’s core constituency of middle-class individuals is perceived to be
at risk, a rampant disease like AIDS does not constitute a news story
with high news value.

The Rock Hudson illness and death from AIDS was particularly
important in changing media newspeople’s perceptions of the epidemic.




14 EVERETT M. ROGERS, JAMES W. DEARING, AND SOONBUM CHANG

Hudson was a Hollywood star, far more famous than any of the other
10,771 individuals who had been diagnosed with AIDS by late July 1985.
Hudson had played masculine roles in his movies, and most of the
American public did not realize that he was gay until this fact was
announced in the news stories concerning his illness with AIDS. Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan, a personal friend of Hudson’s, telephoned him at
his Paris hospital and urged him to “get well.” Reagan was not to give a
public speech about AIDS until May 1987, several years later, and the
phone call remained one of the relatively few actions by the White House
concerning AIDS. The administration saw the growing AIDS epidemic as
a federal budget threat, and moved very slowly in the early years to
provide funds or other support for AIDS research or prevention. During
the first five years of the AIDS epidemic until mid-1987, newspeople did
not ask any questions about AIDS at White House press conferences.*
So the Rock Hudson news event in mid-1985 served as one turning
point in the rise of the AIDS issue on the U.S. media agenda because (1)
it involved the White House in the issue, at least in a minimal way, and
(2)ithumanized AIDS by giving the epidemic an emotional meaningthat
had not been conveyed by the CDC’s monthly statistics on the number of
reported AIDS cases. In the month following disclosure of Hudson’s
illness, in August 1985, the Ryan White news event further humanized
the epidemic, essentially launching a new AIDS sub-issue of “children
with AIDS” (Figure 4) which included 361 of the 6,694 news stories (5.4
percent) carried by our six media of study over the 91 months of study.
In a similar fashion, Rock Hudson’s illness essentially launched the
AIDS sub-issue of “public figures with AIDS,” which included 211 news
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Figure 4. Number of news stories about the sub-issue category of “children with
AIDS” (for six mass media combined for June 1981 to December 1988).
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stories, 3.2 percent of the total news stories (Figure 5). Later in the
present essay, we analyze 13 AIDS sub-issues over time.

Mandatory Testing and Privacy

The third sharp rise in the number of stories about AIDS was caused
by a series of news events centered around mandatory testing for HIV
and by related privacy issues. A federal health official recommended
widespread blood testing on February 4, 1987, including mandatory
testing for all applicants for marriage licenses, everyone who is hospital-
ized, and all individuals being treated for pregnancy or for a sexually-
transmitted disease. This news event led to public controversies con-
cerning civil rights and individual privacy. In addition, several other
news events contributed to an increase in the level of media attention to
AIDS during the period after January 1987: The assertion by insurance
companies that they had the right to require insurance applicants to
take an HIV test, divergent opinions about teaching AIDS education in
schools, the St. Patrick’s Cathedral rector’s refusal to perform a Roman
Catholic wedding for a person with AIDS, and debates about whether or
not condom advertising should be carried by the mass media. The death
from AIDS of several public figures — notably Liberace, a famous
entertainer, and Stewart McKinney, a member of the U.S. House of
Representatives—also helped keep theissue of AIDSin the news during
1987 and 1988.

This series of new events resulted in a major increase in media
coverage of the AIDS issue. Prior to January 1987, the six media
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combined reported an average of 112 news stories per month. Thereaf-
ter, the six media averaged 168 AIDS news stories per month, a 50
percent increase.

The increased media coverage after January 1987 may have been
partly the result of a growing sense among media professionals that they
had not previously been giving adequate attention to the AIDS issue. The
Associated Press annual survey of media editors concerning the top ten
news stories of the year finally included the issue of AIDS in the top ten
news stories in 1985, and again in 1987 AIDS reached a “top ten”
position. Clearly, after mid-1985 media gatekeepers thought that AIDS
was animportant newsissue. They increasingly told their reporters: “Go
out and get me a story about AIDS.”

Identifying the Four Eras

We conducted a Chow test® to test statistically the impact of the
three peaks in media coverage on the entire distribution of media
coverage of AIDS. The Chow test is a special application of the F-test
which examines the statistical validity of dividing a distribution of either
cross-sectional data or time-series data into two parts. Our results show
that July 1985 was the optimal division point for the entire distribution
of AIDS media coverage over the 91 months (F[2,87]=21.6). In other
words, the entire distribution of media coverage is best understood as
two sections, one prior to July 1985 and the other after. As mentioned
earlier (see Figure 3), the average number of news stories per month
about AIDS in the combined six media jumped from 14 prior toJuly 1985,
to 143 thereafter. The major events at this time were Rock Hudson’s
hospitalization and death, and the controversies about Ryan White’s
school attendance.

We also employed the Chow test for the two sub-distributions of
AIDS news coverage (1) for the 49 months from June 1981 through June
1985, and (2) for the 42 months from July 1985 through December 1988.
Ourresults show that prior to June 1985, the month of May 1983 appears
as anintervention point (F[2,87]=9.1). This point marks the JAMA press
release about “routine household contact” as a means of transmitting
HIV (see Figure 3). The six media combined averaged 4 news stories
about AIDS before April 1983, and 24 stories after, until July 1985.

In our second time period of analysis, from July 1985 through De-
cember 1988, February 1987 is the most appropriate division point as
indicated by the Chow test (F[2,87]=8.9). The two key news events of
mandatory testing for HIV and related privacy issues are responsible for
this change in the amount of AIDS media coverage in February 1987.

We computed the Chow test for nine other possible break-points in
the 91-month time-series of AIDS media coverage, but none appeared to
be statistically valid.
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Based on these results, we divide the 91-month distribution of
media coverage into four eras. Figure 6 shows these four phases of media
coverage with each of their corresponding news events. Of the three
division points shown in Figure 6, the point for July 1985 produced the
biggest structural change in AIDS media coverage as indicated by pre-
post differences in the average number of AIDS news stories per month.
So July 1985 was the major turning point in media coverage of AIDS.

The four phases in AIDS media coverage identified in the present
study describe different characteristics of AIDS media coverage at
different time periods (Figure 6). We label the first phase, consisting of
23 months through April 1983, as the “initial stage” of media coverage.
Itismarked by relatively little media attention to AIDS. During this first
phase, the six media of study combined carried only 59 news stories
about AIDS. One of the reasons for this extremely light coverage by the
mass media may have been the general absence of The New York Times's
usual leadership which it has exerted in setting the agenda for other
scientific issues. During a six-month period in 1981 and 1982, neither
The New York Times nor the Los Angeles Times published any stories
regarding AIDS. Yet the epidemic was strongly concentrated in New York
and Los Angeles (and in San Francisco) at this point.

During the second phase of 26 months through June 1985, media
coverage of theissue of AIDS depended very heavily on scientific sources.
The response of the six media to the 1983 JAMA press release is an
example, even though it resulted in conveying an inaccurate impression
about the transmission process of HIV. Another example of the media’s
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dependence on scientific sources occurred in 1985, when evidence of HIV
transmission through heterosexual contact and via blood transfusion
was found. Although the six media gave relatively less coverage tothese
scientific findings than they did to the JAMA announcement in 1983,
media coverage of these scientific findings contributed to correcting the
public’s misunderstandings of the transmission processes for HIV (as
our national poll data from surveys about AIDS generally show). During
the 26 months of phase two, the “science” era, the six media conveyed a
total of 606 news stories; 40 percent of these news stories were derived
directly from scientific sources.

The third phase of 19 months through J anuary 1987, labeled the
“human” era, is characterized by personalizing the issue of AIDS. The
Rock Hudson and Ryan White news events, as discussed previously,
helped convince the U.S. public that AIDS was not just an epidemic
within an isolated category of people. The impact of these two consecu-
tive events created the major turning point for the issue of AIDS on the
U.S. media agenda.

The fourth phase of 23 months, February 1987 through December
1988, is characterized as a “political” era for the issue of AIDS. Avariety
of public controversies emerged about certain aspects of the epidemic,
especially public policy about AIDS concerning mandatory testing and
individual privacy. In the fourth era, the federal government had become
deeply involved in the AIDS issue, and so AIDS accordingly became a
political issue.

Another Measure of AIDS Sub-Issues

Inorder toinvestigate how the six media portrayed the issue of AIDS
in greater detail, we coded the 6,694 news stories about AIDS into 13
categories. The 13 categories are (1) children with AIDS, (2) public
figures with AIDS, (3) the nature of the epidemic, mainly centering on
statistics about the spread of AIDS, (4) biomedical research findings, (5)
AIDS prevention methods, (6) discrimination against individuals with
AIDS, (7) people’s help, mainly consisting of non-governmental assis-
tance for people with AIDS, (8) government AIDS policy, (9) civil rights,
(10) the ethics of people with AIDS, (11) human interest stories about
people with AIDS, (12) poll results, and (13) others (for definitions and
examples of our 13 categories, see Table 2).

Five coders categorized the 6,694 news stories about AIDS. Each
coder read the summary of each news story (provided in The New York
Times Index, the Vanderbilt Television News Archive Index, etc.), and
coded it into one of the 13 categories. The overall intercoder agreement
among the five coders was 67 percent for a sample of 110 news stories
that all five coders classified. The highest agreement between any two
coders was 78 percent, while the lowest agreement was 56 percent. These
agreement percentages do not include chance agreement among coders.
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Table 2
Definitions of the thirteen categories of AIDS sub-issues for AIDS news
stories.
(N=6,694 news stories in six media)

Category name Definition

. Children with AIDS News stories about children with AIDS.

. Public figures News stories containing personal information about
people with AIDS who are publicly recognized.

. Epidemic News stories reporting statistical facts about the
spread of AIDS.

. Biomedical News stories reporting scientific findings about
AIDS.

. Prevention News stories dealing with methods for AIDS
prevention, e.g., using condoms.

. Discrimination News stories reporting unfair treatment of people
with AIDS, e.g., health personnel’s refusal to provide
medical services to people with AIDS.

. People’s help News stories reporting non-governmental activities
to help people with AIDS, e.g., volunteer work, fund-
raising, etc.

. Government policy News stories about governmental actions for AIDS,
e.g., school sex education, budget allocations for
AIDS, etc.

. Civil rights News stories regarding the privacy or civil rights
issues related to AIDS, e.g., controversy over the
violation of civil rights which may be caused by
mandatory blood-testing for HIV infection.

10. Ethics News stories about the immoral or irresponsible
aspects of AIDS behavior, such as using the blood of
people with AIDS as a threatening weapon, con
demnation of AIDS as God’s punishment, etc.

11. Human interest News stories describing people with AIDS as victims
so that readers or viewers may feel they know the
victims more personally.

12. Poll results News stories based on poll results about AIDS,

13. Others B

Intercoder reliabilities are often similar to those we computed when a
relatively large number of categories are used.

The Government Policy Sub-Issue Versus the Biomedical Sub-Issue

Figure 7 shows the number of news stories in each of the 13 sub-
issue categories. Two categories, “government policy” and “biomedical,”
account for about 47 percent of all AIDS news stories. Prior todJuly 1985,
a period which includes our first and second phases of AIDS media
coverage, our six media of study carried somewhat more stories in the
“biomedical” category than in the “government policy” category. The six
media carried 1,136 news stories about government policy in the fourth




EVERETT M. ROGERS, JAMES W. DEARING, AND SOONBUM CHANG

Thirteen éIDS
Sub-Issue Categories

Government Policy
Biomedical
Prevention

Epidemic
People’s Help
Children
Discrimination
Civil Rights
Public Figures
Ethics

Human Interest

Poll Results
Number of AIDS
News Stories
4 4 y
1

Others

T T T T T
600 800 1000 1200 1400 1600 1800 2000

Figure 7. Number of AIDS news stories in each of 13 categories (N=6,694).

phase (February 1987 through December 1988), which is almost twice as
many stories as in the “biomedical” category in the same phase. This
change in rank-order of these two important AIDS sub-issues supports
our previous description of the fourth phase as a political era character-
ized by numerous AIDS policy controversies.

The contrast between these two AIDS sub-issues over time becomes
more striking when the percentage of all AIDS media coverage for each
of these two sub-issues per month is computed, essentially standardiz-
ing the media coverage for each of the 13 sub-issues by removing the
effect of the total amount of AIDS news coverage per month. A very high
proportion of all AIDS news stories were about biomedical research
findings in the first two or three years of the epidemic, after which this
sub-issue faded in the attention that it received. After no attention to
government policy until early 1983, a more-or-less consistent 30 percent
of all AIDS news stories were about government policy.

Time-series analysis shows relatively substantial correlations among
the number of news stories per month for each of the 13 sub-issue
categories for the three television networks and the three newspapers.
Nine of the 13 categories reveal a rather high degree of consensus among
the two sets of media in their AIDS coverage (with an average correlation
of about .60, or 36 percent of variance explained). The AIDS media
coverage for the sub-issues of “public figures,” “government policy,” and
“biomedical” have particularly high correlations. Conversely, the four
categories, “discrimination,” “people’s helping,” “poll results,” and “human
interest” show relatively lower correlations. Perhaps these four sub-
issue categories are more event-oriented than are the other sub-issue
categories. Media coverage of the 13 AIDS sub-issues isinconsistent over
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time, and frequently rises and falls within short periods of time, such as
in a month or two (as was illustrated in Figures 4 and 5).

The Rise and Fall of AIDS Sub-Issues

The general picture that emerges from our analysis of the 13 AIDS
sub-issues over the 91 months of our time series is that as one of our sub-
issues declines in its amount of media coverage, one of the other 13 sub-
issues tends to rise inits degree of media attention. The net result in an
aggregate sense is the ability of the overall issue of AIDS to stay on the
U.S.media agenda (thatis, afteritgot on the media agendainJuly 1985).
As time goes on, a new AIDS sub-issue would tend to emerge, gain
increasing media coverage, and then eventually decline in the fashion
that Anthony Downs* suggested. Through new emphasis and through
new information, such as that created by biomedical research findings,
an issue (once it is on the media agenda) can rise, fall, and then rise
again, as new sub-issues gain and then lose media coverage.

Interaction Among the Agendas
Public Response to Media Coverage of AIDS

What are the impacts of the mass media coverage of AIDS? One
impact is on public opinion, as measured by national polls. We obtained
1,084 poll questions that were asked in 110 different surveys.* Unfortu-
nately for scholarly purposes, opinion polls containing questions about
AIDS were not asked of the U.S. public at regular intervals during the
91 months of our time series of study. No polls about AIDS were con-
ducted during the first two years of the epidemic. The first poll questions
about AIDS were asked by the Gallup organization in June 1983. No
questions about AIDS were asked in national polls for the 22 months
from August 21, 1983 to June 30, 1985 (Figure 8 ). This same period was
characterized by relatively low media coverage of AIDS.

About half of the AIDS poll questions were asked in surveys spon-
sored by mass media organizations (Table 3). Media organizations
sponsored 68 of the 110 surveys. The cost per national sample survey of
1,500 respondents is estimated at approximately $200,000, so that the
totalinvestment represented by the 110 polls is $20 million. Presumably,
media organizations expect to get a return on their considerable invest-
ment through higher television ratings and increased newspaper sales
resulting from reporting news of the AIDS poll results.

Despite the periods when no poll questions were asked about AIDS
(early in the epidemic), certain over-time trends in the public agenda for
the issue of AIDS can be detected. The adult population of the United
States became aware of AIDS relatively early, and soon learned how the
virus which causes AIDS could (and could not) be transmitted. By April
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Figure 8. Number of poll questions about AIDS asked per month and the number
of news stories about AIDS (for six media combined for June 1981 to December
1988).

1983, 81 percent of a national sample reported that they had heard or

read about a disease called AIDS; this figure increased to 92 percent by
mid-1983, then increased slowly to 98 percent by early 1986, and has
remained since at this high level. Almost all of these individuals first
learned about AIDS from the mass media (even though there was
relatively light media coverage in the two years prior to mid-1983).

By April 1985, 84 percent said that one could become infected with
HIV by receiving a blood transfusion, and by March 1987 this figure
increased to 97 percent; comparable figures for HIV transmission from
asneeze decreased from 22 percent to 11 percent. So correct understand-
ing of the means of transmission increased as this topic wasincreasingly
covered by the mass media. When respondents were asked the most
important health problem facing the United States, AIDS was at 31
percent in late 1985, rose to 33 percent in late 1986, and went to 70
percentin anApril 1987 poll. The relative importance of cancer and heart
disease dropped as the perceived importance of AIDS as a national
health problem increased. National survey respondents increasingly
thought that the U.S. government was not providing enough funding for
AIDS; about two-thirds gave this response by early 1987.

Lifestyle changes were also reported as a result of AIDS: condom
use, to prevent transmission of HIV, increased from 2 percentin Septem-
ber 1985 to 11 percent in March 1987; reported monogamous sexual
relationships increased from 10 percent to 19 percent; and reported
sexual abstinence increased from 2 percent to 8 percent (from Septem-
ber 1985 to March 1987).
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Table 3
Sponsors of polls asking questions about AIDS, from June 1983 through
December 1988.

Number
of questions Number
Sponsors about AIDS of polls

National Center for Health Statistics 349
ABC News/Washington Post 140
Los Angeles Times 99
Gallup 98
NBC News/Wall Street Journal 67
Roper
Newsweek
CBS News/The New York Times
US News & World Report/CNN

. Women’s World
USA Today/CNN

. Louis Harris Associates

. American Medical Association

. Parents Magazine

. Prevention Magazine

. Times-Mirror Corporation

. Associated Press/Media General

. General Social Survey

. ABC News

. Time

. Glamour Magazine

. Family Circle

. Democratic Governors’Association

. Phi Delta Kappan

. Atlanta Journal-Constitution

. New York City

. Planned Parenthood Federation of America

. Service Employees International Union

. MoneyMagazine

. Cable News Network (CNN)

. The Loran Commision

. NAACP Legal Defense and Education Fund

. Paul Loewenwarter Productions

. National Abortion Rights Action League

. World Policy Institute
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Our analysis of national survey results shows: (1) that public aware-
ness of AIDS increased relatively rapidly and early (even during the first
two years of the epidemic when media coverage of AIDS was still quite
low), (2) that early public confusion existed about the means of transmis-
sion of the virus which causes AIDS, a confusion which later decreased
(but has not disappeared), (3) that relative to other health problems in
the United States, AIDS is considered by far the most important (since
mid-1986), (4) that greater government spending on AIDS is favored by
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amajority of the U.S. public, and (5) that certain lifestyle changesreport-
edly (in the polls) occurred as a result of AIDS.

We conclude that the mass media set the public agenda for AIDS
(see Figure 1). Alternative communication channels about AIDS could
hardly have reached so many individuals so rapidly. For instance, in
1987 only 10 percent of the U.S. public said in a national poll that they
knew someone with AIDS. Interpersonal communication about AIDS
was probably rather limited, particularly in the early year or two of the
epidemic.

Measuring the Policy Agenda

The policy agenda was measured in the present study as the annual
amount of federal funds for AIDS research, education, and testing.
Although some federal funds were spent for AIDS research as early as
fiscal year 1981 (through fundingreallocations within the CDC), in 1983
the U.S. Congress first officially allocated federal funds under the name
of “AIDS research, education, and testing.” As shown in Figure 9, the
U.S. Congress has approximately doubled AIDS funding each year.
Federal fundingfor AIDS was $1.59 billion in fiscal year 1990. Since only
annual data about federal funding for AIDS were available, we extrapo-
lated the annual data into a monthly basis. We arbitrarily assumed that
the federal funds for AIDS would be spent equally throughout each fiscal
year, and so divided the annual funding by 12.
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Figure 9. Federal funds for AIDS research, education, and testing per year and
the number of news stories about AIDS (for six media combined for June 1981 to
December 1988).
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Measuring the Science Agenda

The science agenda, discussed previously, is operationalized as the
number of articles about AIDS published in four leading medical and
science journals: Science, the Mortality & Morbidity Weekly Report
(MMWR — the official journal of the Centers for Disease Control), the
New England Journal of Medicine (NEJM), and the Journal of the
American Medical Association (JAMA). These four Journals published
1,314 articles about AIDS during our time series of 91 months (an
average of 15 articles per month) after June 1981, when the MMWR
reported a “mysterious disease” (which was later named “AIDS” in J uly
1982) for the first time.* JAMA published 639 articles in the 91 months,
while the NEJM, Science, and the MMWR published 378, 169, and 128
articles, respectively. Figure 10 shows the monthly distribution of the
science agenda over time.

Time-Series Analysis of the Agenda-Setting Process for AIDS

We sought to determine the causes and effects of the components in
the agenda-setting process for AIDS. In addition to the media, polling,
policy, and science agendas already described, we include in our time-
series analysis the number of AIDS cases as a “real-world indicator” of
the epidemic (Table 4). We obtained the monthly number of reported
AIDS cases in the United States from the CDC for the 91-month period
fromJune 1981 to December 1988. Figure 11 shows the monthly number
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Figure 10. Number of scientific articles about AIDS published in four medical
and science journals per month for 91 months (from June 1981 to December 1988).
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Figure 11. The number of AIDS cases per month and the number of AIDS news
stories in six media of study for 91 months (from June 1981 to December 1988).

of AIDS casesin the United States, and the number of AIDS news stories.
By observation, one can see that the real-life indicator is far from a
complete explanation of media coverage (about 53 percent of the vari-
ance in these two variables occurs together).

Here, we assess the over-time causal relationships among our five
time series without a priori assumptions. We take a two-step approach:
First, we select each possible pair of time series out of the five, forming
10 bivariate relationships, and test whether causal relationships exist
between them; second, we incorporate significant bivariate relation-
ships into a multivariate analysis.

Causal Relationships

Granger causality? is frequently used to determine over-time cau-
sality in longitudinal data. X is a “Granger cause” of Y when Y is better
predicted by incorporating X’s past histories over and above the influence
of Y’s past histories on itself.

1. Aone-way causal relationship is determined when one time series
explains the other, but the reverse does not occur.

2. Afeedback or reciprocal causal relationship occurs when two time
series contribute equally to explain each other’s variance when they are
included in the regression equation of the other.

3. An instantaneous causal link occurs when the present and the
past history of one time series contribute to increase the other variable’s
total variance explained.
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Table 4
Zero-order correlations among the media agenda, the science agenda, the
polling agenda, the policy agenda regarding the issue of AIDS, and the
number of AIDS cases, from June 1981 through December 1988.
(N=91 months)

Number
Science Polling Policy of AIDS
Variables agenda agenda agenda  cases

. Mediaagenda Jq2¢ .60* .59* .78*
. Science agenda — 41* 66* L
. Pollingagenda — 32* 49*
. Policyagenda — .88*
. No. of AIDS cases =

* Significant at p < .05.

4. Finally, the absence of Granger causalityis assessed when neither
of two series increase the other’s variance by including their past
histories for the other.

In order to test for the existence of Granger causality between any
two time series, we first determine the contribution of each time series’
past histories upon itself. Box and Jenkins* developed an identification-
estimation-diagnosis procedure to assess the patterns of past histories
of a given time series, and thus to sort out the stochastic component
(“white noise” or “random disturbance”) of the series. The identification
procedure involves initially determining whether a time series has an
autoregressive component (AR), or a moving average component (MA),
or a trend component (I), with these three together called an ARIMA
component. Both autocorrelation functions (ACFS) and partial autocor-
relation functions (PCFS) at different time lags are examined to detect
the ARIMA component of the series.*® The diagnosis procedure evaluates
whether the initially-determined ARIMA term is a best fit for a given
time series. Q-statistics, which approximate the chi square distribution,
are used to judge whether the ARIMA term in a given series removes the
systematic or the deterministic component of the series, leaving behind
only the stochastic component.

Among the present five time series of study, four showed a secular
trend (or “nonstationarity”) in the identification stage. Thatis, a system-
aticincrease or decrease in a series distribution over time occurs.*® Since
all time series must be stationary in order to apply the Box and Jenkins
procedure, four series (the media agenda, the science agenda, the policy
agenda, and the number of AIDS cases) were first-order differenced to
remove the linear trend from each series.®

Through the identification, estimation, and diagnosis procedure,
the ARIMA components of each time series were determined. Table 5
shows the ARIMA term for each series and the total amount of variance
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Table 6
Univariate ARIMA coefficients and variance explained (R?) for each time
series.

ARIMA

Time series term Coefficients**

Media agenda* (1,1,0) AR (4) = .32%**
(.12)

Science agenda* 0,1,1) MA (1) = -1.0%**
‘ (.12)

Pollingagenda (1,0,1) AR (1) = .40%**
(.11)

MA (3) = .36***

(.13)

Policy agenda* (1,1,0) AR (12) = 2.1%**
(.08)

No. of AIDS cases* (2,1,1) AR (4) = .26***
(.10)
AR (7) = -.48%**
(.10)
MA (1) = -.70***
(.13)

*These series are first-order differenced.

** AR is autoregressive; MA is a moving average. The number in parentheses
following each AR or MA is the time lag in months. The number in the parentheses
below each AR or MA term is the standard error of each coefficient of the ARIMA term.
**¥ Indicates the coefficient is significant at p < .05.

(R?) explained by its ARIMA component on itself. Different series have
different ARIMA components. For instance, the media agenda, after
being first-order differenced, showed a statistically significant autore-
gressive component, AR(4). Since the autoregressive component indi-
cates a direct relationship between adjacent observations in the time
series, presence of the AR(4) component in the media agenda can be
interpreted as showing that an observation at time £ is directly depend-
ent on the observation of itself four months prior. In other words, there
is a four-month cyclical pattern in the media agenda. The R?of the media
agenda of about 10 percent indicates the amount of variance explained
by this four-month cyclical pattern on itself. The remainder of the
variance, 90 percent, remains as “white noise” or error variance caused
by factors external to the media agenda.

The science agenda, which is also first-order differenced, showed a
statistically significant moving average term, MA(1). Its presence indi-
cates the persistence of random shock from one observation to the next
inthe science agenda series. The presence of MA(1)in the science agenda
means that the random disturbance that altered the science agenda in
a particular month influences the same process one month later. This
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influence of prior random disturbance on itselfexplains about 58 percent
of the variance in the science agenda.

The polling agenda, which was not differenced since no secular
trend was observed, had both autoregressive and moving average terms,
AR(1) and MA(3), respectively. Each observation in the polling agenda is
directly dependent on the observation one month prior, and is also
influenced by the random shock three months prior. These mixed
influences of the AR(1) and MA(3) jointly explain about 28 percent of the
variance in the polling agenda.

The policy agenda, after being first-order differenced, showed a 12-
month regularity, which is an artifact caused by our division of the
federal funds for AIDS research, education, and testing by 12 months in
order to convert the annual data into monthly units. Thus, the presence
of AR(12) is artificially created. The AR(12) component explains 98.5
percent of the variance in the policy agenda which leaves less than 2
percent of variance explained by external causes.

The number of AIDS cases was also first-order differenced, and
showed two autoregressive terms, AR(4) and AR(7), and one moving
average term, MA(1). There are two oscillating cycles in the increasing
number of AIDS cases at every four and seven months, respectively. In
addition, random shock of the previous month influences the observation
the next month. Both autoregressive and moving average terms explain
47 percent of the variation in the number of AIDS cases over time.

The first stepin testing Granger causality is to adequately define the
ARIMA components of each time series. The second step involves adding
past histories of the independent series to the dependent series, which
results in constructing transfer function models. At this stage, a decision
must be made as to which lagged coefficients of the predictor series
should be included in explaining the dependent series. This decision is
made by examining the correllogram between the two time series, which
estimates the contemporaneous and lagged correlations between two
series when we specify the range of lags to be included.’> The lagged
coefficients with statistically significant correlationsin the correllogram
are used to test its contribution to explaining the dependent series over
time. Table 6 shows which lagged coefficients in each time series were
selected to explain the other series of study.

By relating one or more independent series to the dependent series,
we can construct transfer function models of the dependent series.
Transfer function analyses produce transfer function coefficients (phi),
which represent the dynamic, cyclical relationships between the series.
The transfer function coefficients reveal the statistical significance of
each predictor’s contribution and its directionin affecting the dependent
series. Transfer function analyses also provide R?, the total variance in
the dependent series explained by the independent series and by the
dependent series’ past histories (the ARIMA component) on itself. By
subtracting the R? of the transfer function models from the R? of the
univariate ARIMA models, estimates can be made of the incremental
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Table 6 7. Science

Transfer function coefficients, total variance explained (R?), and incremental agenda
variance due to the predictors of the independent series.

Transfer Incre-

Dependent Independent function Standarderror Total mental Policy

series

1. Media
agenda

Science
agenda

. Media
agenda

Polling
agenda

. Media
agenda

Policy
agenda

. Science
agenda

Polling
agenda

. Science
agenda

No. of
AIDS cases

series coefficient ofcoefficient R? R agenda

Science 6,4 57 264 .168*

agenda 1.26, . ** .58 . Polling
129 .. .61 agenda

Media -.03 .02
agenda AL g .02 No. of

.02 .02 AIDS cases

t-5

Polling 35, * 15

t-4

agenda Lol .19 . Polling

agenda
Media 26, *
agenda ;
15 d Policy

t4
Agenda

10. No. of
No. of . ¢ 4 AIDS cases
AIDS cases

Policy
Media ; ! ‘ agenda
agenda
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Policy -.06 31

agenda -.28
37

Science .01
agenda .01
01

No. of
AIDS cases

Polling
agenda

Policy
agenda

Polling .00
Agenda .01

Policy 6.61
agenda 11.02
28.45

No. of -6.49
AIDS cases 01
7.38
1.26

Policy ; : K * Significant at p < .05.

agenda

** Significant at p < .01.

8
45

41

9
-1

01

1
i

.01

t-1
-2

t-4

.00
01
.00

11
1.3
14

2.0
2.2
2.1

.00
.01

t-4
t-13

t-1
t-2
t-7

t-1
t-4
-7
t-10

Media i ‘ ? 2 variance solely due to the independent series over and above the
agenda ! 3 dependent series’ influence on itself. The F-test determines the statisti-
cal significance of the incremental variance due to the predictor series.
Polling . : . . An examination of transfer function coefficients tests the individual
agenda . X predictor’s contribution to the dependent series. The F-test for the
incremental variance jointly tests the statistical significance of all the

Science
agenda

No. of
AIDS cases

included predictors of the independent series in the transfer function
analyses. Table 6 shows the results of 20 transfer function analyses for
each pair of series.

Bivariate Analysis of the Agenda-Setting Process for AIDS

Science

—— ' Half ofthe tenbivariate relationships among the five time-series are
mutually independent of each other in terms of Granger causality. The
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five independent relationships are: (1) the media agenda-policy agenda,
(2) the science agenda-number of AIDS cases, (3) the science agenda-
policy agenda, (4) the polling agenda-number of AIDS cases, and (5) the
policy agenda-number of AIDS cases. These relationships are not char-
acterized by statistical significance of the transfer function coefficients.
The incremental variance of the one time series upon the other was less
than 5 percent, and was not statistically significant.

Unlike previousresearch on policy agenda-setting, this study found
no evidence that the AIDS media agenda set the AIDS policy agenda
(that is, federal funding) over time. The AIDS media agenda explains
only 0.5 percent of the variance in the policy agenda over and above the
influence of the AIDS policy agenda on itself. The AIDS policy agenda
explained the AIDS media agenda better (5.7 percent of variance),
although this increase in variance explained is not statistically significant.
The number of AIDS cases (a real-world indicator of the epidemic), had
almost noimpact on the four AIDS agendas, except for the media agenda.
The number of AIDS cases, even though it keeps increasing over our 91
months of study, did not predict the science agenda, policy agenda, or the
polling agenda. So the growing number of AIDS cases in the United
States was a separate process unrelated to the four agendas. Several
past studies have found similarly that a real-world indicator plays little
or norolein the agenda-setting process. For example, the drugissue rose
to an important position on the U.S. national agenda during the 1980s,
while the real-world indicators (the number of drug-related deaths) did
not increase.®

Four relationships showed one-way causality over our 91-month
time series. These four relationships are media agenda-science agenda,
media agenda-number of AIDS cases, polling agenda-science agenda,
and polling agenda-policy agenda, when the former series in each pair
was treated as the dependent series (see Table 6).

Inthe media agenda-science agendarelationship, the science agenda
explains an additional 16.8 percent of the variance in the media agenda,
over and above the influence of the media agenda itself. The science
agenda lagged 13 and 17 months had an effect on the media agenda. The
reverse relationship, in which the media agenda predicted the science
agenda, explained only 3.9 percent of variance in the science agenda over
time.

In the media agenda-number of AIDS cases series, the number of
AIDS cases explains 28 percent of the variance in the media agenda over
time, which is statistically significant. However, unlike the media
agenda-science agenda relationship, the parameters of the predictors of
the number of AIDS cases were negative overall, that is, -.05 at ¢-3, .03
at £-10, and -.04 at #-13, which indicates a lag in the media coverage
behind the growing number of AIDS cases over time (see Figure 11).

In the polling agenda-science agenda relationship, the science
agenda positively influences the polling agenda in both the short term
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and the long term. Two predictors (at ¢-3 and at ¢-14) have a positive
causal relationship with the polling agenda, jointly explaining an addi-
tional 14.3 percent of the variance in the polling agenda.

The policy agenda also explains the polling agenda. The policy
agenda explained 17.5 percent of additional variance in the polling
agenda over time. The direction of this influence is positive at three
different time-lags: ¢-7, ¢-9, and ¢-10.

A reciprocal relationship exists between the media agenda and the
polling agenda. The polling agenda explains an additional 10.5 percent
of variance in the media agenda with all positive parameters at two

SCIENCE
AGENDA

POLLING :
AGENDA Al\gEEI:'IS A

NUMBER -.47¢-1 28¢-10 -.43¢_13
OF AIDS
CASES

Total variance explained = R2 = .566

Incremental variance explained = R2 = .47
Figure12. Multivariate analysisofthe media agenda time series (N=91 months).
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different time-lags: ¢-4 and #-17. The media agenda explains an addi-
tional 23 percent of variance in the polling agenda with both negative
and positive parameters: positive at -1 and ¢-11 and negative at £-3 and
¢t-10. This mixed pattern of causality reflects a dynamic process of
causality between the two series, without a unidirectional causal path.

Multivariate Analysis of the Agenda-Setting Process for AIDS

The five significant bivariate relationships just discussed have two
common dependent series: the media agenda and the polling agenda.
What is the joint effect of the significant predictors (in the bivariate
relationships) upon the media agenda and the polling agenda? We
utilized multivariate transfer function analysis® to find out.

As shown in Figure 12, the three other series jointly set the media
agenda, each with different time lags. Several predictors that were
significant in the bivariate relationships are dropped in our multivari-
ate analysis because they do not have a contribution in explaining the
media agenda over time. About 47 percent of the variance of the media
agenda was additionally explained by the three time series (the science
agenda, polling agenda, and the number of AIDS cases), while the
influence of the media agenda on itself was about 10 percent of variance
explained. The reduced model predicting the media agenda over time is:

MA=.12+.21SA,-.31PA , + .56 PA, - .47NOA,, +.28 NOA

t-10

- 43NOA

where MA is the media agenda, SA is the science agenda, PA is the
polling agenda, and NOA is the number of AIDS cases.

In predicting the polling agenda, the science agenda was dropped
because of its lack of a significant contribution, with only the media
agenda and the policy agenda as major predictors of the polling agenda
(Figure 13). About 30 percent of the variance in the polling agenda is
additionally explained by five predictors from the media agenda and
policy agenda series. The directions of all predictors are positive, leading
us tobelieve that the increase in these two agendas caused the increases
in the polling agenda. The reduced model of the polling agenda is:

PA=25.7 +12.7MA, + 10.4 MA , + 23.2 PO, + 20.1 PO,, + 32.5 PO, ,

where PA is the polling agenda, MA is the media agenda, and PO is the
policy agenda.

Time-Series Analysis for Each of the Four Eras
The results just described (both the bivariate and multivariate time-

series analyses) covered the entire period of our present research—that
is, the 91 months from June 1981 through December 1988. As we showed
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MEDIA
AGENDA 12.7¢-1  10.4¢_1

POLLING
AGENDA

AGENDA

Total variance explained = R2 = .577
Incremental R2 = .30

Figure 13. Multivariate analysis of the polling agenda time series (N=91 months).

previously, three major peaks in news coverage of AIDS divided the 91-
month series into four eras. We now investigate whether different causal
patterns may have occurred in each of the four eras. We employed the
same analytical procedures for each era as we did for the total period of
91 months —identifying ARIMA components for each series, estimating
cross-correlations between two series in each era, and conducting a
transfer function analysis to test Granger causality between pairs of
series.
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Table 7
Univariate ARIMA coefficients and variance explained (R?) for each time
series in each of the four eras of AIDS media coverage.

Time series ARIMA term Coefficients** R?

Era 1: June 1981 to April 1983
1. Mediaagenda (1,0,0) AR(1) = .51%**
(.19)
Science agenda (0,0,0) -

Number of AIDS cases (0,0,0)

Era 2: May 1983 to June 1985
1. Mediaagenda (1,0,0) AR(1) = .56%**
(.19)
Science agenda (0,0,0) —_
Policy agenda (1,0,0) AR(1) = .94%**
(.08)
4. Pollingagenda (0,0,0) —
5. Number of AIDS cases (1,0,0) AR(1) = .89%**
(.09)

Era 3: July 1985 to January 1987
1. Mediaagenda (1,0,0) AR(1) = 57***
(.16)
Science agenda (0,0,0) —
Policy agenda (1,0,0) AR(1) = .90***
(.12)

4. Pollingagenda (0,0,0) -
5. Number of AIDS cases (1,0,0) AR(1) = .48%%*
(.22)

Era 4: February 1987 to December 1988
1. Mediaagenda* (1,1,0) MA(1) = -.80***
(.20)
Science agenda (0,0,0) -
Policy agenda (1,0,0) AR(1) = .98***
(.12)
Pollingagenda (0,0,0) —_
Number of AIDS cases (1,0,0) AR(1) = .06***

* This series is first-order differenced.

** AR is autoregressive; MAis a moving average. The number in parentheses
following each AR or MA term is the time lag in months.

*** Indicates the coefficient is significant at p <.05.

Table 7 shows the ARIMA components for each seriesin each era. All
time series have simpler ARIMA components than for the entire 91-
month period. Most ARIMA components in the four eras have an AR(1)
term, whichindicates that each observation in the time seriesis depend-
ent on the observations one month prior. Both the science agenda and
polling agenda consistently have “white noise” throughout the four eras:
an R? of .00 indicates the existence of pure “white noise.” The variance
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explained by the ARIMA component ranges from 22 percent for the
number of AIDS cases in the third era to 86 percent for the policy agenda
in the second era. Only the media agenda in the fourth era was first-order
differenced because of its nonstationarity over time.

An examination of the correllograms for each pair of series in each
of the four eras showed significant coefficients of one series in explain-
ing the other. Table 8 shows the significant bivariate relationships in
each era.

In the first era (June 1981 through April 1983), two bivariate rela-
tionships were significant: media agenda-science agenda and media

Table 8
Transfer function coefficients, total variance explained (R?), and incremental
variance due to the predictors of the independent series in each of the four
eras.

Transfer Incre-
Dependent Independent function Total mental
series series coefficient R? R

Era 1: June 1981 to April 1983
1. Media agenda Science agenda .83, (.15) . 375**
Science agenda Media agenda .26, (.21 . .076
. Media agenda No. of AIDS cases .53, (.18) . 194%*
No. of AIDS cases Media agenda A7, .37 . B11%*

Era 2: May 1983 to June 1985
1. Media agenda Polling agenda .96, (.99)
Polling agenda Media agenda 08 .* (.03
(.04)
(.03)

Era 3: July 1985 to January 1987
1. Media agenda Polling agenda (.20)

Polling agenda Media agenda b1 ¢ (19)

Era 4: February 1987 to December 1988
1. Media agenda Policy agenda -3.40, , (2.30)
Policy agenda Media agenda 05 .*  (.02)
01, (0D
2. Science agenda Policy agenda 64, .* (.25
-80,,* (:33)
-28,4 (29)
Policy agenda Science agenda .28‘_1“ (.09) .838 074**

Note : The number in parentheses next to each transfer function coefficient is the
standard error of each coefficient.

* Significant at p < .05.

** Significant at p <.01.
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agenda-number of AIDS cases (in both cases, the media agenda was
treated as the dependent series). The science agenda explained 37.5
percent of the additional variance in the media agenda. Observations
two months prior caused a positive impact upon the media agenda.

Inthe media agenda-number of AIDS cases relationship, both series
significantly explained each other. The one-month lagged values of the
number of AIDS cases explained 19.4 percent additional variance in the
media agenda, while the media agenda explained 61 percent of the
variance in the number of AIDS cases at one-month and two-month lags.
This relationship is reciprocal. It might seem illogical that the media
agenda could cause the number of AIDS cases. However, it must be
remembered that our measure of the number of AIDS cases is actually
the number of cases reported by local health authorities to the CDC. In
the first era, AIDS was a new, unknown disease. At first, it did not even
have an agreed-upon name, nor were all of its symptoms known. Under
these conditions, itis not soillogical that increased media coverage of the
AIDS issue could lead to a greater number of reported AIDS cases.
Perhaps the situation during the first era of AIDS media coverage was
somewhat similar to the case of wife abuse in the United States in the
1970s and of child abuse in the 1980s; with greater media coverage of
these issues, the number of reported cases also increased sharply,
although the actual number of cases might not have increased. Thus, in
the first era, the media agenda was set by the science agenda (one month
prior) and, less so, by the number of AIDS cases (one month prior).

In the second era, the only significant bivariate relationship in-
volves the polling agenda and the media agenda when the polling agenda
series was treated as the dependent series. The media agenda shows a
positive causal link to the polling agenda with two different time-lags —
one month and two months prior. The media agenda explains an
additional 45.9 percent of the variance in the polling agenda. Areversed
causal relationship is not likely. The polling agenda explains only 7
percent of the variance in the media agenda. Thus, in the second era, the
media agenda set the polling agenda in a positive way.

In the third era, the causal link between the media agenda and the
polling agenda was closer than in the second era. Both agendas showed
areciprocal relationship rather than the unidirectional causal link in the
second era (see Table 8). The media agenda explained 48 percent of the
polling agenda with no time lags (that is, within a month). The influence
of the polling agenda on the media agenda is also significant: the polling
agenda explained an additional 17 percent of the variance in the media
agenda. This feedback relationship between the media agenda and the
polling agenda during the third era could occur when media organiza-
tions sponsored polls about AIDS and then created news stories of the
poll results. Ten different media organizations sponsored 12 surveys in
the third era of AIDS coverage, and these surveys contained 211 ques-
tions about AIDS (40 percent of the total poll questions in the national
surveys sponsored by media organizations).
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l. Initial Era
Science Agenda
Media Agenda
# AIDS Cases /
Il. Science Era

Media Agenda Polling Agenda

Ill. Human Era

Polling Agenda

IV. Political Era
Media Agenda
PolicyAgenda
Science Agenda

Figure 14. A general, by-era model of over-time causal relationships among the
media agenda,thescience agenda, the polling agenda, and the policy agenda re-
garding the issue of AIDS and the number of AIDS cases.

Inthe fourth era, two bivariate relationships are significant: (1) the
policy agenda and the media agenda, and (2) the policy agenda and the
science agenda. In both relationships the policy agenda was the depend-
ent series. Both are unidirectional causal relationships. The science
agenda shows a positive causal link to the policy agenda with a one-
month lag, explaining an additional 7.4 percent of the variance in the
policy agenda. The media agenda has a positive causal relationship with
the policy agenda with a three-month lag, and additionally explained 6.4
percent of the variance in the policy agenda. Thus, in the fourth era, the
media and the science agenda series set the policy agenda.

How do the causal relationships found in the four eras compare to
the previous results that we obtained for the entire 91-month period
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(from June 1981 through December 1988)? The significant relationships
in each era represent one specific part of the causal relationships for the
entire period. The impact of the science agenda and the number of AIDS
cases on the media agenda was found in the first era. The relationship
between the media agenda and polling agenda was significant in both the
second and the third eras. Only in the fourth era was a different causal
pattern found: The policy agenda was predicted by the science agenda
and by the media agenda (for the entire period, this relationship was not
significant). Figure 14 provides a by-era summary of the over-time
causal relationships in the agenda-setting process for the issue of AIDS.

Summary and Interpretation

This monograph reports our study of the agenda-setting process for
the issue of AIDS. By focusing on a single issue, in contrast to most past
research on the agenda-setting process, we were better able to disaggre-
gate our data on the media agenda and tolook at how the agenda-setting
process for AIDS changed over time. We feel that this disaggregation
allowed us to investigate certain aspects of agenda-setting more closely.
Our focus on one issue, however, precluded our investigating how AIDS
competed for attention with other important issues of the 1980s (for
instance, the drug problem and the Iran-Contra affair). Nevertheless,

the multifaceted issue of AIDS did allow a type of competitive analysis:
While we have conceptualized the AIDS sub-issues as having together
boosted the overall issue of AIDS, the sub-issues can also be conceptual-
ized as competing among one another to control the way in which AIDS
is interpreted.

Media Coverage of AIDS

The six national mass media of study were found to be highly corre-
lated in their coverage of AIDS over 91 months. In the earliest years of
coverage, AIDS stories were often direct rewrites of medical journal
articles. Scientists were prime news sources. Information in the mass
media reports was at times contradictory, which accurately reflected the
early state of divergent scientific investigation of the mysterious new
disease. Whenreported in the mass media, however, such contradictions
created confusion among the general public.

For the first 48 months of the AIDS epidemic, a point at which 9,944
individuals had AIDS (according to CDC statistics), the issue of AIDS
was not very high on the mass media agenda. Respondents to the
Associated Press annual survey of editors and publishers did not rate the
AIDS issue as a top-ten news story until 1985. One reason why U.S.
national mass media were slow to respond to the AIDS issue was thelack
of involvement by two traditional agenda-setting sources: The White
House and The New York Times.
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The personification of the AIDS disease by
White and Hudson had its primary impact in
changing the meaning of the issue for media
newspeople. . . ..
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AU.S. president can move the media on any particular issue. All he
has to do is give a talk about it. President Reagan chose not to do so until
May 1987, 72 months into the epidemic, a point at which 35,121 AIDS
cases had been reported by the CDC. The White House saw AIDS as a
budget threat, and so chose to ignore it as long as possible.%

The New York Times published its first page-one story about AIDS
on May 25, 1983. This date was 12 months later than the Los Angeles
Times, 10 months later than the Washington Post, 11 months after the
Philadelphia Inquirer, and 11 months after the San Francisco Chronicle.®
The New York Times's management did not consider AIDS to be newswor-
thy from 1981 to mid-1985. When Max Frankel became executive editor
in late 1985, coverage of AIDS expanded dramatically.”’

The number of news stories about AIDS in our six media of study
increased from an average of 14 per month prior to July 1985 to 143 per
month after July 1985. In previous reviews of media coverage of AIDS,
the July announcement that Rock Hudson had AIDS is credited with the
ten-fold increase in news coverage.®® Our analysis shows that it was a
concomitant story of a young boy with AIDS, Ryan White, more so than
movie star Hudson, which propelled AIDS up the media agenda. We
found that White was the topic of 117 new stories, while Hudson was the
topicof only 74. Contrary to popular belief, the media did not dwell on the
White and Hudson disclosures (together they only represented 3 percent
of our 6,694 news stories of study). The personification of the AIDS
disease by White and Hudson had its primary impact in changing the
meaning of the issue for media newspeople, who then responded with
more attention to AIDS. This importance of personification in propelling
an issue up the media agenda can be better appreciated by considering
the AIDS news stories which broke earlier and did not pushAIDS up the
media agenda:

® The virus which causes AIDS is found in the blood supply, a news
event announced in December 1982.

® The CDC announcement in January 1983 that heterosexual
contact is a means of HIV transmission.

® Announcement of the identification of the virus (HIV) which
causes AIDS in March 1984.

® Announcement of the blood test for HIV antibodies in January
1985.
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None of these important scientific findings led to major news cover-
age, and thus they did not set the media agenda for the issue of AIDS.5

After the mass media agenda was set in mid-1985, U.S. media ac-
corded very heavy attention to AIDS, and then continued to do so. But
even before July 1985, the rather limited AIDS coverage by the U.S.
media had created a sharp increase in public awareness of AIDS (this
occurred in 1983 and 1984), and had begun to correct the widespread
public misperceptions about methods of HIV transmission. National
sample polls consistently show that Americans report that they obtained
most of their information about AIDS from the mass media, especially
television, newspapers, and news magazines.

The mass media create public awareness of an issue but may not
provide public knowledge of that issue: “It maximizes public awareness
and public ignorance at the same time. To be excited about an issue but
fail to think it through makes for the worst kind of citizen. A state of
moral frenzy is not public judgment.”

Remaking the Issue of AIDS

We identified four distinct eras in the media coverage of AIDS: an
initial era, a science era, a human era, and a political era (see Figure 6).
After the beginning of the human era in AIDS news coverage (in July
1985), the monthly numbers of news articles about AIDS remained fairly
consistent.

How did the issue of AIDS, once it rose on the U.S. mass media
agenda in mid-1985, maintain such a prominent position in the face of
pressure for attention from other important issues and their propo-
nents? Why didn’t the AIDS issue follow the usual rise-and-fall sequence
of most other issues on the media agenda? Did the issue of AIDS
overcome the usual pattern of rather short-term attention that charac-
terized other issues (as was presented in Figure 2)?

Through a disaggregation of the themes which news stories about
AIDS addressed, we conclude that the enormity of the AIDS issue
obscured a typical rise-and-fall attention pattern. Our analysis of 13
AIDS sub-issues suggests that new information about AIDS was regu-
larly becoming available and being interpreted in new ways, so that as
any particular AIDS sub-issue faded on the agenda, another AIDS sub-
issue rose to take its place. Thus new information and new interpreta-
tions about the general issue of AIDS served to keep AIDS on the media
agenda over a period of years.

Interaction Among Agendas

We began the present analysis of the agenda-setting process with an
abstracted diagram (see Figure 1) based on past theory and research. It
showed an expected relationship of (1) real-world indicators, (2) the
media agenda, (3) the public agenda, and (4) the policy agenda. To this
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relationship we added the science agenda and the polling agenda, and
subtracted the public agenda (which available polls did not measure
adequately on a month by month basis). To what extent did the present
investigation of the issue of AIDS support this set of expected relation-
ships?

We triangulated quantitative methods to analyze interaction among
our five full time series (number of AIDS cases, the science agenda, the
media agenda, the polling agenda, and the policy agenda), and among
the five time series for each of the four eras in media coverage of AIDS.
The significant relationships in each era represent one specific part of
the causal relationships for the entire period. The full time-series results
differ from the results for the fourth era time-series analysis, suggesting
the all-inclusive time-series analyses can obscure interesting time-
dependent relationships.

Our full time-series analyses indicate that the real-world indicator
of the severity of AIDS had very little impact on the other four agendas.
This finding is in keeping with previous research showing wide discrep-
ancies between real-world circumstances and mass media coverage. The
full time-series analyses also indicate that the media agenda for the
issue of AIDS did not set the policy agenda for AIDS. Other investiga-
tions, using very different methods, reported a strong media impact on
federal spending.®

Two dependent variables emerged: The media agenda and the
polling agenda. The media agenda was affected by the science agenda,
and to a less reliable extent by the polling agenda and the real-world in-
dicator of the number of AIDS cases (see Figure 12). The effects on the
polling agenda, with the directions of all predictors being positive, are
more clear-cut. It was affected by both the media agenda and the policy
agenda.

When interaction among the time-series data is analyzed by the four
shorter eras, interesting differences emerge which better support the
model we derived from Figure 1. During the initial era, the science
agenda and the real-world indicator of severity affected the media
agenda. The relationship between the science agenda and the media
agenda may be explained by the fact that many of these stories were
rewrites of science and medical journal press releases. During the
science era, when scientific information about disease transmission
began to dominate news content, the media agenda affected the polling
agenda. Thatis, pollsters asked questions in response to media coverage
about AIDS. During the human era, the media agenda and the polling
agenda influenced each other. This feedback relationship suggests that
media organizations sponsored polls that asked questions about AIDS
and then created news stories (often several-part series) based on the
poll results. Both science era and human era results concur with the
results from a previous investigation of media impact on the polling
agenda.®?

During the political era of mass media coverage of AIDS, our results
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indicate that both the science agenda and the media agenda influenced
the policy agenda. The finding that the media agenda influenced the
policy agenda duringthe fourth era is in contradiction of the results from
our full (91-month) time-series analysis. This latter evidence of the
media agenda influencing the policy agenda in the fourth era supports
the idea that with some issues, there is a time-ordered, linear agenda-
setting function from the mass media to policy decision-makers.

The present investigation has a number of shortcomings, the fore-
most being the lack of a quantifiable and consistent over-time measure
of the public agenda. This problem is endemic to analyses based on
archival data. Yet especially when enriched by qualitative data and
through methodological and analytical triangulation, such problemscan
be mitigated through the exploration of other opportunities. For ex-
ample, in the present investigation, quantifiable and consistent over-
time measures of the science agenda and of the policy agenda were
included, which conceptually extended the agenda-setting model in
important ways.

Our study argues for the research strategy of disaggregation of the
agenda-setting process so that its more specific mechanisms can be
better understood. We also feel that it was valuable to study the agenda-
setting process over time, rather than just cross-sectionally. Finally,
there are certain advantages of investigating a single issue, rather than
a set of issues that are on the agenda at the same time. We have
illustrated a different way of studying agenda-setting than that mainly
utilized in the several hundred past studies of this topic. Needed are yet
other research designs, so that the rich details of this important process
can be more completely understood.

NOTES

1.Daniel Yankelovich, “How the Public Learns the Public’s Business,” Kettering Review
9 (Winter 1985):8-18.

2. Anthony Downs, “Up and Down with Ecology: The Issue-Attention Cycle,” Public
Interest 28(1972): 38-50; Herbert Blumer, “Social Problems as Collective Behavior,” Social
Problems 18 (1971): 298-306.

3. Stephen Hilgartner and Charles L. Bosk, “The Rise and Fall of Social Problems: A
Public Arenas Model,” American Journal of Sociology 94, no. 1(1988): 53-78.

4. Harvey L. Molotch, David L. Protess, and Margaret T. Gordon, “The Media-Policy
Connection: Ecologies of News,” in David Paletz, ed., Political Communication: Theories,
Cases and Assessments (Norwood, N. J. .:Ablex, 1987), pp. 26-48.

5. Hilgartner and Bosk, “The Rise and Fall of Social Problems: A Public Arenas Model.”

6. Everett M. Rogers and James W. Dearing, “Agenda-Setting Research: Where Has It
Been, Where Is It Going?” in James A. Anderson, ed., Communication Yearbook 11
(Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage, 1988), pp. 555-594 .

7. Pamela J. Shoemaker with Elizabeth Kay Mayfield, “Building a Theory of News
Content: A Synthesis of Current Approaches,” Journalism Monographs 103 (June 1987),
p- 4.

8. Centers for Disease Control, “Pheunocystis Pneumonia: Los Angeles,” Morbidity and
Mortality Weekly Report 30 (1981): 250.

9. Bruno Latour and Steve Woolgar, Laboratory Life: The Social Construction of

Scientific Facts (Newbury Park, Calif,: Sage, 1979).

AIDS in the 1980s: The Agenda-Setting Process for a Public Issue 45

10. W. L. Lawrence, Modern Science and Human Values (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1986); J. Bronowski, Science and Human Values (New York: Harper & Row, 1956);
J.Ronald Milavsky, “AIDS and the Media” (Paper presented at the American Psychological
Association, Atlanta, 1988); Robert K. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (New
York: Free Press, 1968).

11. Henry Small and Edwin Greenlee, “A Co-Citation Study of AIDS Research,”
Communication Research 16 (1989): 642-666; William Booth, “No Longer Ignored, AIDS
Funds Just Keep Growing,” Science 242 (1988): 858-859.

12. Resolution, in this sense, is not limited to resolution of the underlying social
problems. Resolution may occur in other ways. For example, if the U.S. president
drastically reduces federal grants for AIDS research, the issue of AIDS may drop off the
scientific research agenda for lack of money.

13. Shanto Iyengar and Donald R. Kinder, News That Matters (University of Chicago
Press, 1987).

14. Rogers and Dearing, “Agenda-Setting Research: Where Has It Been, Where Is It
Going?”

15. Tsan-Kuo Chang, “The Impact of Presidential Statements on Press Editorials
Regarding U.S. China Policy, 1950-1984,” Communication Research 16, no. 4 (1989): 486-
509

16. James W. Dearing, “Setting the Polling Agenda for the Issue of AIDS,” Public
Opinion Quarterly 53 (1989): 309-329.

17. A distinction must be made here between (1) the public agenda, which is measured
by the responses to the 110 national polls, and (2) the polling agenda, which is measured
by the numberof such polls and/or poll questions about AIDS. They are clearly two different
variables (Dearing, “Setting the Polling Agenda for the Issue of AIDS.”)

18. Rogers and Dearing, “Agenda-Setting Research: Where Has It Been, Where Is It
Going?”

19. Bernard C. Cohen, The Press and Foreign Policy (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1963), p. 3.

20. Maxwell E. McCombs and Donald L. Shaw, “The Agenda-Setting Function of Mass
Media,” Public Opinion Quarterly 36 (1972):176-184.

21. Cohen, The Press and Foreign Policy; Martin Linsky, I mpact: How the Press Affects
Federal Policy-Making (New York: W.W. Norton, 1988).

22. Terrence H. Qualter, Opinion Control in the Democracies (New York: St. Martin’s,
1985).

23. Dearing, “Setting the Polling Agenda for the Issue of AIDS.”

24. William A. Check, “Beyond the Political Model of Reporting: Nonspecific Symptoms
in Media Communication about AIDS,” Review of Infectious Diseases 9, no. 5 (1987): 987-
1000.

25. Alonzo Plough and Sheldon Krimsky, “The Emergence of Risk Communication
Studies: Social and Political Context,” Science, Technology, and Human Values 12, nos. 3-
4 (1987): 4-10.

26. Asindicated by the responses of U.S. adults toover 500 survey questions aboutAIDS
that were archived in the Roper Center for Public Opinion Research. See Eleanor Singer,
Theresa F. Rogers, and Mary Corcoran, “The Polls: A Report; AIDS,” Public Opinion
Quarterly, 51(1977): 580-595; Eleanor Singer and Theresa F. Rogers, “Public Opinion and
AIDS,” AIDS and Public Policy Journal, 1 (1987): 8-13.

27. Andrew Scott, “AIDS and the Experts,” New Scientist, March 5, 1950, pp.50-52.

28. Edward M. Brecher, “Straight Sex, AIDS, and the Mixed-Up Press,” Columbia
Journalism Review , March/April, 1988, pp. 46, 48-50.

29. Ron Dorfman, “AIDS Coverage: A Mirror of Society,” The Quill November 16, 1987,
pp. 16-18; James Kinsella, “Covering the Plague Years: Four Approachesto theAIDS Beat,”
New England Journal of Public Policy 4 (1988):465-474; James Kinsella, Covering the
Plague: AIDS and the American Media (New Brunswick, N.J.: Rutgers University Press,
1990); Randy Shilts, And the Band Played On: Politics, People, and the AIDS Epidemic
(New York, St. Martin’s Press, 1987); Staci D. Kramer, “The Media and AIDS,” Editor &
Publisher, March 12, 1988, pp- 10-11, 43.

30. William A. Check, “Beyond the Political Model of Reporting: Nonspecific Symptoms
in Media Communication about AIDS.”

31. We included in our analysis only the three U.S. television networks’ evening
television broadcasts, which are indexed in the Vanderbilt Television News Archive.




EVERETT M. ROGERS, JAMES W. DEARING, AND SOONBUM CHANG

32. Obviously, we are notimplying here that a television news story isequivalent in an
absolute sense to a newspaper news story.

33. Similarevidence that coverage of an issue by various media rises and fallsin concert
was reported by McCombs and Shaw, “The Agenda-Setting Function of Mass Media,” and
by Lucig H. Danielian and Stephen D. Reese, “A Closer Look at Intermedia Influences on
Agenda-Setting: The Cocaine Issue of 1986,” in Pamela J. Shoemaker (ed.), Communica-
tion Campaigns about Drugs: Government, Media, and the Public(New Jersey: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates, 1989), pp. 47-65.

34. Penelope Ploughman, “The Creation of Newsworthy Events: An Analysis of News-
paper Coverage of the Man-Made Disaster at Love Canal” (Ph.D. diss., State University
of New York at Buffalo,1984).

35. Allen Mazur, “Putting Radon on the Public Risk Agenda,” Science, Technology, and
Human Values, 12, nos. 3-4 (1987): 86-93.

36. The New York Timesand the Los Angeles Timestied in their amount of news coverage
of AIDS in 13 of the 67 months from June 1981 through December 1986.

37. For the entire period of 67 months through December 1986, The New York Times
published 863 news stories about AIDS, while the Los Angeles Times published 838.

38.Although we do not present our analysis of the AIDS coverage by the San Francisco
Chronicle here, this newspaper surpassed both the early coverage by the Los Angeles Times
and the later coverage by The New York Times.

39. Anthony 8. Fauci, “The Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome,” Journal of the
American Medical Association 249 (1983): 2375.

40. For example, Shilts, And the Band Played On; William A. Check, “Beyond the
Political Model of Reporting: Non-Specific Symptoms in Media Communication about
AIDS”; David P. Fan and Gregory McAvoy, “Predictions of Public Opinion on the Spread of
AIDS: Introduction of New Computer Methodologies,” Journal of Sex Research 26 (1989):159-
187;J. Ronald Milavsky, “AIDS and the Media.” An alternative explanation might be that
the number of AIDS news stories created by Hudson’s illness constituted a “critical mass”
in public attention to the AIDS issue, after which the number of AIDS news stories per
month escalated; see W. Russell Newman, “The Threshold of Public Attention,” Public
Opinion Quarterly 54, no. 2 (1990): 159-176.

41. Fauci, “The Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome.”

42.David Shaw, “Coverage of AIDS Story: A Slow Start,” Los Angeles Times, December
20, 1987,pp. 36-39; David Shaw, “Hudson Brought AIDS Coverage Out of the Closet,” Los
Angeles Times, December 21, 1987, pp. 20-31.

43. For details on computation of the Chow test, see Gregory C. Chow, “Tests of Equality
between Sets of Coefficients in Two Linear Regressions,” Econometrica 28, no. 3(1960):591-
605; Henry Cassidy, Using Econometrics: A Beginner’s Guide (New York: Prentice Hall,
1981), pp. 246-248.

44. Anthony Downs, “Up and Down with Ecology: The Issue-Attention Cycle.”

45.InApril 1989, when we obtained the 1,084 poll questions about AIDS from the Roper
Center, there may have been more questions about AIDS which were asked prior to
December 1988, which were not then filed at the Roper Center.

46. The 1,314 scientific articles about AIDS include “research news and reports” (77
percent), “original contributions” (19 percent), and “editorials” (4 percent).

47.C.W.J. Granger, “Testing for Causality: A Personal Viewpoint,” Journal of Econom-
ics Dynamics and Conirol 2 (1980): 329-352.

48. G.E.P. Box and G.M. Jenkins, T¥me-Series Analysis: Forecasting and Control, 2nd
ed. (San Francisco: Holden-Day, 1976).

49. Thomas B. Cook and Donald T. Campbell, Quasi-Experimentation: Design and
Analysis Issues for Field Settings (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1979) provide more informa-
tion about how toread autocorrelations in orderto detect the ARIMA components of a time-
series,

50. Nonstationarity is determined when autocorrelations die out slowly and partial
correlations show a large spike in the distribution at t-1 which is close to 1.0.

51. First-order differencing subtracts the first observation from the second. Differ-
encing or detrending does not affect any deterministic parameters: it only affects the
manner in which time series are represented in a model.

52. See Thomas B. Cook, Leonard Dintzer, and Melvin M. Mark, “T’he Causal Analysis
of Concomitant Time-Series,” in Leonard Bickman (ed.), Applied Social Psychology
Annual, vol. 1 (Newbury Park, Calif.: Sage, 1980), pp. 93-135, for more details about the

AIDS in the 1980s: The Agenda-Setting Process for a Public Issue 47

different techniques to create a correllogram. In our study we employed the Haugh-Box
procedure to estimate cross-correlations between two series. The Haugh-Box procedure
pre-whitens both series with theirown ARIMA terms, and cross-correlates residuals of two
time series. In this respect, the Haugh-Box procedureis called independent pre-whitening.

53. Lucig H. Danielian and Stephen D. Reese, “A Closer Look at Intermedia Influence
on Agenda-Setting: The Cocaine Issue of 1986.”

54. John T. Cuddington, “Simultaneous-Equations Test of the Natural Rate and Other
Classical Hypotheses,” Journal of Political Economy 88 (1980): 539-549.

55. Charles Perrow and Mauro F. Guillen, The AIDS Disaster: The Failure of Organi-
zations in New York and the Nation (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1990), p.
51.

56. Shaw, “Coverage of AIDS Story: A Slow Start”; Shaw, “Hudson Brought AIDS
Coverage out of the Closet.”

57. Evidence for this point is provided by James Kinsella, Covering the Plague: AIDS
and the American Media.

58. Shilts, And the Band Played On: Politics, People, and the AIDS Epidemic; Shaw,
“Coverage of AIDS Story: A Slow Start”; Shaw, “Hudson Brought AIDS Coverage out of the
Closet.”

59. Check, “Beyond the Political Model of Reporting: Nonspecific Symptoms in Media
Communications About AIDS.”

60. Daniel Yankelovich, “How the Public Learns the Public’s Business.”

61. Martin Linsky, Impact: How the Press Affects Federal Policy-Making (New York:
W.W. Norton, 1986).

62. Dearing, “Setting the Polling Agenda for the Issue of AIDS.”




JOURNALISM MONOGRAPHS

. 1 — Walter B. Emery, “Five European Broadcasting Systems.” August 1966
. 2— Eugene J. Webb and Jerry R. Salancik, “The Intemew or The Only Wheel in Town November 1966
. 3 — James E. Grunig, “The Role of Information in E Decision Making.” ber 1966
. 4 — Linda Weiner Hausman, “Criticism of the Press in U.S. Periodicals. 1900-1939. An Annotated
Bibliography.” August 1967
No. 6 — George Gerbner, “The Press and the Dialogue in Education.” September 1967
. 6 — Peter R. Knights, “The Press Association War of 1866-1867." December 1967
No. 7— Elmer Davis, “Report to the President,” edited by Ronald T. Farrar. August 1968
No. 8 — Steven H. Chaffee and L. Scott Ward. “Ch 18 of C ication in School-Community Relations.”
September 1968
No. 9 — Walter Wilcox, “The Press, the Jury and the Behavioral Sciences.” October 1968
No. 10 — Don R. Pember, “The Smith Act as a Restraint on the Press.” May 1969
No. 11 — Joy Schaleben, “Getting the Story Out of Nazi Germany: Louis P. Lochner.” June 1969
No. 12 — Carter R. Bryan, “Negro Journalism in America Before E ipation.” September 1969 (out of print)
No. 13 — George Gerbner, “The Film Hero: A Cross-Cultural Study.” N ber 1969
No. 14 — Steven H. Chaffee, Keith R. Summ Joce L. Guerrero, and Leomrd P. Tipton, “Experiments on
Cognitive Discrepancies and C 1969
No. 15 — Darwin Payne, “The Press Corps and the Kennedy Assassination.” February 1970
No. 16 — Elmer A. Beck, “Autopsy of a Labor Daily: The Milwaukee Leader.” August 1970
No. 17 — Jim A. Richstad, “The Press Under Martial Law: The Hawaiian Experience.” November 1970
No. 18 — Mary A. Gardner, “The Press of Guatemala.” February 1971
No. 19 — Robert L. Bishop and LaMar 8. Mackay. “Mysterious Silence, Lyrical Scream: Government
Information in World War IL.* May 1971
No. 20 — Phillip Palmgreen, “A Daydream Model of Communication.” August 1971
No. 21 —William E. Francois, “Evaluating Programmed News-Writing Instruction.” November 1971
No. 22 —David Gordon, “The 1896 Maryland Shield Law: The American Roots of Evidentiary Privilege for
Newsmen.” February 1972
No. 23 — Karlen Mooradian, “The Dawn of Printing.” May 1972
No. 24 — Maxwell E. McCombs, “Mass Media in the Marketplace.” August 1972
No. 25 — John W. Garberson, “A Limited Number of Advertising Pages.” November 1972
. 26 — Thomas H. Guback and Steven P. Hill, “The Beginnings of Soviet Broadcasting and the Role of V.L
Lenin.” December 1972
No. 27 — John D. Stevens, “From the Back of the Foxhole: Black Correspondents in World War IL"
February 1973
No. 28 — Don Dodson and William A. Hachten, “Communication and Development: African and Afro-
American Parallels.” May 1973
No. 29 — Guido H. Stempel III, “Effects on Performance of a Cross-Media Monopoly.” June 1973
No. 30 — Beth Heffner, “Communicatory Accuracy: Four Experiments.” August 1973
No. 31 — Jerry W. Knudson, “The Press and the Bolivian National Revolution.” November 1973
No. 32 — Herbert Strentz, Kenneth Starck, David L. Anderson ,and Loren Ghiglione, “The Critical Factor:
Criticism of the News Media in Journalism Education.” February 1974
No. 33 — Edmund M. Midura, “A.J. Liebling: The Wayward Pressman as Critic.” April 1974
No. 34 — James E. Murphy, “The New Journalism: A Critical Perspective.” May 1974
No. 35 — Donald S. Kreger, “Press Opinion in the Eagleton Affair.” August 1974
No. 36 — Steven H. Chaffee, Ed., Godwin C. Chu, Jack Lyle, and Wayne Danielson, “Contributions of Wilbur
Schramm to Mass Communication Research.” October 1974
No. 37 — John Dimmick: *The Gate-Keeper: An Uncertainty Theory.” November 1974
No. 38 — Mary Ann Yodelis, “Who Paid the Piper? Publishing Economics in Boston, 1763-1775."
February 1975
No. 39 — Shelton A. Gunaratne, “The Taming of the Press in Sri Lanka.” May 1985
No. 40 — Robert N. Pierce, “Lord Northcliffe: Trans-Atlantic Influences.” August 1975
No. 41 — Mary M. Connors, “Prejudicial Publicity: An A t.” Se ber 1975
No. 42 — Steven H. Chaffee and Peter Clarke, “Training and Employment of Ph.D.s in Mass Communication.”
November 1975
No. 43 — Donald R. Browne, “The Voice of America: Policies and Problems.” February 1976
No. 44 — Donald R. Holland, “Volney B. Palmer (1799-1864): The Nation’s First Advertising Agency Man.”
May 1976
No. 45 — Clifford G. Christians, “Jacques Ellul and Democracy’s ‘Vital Information’ Premise.” August 1976
No. 46 — James E. Grunig, “Organizations and Public Relations: Testing a Communication Theory.”
November 1976
No. 47 — Frank L. Kaplan, “The Czech and Slovak Press: The First 100 Years.” January 1977
No. 48 — Douglas A. Boyd, "Egyptmn Radio: Tool of Political and National Development.” February 1977
No. 49 — Margaret A. Blanchard, “The Hutchins Commission, The Press, and the Responsibility Concept.”
May 1977 (out of print)
No. 50 — David L. Paletz and Dennis LaFiura, “The Press and Authority: Portrayals of a Coach and a Mayor.”
August 1977
No. 51 — Manny Lucoff, “Tel jcations M t and Policy: Who Governs?” November 1977
No. 52 — John E. Nichols, “The Tinker Case and Its Interpretation.” December 1977
No. 53 — Susan Heilmann Miller, “Reporters and Congressmen: Living in Symbiosis.” January 1978
No. 54 — Jerry W. Knudson, “Herbert L. Matthews and the Cuban Story.” February 1978
No. 556 — Mark R. Levy, *“The Audience Experience With Television News.” April 1978
No. 56 — Paul W. Sullivan, “News Piracy: Unfair Competition and the Misappropriation Doctrine.” May 1978
No. 57 — Gail Lund Barwis, “Contractual Newsroom Democracy.” August 1978
No. 58 — C. Richard Hofstetter, “News Bias in the 1972 Campaign: A Cross-Media Comparison.” November
1978
No. 59 — Eric J. Zanot, “The National Advertising Review Board, 1971-1976." February 1979
No. 60 — Frank Wm. White, “Cameras in the Courtroom: A U.S. Survey.” April 1979
No. 61 — Philip Palmgreen, “Mass Media Use and Political Knowledge.” May 1979

. 62 — R. Gordon Shepherd, “Science News of Controversy: The Case of Marijuana.” August 1979
. 63 — John P. Robinson and Leo W. Jeffres, “The Changing Role of Newspapers in the Age of Television.”

September 1979

. 64 — P. Jean Frazier and Cecilie Gaziano, “Robert Ezra Park’s Theory of News, Public Opinion, and Social

Control.” November 1979

. 656 — David J. Russo, “The Origins of Local News in the U.S. Country Press, 1840s-1870s." February 1980
. 66 — Michael Ryan, “Journalism Education at the Master’s Level.” March 1980
. 67 — David H. Weaver and G. Cleveland Wilhoit, “News Media Coverage of U.S. Senators in Four

Congresses, 1953-1974." April 1980

. 68 — Harold A. Fisher, “The EBU: Model for Regional Cooperation in Broadcasting.” May 1980

. 69 — Eugene F. Shaw and Daniel Riffe, “NIS and Radio’s All News Predicament.” August 1980

. 70 — Jerome 8. Silber, “Broadcast Regulation and the First Amendment.” November 1980

. 71 — Marlene Cuthbert, “The Caribbean News Agency: Third World Model.” February 1981

. 72 — Terry Hyhes, “Magazine Portrayal of Women, 1911-1930." May 1981

. 73 — Wayne M. Towers, “World Series Coverage in New York City in the 1920s.” August 1981

. 74 — M. Gilbert Dunn and Douglas W. Cooper (with assistance of D. Brock Hornby and David W. Leslie),

*“A Guide to Mass Communication Sources.” November 1981 (out of print)

. 76 — Lawrence Bowen, “Advertising and the Poor.” February 1982

. 76 — Bruce M. Swain, “The Progressive, the Bomb and the Papers.” May 1982

. 77 — Daniel W. Pfaff, “Joseph Pulitzer Il and Advertising Censorship, 1929-1939." July 1982

. 78 — John Spicer Nichols, “Cuban Mass Media: Organization, Control and Functions.” November 1982 (out of

print)

. 79 — William D. Rowland Jr., “The Illusion of Fulfillment: The Broadcast Reform Movement.”

December 1982

. 80 — Robert J. Goldstein, “Freedom of the Press in Europe, 1815-1914." February 1983
. 81 — James E. Grunig, “Communication Behaviors and Attitudes of Environmental Publics: Two Studies.”

March 1983

. 82 — Karen K. List, “The Role of William Cobbett in Philadelphia’s Party Press, 1794-1799.” May 1983

(out of print)

. 83 — Hugh M. Culbertson, “Three Perspectives on American Journalism.” June 1983
. 84 — Keith R. Stamm and Lisa Fortini-Campbell, “The Relationship of Community Ties to Newspaper

Use.” August 1983

. 856 — Dean W. O'Brien, “The News as Environment.” September 1983
. 86 — Fred Fejes, “The U.S. in Third World Communications: Latin America, 1900-1945." November 1983
. 87 — Warren K. Agee and Nelson Traquina, “A Frustrated Fourth Estate: Portugal’s Post-Revolutionary

Mass Media.” February 1984

. 88 — David Paul Nord, “The Evangelical Origins of Mass Media in America, 1815-1835." May 1984

. 89 — Gerald J. Baldasty, “The Press and Politics in the Age of Jackson.” August 1984

. 90 — C.N. Olien, G.A. Donohue and P.J. Tichenor: “Media and Stages of Social Conflict.” November 1984
. 91 — May Allienne Hamilton, “J.W. Gitt: The Cold War’s Voice in the Wilderness’.” February 1985 (out of

print)

No.

92 — Harry D. Marsh, “Hodding Carter’s Newspaper on School Desegregation, 1954-1955." May 1985 (out of

print)

No.
No.

93 — W. Wat Hopkins, “Negligence 10 Years After Gertz V. Welch.” August 1985 (out of print)
94 — George E. Stevens, “Discrimination in the Newsroom: Title VII and the Journalist.” September 1985 (out

of print)

No.
No.

No.
No.

No.
No.

No.

No.
No.

No.
No.
No.
No.
No.
No.

No.
No.

No.
No.

95 — Denise M. Trauth and John L. Huffman, “Obscenity and Cable Television: A Regulatory Approach.”
March 1986 (out of print)

96 — Richard Burket Kielbowicz, “Origins of the Second-Class Mail Category and the Business of
Policymaking, 1863-1879." April 1986 (out of print)

97 — Howard Good, “The Image of War Correspondents in Anglo-American Fiction.” July 1986 (out of print)
98 — Richard Lentz, “Sixty-Five Days in Memphis: A Study of Culture, Symbols, and the Press.”

August 1986 (out of print)

99 — R. Thomas Berner, “Literary Newswriting: The Death of an Oxymoron.” October 1986 (out of print)
100 — Judy VanSlyke Turk, “Information Subsidies and Media Content: A Study of Public Relations
Influence on the News.” December 1986 (out of print)

101 — Kim A. Smith, “Newspaper Coverage and Public Concern about Community Issues: A Time-Series
Analysis.” February 1987 (out of print)

102 — Marvin N. Olasky, “The Development of Corporate Public Relations, 1850-1930." April 1987 (out of print)
103 — Pamela J. Shoemaker with Elizabeth Kay Mayfield, “Building a Theory of News Content: A Synthesis
of Current Approaches.” June 1987 (out of print)

104 — Edwin Emery and Joseph P. McKerns, “AEJMC: 76 Years in the Making — A History of Organizing
for Journalism and Mass Communication Education in the United States.” November 1987

105 — Gregory C. Lisby, “Julian Harris and the Columbus Enquirer-Sun: The Consequences of Winning the
Pulitzer Prize.” April 1988

106 — Jeff Merron, “Murrow on TV: See It Now, Person to Person and the Making of a ‘Masscult’
Personality.” July 1988

107 — Shirley Ramsey, “Communicative Competence for the Science Interview: Information Brokers and
Authority Brokers.” October 1988

108 — P. Dale Gardner, Jr., and Robert L. St , “Communication Develop t in Ver la and
Mexico: Goals, Promises, and Reality.” December 1988

109 — Carolyn Stewart Dyer, “Political Patronage of the Wisconsin Press, 1849-1860: New Perspectives on the
Economics of Patronage.” February 1989

110 — John C. Busterna, “Daily Newspaper Chains and the Antitrust Laws.” March 1989

111 — Gilbert A. Williams, “The Role of the Christian Recorder in the African Emigration Movement, 1854-
1902." April 1989

112 — Jerilyn S. McIntyre, “Rituals of Disorder: A Dramatistic Interpretation of Radical Dissent.” May 1989
113 — Kyu Ho Youm, “The Impact of People v. Croswell on Libel Law.” June 1989




	#126
	#126 1
	#126 2
	#126 3
	#126 4
	#126 5
	#126 6
	#126 7
	#126 8
	#126 9
	#126 10
	#126 11
	#126 12
	#126 13
	#126 14
	#126 15
	#126 16
	#126 17
	#126 18
	#126 19
	#126 20
	#126 21
	#126 22
	#126 23
	#126 24
	#126 25
	#126 26



