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This dissertation tests interactional agenda setting models of the 

presidency, the media and the public by examining changes in the 

president’s issue management, the media’s agenda setting influence and 

the public’s representation of national issues during the war time 

presidency of President George W. Bush (February, 2001 – August, 2003).  

 Combining theories of agenda setting and priming strategy, we 

formulated a macro dynamic model of agenda setting to identify how a set 

of issues emerges from and circulates among the agendas of the president, 

the media and the public.  
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Employing time series Vector Autoregression (VAR) analysis, we 

traced four primary issues -- war, economy, domestic and foreign issues -- 

during the George W. Bush presidency. We also identified determinants 

that influenced the presidential agenda, media agenda and public agenda.  

From the interactional agenda setting analysis, our data revealed that 

President Bush led the war issue, the media led the domestic issues, the 

public led the economy issue and the president and the media exchanged 

influences on foreign issue regardless of the public. In the communication 

strategy analysis, our data revealed that the president gave attention to 

domestic and economic issues to maintain his popularity, the media raised 

domestic issues as an alternative issue when presidential popularity 

declined, and the public persistently held to the economic issue even 

during wartime.  

The Cointegration Error Correction model identified the long-term 

equilibrium relationship between the public’s attention to the economy 

and presidential popularity. The model indicated that the public sent 

warning signs to the president when he was not in sync with the 

preferences of the public.  

In conclusion, we discuss the implications of this project’s findings 

from the viewpoint of democratic theory. Overall, American society 

appears to maintain a check and balance democracy through the media’s 

 vii



watchdog-oriented issue coverage and the public’s balanced warning 

signals toward the president, who increasingly maneuvers issue 

management to control his own popularity.  
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A. SETTING 

Chapter 1: Introduction 

 

“You have to repeat that message over and over and over 
again. That was driven home to me dramatically in 1983 
when Ed Meese and Dick Wirthlin and Jim Baker and I 
decided that it would be a good idea if we found out what 
the two or three sub-issues were going to be in the 1984 
campaign, the sub-issues being those below the economy 
and national security. If we could work on those before 
the Democrats and Walter Mondale figured it out -- in 
other words, if we could do that in 1983 -- we would 
hopefully never have to get on the defensive.” 

--- Michael Deaver (2000, Italics added). 
 

As Deaver suggested for the Ronald Reagan White House 

communication strategy, the White House has maneuvered issue 

managements on a routine basis since the presidency of Franklin 

Roosevelt. In the contemporary political setting, issue management has 

become an essential element for the presidency. The White House 

attempts to select and promote the messages that it wants conveyed to the 

American people. The main goal of presidential issue management is to 

set the public agenda, while competing for public issue space with other 

political counterparts including the legislature, the judiciary, opposition 

party and interest groups. Moreover, the White House attempts to control 
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the presidential agenda as a way of boosting or maintaining public 

approval for the president.    

In the meantime, the field in which the president operates his 

agenda is not a play-alone ground, but one in which media and the public 

also play their roles in terms of issue management. The president’s 

attempts to manage the presidential agenda are conveyed to the media 

and the public. Newspapers, television and the Internet are involved in 

the process of presidential agenda management, and therefore, part of the 

political process. The president and the media interact with one another to 

produce the agenda of issues presented to the public. As many media 

agenda-setting studies repeatedly have illuminated, the media frequently 

set the public’s agenda. At the same time, a considerable number of 

studies have also found agenda setting in the reverse direction, from the 

public to the media. The media and the public interact with each other on 

the agenda of issues. In a similar vein, the president represents the public, 

and the public follows the president. Thus the president and the public 

influence each other on their agenda of issues. In short, presidential issue 

management, the agenda setting role of the media and the representation 

of the public take place simultaneously, in the same agenda space. 

This dissertation attempts to clarify the complex relationship 

among the president, the media and the public. To understand the 
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relationship among the primary three political institutions in a democratic 

society, we focus on the agenda setting process by which each institution 

influences the others on a set of social issues. In other words, we explore 

how social issues are formulated in a democratic society through 

interaction among the president, the media and the public. A rich body of 

scholarship in both political science and journalism has provided 

compelling evidence that exchanges among the president, the media and 

the public influence one another in the process of social issue making. 

Although this research stream has offered fruitful findings of the various 

sorts of associations among the president, the media and the public 

agenda, it falls short in providing a comprehensive picture of how the 

three primary democratic institutions function in making important social 

issues. Most studies examined some of the links among the president, the 

media and the public, i.e. president-media, media-public, president-

public. Many studies also took a specific issue or a limited set of issues 

into account rather than exploring the dynamic changes in overall 

national issues. To fill this gap, this dissertation endeavors to formulate a 

macro dynamic model of agenda setting to identify how a set of issues 

emerges from and circulates among the president, the media and the 

public agenda.  
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On the basis of the agenda interaction model we may address the 

following topics: 1) how the president, the media and the public interact 

over different types of issues, 2) what factors determine the respective 

strategies that each political communication institution employs in 

clamoring for public space 3) how the American democratic system 

works in the check and balance among the president, the media and the 

public.  

To set up an empirical model of interactional agenda setting, we 

utilize relevant data sets concerning the president, the media and the 

public agenda during the wartime presidency of George W. Bush. We 

investigate the changing agenda-setting process by which four practical 

issues – war, economy, domestic issues, and foreign issues – move 

among the three primary agenda setters, the president, the media and the 

public. A fundamental assumption in the interactional agenda setting 

model is that these three primary agenda setters have their own issue 

strategy for enhancing their respective interests. In other words, not only 

the president but the media and the public also command their own issue 

strategies. Consider, for example, the media’s watch-dog role by which 

the press may defy presidential issues and drive their own issues as the 

Washington Post did during its Watergate coverage. Also consider the 

public’s voices in opinion polls or votes, which more often than not, 
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differ from the agendas of the president and the media. For instance, 

during and after the Gulf War in the senior Bush presidency, the public 

gave importance to economic issues while the president focused on the 

war issue. In short, the agendas of the president, the media and the public 

interact. So do their agenda strategies. Along this line, we regard the 

agenda of issues by the three primary political institutions as endogenous 

variables influencing each other inside the agenda-setting system. Simply 

put, the agendas of these groups influence each other.  

Issue management in this dissertation refers to the strategy that 

these institutions employ to select and give attention to a certain set of 

issues to enhance their interests. As suggested earlier, we assume that 

both the media and the public command their own issue managements in 

the process of media performance and the public’s representation. By 

defining issue management as such, it should be noted that this study 

focuses on the effects of issue attention rather than expanding its span to 

the framing strategy. To put it in agenda setting terms, we focus on  

first-level agenda setting, not on second-level agenda setting where the 

political actors take a certain aspect of issues and promote it to their own 

advantage. We examine the effect of the selection and attention to  

issues, rather than how those issues are colored.  
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This research is divided into three stages. The first stage focuses 

on formulating the dynamic interactional agenda setting model among the 

president, the media and the public. The main interest in this stage is to 

identify who will yield more influence on which issue over time. We use 

the term “interactional” to define the two-way influence that each agenda 

setter has on its counterparts over various issues. This model is 

“dynamic” because it traces the change over time in different types of 

issues held by different agenda setters. Among many compelling topics in 

agenda-setting studies, the question of who is setting the agenda of issues 

has drawn intensive attention from students of communication and 

political science. Such who-is-the-agenda-setter questions allow us to 

further understand the issue ownership question. In figuring out the 

interaction of agenda setting, we are interested in examining whether an 

issue is president-driven, media-driven, public-driven, or reciprocal 

among respective relations <See Figure 1-1>.  
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Figure 1-1: Interactional Agenda Setting Model 

President

War
Economy 
Domestic 
Foreign

Media Public

 

 

Also explored in the interactional agenda setting model is the 

issue competition hypothesis. When the president, the media and the 

public give attention to a certain issue, it is most likely at the expense of 

attention to other issues. Issues compete for attention. The issue 

competition takes place both within the system of an agenda setter, as 

well as, across the agenda setters.  

In the second stage, after investigating how the four issues – war, 

economy, domestic and foreign – are formulated by the interactions 

among the three primary agenda setters, our attention turns to the another 

aspect of the agenda setting process. We attempt to address the causes 

and effects of issue management. In particular, this study focuses on the 
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linkage between agenda setting and president popularity. Public support 

for presidents has been regarded as a political asset for the presidents. An 

incumbent president standing with supportive public is more likely to be 

influential in driving his own policy issues. The legislature, the judiciary, 

political parties and interest groups are also influenced by the high or low 

popularity of the president. Likewise, we hypothesize that both the media 

and the public have many reasons to take into account presidential 

standing with the public. Studies have discovered that a strongly 

supported president receives more favorable media coverage. Thus, we 

test the model in which the president, the media and the public may 

respond to the presidential popularity in their agenda setting strategies. 

Put another way, we test whether the magnitude of public support for the 

president impact the way the three primary agenda setters constitute their 

agenda of issues.     

We also examine whether the consequence of agenda setting 

impacts the public support for the president and if so, how. A challenging 

topic in president agenda management is addressed:  First, and most 

importantly, can the president influence the public to boost its evaluation 

of the presidents’ own performance? If so, how is this accomplished? 

Whether and how could much of the president’s public relations be 

effective? In addition to investigating this question, we look into the 
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impact of the media’s agenda setting on the president’s popularity. We 

test whether the attention the media give to a certain set of issues boost or 

diminish public support for the president, and if so, how. <See Figure 1-2 

> 

 

Figure 1-2: Presidential Popularity and Agenda Setting 

Public’s 
Approval 
for 
Presidency President 

Media Public

War 
Economy 
Domestic 
Foreign

Interactional  
Agenda Setting 

 

In the third and last stage, we turn to the topic of the public’s 

representation. One of the most important elements of representative 

democracy is a communication mechanism by which public opinion is 

conveyed efficiently in a society. Moreover, the public should have the 

ability to hold politicians responsible through polls and the vote. Along 

this line, this dissertation formulates a model in which the public 
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evaluates the presidency based on the degree of presidential attention to 

the public agenda. Furthermore the public gives a sort of warning sign 

when the presidential agenda is not in sync with its own preferences. We 

discovered a long-term equilibrium relationship between the public’s 

concerns over the economy and presidential popularity. 

This dissertation comprises thirteen chapters. After introducing 

the comprehensive research questions and relevant models, Chapter 2 

through Chapter 6 reviews the literature in this field of study. Chapter 2, 

“Interactional Agenda Setting,” presents reviews of agenda setting 

studies and attempts to formulate an interactional dynamic agenda setting 

model in which we may identify who specifically sets which issue over 

time.  

Chapter 3, “Issue Competition,” reviews previous research on 

issue competition. The chapter presents the issue competition phenomena 

and their implication in the agenda setting process. Chapter 4, 

“President’s Issue Management,” presents the increasing trend of 

presidential issue management and attempts to set up a theoretical 

foundation for analyzing the president’s spin control. Chapter 5, “Media 

Performance as a Political Institution,” reviews the media’s role in 

influencing the policy making process. The chapter describes how the 

news media negotiate with political power. Chapter 6, “Public 
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Representation,” discusses how the public’s agenda is represented and 

how the public reward and punish politicians when representative 

democracy fails.  

Chapters 7 and 8 formulate the research questions and hypothesis 

and model specification. Chapter 7, “Case Study – Wartime President 

George W. Bush,” puts forth the research questions, specific hypotheses, 

operationalization of issue strategies, issue types, and reality conditions. 

Chapter 8, “Time Series Agenda Setting Analysis,” specifies times series 

models in accordance with the research questions. The chapter describes 

the Vector Autoregressive (VAR) model employed to address the 

interactional agenda setting and issue competition hypotheses. Time 

Series Regression analysis is conducted to identify the determinants of 

the president issue management, the media’s performance, and the 

public’s representation. For the long-term representation of the public, 

the Cointegration Error-Correction Model is employed.   

Chapter 9, “Machine-Learning Content Analysis,” introduces 

three computer-aided content analysis algorithms and applications of the 

algorithms in the categorization of presidential documents and 

Washington Post news stories. Chapter 10, “Source of Data,” presents 

data sources used to address the empirical model in this dissertation.  
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 Chapter 11 and Chapter 12 present a series of findings. Chapter 

11, “Issue Map in George W. Bush’s Wartime Presidency,” presents 

graphical results that show what has taken place in the president, the 

media and the public agenda over time.  Chapter 12, “Results - Dynamic 

Agenda Setting,” presents the results from a series of research models. 

From the interactional agenda setting analysis, our data uncovered that 

President G.W. Bush attempted to set the economic and domestic issues 

on the media and public agenda. While this form of issue management 

was able to gain public support, its effect was overshadowed by the 

overwhelming war reality.  

Not surprisingly, the war helped to boost presidential popularity. 

However, the rally effect for a wartime president, as shown in previous 

war time presidents, including senior G.H.W. Bush, was not long-lived. It 

faded away soon, with the Iraq war rally effect dissipating in a short time. 

Also worth especially highlighting here is an intriguing finding that the 

economic issue as “the most important problem facing this country” 

correlates in the long-term with public support for the president. In other 

words, public support for the president was influenced by the war over a 

short period of time while the economy had a long-term equilibrium 

relationship with his popularity level. War shocked, the economy danced 

with presidential popularity.  
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In Chapter 13, “Agenda Setting Process and Representative 

Democracy,” we discuss the long-term implications of our findings from 

the viewpoint of democratic theory. Overall, American society appears to 

maintain a check and balance democracy through the media’s watchdog-

oriented issue coverage and the public’s balanced warning signals toward 

the president, who increasingly maneuvers issue management to control 

his own popularity.  
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B. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION 

 

Chapter 2: Interactional Agenda Setting 

 
"We have a gap between information the public wants to know 
and information the White House has provided," said Bob 
Deans, the Cox Newspapers White House correspondent and 
the president of the White House Correspondents' Association. 
…. "I think there is a difference between the press’ demand for 
information and the public's demand for information," he (Ari 
Fleischer, President Bush's press secretary) said. 

-  Jim Rutenberg, New York Times (2002, parenthesis part added) 

 
Agenda-setting Theory 

 
Agenda-setting theory is, in many senses, a macro-dynamic 

democracy theory that addresses how public opinion flows and is shaped 

by the agenda-setting interaction among political players in a democratic 

society. Since the seminal Chapel Hill study in 1968 (McCombs and 

Shaw, 1972), which only focused on a close correspondence of the media 

agenda to the public agenda, agenda-setting theory has evolved 

continuously over the past 35 years. Within the divergent expansion of 

the research, perhaps the most challenging and thereby promising area is 

the interactional dynamic aspects of the agenda-setting process upon 

which this current dissertation is theoretically based. Interactional agenda 

setting refers to what Rogers and Dearing (1988) have called ‘integrated 
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agenda-setting,’ which focuses on how the policy agenda, media agenda 

and the public agenda are determined through their reciprocal influences 

on one another. In addition, dynamic agenda-setting refers to agenda 

setting that occurs over time, rather than one presented as a cross-

sectional snapshot. 

 

Interactional Agenda-setting model 

 
The study of agenda-setting is concerned with the formation of 

public opinion and pubic policy. In the field of journalism, the idea of 

agenda setting originated from the simple but explosive discovery that 

journalists’ editing habits may affect the formation of public opinion. 

More specifically, the priority cues that reporters give to a set of issues 

transfer a particular image of the world to their readers. The highlighting 

of the role that the media play in telling the public “what to think about” 

(Cohen, 1963:13) has swung a theoretical pendulum in media effects 

study from a limited media to strong media hypothesis (Severin & 

Tankard, 2002). Pioneers in this field of research theorized that the media 

directly impact the cognitions of the public but not its attitudes; 

McCombs’s recent second-level agenda setting studies (McCombs, 

Llamas, Lopez-Escobar and Rey, 1997a;1997b) also suggest a possible  

impact on attitudes. Without much doubt, even in new media 
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environments, many agenda setting studies still support the original 

proposition that the media set the public agenda. Empirical research in 

many countries has produced a considerable body of evidence 

demonstrating a high degree of correspondence between the priorities of 

the media agenda and the subsequent priorities of the public agenda 

(McCombs, 2002). However, the accumulative production of media-set-

public-agenda results has not gone without oppositional cases in its 

causality directions. The public at times influence on the media agenda 

and sometimes the influence is bi-directional between the media and the 

public. 

As early as 1975, Tipton, Haney and Baseheart (1975) failed to 

find consistent evidence that the media were serving a causal agenda-

setting function in their coverage of city and state elections in Kentucky. 

The researchers found a relationship to exist between media coverage and 

issue salience in the public, but no marked evidence that the direction of 

causal influence is media-to-public rather than public-to-media. The 

study was based on a research design similar to that in McCombs and 

Shaw’s work, which attempted to identify the close association of priority 

orders in a list of issues between the media and the public.  

In addition, different approaches tracing single issue(s) have 

uncovered opposite or reciprocal agenda-setting directions. Behr and 
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Iyengar (1985) investigated the relationship between the public’s 

concerns, television news, and reality conditions of inflation, 

unemployment and energy for over seven years. They found evidence of 

a feedback effect for inflation, although the results for the two other 

issues – unemployment and energy - indicated that the effect was in fact 

unidirectional. In time-series analysis for seven community issues, Smith 

(1987) also found different kinds of agenda setting directions for different 

issues. Newspapers exerted a one-way influence on the public on only 

two issues, the environment and the local government, while the public 

and the media mutually influenced each other on the issues of education, 

economic development, and crime. On the other hand, public concern 

influenced newspaper coverage on public recreation and healthcare 

issues. Neuman and Fryling (1985:231-232) provided much stronger 

evidence of interactional causality. Their study of ten issues found 

“evidence of every pattern except consistent media agenda setting. By 

far, the most dominant pattern was Interactive Feedback.” 

The multi-directionality in the agenda-setting process is also well 

documented in a rich body of scholarship on the relationship between the 

policy agenda and media agenda. These studies indicate that at certain 

times, policy makers influence media coverage, while at other times, the 

media exert impact on the policy agenda. The studies of the agenda-
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setting relationship between the president and the media regarding the 

president’s State of the Union addresses uncovered different causality 

directions depending on the studies. President Nixon’s 1970 address 

suggests that the issues stressed in the president’s speech influenced 

subsequent media coverage (McCombs, Gilbert and Eyal, 1982). 

President Carter’s 1978 address (Gilbert, Eyal, McCombs and Nicholas, 

1980) and President Reagan’s 1985 address (Stephenson, 1987) both 

showed the influence of press coverage on the presidents’ agendas. 

President Reagan’s 1982 address (McCombs & Gilbert, 1982), showed 

that while the president chose to follow television, he influenced the print 

media. To sum up, policymaker-media relationships vary issue by issue 

as much as do media-public agenda settings. 

The interactional nature of agenda-setting between policy makers 

and the press is inherent to their relationship. Both policy makers and 

journalists have resources to trade and are therefore interdependent with 

each other (Sigal, 1973). Sigal argued that even with history occasionally 

intervening and weakening one side, the relationship between official 

sources and reporters somehow always returns to its normal, balanced 

state. Policy makers rely on public relations to get their information onto 

the news media’s agenda. Political institutions, including the White 

House, are capable of focusing mass media attention on issues of which 
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they want the public to be informed (Turk, 1986). In the meantime, the 

media are an integral part of the political process since they produce the 

news through their interactions with other political actors. At certain 

times, journalists follow the public officials who manipulate public 

relations, while at other times, they respond to White House officials with 

a more adversarial stance. News making is a coproduction of journalists 

and sources while they negotiate newsworthiness (Cook, 1996). In the 

negotiated newsmaking process, agenda setting between policy makers 

and the press becomes interactional.  

Lastly, the relationship between the government and the public is 

well documented in many democracy theories. According to these 

theories, for a grassroots democracy to work, political elites represent the 

public who must be represented in public policies; in cases where the 

public is not represented correctly, its members have the ability to punish 

their representatives by voicing their opinions through elections and 

polls. When the government responds to public sentiment, policy issues 

change, which go on to influence the public agenda (Stimson, MacKuen, 

& Erikson, 1995). In this way, the relationship between the agenda of the 

public and that of the government is interactional 

Related studies, however, suggest that it is very difficult to 

identify a general pattern in the interactional relationship among policy 
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makers, media and the public agenda. The direction of agenda setting is 

more contingent than fixed. However, the contingency elements may 

make the interactional model more distinct from a traditional media 

agenda-setting model or a policy agenda-setting model. Contingencies 

reflect the actions and reactions of different agenda setters in the 

construction of agenda of issues. In addition, the direction of agenda 

setting varies whenever agenda setters react to reality conditions, such as 

a fluctuating unemployment rate or increased war fatalities. Thus, 

interaction in agenda setting can be thought of as the consequence of 

various reactions that an agenda setter has to other agendas setters and 

reality conditions. In short, the interactional agenda setting model 

includes the actions and reactions of the three primary agenda setters. In 

other words, under the interactional agenda setting model, we are able to 

address three important elements of democracy communication theory: 

the issue management of policy makers, the agenda setting of the media 

and the representation of the public. 

The interactional agenda setting model will allow us to look  at 

the conditions and process of agenda building communication, rather than 

merely check and describe the existence of agenda-setting effects. The 

most important goal of the interactional agenda setting model is to 

understand more fully how an issue or set of issues emerge, develop and 
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make an impact through the process of interactional influence among the 

three primary political players. Where does an issue come from?  How 

does the issue become an item on the national agenda? What role do 

policy makers, media and the public play in the shaping of this issue? 

And why do agenda interactions occur? The answers to these questions 

are important, not only to social agenda theorists but also to practitioners, 

such as policy makers and public relations people.  

 

Issue type, Reality condition and Communication strategy 

 
The interactional model is not new in the field of agenda setting 

studies. Rogers and Dearing (1988) proposed an integrated agenda setting 

model, touting the desirability of combining media agenda-setting study 

and policy agenda-setting study. Their meta-analysis of agenda setting 

studies is well summarized in their work as follows: “(1) The public 

agenda, once set by, or reflected by, the media agenda, influences the 

policy agenda of elite decision makers, and, in some cases, policy 

implementation; (2) the media agenda seems to have direct, sometimes 

strong, influence upon the policy agenda of elite decision makers, and, in 

some cases, policy implementation; and (3) for some issues, the policy 

agenda seems to have a direct, sometimes strong, influence upon the 

media agenda” (579). Rogers and Dearing argued that since researchers 
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concentrating on media-set-public-agenda could not avoid “so what?” 

questions, they had to be concerned with the policy agenda setting 

process. Likewise, they suggested that policy agenda-setting scholars 

should avoid uncritically accepting the media agenda as public opinion. 

Instead Rogers and Dearing proposed looking at the process by which 

both media and public agendas are formulated and interact. 

Along this line, Soroka (2002) in Canada proposed an expanded 

model of the agenda-setting process. Taking into account the multi-

directional causalities of agenda setting, he drew an interactional agenda 

setting model in which the causal arrows run in both directions between 

the three primary agendas. Notably, Soroka omitted a direct link from the 

policy to the public agenda, on the assumption that policymakers could 

affect the public only indirectly, through the media or real-world factors.   

Also, worth highlighting in the model is the location of real-world factors 

at the center. He assumed that real-world factors affect all the three 

agendas. Soroka did not make assumptions about the direction of 

causality; instead he simply measured the significance of each of the 

causal links using time series statistical modeling. However, he found 

that his issue type variable influenced the direction of the agenda setting 

effect. In other words, the direction of agenda setting varies depending on 

issue types. He proposed the following three types of issues – prominent, 
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sensational and governmental. Generally, prominent issues such as 

inflation and unemployment showed smaller media agenda-setting effects 

due to the issues’ obtrusiveness attributes. Basically economic issues are 

public-driven. However, Soroka’s data showed that in periods of low 

unemployment or inflation, there was greater opportunity for media 

effects. The media tended to give priority to declining economic 

conditions, thereby influencing the public’s perception of the economic 

issue.  

Sensational issues – such as the environment – tended to be 

media-driven since such issues were not obtrusive, but symbolic, and 

therefore, allowed for the possibility of media effects. Soroka regarded 

the debt/deficit issue as the clearest example of a governmental issue, a 

policy agenda that leads the media and public agendas, while national 

unity and taxes were less clear-cut issues. As shown in previous issue-

type studies, issue type obviously matters in the agenda setting process. 

However, studies in this field have not been able to find a consistent 

agenda-setting pattern explained by issue type. The issue types are not 

mutually exclusive. Therefore, an issue tends to move from one type to 

another over time both in the agenda-setters’ internal systems and in 

extraneous reality conditions. 
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Contrary to the Soroka model, which focused on issue types, 

Manheim's (1987) integrated model of agenda dynamics gave 

considerable attention to the attributes of the agenda setters. This model 

simultaneously takes into consideration three distinct agendas: the media 

agenda, the public agenda, and the policy-makers' agenda. As Manheim 

noted "Each has its own characteristic internal dynamics, and each is 

linked to the others by one or more informational, behavioral, or 

institutional bridges” (500). The media agenda has visibility (content 

salience), audience salience (relevance of news content to audience 

needs), and valence (general sense of favor, neutrality, or disfavor 

associated with the portrayal of a given object). The public agenda has 

familiarity, personal salience and favorability; and the policy agenda has 

support (action more or less favorable to a given issue position or actor), 

likelihood of action and freedom of action. The main idea in Manheim’s 

model is that the “characteristic internal dynamic” of different agenda 

setters could affect the process of agenda setting. Policy makers, media 

and the public have different institutional attributes to respond to and 

enhance agenda issues. In other words, the president’s PR 

communication, the media’s gatekeeping and the expression of public 

opinion are to a considerable degree determined by their own internal 

attributes. When the different attributes of agenda setters interact in the 
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agenda setting process, they generate different consequences in the 

societal agendas.         

From the above review of past research, we identified three 

contingent conditions affecting agenda setting. These variables are 

necessary to specify the interaction agenda setting model in which we can 

address the causality of the agendas setting process. First, as shown in 

both agenda setting studies and interactional model studies, agenda 

setting effects vary issue by issue. Thus, issue type should be included as 

a variable to explain the interactional agenda setting effects. It should be 

noted, however, that as many researchers admit, there is a complexity 

problem in measuring the issue type. As a matter of fact, the field of 

agenda setting studies has not succeeded in finding an efficient 

measurement to identify issue categories consistently. As frequently 

cited, Zucker (1978)’s issue of obtrusiveness is a useful issue type 

category, but it is still too volatile. The energy issue in his study, for 

example, was categorized as an unobtrusive issue at the start, but it 

became an obtrusive issue during the oil embargo period. In short, issue 

type is hard to define, but still matters greatly to the agenda setting 

process. Thus, the importance of issue type in explaining the agenda 

setting process allows us to keep the variable in model specification. 
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Second, reality conditions matter a great deal in the process of 

agenda setting.  When real world indicators, such as the increasing 

unemployment rate, are taken into account in the agenda setting model, 

the relationship among the public, the media and policy agenda can 

change -- for example, from a media-set-public-agenda to a bi-directional 

one (Behr, & Iyengar, 1985). In Neuman and Fryling (1985)’s study, the 

direction of agenda setting effect changed over time. It found that for the 

energy issue, the media led the public from 1973 to 1975, but the public 

led media coverage from 1977 to 1980, probably due to a change in 

reality conditions. In short, to make an accurate measure of the causality 

of agenda setting, the model must include real-world indicators in 

accordance with relevant agenda items. 

Third, to instill richer practical implications of agenda setting in 

the model specification, we took into consideration what Manheim 

referred to as the “characteristic internal dynamic” of agenda setters. As a 

political institution consuming issues, each agenda setter has its own 

resources and restraints in enhancing and responding to an agenda of 

issues. Consider, for example, presidents who have enormous capacity to 

initiate important policy issues as the number one national agenda setter. 

However, at times, presidents have difficulties focusing on their priority 

agenda because they must deal with a wide range of issues 
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simultaneously. The media also have resource and restraint practices in 

their internal dynamic (Shoemaker & Reese, 1996). In most cases, the 

media are not initiators of policy issues, but do have the capacity to lead 

agenda issues, whether those issues originated from policy makers, social 

activists, or ordinary members of the public. The gatekeeping process by 

which media generates power, however, tends to be a restraint to which 

journalists are bound. Gatekeeping rituals tend to predetermine what and 

how press coverage consists of at any time. For instance, when members 

of the public are concerned with an issue, i.e. sagging economy in war 

time, the media cannot give attention to every fragment of public 

sentiment. Journalism is an institution. More often than not it follows 

inter-organizational rules at the expense of its commitment to the outside, 

i.e., its audiences. In other words, issues that do not comply internally 

with journalistic standards do not secure media coverage regardless of the 

importance of the event itself. 

The public seldom initiates agenda issues that affect the media 

and the policy makers. However, the public is represented. In the 

representation model, the public is no longer an object of media effects. 

The public does not exist abstractly in a research setting. Rather, 

members of the public are individual issue publics that have knowledge 

of various social issues through their direct or indirect experiences. Most 
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social issues that the media provide are not new to the public. A rich 

body of individual-level agenda setting study has confirmed Erbring, 

Goldenberg, and Miller (1980)’s finding that the agenda issue is affected 

by news only when “media coverage interacts with the audience’s pre-

existing sensitivity to produce changes in issue concerns” (45). Issue 

coverage in the media, in many cases, serves as a trigger to activate the 

audience’s latent concerns. 

The public tends to be represented fairly by the policy makers; 

otherwise its members punish politicians by increasing their voices in 

elections or through polls. The public’s issues are based on their every-

day lives. Thus, members of the public tend to have a relatively strong 

agenda-setting power to the counter-agenda setters on substantial and 

obtrusive issues rather than symbolic and unobtrusive issues.  

When the characteristic internal dynamics of agenda setter meet 

other internal dynamics in the agenda setting process, each agenda setter 

tends to exercise a unique agenda strategy. In that respect, we needed to 

specify the strategic behavior of the three issue institutions - policy 

makers, media, and public – in the model.  

Moreover, “the battle for public opinion” (Lang, & Lang, 1983) is 

taking place in the process of agenda setting. In that process news is 

regarded as a “purposive behavior” (Molotch, & Lester, 1974). Policy 
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makers do not merely implement an agenda of issues but attempt to 

manage it, at times manipulating it to their own advantage. The media 

neither merely deliver policy issues to the public nor simply mirror 

reality; rather journalists perform their job using newsworthiness criteria. 

Newsworthiness is not static, but often interacts with political power and 

public sentiment. The media are more likely to follow the president’s 

agenda when presidents are garnering high public support, whereas they 

are more likely to attack the president when his popularity is 

experiencing a downturn. The public is seldom regarded as performing 

strategic behaviors toward policy makers or the media. However, many 

public opinion researchers have suggested that the public interprets and at 

times resists messages from politicians and the media (Zaller, 1992). 

Moreover, the public holds political leaders accountable for their 

leadership by rewarding and punishing them at the polls and the voting 

booths. In the agenda setting process, the public expresses its demands by 

giving salience to certain issues that policy maker or the media ignore but 

which it deems important. Taking into consideration those strategic 

aspects of agenda setter’s behaviors, we included the commutation 

strategy variable in the interactional model. 
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Summary: In the process of setting the agenda of issues, the 

president, the media and the public are more likely to struggle against one 

another to dominate the agenda rather than settling into a stable issue 

equilibrium (Lang & Lang, 1981; Pan & Kosick, 2001). In that respect, 

the interactional agenda setting model, rather than that of one-way 

agenda influence, appears more fitting to the realities of communication. 

In order to specify the interactional agenda setting model, we examined 

the distinctive issue types, relevant reality conditions and the three 

agenda setters’ communication strategies. The goal of the interactional 

model was to identify who set what issues. Through the model, we 

expected to identify which issues were president-driven, media-driven 

and public-driven or reciprocal issues.  
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Chapter 3: Issue Competition 

 
“Applied to agenda-setting, zero-sum describes a fundamental 
contradiction in a pluralist democracy: the vast number of social 
issues that are being raised on the one hand and the limited 
carrying capacity that the public agenda possesses to handle 
these issues on the other hand. The inevitable consequence of 
this contradiction is intense competition among issues. The 
addition of any new issue onto the public agenda is at the cost of 
other issue(s).”  
-- Jian-Hua Zhu (1992). 

     
Interactional influence takes place not only among the agenda 

setters but also among the issues themselves. Issues compete for 

attention. Issue competition tends to occur among issues that belong to a 

single agenda setter. At times, however, the competition for attention 

extends to the issue domain of other agenda setters. For example, 

presidents’ attention to the war issue more often than not comes at the 

expense of their attention to other issues, such as the economy or other 

domestic issues. Moreover, if there is an agenda setting effect in the war 

issue from the president to the media or the public, these counterparts’ 

attention to issues other than that of the war will diminish. 

As Lang and Lang (1981: 453) put it, the salience of an issue item 

on the agenda is “not just an absolute but to some extent a relative 

matter.” Rogers and Dearing (1988) argued that agenda-setting 
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researchers have treated each issue on an agenda as if it were not 

dependent on the other items. Obviously, it is not so easy to trace 

competing issues. Not considering them in the research, however, leads 

to serious oversimplification. 

More recently, theoretical attention has been given to the zero-

sum model in which multiple competing issues and corresponding public 

attention are taken into consideration. For the zero-sum model, Zhu 

(1992) assumed that classic agenda-setting effects implied a zero-sum 

process in which issues compete for media and public attention. 

According to his study, the inability of the audience to deal with 

concurrently multiple issues ultimately limited the capacity of the 

agenda-setting system. To examine the zero-sum game among competing 

issues in the agenda-setting effect, Zhu proposed a model that restates 

agenda setting as a net balance between two opposite processes: 

recruitment (coverage of the main issue that converts the competing 

audience) and defection (coverage of competing issues that attracts the 

main audience). 

Zhu's empirical test confirmed that the media’s forces of agenda 

setting are based on its power to attract a certain portion of the audience 

toward some issues and away from competing issues. The rise of one 

issue certainly comes at the price of another. He examined the competing 
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relationship among the following three issues during the Gulf War period 

between June 1990 and April 1991: the federal budget deficit, the Persian 

Gulf conflict and the economic recession. He found that the deficit issue 

and the war issue were competing. As news coverage for the deficit issue 

increased, the number of people citing the war as an important issue 

decreased. Likewise, increased war coverage had a negative impact on 

deficit issue salience in the public agenda. However, Zhu’s finding 

suggested volatility in the public’s interpretation of issues. Zhu assumed 

that the recession issue was competing with the Gulf War and the federal 

budget issues. His data, however, showed that the public’s attention to the 

federal budget deficit and the Gulf War actually increased rather than 

alleviated concern over the recession. Zhu concluded that recession was 

an issue not only immune from the competing coverage, but also one that 

benefited from such coverage. He suggested that there were symbolic 

interactions among social issues, which must be articulated in the 

public’s interpretations. It is worth noting that Zhu’s finding corresponds 

to other scholars’ earlier statements that “some issues… very rarely share 

space on the same agenda, while others quite regularly travel together” 

(Crenson, 1971: 163, cited from Rogers, & Dearing, 1988). 

The issue competition phenomenon does not appear only in the 

public’s agenda. Although each agenda setter has a different issue 
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carrying capacity, policy makers and the media also to some degree are 

susceptible to issue competition. Given constrained issue space, focusing 

on an issue is easily related to the expense of other issues. When an 

agenda setter attempts to shed light on an issue, the other issues remain in 

the shadow. 

To our knowledge, few studies in the field of political science 

have addressed the topic of issue competition. However one of the 

fundamental ideas behind public policy study is policy selection from 

competing issues. Most political actors, including presidents, purposely 

restrict the set of issues at a given time. Public officials tend to process 

the selected few issues in a serial rather than parallel fashion, attending to 

one before moving on to the other (Jones, 1994). 

What we may refer to as the Wag-the-Dog hypothesis in foreign 

policy studies also appears apropos to issue competition theory. The 

Wag-the-Dog hypothesis refers to presidents’ issue management: 

unpopular presidents attempt to rally support by diverting attention from 

domestic failures to overseas threats. According to Ostrom and Job 

(1986), during the Cold War, US presidents responded to domestic 

imperatives, especially fluctuations in their approval ratings, by using 

military force in foreign affairs. 
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Changes in reality conditions, not necessarily the alleged 

strategies of agenda setters, can bring about issue competition. Wood and 

Peake’s (1998) foreign policy agenda setting study showed that the Gulf 

War had an impact on an immediate and long-term decline in attention to 

the Soviet Union by both the media and the president. Media and 

presidential attention to the Soviet Union dropped off to near zero in the 

week of the invasion of Iraq and recovered very slowly over time. Also, 

the collapse of the Soviet Union led to a similar decline in attention to the 

Arab-Israeli conflict by both the media and the president. 

In short, agenda-setting research has not turned serious attention 

to the issue- competition hypothesis. Consistently, today’s top news story 

crowds out that of yesterday. Issue competition occurs at the moment of 

issue change. Agenda competition is both a process and a consequence of 

agenda strategies by the agenda setters who attempt to attract attention to, 

and at times to divert attention from, certain issues. 

 

Summary: Issues compete for attention. Presidents’ attention to 

an issue comes at the expense of their attention to other issues. This is the 

case in both media agenda and public agenda systems. At the same time, 

issue competition for attention can extend to the domain of other agenda 

setters. For example, presidents’ attention to the war issue can lead to 
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diminished attention to the economy issue by the media or the public. 

The goal of the issue competition model is to understand an issue 

restraint situation in which any agenda setters’ attention to an issue 

comes at the expense of their attention to other issues.  
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Chapter 4: Presidential Issue Management 

 

In the field of media effect studies, agenda setting achieved 

theoretical success by shifting attention from changes in attitude to those 

in cognition based on media use. Cohen’s (1963:13) frequently cited  

statement concisely sums up the media’s agenda-setting effect: 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.”   

Likewise, in priming theory, the media may not alter citizens’ 

attitudes directly, but it often does influence which attitudes are 

considered most relevant by citizens when they evaluate political actors 

(Iyengar & Kinder, 1987). In this sense, agenda setting is to the effect of 

media use as priming is to the outcome of agenda setting effects. If the 

goal of agenda setting is to transfer issue salience from the media to the 

public, the goal of priming is to generate a second-order effect of the 

terms of the agenda setting.  

According to political psychology scholars, the priming 

phenomenon occurs due to our bounded rationality. Human beings, with 

limited motivation and cognitive capacities, tend to “satisfy” rather than 

“optimize,” when we process information or make decisions (Simon, 

1967). Priming theory assumes that individuals rely on information that is 

 37



readily available and accessible at the time of decision-making (Krosnik 

& Kinder, 1990). In political science and media effect studies, priming 

refers to the ability of the media to activate preexisting beliefs in citizens, 

which tend to serve as standards for evaluating political actors. 

According to Iyengar (1991:10), “The themes and issues that are repeated 

in television news coverage become the priorities of viewers. Issues and 

events highlighted by television news become especially influential as 

criteria for evaluating public officials.”  

Many studies on the priming effect, either incorporating 

experimental research or survey data analysis, have confirmed that the 

media set the agenda by focusing public attention on certain topics, and 

thereby, providing the basis for the primary evaluation criteria. Perhaps 

the most prominent case of a priming effect recently is media coverage of 

the economy during the 1992 presidential election. During the 1992 

elections, Democratic candidate Bill Clinton took on a single issue: 

Bush’s bad stewardship of the national economy. Despite Republican 

efforts to dispel the issue, the Clinton campaign had a momentum in 

taking on Bush’s perceived ineptitude in managing the national economy. 

Such nicely touted campaign slogans as “It’s the economy, Stupid!” 

worked. Many scholars claimed that the media assisted Clinton in its 

coverage of the campaign in many respects. First, the media turned their 
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attention quickly to the sagging economy from the Gulf War issue, which 

was favorable to Bush. Second, media coverage of the economy during 

the 1992 presidential elections was, in fact, more negative than would 

have been expected, given prevailing economic conditions that year 

(Patterson, 1993; Hetherington, 1996; Buchanan, 1996; Goidel, & 

Langley, 1995). Related studies have indicated that media attention to the 

economy influenced public attitudes toward the economy, thereby 

prompting an abrupt decline in presidential approval from the period 

between the end of the Gulf War in 1991 and the presidential elections in 

1992 (MacKuen, Erickson, and Stimson, 1993). In the meantime, the 

Bush campaign team tried, without much success, to divert attention 

away from the economy, claiming that the economy was not in bad 

shape. Also Bush’s attempt to prime the issue of Clinton’s character was 

not successful enough to distract the public’s concern with the economy. 

Given the impact of priming on political realities, as can be seen 

in the 1992 Bush campaign, it is rather logical for theoretical attention to 

expand to the strategy component of priming. Along this line, Jacobs and 

Shapiro (1994) proposed to extend the application of priming from its 

original focus on the outcome of a media effect to intentional priming, 

namely, the deliberate strategies that candidates pursue to influence 

voters through the management of issue salience. Using historical 
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analyses of John F. Kennedy’s 1960 presidential campaign, Jacobs and 

Shapiro found that the Kennedy campaign team intentionally selected the 

medical care and education issues and tried to increase Kennedy’s 

identification with the leading domestic issues of the time. They argued 

that the decision to focus on popular policy issues was made as part of a 

priming strategy, which would demonstrate that Kennedy, unlike Nixon, 

really cared about addressing the problems facing individual voters and 

the country as a whole. Their analysis also showed that as part of an 

effort to insure that Kennedy impressed voters with his concern about 

salient issues, his campaign team monitored the frequency Kennedy 

discussed those issues during his debates.  

In the field of president studies, scholarly attention has been paid 

to the ability of presidents to increase the public salience of issues. The 

effect of the salience of issues on presidential approval is well grounded. 

Evaluations of the president’s performance have more impact on 

presidential approval when their issues are salient to the public (Edwards, 

Mitchell, & Welch, 1995). Given that issue salience matters in boosting 

their public support, presidents have many reasons for pursuing active 

agenda setting management. Kernell’s “going public (1997)” theory 

provides a good example of such management process at work.  
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Kernell originated the “going public” argument, which states that 

presidents appear in public to increase their legislative success. He 

suggested that “going public” is “a strategy whereby presidents promote 

themselves and their policies in Washington by appealing to the 

American public for support (1997:2).” The rationale for this strategy is 

straightforward. Legislators whose primary concern is reelection 

(Mayhew, 1974) should respond directly, i.e. in public, to their 

constituents when the constituents send clear cues for salient issues. To 

the extent that constituents’ preferences influence a legislator’s decisions 

on salient issues, the presidents who can increase the salience of an issue 

would be able to more effectively influence the voting decisions of the 

public.  

Again, it should be noted that the “going public” literature does 

not address whether or not presidents can alter the public’s preferences 

on an issue, which is unlikely (Edwards, 1989; Edwards and Eshbaugh-

Soha, 2001). The primary goal of the “going public” model is to focus the 

public on the issues to which the president gives priority.  

In the meantime, according to Eshbaugh-Soha and Peake (2003), 

there are two competing perspectives regarding the president’s ability to 

lead public opinion or increase an issue’s salience. One camp of scholars 

argues that as the number one national leader, the president has the best 
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chance of any political actor to command the attention of the American 

people (Baumgartner, & Jones, 1993; Cobb and Elder, 1983; Kingdon, 

1995). Cohen’s (1993, 1995, 2003) several studies of State of the Union 

Addresses (also, see Hill, 1998) showed empirical evidence supporting 

presidential leadership of public opinion by influencing issue salience. 

Another camp of scholars argues that the presidents’ agenda 

setting capacity is seriously limited, because the president competes to 

draw public attention with many actors who may influence the national 

policy agenda and public opinion, or the salience of policy issues. As a 

consequence, presidents rarely lead public opinion, even on issues that 

are pivotal to their administration’s agenda (Edwards, & Eshbaugh-Soha, 

2001; Edwards, 2003). Even in foreign policy, where presidents are 

considered to have predominant resources to control, presidents have 

limited success in setting the agenda for the public. For the media’s 

agendas, studies have found that the president only influences the 

media’s coverage on specific, primarily domestic policy issues (Edwards, 

& Wood, 1999), but not on the economy (Peake, & Eshbaugh-Soha, 

2002). 

At times, presidents participate in an active priming strategy to 

enhance public support by giving more attention to issues favorable to 

them. Despite variation in research results, presidents are most effective 
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in enhancing their standings on foreign affairs and domestic issues, but 

not on economic issues.  

A possible relationship between the Wag-the-Dog hypothesis and 

presidential approval seems to warrant further analysis. If we follow 

Ostrom and Job’s diversion hypothesis, it will be logical to postulate that 

as public support wanes presidents tend to turn to foreign affairs or 

military use abroad as a way of boosting the public support rate. In the 

foreign affairs studies, however, more controversy than consensus 

surrounds the specific impact of domestic politics on conflictual US 

foreign policy behavior (Moor & Lanoue, 2003; Wang, 1996). It remains 

to be proved. 

In short, presidents tend to employ priming strategies to enhance 

their leadership powers by indirect management of issue salience. 

However, their capability in issue salience management varies issue by 

issue. 

 

Summary: Presidents maneuver the issue management of 

selecting and focusing on a certain set of issues as a way to boost and 

maintain public support of their performance. Thus presidential standing 

with the public impacts the way that presidents manage the issues. At the 

same time, presidents also expect their issue management to affect their 
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popularity. The main goal of the president’s issue management model is 

to identify the cause and effect of his issue management with his 

popularity.  
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Chapter 5: Media Performance as a Political Institution 

 
"I think the press was muzzled, and I think the press self-
muzzled. I'm sorry to say, but certainly television and, perhaps, to 
a certain extent, my station was intimidated by the administration 
and its foot soldiers at Fox News. And it did, in fact, put a 
climate of fear and self-censorship, in my view, in terms of the 
kind of broadcast work we did." 

-- CNN's war correspondent, Christiane Amanpour 
 (Recited from USA Today, September 14, 2003) 

 

CNN veteran war correspondent Christiane Amanpour’s remarks 

demonstrate that many factors guide decisions in news making. These 

factors range from individual journalists’ values to dominant social 

ideology. Shoemaker and Reese (1996) suggested that the following 

hierarchical forces influence news product: the individual, routines, 

organizational, extra-media, and ideological. In their model, each 

successive level of influence, "from most micro to the most macro" is 

viewed as subsuming the prior level. All forces that influence shaping the 

media contents operate simultaneously at different levels of strength. In 

other words, many intertwined motives guide decisions concerning news 

coverage. Embedded in news coverage are the following factors: 1) the 

rule of objective journalism leads journalists to keep professional 

neutrality, 2) the rule of monitoring power encourages a watchdog role 
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against government 3) and the profit motive leads news organizations to 

seek to sustain in competitive media markets.  

The news media’s relationship with politics has led some scholars 

to advocate the concept of “the news media as a political institution” 

(Cook, 1998; Sparrow, 1999). The notion of the news media as a political 

institution is based on two characteristics of the news media. First, the 

media play a crucial role in shaping and articulating the process of the 

politics, and second, they have particular political and economic interests 

to which they must attend. In the course of news coverage, the news 

media affect many aspects of the American political system by choosing 

and defining the most salient political issues. The routines and 

conventions that journalists and news organizations use to produce the 

news systematically affect national politics. The practices and procedures 

of news organizations take on a life of their own, influencing the conduct 

and character of national politics. Moreover public perceptions of 

national politics greatly depend on the mediation of journalists and news 

organizations (Sparrow, 1999).  

Political forces, if any, in the news room negotiate with political 

power in government, while influencing each other. Cook (1998) argued 

that the news media of today operate as an intermediary political 

institution, akin to the party system and the interest group system, by 
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receiving a subsidy from the dominant political party in exchange for the 

provision of co-operational news coverage. The other evidence of news 

media as a political institution is that news coverage is swayed by the 

media’s expectations of politicians’ influence. The media’s descriptions 

of Harry S Truman, for instance, before his 1948 election were totally 

different than those after he won. “The images in the news of Truman 

before and after Election Day were not completely fabrications; they 

were constructed from elements of the candidate’s strategy and 

personality. But they were highly selective images, built on reporters’ 

expectations of the election’s outcome. Truman-the-likely-loser was 

depicted differently from Truman-the-surprise-winner” (Patterson, 1993: 

95). 

As the relationship between Truman and the media indicates, 

news coverage of the president is conceived to influence the public’s 

support for the president; in turn, the president’s popularity with the 

public influences news coverage.  

Various approaches to the topic of presidential approval by the 

public roughly may be summarized into the following two directions of 

study. The first direction examines the effect of presidential popularity on 

the other political counterparts, including Congress, political party, 

interest groups and the media when the president performs his job. The 
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second venue focuses on what are the factors that determine public 

support for the president.  Put another way, presidential approval plays a 

critical role both as an independent and a dependent variable when the 

president interact with other political power groups. 

Many studies have shown that the public’s approval of the 

president, as an independent variable, remains a key political resource in 

the era of a public relations presidency. When approval ratings are 

higher, members of the president’s party in Congress are less likely to be 

defeated in the midterm, and the president’s legislative proposals are 

more likely to be successful. The presidential agenda, on both foreign and 

domestic affairs, is bolder under conditions of high public approval.  

The relationship between presidential approval and the media’s 

agenda formation appears in Wanta’s work (1989; 1991). Wanta argued 

that the popularity of the president could play an important role in 

determining how much influence a president has in the president-media 

relationship. If the president is popular with the public, the media may 

look favorably upon him and report stories dealing with issues that the 

president has stressed. Reporters may also cover a popular president more 

closely than an unpopular president with the belief that the public expects 

in-depth coverage of the former. In other words, reporters will adhere 

more closely to the president’s agenda when they perceive him to be 
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popular. Just as the media’s credibility can affect the way that the 

president deals with the press, presidential approval can impact the way 

that the media cover the president. At the same time, media organizations 

must sustain their reputation for professional journalism and avoid 

appearing to be swayed by commercial interests. However, in the long 

term, the profit motive cannot be denied if the organization is to survive 

in a competitive media market. In that respect, the press cannot ignore the 

popularity of the president in its coverage of him (Buchanan, 1987; 

1991). Along this line, Horner (1999) found that in both the Lyndon B. 

Johnson and George Bush presidencies the news media were more 

attentive to the president when his approval was high rather than when it 

was low.    

 In contrast, more scholarly attention has been paid to presidential 

approval as a dependent variable. In that regard, many studies suggest 

that presidents improve their poll standing by speaking to the nation 

(Ragsdale, 1984;1987), applying military force (Ostrom, & Job, 1986), 

and using or referring to other dramatic events (MacKuen, 1983; Ostrom 

and Simon, 1988). In the field of political communication, the attention to 

a certain set of issues by the media can affect the public’s evaluation of 

presidential performance. According to priming theory (Iyengar & 

 49



Kinder, 1987), people tend to evaluate presidential performance by the 

criteria issues on which the media have focused.   

   

Summary: The media, as a political institution, have reason to attempt to 

influence other political power groups, and media’s own expectation of 

any political power can have impact on media contents. Along this line, 

the media’s coverage has a strong impact on presidential popularity, and 

at the same time, the president’s standing with the public also affects the 

media’s coverage of the presidential agenda. In the media performance as 

a political institution model, we may identify whether and how 

presidential popularity affects media’s coverage. In turn, the question of 

whether and how the news media’s coverage impacts presidential 

popularity is also addressed. 
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Chapter 6: Public Representation 

 

“Thank god for public opinion” 
- Bill Clinton, cited from Woodward (1999:513)  

 

As illustrated by Bill Clinton’s comments on the role of public 

support in his acquittal, public opinion works as a reward and punishment 

mechanism in representative democracy. Some journalistic and academic 

commentators on the presidency regarded the high level of public support 

for the scandalous President Clinton as a mystery. However, Zaller 

(1998) concluded that the peace, prosperity, and moderation that 

President Clinton had achieved during his presidency influenced the 

dynamics of public opinion about him to the extent that Clinton was able 

to surmount his sex scandal.  

The ideal of representative democracy has captured the 

imagination of all citizens in America since the founding fathers 

established the fundamental democratic principle. According to this 

principle, the representation of the people through a democratic 

mechanism including elections, recalls and polls underlies their ability to 

govern themselves.  

The concept of a public presidency as an interaction between 

public opinion and the presidency assumes a two-way flow of 
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communication between the citizens and the president. Presidents deploy 

a “going public” (Kernell, 1997) strategy to inform the public and to 

shape its opinion.  The public, in turn, expresses its opinion to the 

presidency through the vote and the poll.  

Public representation is most visible during the electoral process. 

However, public opinion expressed during the election season merely 

marks the beginning of a continuous relationship between the president 

and the public, which becomes even more important during the 

presidential term. The president needs a “permanent campaign to keep a 

permanent majority” (Morris, 1999: 75). More frequent poll-taking 

indicates both the increasing opportunities for the public to present its 

voice and for the president to gauge public opinion.  

In order to examine whether and how representative democracy 

functions well, students of the presidency have come up with a linkage 

model between the president and the public (Key, 1961; Graber, 1982).  

The linkage with the public is important to the presidents since public 

support, as a political asset, plays a critical role in the president’s ability 

to do his job well and to survive politically. Similarly, the linkage with 

the president is crucial to the public because it is in the public’s interest to 

support or to oppose the president, depending on whether it feels the 

president is leading the nation in the right direction.  
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The linkage between the president and the public often finds itself 

at risk in the following situations: first, when the president relies too 

much on PR skills to manipulate public opinion (Graber, 1982; Jacobs & 

Shapiro, 2000); second, when the public is apathetic and is unable to 

convey its views adequately; and third, when the media, as an 

intermediary, fail to play a critical role in keeping both the president and 

the public informed about what is happening in the nation.  

In short, to secure a representative democracy, citizens not only 

need to be informed but also able to convey their views to the president. 

In that respect, what matters is whether a democratic society has a 

communication system in which the public presents its opinions in an 

efficient way. In addition, whether the public is well informed enough to 

make reasonable judgments, remains a controversial topic.      

Some scholars have claimed that the public is largely ignorant and 

uninformed about social issues, notwithstanding criticism against the 

public’s political ignorance (Whitney & Wartella, 1988). On the other 

hand, the voters that Key (1966) uncovered were no fools. The portrait of 

the American voter presented by his study was “not one of an electorate 

straitjacketed by social determinants or moved by subconscious urges 

triggered by devilishly skillful propagandists. It is rather one of an 

electorate moved by concern about central and relevant questions of 
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public policy, of governmental performance, and of executive 

personality” (Key, 1966: 7- 8). In a similar vein, Page and Shapiro (1992) 

found a “rational public.” According to their study, “even if individual 

opinions or survey responses are ill-informed, shallow, and fluctuating, 

collective opinion can be real, highly stable, and … even be wise” (17).  

Interestingly enough, Ostrom and Smith (1993) demonstrated in 

their sophisticated time series analysis that citizens respond primarily to 

the overall national quality of life. A more interesting point is their 

proved hypothesis that “citizen recognition of disequilibrium between the 

rewards and punishments a president actually receives and those that the 

president should receive causes error correction toward an equilibrium 

state” (134).  

Ostrom and Smith’s finding seems closely linked to the pragmatic 

public in Brody’s (1991) study, which tended to evaluate the presidency 

by its outcome, rather than by symbolic events.  

Given that the representation of the public plays an important role 

in the ideal of western democracy, much attention has been paid to the 

way that the public is represented in its relationship with the president. 

Most desired in these studies is a public that can evaluate presidential 

performance in informed and reasonable ways and accordingly, can raise 
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warning signs when the presidential agenda is not in sync with its own 

preferences. 

 

Summary: Public representation is secured by the public’s capability to 

reward and punish the president, who is expected to represent the public. 

The goal of the public representation model is to identify how the public 

agenda is determined in its continuing relationship with the president. 

Moreover, the model is designed to discern the public’s feedback system 

through which the public can evaluate the president in terms of his 

attention to issues and send warning signs when it is not in sync with the 

public’s issue preferences. 
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C. RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND MODEL 
SPECIFIATION 

Chapter 7: Case Study - George W. Bush Presidency 

 
War-time president George W. Bush 

 
We select the war-time president George W. Bush case to test the 

interactional dynamic agenda setting model. The choice was made for 

several reasons. First there has been a myth of failed war-time presidents. 

History strongly suggests that wartime presidents can lose ground quickly 

to an opposition party ready to capitalize on complaints from the home 

front. Among leaders whose parties lost seats in Congress are Abraham 

Lincoln during the Civil War, Woodrow Wilson during World War I, 

Franklin Roosevelt during World War II and Lyndon Johnson during 

Vietnam. As has often been cited in the media, senior Bush lost his 

reelection campaign in 1992, despite his over 90% approval rate during 

the Gulf war. As opposed to the myth of failed war-time presidents, the 

George W. Bush presidency is worth examining. Notably, the GOP does 

not want a repeat of the senior Bush loss in 1992. “For [G.W.] Bush, who 

has followed his dad’s path from Yale through the oil patch to public 

service to the presidency, winning a second term would give his resume 
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an entry denied his father. (Brackets added, Ken Herman, 2003).” In that 

respect, it is natural for even common spectators to raise the question: 

will Bush be able to overcome the ill-fated puzzle? Scholarly attention, 

however, must be more analytic. 

When it comes to distinguishing between domestic and foreign 

issues in the presidential agenda, Aaron Wildavsky’s (1975) ‘two 

presidencies’ notion has prevailed to explain that presidents had 

significantly better records in foreign and defense policy than in domestic 

affairs. According to Wildavsky, presidents tend to turn more to foreign 

issues to maintain their issue stands because “small causes are perceived 

to have potentially great effect (450)” in the foreign policy domain. The 

rally-round-the-flag effect and the accompanying short-term burst in 

public support triggered by international events may be good examples 

supporting the two presidencies notion.  

However, as time passes following the close of the war, the 

wartime president is more likely to embody the concept of "one 

presidency" in which both domestic affairs and foreign polices 

intermingle to draw public support. In the initial phase of the war, war 

and foreign issues appear to be dominant on the president, the media and 

the public agendas. As the war rally effect begins to wane, however, 

foreign and domestic policies compete to draw the public’s attention. 
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 This dissertation attempts to address G. W. Bush’s wartime 

presidency from the “one presidency” perspective. For that reason, the 

interactional agenda setting process and Bush’s issue management in 

wartime are our central interests in this investigation.  

Second, the Bush communication team has been touted as one of 

the savviest spin controllers, inheriting PR knowledge from Reagan and 

the senior Bush team (Kumar, 2003; Rutenberg, 2002). According to 

White House staffs, President Bush himself is involved in the words and 

the timing of presidential communication. Mary Matalin, a former top 

communication adviser to President Bush said: 

 “To give a speech relative to Iraq, for instance, he’s very 

engaged in the strategic thinking. He has a feel for when is the right time 

to give the speech. What is our objective? Are we talking to the 

Congress, are we talking to Americans, are we talking to the world? … 

he’s just got a bird’s view. He knows when is the time when the iron’s 

hot, if you will, or carpe diem. He gets those moments in ways that we 

often don’t (recited from Kumar, 2003: 370).”  

From another angle, Paul Krugman (2003) made a poignant 

critique that “Here’s how it works, Faced with a real problem – terrorism, 

the economy, nukes in North Korea – the Bush administration’s response 
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has nothing to do with solving that problem. Instead it exploits the issue 

to advance its political agenda.”  

An interest of this dissertation is in how the Bush PR team has 

managed presidential issues to maintain public support for the president 

and how effective they have been.   

 
Agenda Setting Research Typology 

 
Exploring a dynamic agenda-setting model can start with the 

Acapulco Typology by which McCombs (2002) presented four 

perspectives on agenda setting <Table 7-1>. These four perspectives 

differ from one another in their respective measurement capabilities. 

Perspective 1 examines the rank-order correlation between salient issues 

in the media and salient issues perceived among members of the public. 

A distinction of Perspective 1 is that it determines the rank of salient 

issues by counting how many people, in a society, consider a certain issue 

as the most important issue facing the nation. Perspective 2 examines the 

rankings of important issues in each individual’s mind and compares it 

with the media’s rankings of salient issues. Since the agenda of the media 

is seldom reproduced by an individual, despite its consistent influence on 

the views of individuals regarding the salience of some issues, these 

agenda-setting effects are inevitably low. Perspective 3 focuses on the 
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rise and fall of a single issue over time and compares the degree of 

correspondence in the salience of that issue on the media agenda, the 

public agenda and the president agenda.  Perspective 4 examines the 

salience of a single issue in an individual’s mind, usually in experimental 

environments in which the media agenda is manipulated in order to 

measure the effects of variations in media salience on the individual. 

McCombs (2002)  notes that perspectives 3 and 4 provide useful 

descriptions of the natural history of a single issue, but at the expense of 

the larger social context in which this issue exists. 

Table 7-1: Acapulco Typology: 4 Perspectives on Agenda Setting 

Measure of Salience  

Aggregate Data Individual Data 

Entire Agenda Perspective 1 

Competition 

Perspective 2 

Automaton 

Focus of 

Attention 

Single Item on 

Agenda 

Perspective 3 

Natural History 

Perspective 4 

Cognitive Portrait 

 
Among those four perspectives, the dynamic agenda-setting 

model takes advantage of both Perspectives 1 and Perspective 3. This 

dissertation concerns not only the dynamic change in individual issues 

over time but also macro agenda movement in a society. The individual 

issues that we seek are not specific issues but four comprehensive issues 
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combined covering all specific issues in a society. In that respect, the 

research strategy is to deal with the agenda setting process in a social 

system dimension by investigating the dynamics among the four super 

issues - war, economy, domestic, foreign. It should be noted, however, 

that the current approach to agenda-setting in a social system is not based 

on rank-order correlation analysis but time-series analysis.   

By employing the time series analysis with the four 

comprehensive issues, this dissertation can identify the changing agenda 

of issues in a society over time, while avoiding the problems that rank-

order design has: 1) Ignoring the idiosyncratic characteristics of various 

issues by lumping of the multiple issues into one analysis; 2) Positing a 

non-parametric method that is too weak to make causal inference and 

wastes quasi-metric information in the data (Winter & Eyal, 1981; 

MacKuen, 1981; Zhu, 1992).  

In short, the time-series models specified in this dissertation allow 

us to trace the interaction and competition in the agenda of issues in a 

society.  

 

Issue: war, economy, domestic, foreign 

 
We selected four substantial issues to trace their movements in the 

agenda setting process during the George W. Bush wartime presidency. 
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We granted priority to substantiality of the issues over other conceptual 

issue types, such as obtrusiveness, prominence etc. By doing so, we may 

be able to deal directly with the issues as experienced by the public, the 

media and the president’s office.   

We choose to combine issues into the four general issue 

categories, war, economy, domestic and foreign, rather than studying 

more specific issues, such as energy, drug, unemployment etc. Many 

presidential approval studies put in their model a far wider variety of 

events that implicate presidential activity and leadership in some way and 

thus could be reasonably expected to help or hurt the public’s support for 

the president. Such relevant events have included election campaigns, 

speeches and other public appearances, domestic as well as foreign crises, 

and significant domestic policy accomplishments. As Gronke (2000) 

aptly pointed out, such detailed coding of various events is problematic, 

notably in terms of overfitting. Indeed, a highly detailed event series will 

correlate with the approval ratings almost perfectly, i.e. with R-squared 

value being over .95. But finding that fit to the model does not secure the 

explaining power of the model. Thus, we chose the sparsest set of codes.    

The four comprehensive issues have importance both in theory 

and practice. First, the distinction between domestic and foreign issues is 

prevalent in previous studies. In reality, foreign and domestic staffs 
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operate in separate environments; their decision chains move to different 

departments and agencies; their information contacts are separate, their 

calendars are incompatible, and Congress is more willing to grant 

presidential discretion in foreign policy than it is in domestic policy. The 

distinction is made by presidential staffs, convention delegates, and the 

presidential literature (Light, 1999; Marra et al., 1990). Likewise, the 

distinction between domestic and foreign issues is pronounced in 

pollsters’ agendas. Many polls ask the public questions that separate 

foreign issue categories from domestic issue categories. It is hard to 

overlook that the public’s perception distinguish foreign issues from 

domestic issues. 

Within domestic policy, we distinguish the economy from the 

aggregate whole domestic issue based on both institutional and political 

reality (Light, 1999). Also, we expect to benefit from distinction of the 

war issue. Various issue dynamics revolve around the war issue.  

Literature that addresses the importance of the economy in voting, 

president approval and agenda-setting studies is too numerous to cite. 

Even a brief review of the agenda-setting studies of the economy  

reveals that the literature has produced inconsistent results (Wu, 

Stevenson, Chen, & Güner, 2001).    
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The importance of the war issue is also documented. Especially 

the balance between war and the economy in presidential public standing 

has been at issue. American presidents have often boosted their popular 

standings with a dramatic move to war fronts. On the contrary, it has 

been well established that public support for presidents depends, more 

than anything else, on their success in a key domestic area, namely the 

economy. These two main issue domains are not only important issues 

but also have competitive, sometimes complementary roles in the agenda-

setting process.  

 

Reality conditions: September 11, Afghan War, Iraq War, Unemployment, 
Enron scandal 

 
We take into consideration as reality conditions, September 11, 

the Afghan War, the Iraq War for the war issue and unemployment as a 

proxy for sagging economy. Enron is sometimes included in the model to 

test the effect of the short-term economic scandal on the agenda setting 

process and thereby presidential approval. As in the interactional agenda 

setting model, we assume that reality conditions have a considerable 

impact on the agenda setting process.  
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Research Questions & Hypotheses 
 

1) Interactional Agenda Setting  
 
As discussed earlier, we proposed an interactional agenda setting 

model as a comprehensive model of which the traditional media agenda 

setting model is a specific example. In the interactional agenda setting 

mode, we tested the causality direction of issues among the three primary 

agenda setters - the president, the media and the public. First, we tested 

the who-leads-who-follows hypothesis in the four separate issue 

categories. We did not have enough related studies to predict the agenda 

setting influence direction in the interactional model. Consequently, we 

decided to rely on empirical results to construct this model, rather than 

establish a concrete hypothesis beforehand.   

As reviewed in the theoretical foundation section, with plausibly 

explanatory variables, we formulated a contingency interactional agenda 

setting model as follows: 

 

Agenda Setting Influence 
= f (issue type, reality conditions, communication strategy) 

 

Based on this model, which considers issue types, reality 

conditions and agenda setters’ communication strategies, we presented 
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the following research questions about the dynamic interactional agenda 

setting process. 

 

Q1-1)  

In interactional agenda setting relations among the president, 

the media and public, which agenda setter leads the war issue 

against other counterpart agenda setters, taking reality 

conditions into consideration? 

 

Q1-2) 

 In interactional agenda setting relations among the president, 

the media and public, which agenda setter leads the economic 

issue against other counterpart agenda setters, taking reality 

conditions into consideration? 

 

Q1-3)  

In interactional agenda setting relations among the president, 

the media and public, which agenda setter leads the domestic 

issue against other counterpart agenda setters, taking reality 

conditions into consideration? 
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Q1-4)  

In interactional agenda setting relations among the president, 

the media and public, which agenda setter leads the foreign 

issue against other counterpart agenda setters, taking reality 

conditions into consideration? 

 

2) Issue Competition  
 
As shown in previous studies (Zhu, 990), issues compete for 

attention. Issue competition tends to occur among issues in a single 

agenda setter system. However, at times, the competition for attention 

extends to the issue domain of another agenda setter. Thus we can test 

both the intra-issue competition within each primary agenda setter and 

the crossover issue-competition across the president, the media and the 

public. In this study we focus on issue competition within specific agenda 

setter systems because our main goal is to identify whether an agenda 

setter pursues an issue at the expense of attention to other issues. For 

convenience we refer to superior issues as ones to which the agenda setter 

pays attention, and inferior issues as ones that are overshadowed by 

superior issues.   

 As in the previous interactional agenda setting model, the lack of 

previous related studies make us decide to rely on empirical results to 
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construct this model, rather than establish a concrete hypothesis 

beforehand. 

Since it is likely that superior and inferior issues are determined by 

the different issue management strategies of the various agenda setters, 

we formulate a contingency issue competition model as follows: 

 

Issue Competition = f (Issue Types | Agenda Setter Strategy) 

 

On the basis of the model, we present the following detailed issue 

competition research questions. 

 

Q2-1)  

Which issues are considered superior or inferior in the president’s 

agenda setting? 

 

Q2-2)  

Which issues are considered superior or inferior in the media’s 

agenda setting?  
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Q2-3)  

Which issues are considered superior or inferior in the public’s 

agenda setting?  

 

3) President’s Issue Management  
 
 

We addressed the president’s issue management model to 

examine how the president responds to corresponding agenda setters and 

reality conditions. We were interested in the relationship between the 

causes and effects of the president’s issue management and his approval 

rating in the polls. Thus, the main questions concerning the president’s 

issue management were as follows. First, what factors, including 

presidential popularity, determine the president’s issue management 

strategies? Second, what are the effects of the president’s issue 

management on presidential popularity? As mentioned earlier, our 

measure of the president’s issue management is defined as the magnitude 

of attention that the president pays to given issues. Taking into account 

reality conditions, other agenda setters’ issue strategies and the 

president’s own popularity as independent variables, the president’s issue 

management model used to address these research questions is 

formulated as follows:   
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President Issue Management: 

President’s Issue Attention (War, Economy, Domestic, Foreign) 

 = f (Reality Conditions, Agenda Setters’ Strategies, 

Presidential Popularity) 

 

Effect of Presidential Issue Management: 

Presidential Popularity = f (President’s Issue Management,  

Reality Conditions) 

 

Drawing on the wag-the-dog hypothesis, we tested in the 

president’s issue management model how the bad economy on the 

domestic front would impact the president’s issue management of war 

issue. Also, we tested the hypothesis that the president would give 

attention to economic and domestic issues to maintain his approval rate. 

In addition, based on Ragsdale’s (1984, 1987) finding that presidents tend 

to speak less about war issues during wartime, we tested the related 

hypothesis for the G.W. Bush wartime presidency. 

 

H3-1)  

The president will give more attention to war issues when the 

national economy is bad during wartime. 
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H3-2)  

The president will give more attention to economic and domestic 

issues when his approval rate decreases during wartime. 

 

H3-3) 

The president will speak less about war issue during the period in 

which war breaks out such as the war in Afghanistan and the Iraq 

War.  

 

4) The Media as a Political Institution  
 

In the media as a political institution model, we address how the 

media perform in their coverage, as opposed to the president’s issue 

management.  We refer to the media as a political institution since the 

news media play a critical role in shaping the political process and since 

media coverage is also influenced significantly by political forces.      

Along these lines, we examine whether and how the president’s 

standing with the public affects the media’s coverage of the presidential 

agenda and how the media’s coverage impacts presidential popularity. 

When we address the impact of presidential popularity on the issues  

upon which the media focuses, we specify reality conditions and other 
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agenda setters, such as the president and the public, as independent 

variables. In assessing the effect of the media’s agenda setting on 

presidential popularity, reality conditions are also taken into 

consideration as control variables. The media performance model and the 

media’s agenda setting effect model are formulated as follows.  

 

Media Performance as a Political Institution: 

Media’s Issue Attention (War, Economy, Domestic, Foreign) 

 = f (Reality Conditions, Agenda Setters’ Strategies, 

Presidential Popularity) 

 

Effect of Media Agenda Setting: 

Presidential Popularity = f (Media Agenda Setting,   

Reality Conditions) 

 

In the media as a political institution model, drawing on previous 

studies of the relationship between presidential popularity and media 

coverage (most specifically Wanta, 1989; 1991 and Horner, 1999) we 

propose the following related hypotheses. Previous studies found that if 

the president is popular with the public, the media tend to look favorably 

upon him and report stories dealing with issues that the president has 
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stressed. In our research setting, we inferred that when presidential 

popularity increased, the media would select and focus on issues 

favorable to the president. Conversely, when presidential popularity 

decreased, the media would present alternative issues unfavorable to the 

president. In wartime, war issues are undoubtedly favorable to the 

president whereas domestic issues such as that of the economy, especially 

in a sagging economy situation, would qualify as alternative issues that 

might harm the presidential reputation. With that inference in mind, we 

formulated two hypotheses regarding the media’s performance as 

follows: 

 

H4-1 ) 

 The media will give more attention to war issues when presidential 

popularity increases during wartime. 

 

H4-2 ) 

 The media will give more attention to alternative issues, such as the 

economy and domestic issues when presidential popularity decreases 

during wartime. 
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 In the effect of agenda setting model, based on priming theory 

and rally effect theory (Brody, 1990; Parker, 1995) we tested the 

following hypothesis: 

 

H4-3) 

The media’s attention to war issues will help to increase public 

support for the wartime president.  

 

5) Public Representation  
 
 
In the public representation model, as in the president’s issue 

management model and the media performance model, we addressed the 

following research question: what factors, including presidential 

popularity, affect the public’s agenda? Also, we attempted to identify 

how the four issues to which the public gives varying amounts of 

attention impact presidential popularity. Reality conditions and the 

agenda setting of the president and the media are also specified in the 

models. The relevant models are formulated as follows. 
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 Public’s Representation: 

Public’s Representation (War, Economy, Domestic, Foreign) 

 = f (Reality Conditions, Agenda Setters’ Strategies, 

Presidential Popularity) 

 

Effect of Public agenda setting: 

Presidential Popularity = f (Public’s Agenda,  

Reality Conditions) 

 

A compelling topic that emerges in the public’s representation 

model is whether and how the public represent themselves in ways more 

active than simply as being presented by the president or by the media.  

In order to discover a more active representation mechanism, we turned 

to a long-term equilibrium mechanism between the public’s agenda and 

its evaluation of presidential performance. For instance, during wartime, 

the public gives attention to the war issue, which helps boost presidential 

popularity. However, the public soon begins to feel that presidential 

popularity is rated too high in relation to the reality conditions such as a 

sagging economy or deadlocked domestic issues. At this point, the public 

will turn its attention to other alternative issues, such as the economy or 

domestic topics, which are then associated with diminishing presidential 
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popularity. In this case, the public’s attention shift to alternative issues 

may play a role in giving a warning sign to the president.       

In a similar vein, Ostrom and Smith (1991) found that citizens 

adjust their own evaluation of the president over time to reflect the 

overall national quality of life that they experience under the president’s 

term in office. Ostrom and Smith used an economic index as a 

measurement of the national quality of life. However, in our research 

setting, we did not want to displace the national quality of life with the 

public’s economy or domestic issue attention in the long-term 

equilibrium model. Thus in our model, the president’s popularity and the 

public’s attention to the economy or domestic issues have a long-term 

equilibrium relationship. Especially during wartime, the model suggests 

the following pattern/ trend. People tend to give a high approval rate for 

the president when the nation faces war. The president rides high in the 

polls for a while. However, as time passes, excitement over the war 

wanes, and people begin to shift their attention from the war issue to 

alternative issues, such as the economy and domestic issues. This shift in 

public attention diminishes the previously high popularity of the wartime 

president. If the president responds to the public’s attention to alternative 

issues and solves the current economic or domestic problems, the 

public’s attention to these alternative issues will be alleviated, and the 
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presidential approval rate will rise again. This kind of equilibrium 

mechanism between the president popularity and public’s issue attention 

exists in the long-term base.      

Drawing on the rational republic model, we test which public 

issues have equilibrium with the public’s approval of the president. Based 

on the likelihood that economic and domestic issues become alternative 

issues that have a check and balance relationship with presidential 

popularity, we proposed the two following related hypotheses.  

 

H5-1)  

The public’s attention to the economy will have a long-term 

equilibrium relation with presidential popularity. 

 

H5-2)  

The public’s attention to the domestic issue will have a long-

term equilibrium relation with presidential popularity. 
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Summary of Research Questions and Hypotheses: 

In summary, these questions and hypotheses are to address the 

interactional agenda setting relationship among the president, the media and the 

public. In the process of interactions of agenda setting, also investigated are each 

agenda setter’s characteristic actions: presidential issue management, media’s 

agenda setting and the public’s representation.   

 

 
Figure 7-1: Summary of Interactional Agenda Setting Model 

President’s 
Issue Management 

Media’s  Public’s
Agenda Setting Representation 
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Chapter 8: Time-Series Agenda Setting Analysis  

 
 

Dynamic Attribute of Issues 

 
According to Gonzenbach (1996; also see Gonzenbach, & 

McGavin, 1997), agenda setting is by definition a time-related process.  

The distribution of issue salience in an agenda setter’s system from a 

previous time transfers to another agenda setter’s system in the current 

time.  For example, we refer to the agenda setting effect that occurs 

when the president’s attention to a set of issues in the last month affects 

the media’s attention to a set of issues in the current month. Time series 

analysis traces the agenda setting effect over a series of monthly time 

points, rather than sticking to the one point agenda setting phenomenon.   

Some early agenda-setting studies were based on cross-sectional 

data which could not directly capture the relationships of the agendas 

over time. However, there has been a progression in methodology toward 

more sophisticated research designs in every domain of agenda-setting 

research, including trend studies, panel studies, time-series analyses, and 

non-linear approaches, (for the review of time-series approach to agenda 

setting, see Gonzenbach, 1996: 10-26; also see Soroka, 2002: 120-132).  

The dynamic agenda setting model not only measures the 
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causality of the agenda-setting effect, but also looks at how an issue or a 

set of issues comes to light and develops over time. Along these lines,  

Downs (1972:38) suggested the issue-attention cycle model: "Each of 

these problems suddenly leaps into prominence, remains there for a short 

time, and then -- though still largely unresolved -- gradually fades from 

the center of public attention." According to Downs, studying this cycle  

provides insight into how long public attention is likely to remain focused 

on any given issue to generate enough political pressure to cause 

effective change. Downs’s model reflects both the nature of certain 

domestic problems and the way major communications media interact 

with the public. In his model, the public perception of most "crises" in 

American domestic life does not necessarily reflect changes in real 

conditions as much as it does the operations of a systematic cycle of 

rising public interest followed by increasing boredom with major issues. 

This "issue-attention cycle” consists of five consecutive stages: The pre-

problem stage  alarmed discovery and euphoric enthusiasm  

realizing the cost of significant progress  gradual decline of intense 

public interest  the post-problem stage. 

Downs specifies the conditions under which social problems 

follow this cycle. First, the majority of persons in the society are not 

suffering from the problem nearly as much as some minorities. Second, 
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the sufferings caused by the problem are generated by social 

arrangements that provide significant benefits to a majority or a powerful 

minority of the population. Third, the problem has no intrinsically 

exciting qualities -- or has lost them.  These conditions, which are 

integral to the issue-attention cycle model, suggest that the shaping of 

certain social issues is dependent on the interaction among conflicting 

social groups. In Downs’s model, most people will not be reminded 

continually of the problem by their own experience of it. Furthermore, 

solving the problem requires sustained attention and effort along with 

fundamental changes in social institutions or behavior. This in turn means 

that “significant attempts to solve it are threatening to important groups 

in society" (42). 

Drawing on Downs’ theory, Neuman (1990) explicitly models the 

general pattern of how the public responds to different types of issues as 

the media covers the issues. Assuming that the most salient issues 

develop with an S-shaped logistic curve as a result of receiving attention 

from both the media and the public, he categorized social issues into four 

types according to the shape of the issue curve: 1) Crises: examples 

include the Vietnam War (1962-75), racial unrest (1954-80), and the 

energy crisis (1972-80); 2) Symbolic crises: examples include Watergate 

(1972-1976), drugs (1945-80), pollution (1968-80), and poverty (1964-
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80); 3) Problems: examples include inflation and unemployment; 4) Non-

Problems: an example is crime. 

Media and public opinion move along at relatively low levels 

before they take off in response to a crisis event. Few issues, however, 

get very high levels of attention from both the media and the public. 

Those that do reach the top of the logistic curve, eventually level off into 

almost a plateau, demonstrating a saturation effect. People begin to feel 

boredom with even the most prominent national issues. Since most issues 

do not reach the levels of a crisis issue such as the Vietnam issue, they 

might be modeled by a simpler power function to capture the bottom 

threshold-takeoff phenomenon. In short, the main contribution of 

Neuman’s issue type model is not only his emphasis on explication of the 

shape of the issue curve, but in his recognition of the public’s political 

cognition behind the issue curve. Neuman suggests that the members of 

the public “have their own cognitive dynamics, and they have a fair 

amount of their own filtering, amplifying, and interpreting of the flow of 

political information” (162). 

 

Time Series Model Specification 
 

Turning our attention to the internal dynamics of agenda setters, 

we may further understand how different issue cycles are formulated and 
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interact with other issue cycles. An important concept we should not omit 

in investigating interactional dynamic agenda setting is the “persistence” 

that agenda setters have for an issue. Notably, what matters is that the 

public considers an issue to be important persistently for a relatively long 

period of time. The variable of the public’s persistence was discovered in 

Shaw and McCombs’s (1977) media agenda setting study in Charlotte, 

North Carolina in 1972. Shaw and McCombs performed a cross-lagged 

correlation on media content and public opinion during two time 

periods<Figure 8-1>. They found clear-cut evidence of newspaper 

influence on the subsequent public agenda with a cross-lagged correlation 

of .54. However, the high correlation of .94 between the voters’ agenda at 

time 1 and the voters’ agenda at time 2 emerged as a problem in 

measuring the media effect on the public agenda (Westley, 1978). These 

results suggested that the public was more affected by its own previously 

held opinions than by those of the media.  
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Figure 8-1: Cross-lagged Correlation of Agenda Setting 

 

Newspaper Newspaper .43

.51

.46 .10 

.19

Voters Voters .94

June October

Source: Shaw & McCombs, 1977: 91

 

But in contrast to this study, however, the high correlation in 

successive values in agenda setters system, as shown by the voters’ 

agenda, can be interpreted not as a problem, but rather a valuable piece of 

information for researchers in further understanding the characteristics of 

any agenda setter’s system. From a time series perspective, the high 

correlation across adjacent time periods indicates that there is persistence 

in the data. In the time-series model, the persistent elements in the data 
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can be presented in the form of autocorrelation or a nonstationary series, 

which is one class of an autocorrelation series.   

Interest in autocorrelation, often referred to as serial correlation, 

has been motivated by the use of ordinary least squares regression (OLS) 

to estimate parameters of regression models as follows: 
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vtttt
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uXY
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+=
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   (8-1) 

The full specification of the simple time series regression model is based 

on the following assumptions: 

1) Linearity: the relationship between Y and X is linear 

2) Nonstochastic X: 0][ =tt XeE  

3) Zero Mean: 0][ =teE  

4) Constant Variance:  22 ][ σ=teE

5) Nonautoregression: )0(0][ ≠=− keeE ktt  

 

As is well known, OLS estimates of the parameters of the 

regression model (8-1) are problematic since the stochastic errors, , are 

correlated. When errors are correlated, parameter estimates are unbiased, 

te
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but standard errors are affected. Thus, t-ratios (i.e.,
..es

β  ) are inflated or 

deflated, depending on the sign of the correlation, and the hypothesis test, 

which is based on biased standard errors, can be fallacious. To correct the 

autocorrelation problem, the data must be transformed such that the error 

term of the resulting modified model conforms to the OLS assumption of 

no autocorrelation. This method is referred to as the generalized least 

squares (GLS) estimation (for a more detailed explanation, see Gujarati, 

2003).  

The GLS method for correct autocorrelation is popular, but has 

been criticized as “throwing the baby out with the bath water” since it 

cannot consider the persistence characteristic that data with 

autocorrelation hold.  

To address the persistence attribute of the data, various models 

have been developed, including the following Autoregressive Distributed 

Lag (ADL) Model: 

 

tttt yyy εφφα ++++= −− ...2211           (8-2) 

 

This model directly addresses the case in which the value in previous 

time points is correlated with the value in the current time point. The 
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number of lags in the ADL model is based on theoretical considerations 

and the need to account for autocorrelation (for a detailed explanation of 

ADL model, see Judge et al., 1988; Gujarati, 2003). 

 The following model demonstrates a more dynamic attribute of 

time series data, which can be found in the case of non-stationary process 

also called the unit-root process: 

 

ttt yy ε+= −1    

 

According to the non-stationary process, commonly known as “a 

random walk,” the data have no invariant mean, and even though the 

mean of the process is a constant zero, the variance is not invariant. 

Among the time series data in the current study, for instance, presidential 

popularity and the public’s economic issue are non-stationary data. If any 

model includes non-stationary data, straightforward estimation methods, 

such as OLS will be problematic. To deal with non-stationary data, 

researchers often difference the data to transform the non-stationary data 

into stationary data, which has an invariant mean and variance. A 

disadvantage of the differencing method is losing information of long-

term trends, which were contained in the original non-stationary data.   
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Figure 8-1: Non-stationary data: Presidential Popularity/ 

Public’s Economic Issue 
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To take into consideration the long-term trend information in non-

stationary data, econometricians developed the so-called “cointegration” 

model. Political scientists and some communication scholars have 

incorporated the model to address dynamic agenda setting (i.e., Blood & 

Phillips, 1995). The cointegration model is used to analyze two non-
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stationary data in a long-term equilibrium relationship. For instance, if 

the issue persistence of the public is in accordance with other persistence 

time series, say president popularity, we may find a long-term 

equilibrium relationship between the two persistent time series data. The 

phenomenon in which the two time series are “dancing to each other” 

(Gujarati, 2003; 560) is found only in time-series analysis. In short, the 

time series model has an advantage in examinations of a dynamic 

agenda-setting system where the agenda setters have both short-term and 

long-term relationships. 

 
 
Unit Root Test 
  
 

To identify the dynamic attributes of individual issues and their 

related reality conditions, we conducted the univariate unit root test for 

the individual time series data. As discussed in the previous section, the 

presence of a unit root in an issue’s time series data indicates persistence 

in an agenda setter’s attitude or behavior regarding the issue. Moreover, 

if the issue persistence of the public is in accordance with persistence in 

other time series, say presidential popularity, we may find an equilibrium 

relationship between the two sets of persistent times series data (Blood & 

Phillips, 1995; Gujarati, 2000: 560).  
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We used Augmented Dickey Fuller Test (ADF) and Phillips-

Perron Test on every time series data under investigation. The unit root 

test showed that persistency was present in the presidential approval data, 

unemployment rates, and the public’s economic issue. The detailed 

results of the unit root test are listed in the Appendix.   

 

Interactional Agenda Setting Model: VAR Model 
 
 

 We relied on Vector Autoregression (VAR) time series models to 

address research topics that include time dynamic interactions. The VAR 

model (Freeman, William, & Lin, 1989; Freeman, Houser, Kellstedt, & 

Williams, 1998; Simms, 1980) allowed us to evaluate the causal 

directions of the agenda setting effect among the president, the media and 

the public agenda of issues. We applied the VAR model to the 

interactional agenda setting process for war, the economy, domestic and 

foreign issues respectively. Then, to identify whether and how reality 

conditions affect the interactional agenda system, we added these 

conditions, as an exogenous variable, to the VAR interactional system.   

 We chose to use the VAR model because the agendas in the 

interactional model are assumed to be composed entirely of endogenous 

variables in which oscillations in attention to one agenda caused shifts in 
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attention to every other agenda. The VAR and the structural equation 

model (SEM) are popular models for handling the endogenous variables 

that interact with each other inside the system. One advantage of the 

VAR model is that it imposes few and weaker restrictions on model 

specification and estimation than do structural equation models 

(Freedman et al., 1989). In addition, the VAR model assumes that all 

causal influences are equally important in all directions, until they can be 

shown empirically to be otherwise. Given the lack of previous research 

on the interactional agenda setting model to predict the causality 

direction, a vector autoregressive (VAR) approach was appropriate for 

our interactional agenda setting hypothesis.  

 

VAR models take the following matrix form: 

 
tptptt vyyvy +Θ++Θ+= −− ...11  

 
  
where y is a vector of potentially endogenous variables, Θ  is a vector of 

regression parameters whose elements are associated with lags of each 

variable in the system; p is the number of included lags of each variable; 

ν  is the vector of constants for each equation; and  is the vector of 

disturbances for each equation. A VAR system consists of M equations 

associated with each of the M potentially endogenous variables. In this 

tv
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case, we had three potentially endogenous variables, and, therefore, three 

equations. With respect to the war issue agenda setting, the three 

equations have the following forms: 

 

Equation 1: 

3322110 Pr_Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++= tttt eWareWareWareWar ββββ  

 362514 ___ −−− +++ ttt MediaWarMediaWarMediaWar βββ  

εβββ ++++ −−− 392817 ___ ttt PubWarPubWarPubWar  

Equation 2: 

33222211202 Pr_Pr_Pr__ −−− +++= tttt eWareWareWarMediaWar ββββ
 362252142 ___ −−− +++ ttt MediaWarMediaWarMediaWar βββ  

2392282172 ___ εβββ ++++ −−− ttt PubWarPubWarPubWar  

Equation 3: 

33322311303 Pr_Pr_Pr__ −−− +++= tttt eWareWareWarPubWar ββββ  

 363253143 ___ −−− +++ ttt MediaWarMediaWarMediaWar βββ  

 3393283173 ___ εβββ ++++ −−− ttt PubWarPubWarPubWar  

 

Equation 1 tested whether the media’s war issue and public’s war 

issue and president’s own war issue during the previous three months 

affected the president’s current war issue.  
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Likewise Equation 2 tested whether the president’s war issue, the 

public’s war issue and the media’s own war issue during the previous 

three months affected the media’s current war issue. 

Equation 3 tested whether the president’s war issue and media’s 

war issue and public’s own war issue during the previous three months 

affected the media’s current war issue.    

Likewise, we tested the interactional agenda setting for the 

economy, domestic and foreign issues with the help of the VAR model 

specification.  

Three months were selected as the time lag to be examined based 

on both theoretical and empirical considerations. First, previous media 

agenda- setting studies have found that the time-lag for agenda-setting 

effects is four to six weeks (Stone & McCombs, 1981; Winter & Eyal, 

1981; Zucker, 1978). In addition, the presidential communication team in 

Bush’s White House set up strategy planning to operate four to twelve 

weeks ahead (Kumar, 2003). Also empirical testing of autocorrelation for 

individual issue time series data showed that there is no data having more 

than Autoregression lag two, AR(2). In other words, any shock to issue 

time series in more than two month lagged periods did not have an 

impact on the current level of issue attention.       
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The disturbances in a VAR system have the same stochastic 

properties as those of an unrestricted reduced form simultaneous equation 

model (Judge et al., 1988, 753). That is, they have zero means, are non-

autocorrelated, and have the same covariance matrix, which satisfy the 

conditions for running OLS (Ordinary Least Square) to estimate 

parameter. In other words, we can regard each equation of the VAR 

model as a regression model and can apply popular OLS estimation 

method to estimate the model.    

The OLS estimation is allowed because the VAR is a time-series 

method in which lags of the endogenous variables are added to the 

equation system until an infinite order vector ARMA process is 

approximated. The goal is to produce white noise disturbances ( v ) and, 

therefore, consistent estimates of the error variance for hypothesis testing.  

Lagging the system variable also effectively controls for the system’s 

inertia, which could otherwise produce spurious inferences if left 

uncontrolled. By controlling for history, VAR is also less prone to 

specification error than more commonly used structural equation 

approaches. In short, the VAR model assures unbiased and consistent 

variance estimation by running OLS.   

t

       It should be noted, however, that because of the typically high 

collinearity that exists among the variables in such systems, we can place 
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little reliance on the actual regression coefficients and their standard 

errors. Rather, we used Block F-tests for evaluating the joint significance 

of blocks of lags on each variable. Through the block F-test, we identified 

which agenda setter would “Granger cause” the others in a given issue 

domain. The null hypothesis is that there is no Granger cause from one 

issue domain to another issue domain. Here, another point of caution is 

required when drawing inferences about causality. The problem is that 

the F-tests obscure the individual coefficient signs, which have little 

meaning due to collinearity. For that reason, researchers rely on the 

response function to examine the effect signs of agenda setting.  

  VAR responsive Function Analysis: To determine the nature of 

VAR relationships, we conducted a VAR responsive function analysis. 

The responsive function analysis is a simulation analysis that tracks the 

dynamics of the VAR system through time by computing a forecast error 

variance decomposition and moving average response based on the 

autoregressive coefficient matrix. The result of the responsive function 

allowed us to identify the causality direction between the issues. Through 

the analysis, we expected to identify whether the media’s domestic issue, 

for instance, had a positive or negative impact on the public’s domestic 

issue.  
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 VAR and Stationarity: The issue of time-series stationarity is 

relevant to whether estimates of the error variance do in fact produce 

valid hypothesis tests. The VAR models in this study include non-

stationary data. We differenced the non-stationary series because we 

intended to examine the causal relations between the data over time 

rather than the long-term trend relationship. The advantage and 

disadvantage of the differencing of the non-stationary day in VAR model 

has been controversial (Harvey, 1990; Sims, Stock & Watson, 1990; 

Freeman et al., 1998).  

 
Issue Competition Model  
 
 
 To test the issue competition hypothesis, we relied on a VAR 

model again. For testing issue-competition in president, media and public 

agendas, a VAR model was formulated in a matrix form as follows:  

 
tptptt vIIvI +Θ++Θ+= −− ...11  

 
 

Like the above interactional agenda setting model, the issue 

competition model addresses the question of whether and how an issue 

affects other issues inside an agenda setter system. We tested the issue 

competition hypothesis for each agenda setter’s internal system. As in the 
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interactional agenda-setting model, we investigated three time lags. 

Estimation and interpretation were the same as in the previous model. 

Here it is necessary to describe our VAR issue competition model 

with the following equations. Equation 1 was used to identify whether 

presidential economic, domestic, foreign and war issue attention during 

the previous three months affected the president’s current attention to the 

war issue.   

Equation 2 was used to identify whether the president’s attention 

to economic, domestic, foreign and war issues during the previous three 

month affected his current attention to the economic issue. 

Equation 3 was used to identify whether the president’s attention 

to economic, domestic, foreign and war issues during the previous three 

months affected his attention to the domestic issue. 

Equation 4 was used to identify whether the president’s attention 

to economic, domestic, foreign and war issues during the previous three 

months affected his current attention to the foreign issue. 
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Equation 1: 

3322110 Pr_Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++= tttt eWareWareWareWar ββββ  

 362514 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eEcoeEcoeEco βββ  

392817 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eDomeDomeDom βββ  

εβββ ++++ −−− 312211110 Pr_Pr_Pr_ ttt eForeeForeeFore  

 

Equation 2: 

3322110 Pr_Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++= tttt eWareWareWareEco ββββ  

 362514 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eEcoeEcoeEco βββ  

392817 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eDomeDomeDom βββ  

εβββ ++++ −−− 312211110 Pr_Pr_Pr_ ttt eForeeForeeFore  

 

Equation 3: 

3322110 Pr_Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++= tttt eWareWareWareDom ββββ  

 362514 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eEcoeEcoeEco βββ  

392817 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eDomeDomeDom βββ  

εβββ ++++ −−− 312211110 Pr_Pr_Pr_ ttt eForeeForeeFore  
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Equation 4: 

3322110 Pr_Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++= tttt eWareWareWareFore ββββ  

 362514 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eEcoeEcoeEco βββ  

392817 Pr_Pr_Pr_ −−− +++ ttt eDomeDomeDom βββ  

εβββ ++++ −−− 312211110 Pr_Pr_Pr_ ttt eForeeForeeFore  

 

Likewise, we could identify the issue competition among war, 

economic, domestic, foreign issues in the media and the public agenda 

systems respectively. 

 
 
 
President’s Issue Management Model: Time-series Regression 
 
 

To address the president’s issue management model, we used a 

model that determines the components that causally explain the 

president’s issue management. After a series of experiments with 

plausible variables that affect the president’s issue attention, including 

reality conditions and counterpart agenda setters, we identified the 

relevant variables to explain the presidential issue management for war, 

economic, domestic and foreign issues. In addition, taking presidential 

approval into consideration, we tested the model and related hypotheses, 

including the wag-the-dog hypothesis.  
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For the presidential popularity model, we formulated a model that 

included presidential issue management variables concerning the four 

issues and reality conditions variables.  

 

Model: 
 
President Agenda(I) = Sep 11 + Afghan War + Iraq War + Enron  

+ War_media (-1) + D(Eco_media) + D (App) 
+ D(Unempoly) + AR(1)  

 
 
D(App) = War_pre(-1) + Eco_pre(-1) + Dom_pre(-1) + Fore_pre(-1) 
   Sep11 + Iraq + D(Unemploy)  
 
 
Note:  D refers to differencing of nonstationary data. 
 (-1) refers to lagged data 
 AR(1) is for correcting Autocorrelation.  
 
 
Media Performance Model: Time-series Regression  
 

The next research topic we address is how the media perform 

during a war-time presidency. Beyond the media’s agenda interaction 

with the president and the public, our model tested whether other 

exogenous variables, including presidential popularity impacted media 

coverage.    

In order to address the effect of media’s coverage on presidential 

popularity, we formulated a model that includes media’s performance 

variables concerning the four issues and reality conditions.  
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Model: 
 Media agenda (I) = Sep 11 + Afghan War + Iraq War + Enron + 

War_media + D(Eco_media) 
       + D (App) + D (Unempoly) + AR(1) 
 
 
D(App) = War_media(-1) + Eco_media(-1) + Dom_media(-1)  

+ Fore_media(-1) + Sep11 + Iraq + D(Unemploy)  
 
 
 
Note:  D refers to differencing of nonstationary data. 
 (-1) refers to lagged data 
 AR(1) is for correcting Autocorrelation.  
 
 
 
Public’s Representation Model: Time-series Regression  
 

To address the representation of the public, we first formulated a 

model to identify the factors that determine the public’s agenda regarding 

the four issues – war, economy, domestic and foreign. To identify the 

issues the public holds that are most associated with presidential 

popularity, we set up the following separate model: 
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Model: 
 Public agenda (I) = Sep 11 + Afghan War + Iraq War + Enron +  
 D(Unemp) + D(App) + Issue_pre(-1) 

Issue_media(-1) + AR(*) 
 
 
D(App) = War_pub(-1) + D(Eco_pub) + Dom_pub(-1)  

+ Fore_pub(-1) 
   Sep11 + Iraq + D(Unemploy)  
 
 
 
Note:  D refers to differencing of nonstationary data. 
 (-1) refers to lagged data 
 AR(*) is for correcting Autocorrelation.  
 Issue_pre is presidential issue attention corresponding to 
      Public issue in Dependent Variable 
      Issue_media is media’s (Washington Post) issue attention 

 corresponding to Public issue in Dependent Variable.
  
 
 
Dynamic Representation Model: Cointegration Error-Correction 
 

We relied on the Cointegration Error-Correction model to test the 

long-term equilibrium relationship between the public’s economy issue 

and presidential popularity. In addition, the Error Correction model 

included reality conditions, which are assumed to have a short-term effect 

in the system. 

 

Cointegration Error-Correction Model: The finding that many macro 

time series may contain a unit root has spurred the development of 

theories on non-stationary time series analysis. Engle and Granger (1987) 

 102



pointed out that a linear combination of two or more non-stationary series 

may be stationary. If such a stationary, or I (0), linear combination exists, 

the non-stationary time series (with a unit root) are said to be 

cointegrated. Referred to as the cointegrating equation, the stationary 

linear combination can be interpreted as a long-run equilibrium 

relationship between the variables. For example, consumption and 

income are likely to be cointegrated. If they are not, then consumption in 

the long-run might drift above or below income, so that consumers spend 

irrationally or pile up their savings. 

An error correction model is also designed for use with 

nonstationary series that are known to be cointegrated. The model 

specification restricts the long-run behavior of endogenous variables to 

converge with their cointegrating relationships at the same time, allowing 

for a wide range of short-run dynamics. The cointegration term is known 

as the error correction term since the deviation from long-run equilibrium 

is corrected gradually through a series of partial short-run adjustments. 

There have been various approaches to formulate the Error 

correction Cointegration model specification, including the Engle-

Granger two-step estimation (Engle & Granger, 1987; Ostrom & Smith, 

1993). We relied on Beck’s (1993) one-step OLS model to specify the 

relationship between the public’s agenda and presidential popularity. In 
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the process of model specification, we found a relevant error correction 

model to identify the long-term equilibrium relationship between the 

public’s economic issue and presidential popularity, but could not find a 

model for the relationship between the public’s domestic issue and 

presidential popularity. The long-term equilibrium model between the 

public’s economic issue and presidential popularity is formulated as 

follows: 
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The model indicates that current change in presidential popularity 

may be represented as a function of the lagged changes in presidential 

popularity and the public’s economic issue. It also shows the degree to 

which presidential popularity and the public’s economic issue were 

outside their equilibrium in the previous time period. In other words, λ , 

referred to as equilibrium error, represents the rate at which the 

relationship between public’s economic issue and presidential popularity 

is corrected whenever the relationship is out the equilibrium. In order to 

support the long-term equilibrium hypothesis, λ  should lie in range of 

(-1, 0) with statistical significance. The model is estimated controlling 
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reality conditions that include September 11, Iraq War, unemployment 

rate.   
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D. METHOD 

 

Chapter 9: Machine-Learning Content Analysis 

 
 

To obtain data on the media and presidential agenda, we employed 

the machine-learning Text Categorization techniques to analyze over 

10,000 documents from the front pages of the Washington Post and the 

Public Papers of the President. In the first stage, we tested Rocchio, K-

Nearest-Neighbor and Naïve Bayes algorithm, which are popular text 

categorization techniques in computer science, to check the applicability 

of these methods to our text documents. The results of a series of 

experiments suggested that Rocchio was the best algorithm to categorize 

our documents in terms of its accuracy rate in predicting correct 

categories. Rocchio performed categorization work at 76 percent 

accuracy rates, while the accuracy rates of the other two algorithms were 

as low as 60 percent. Accuracy rate in machine-learning Text 

Categorization refers to the percentage of the number of test instances 

correctly categorized by the system over the total number of test 

instances. Thus, we chose the Rocchio algorithm to conduct content 

analysis on the text data we collected. For readers who are interested in 
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machine-learning content analysis, this chapter provides a brief 

introduction to Machine-Leaning Content Analysis algorithms and their 

application to the text data in this study. 

 

 

Computer Machine and Content Analysis 
 

Computer-aided content analysis has been hailed widely because it 

can provide content analysis with reliable, fast, and inexpensive 

instruments. Two decades ago in his book, Content Analysis, 

Krippendorff (1980) listed the following advantages of using the 

computer for content analysis:  

1) Large volumes of digital data are read into a computer 

sequentially. 

2) Logical or algebraical operations that can be defined in the 

internal representation of these data are executed with high 

speed.  

3) The execution of such operations is specified by a program, 

which determines and controls “the behavior” of the computer 

and is hence equivalent to a perfect theory or representation of 

how the computer works. 
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4) Computational processes are deterministic and hence perfectly 

reliable. No ambiguities and uncertainties are tolerated within a 

computer. 

 
More recently, such computer-aided content analysis appears 

more often under the name of data mining. Simply stated, data mining 

refers to “extracting or mining knowledge from larger amounts of data” 

(Han & Kamber, 2000: 5). Data mining techniques have attracted a great 

deal of attraction in recent years for the following reasons: 1) data base 

and information technology have evolved from primitive file processing 

to sophisticated and powerful database systems 2) The steady progress of 

computer hardware technology in the past three decades has led to large 

supplies of powerful and affordable computers, data collection equipment, 

and storage media 3) The exponentially increasing  size of data, coupled 

with the need for powerful data analysis tools, has created a “data rich, 

but information poor” situation (Han & Kamber, 2000). 

As various data mining techniques have created a boom, the field 

of machine-learning has proved to be especially useful in solving data 

mining problems. Machine-learning is concerned with the question of 

how to construct computer programs that automatically improve with 

experience (Mitchell, 1997). In recent years many successful machine 

learning applications have ranged from data-mining programs that learn 
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to detect fraudulent credit card transaction to information-filtering 

systems based on text-mining techniques that learn users’ reading 

preferences.  

 Text categorization is a machine-learning technique that can be 

applied to the kind of text content analysis that is frequently conducted in 

the field of social science. Text categorization techniques can be divided 

into decision trees, rules and instance based methods (Mooney, 2003). 

Here, we introduce briefly the Naïve Bayes algorithm, which is a rule 

based method, K Nearest Neighbor algorithm and Rocchio algorithm, 

both of which are instance based methods (For more details on these 

algorithms, refer to Mooney, 2003; 2002; Mitchell, 1997; Han & Kamber, 

2000).  

 

Machine-learning Content Analysis Algorithms 

 
 The Naïve Bayes algorithm is concerned with learning and 

classification methods based on probability theory. This algorithm relies 

on Bayes theorem to classify unknown text documents into categories 

(Han & Kamber, 2000). 

The main idea of the algorithm is the following: given no 

information about an item, one uses the prior probability of each category 

to produce a posterior probability distribution over possible categories 
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through a description of an item. For example, let us predict the category 

to which the patient record document that contains words “sneeze, cough, 

not-fever” belongs. Let us assume we have other documents indicating 

the probabilities of the person being in good health, one with a cold, and 

another with allergies. Also, we have probabilities that each reference 

document has the symptom words -- sneeze, cough, fever.  Then we can 

calculate the probabilities that the patient document that includes the 

words, “sneeze, cough, and not fever” will belong to three types of 

patient documents: well, cold and allergy. From the probability results, 

the most probable category of the patient document is the allergy 

category <Table 9-1>.  
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Table 9-1: Naïve Bayes Categorization Examples 
(Source: Mooney, 2002)  
 

• C = {allergy, cold, well} 
• e1 = sneeze; e2 = cough; e3 = fever 
• E = {sneeze, cough, ¬fever} 

 
Prob Well Cold Allergy

P(ci)      0.9       0.05       0.05
P(sneeze|ci)      0.1       0.9       0.9
P(cough|ci)      0.1       0.8       0.7
P(fever|ci)      0.01       0.7       0.4

 

P(well | E) = (0.9)(0.1)(0.1)(0.99)/P(E)=0.0089/P(E) 

P(cold | E) = (0.05)(0.9)(0.8)(0.3)/P(E)=0.01/P(E) 

P(allergy | E) = (0.05)(0.9)(0.7)(0.6)/P(E)=0.019/P(E) 

 

Most probable category: allergy 

P(E) = 0.0089 + 0.01 + 0.019 = 0.0379 

P(well | E) = 0.23 

P(cold | E) = 0.26 

P(allergy | E) = 0.50 

 

The K Nearest Neighbor algorithm is a case-base categorization 

algorithm. It functions in the following way: 1) select a random sample of 

documents from the population text; 2) assign categories to the sample 
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documents; 3) calculate vector word-frequency representation of the 

sample documents; 4) test an unknown document by calculating the 

word-frequency of the documents; 5) calculate the similarities between 

the test document and all the categorized documents; 6) choose k number 

of examples that are most similar to the test document; 7) count the 

majority category of chosen k examples;  8) finds the majority category 

to be the one to which that the unknown document should belong. 

 

 The Rocchio algorithm was originally designed for relevance 

feedback in information retrieval. That is, the algorithm was designed to 

identify documents according to the frequency of matches with key 

words and phrases in the body of the texts. Consider, for example, the 

Google or Yahoo searching services that provide the most relevant 

documents corresponding to the key words that the user types in the 

search box. In much the same way, if we give the machine a set of 

reference documents with pre-coded categories, the Rocchio algorithm 

categorizes the rest of documents under investigation, based on the pre-

coded categories of reference documents that have been provided to the 

machine beforehand. 

The procedure of Rocchio text categorization that we used in this 

study is as follows. First, we randomly select a sample of 100 documents 
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from the population documents and assign one of 19 predetermined 

categories to each of the sample documents. Human-coders determined 

the 19 categories by taking into consideration both theoretical relevance 

and computer algorithm’s efficiency. Second, we run the Rocchio 

algorithm on the categorized sample documents, and the Rocchio 

algorithm “learns” the categories that we assigned. We call the procedure 

“training,” and the data by which the machine learns the category, 

“training data” (Berry & Linoff, 2000). In the training procedure the 

Rocchio algorithm generates a prototype vector of word frequencies for 

each category by calculating the word frequencies of the sample 

documents assigned to a category. Third, we order the machine to apply 

the categorization prototype vectors to the rest of the documents under 

investigation. Fourth, the machine categorizes each of the documents of 

interest by the similarity rule between the categorization prototype vector 

and a word frequency vector of the document investigated.      

 The first 100 categorized sample documents or the training data 

function as reference category documents by which the rest of the entire 

document population is to be categorized. Before we apply the trained 

categories to the unknown documents, we test the accuracy of the 

Rocchio algorithm in out data set. The accuracy test corresponds to the 

inter-coder reliability test in the human-coder content analysis. It is 
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performed by running the Rocchio algorithm with the previously learned 

19 categories in a test sample of 100 another pre-categorized documents. 

The pre-categorized document to be matched with the training data is 

called testing data. The accuracy rate refers to the ratio of the correctly 

predicted data by the Rocchio algorithm over the total testing data. After 

a series of experiments with different category references, we secured a 

76% accuracy rate with 19 reference categories. The number fell below 

the 80% considered acceptable inter-coder reliability in human coder 

content analysis. However, 76% is relatively reliable with respect to as 

many as 19 categories to be coded. In addition, when we recalculated the 

reliability by the four comprehensive issue types that were combined 

from 19 categories, it became 85%.  

We used a set of documents randomly selected from the 

Washington Post front page stories regarding President George W. Bush 

as a universal training data. We used the training data to predict 

categories for other documents, such as the Washington Post front page 

stories and the Public papers of the President documents. We attempted 

to discover separate training data to analyze the Washington Post front 

page stories and the Public Papers of the President documents under 

investigation. Despite a series of experiment based on various samples, 

we could not find a reliable training data from both the presidential 
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documents and the Washington Post front page stories. Thus, we decided 

to use the training data based on president-related front page stories in the 

Washington Post as a universal category reference. In other words, we 

applied the Rocchio categorization algorithm to all of the Washington 

Post front page stories and the Public Papers of the President documents 

using 19 issue categories based on president related stories in the 

Washington Post front pages. 

To evaluate the relevancy of the universal training data as applied 

to other types of documents, we conducted a post-hoc accuracy test. An 

experienced human coder coded 150 document samples randomly 

selected from the population and compared the result of human 

categorization with the result of machine-learning categorization. The  

human-machine reliability was 73% for presidential documents and 79% 

for the Washington Post front page stories under investigation. 
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Chapter 10: Sources of Data 

 
 

To address the research questions, we used four sources of data 

to determine the presidential agenda, the news media agenda, the public 

agenda, and reality conditions. The time frame in which the data were 

collected is the interval of the George W. Bush presidency between 

February 2001 and August 2003. The time frame under investigation 

corresponds to the period ranging from the presidential inauguration to 

about three months after Bush’s official announcement of the end of the 

Iraq War.  

All of our data are aggregate data. There are advantages and 

disadvantages to aggregate data. With individual data, we can examine 

variations in individual person’s behavior, perception, and attitudes that 

comprise collective behavior. Aggregate data, on the other hand, 

represent the sociotropic nature of public opinion. With aggregate data, 

we can examine general movements of collective behavior or thinking. In 

addition aggregate data are considered more realistic in the sense that 

people experience and react to observable aggregate data, such as 

unemployment rates and results of presidential approval surveys, rather 

than to unobservable individual data.  
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While our data share the advantage and disadvantage of typical 

aggregate data, they also have other unique potential strengths. First our 

data include monthly data for the public’s agenda. To measure the 

importance that the public gives to various issues, we relied on Gallup’s 

“most important problem facing this country” (MIP) data. To our 

knowledge, this study is the first to use nearly complete monthly Gallup 

MIP data to measure public opinion. Second, all the front page stories of 

the Washington Post that appeared during the time frame under 

investigation were used as a measure of the media agenda In addition, all 

the presidential addresses and statements from the research time frame 

were used to determine the president’s agenda. With the help of computer 

aided content analysis, we could use population text data, rather than a 

sample representing the agendas of the media and the president. 

Machine-Learning Content Analysis made it possible to assign each of 

the large number of text documents to relevant categories.  

 

 
News Media Data 
 

To investigate the news media’s agenda of issues, all 7,068 front 

page news articles of the Washington Post during the months of the Bush 

presidency under investigation (February 2001 to August 2003) were 

collected for analysis. This includes 2,630 front page articles of the 
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newspaper covering President George W. Bush, which measures the 

gravity of presidential news over time in the entire daily news coverage. 

In addition, as discussed in the previous section, the president-related 

front-page story sample was used to generate a universal category 

reference.  

The unit of analysis of the news agenda is individual news stories 

assigned to the relevant categories. In other words, the magnitude of the 

media’s attention to a certain issue was measured by the number of the 

front page news stories regarding the issue.  

The data were retrieved from the electronic news data archive 

‘Factiva,’ which merged with the former AP-Dow Jones news archive. 

We chose the Washington Post for two reasons: its position as an elite 

newspaper along with the New York Times, and the availability of its 

articles in a full text database along with the technical convenience of 

downloading articles from the archive. We selected only front page 

stories since these stories are most likely to generate a public reaction.    

Machine-learning content analysis allowed us to assign 19 

categories to each news document. We then combined the 19 categories 

into the four comprehensive issue categories to meet the requirements 

imposed by our hypotheses. The reduced re-categorization coding 

scheme is listed in <Table 10-1>.. The data constituted a time series of 32 
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monthly observations covering the period from February 2001 to August 

2003. 

 

Table 10-1: Washington Post News Articles coding scheme 
 
Economic Issue: Budget, general economy, Enron, tax, trade 
War Issue: Iraq, Bin Laden, National Security, Terrorism,  
 war news 
Foreign Issue: Middle East, Korea, other foreign affairs 
Domestic Issue: Education, election, energy crisis, patient right, 

election recount, other domestic affairs 
 

Presidential Data 
 
 

As a measurement of the president’s agenda, we relied on the 

Public Papers of the President. The Public Papers contain the papers and 

speeches of the President of the United States, issued by the Office of the 

Press Secretary during the specified time period. It should be noted that it 

is very difficult, if not impossible, to capture every trace of presidential 

attention to the issues. On certain occasions, for instance, the presidential 

agenda is implemented in secret. Moreover, it is unclear whether relative 

emphasis on spoken or written documents reflects an accurate picture of 

presidential priorities on a variety of issues. Like previous researchers 

however, we assumed that presidents reveal their priorities through State 

of the Union addresses, speeches, statements on pending legislation, and 

so on.   
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The Public Papers of the President data were collected from the 

Lexis Nexis database using the key words “address” and “statement” in 

the headlines of documents from February 2001 to August 2003. Two 

thousand presidential documents qualified for analysis. As with the news 

media data, the president issue documents were categorized into 19 

categories by the same machine-learning content analysis technique. The 

data was re-categorized into four compressive issues and constituted a 

time series data for the 32 months.  

The individual documents of the Public Papers of the President 

most closely related with the relevant categories provided the unit of 

analysis for presidential issue management. The magnitude of 

presidential attention to a certain issue was measured by the number of 

presidential documents regarding the issue in a given time frame. 

 

Public Data 
 

For the public agenda of issues, we relied on Gallup’s Most 

Important Problem (MIP) data set. We set up nearly complete monthly 

MIP data by averaging for multiple data in a month (July, 2002) and 

interpolating five missing data points (Feb., 2001; April, 2002; Feb., 

2003; April, 2003, May 2003). Gallup used 64 categories for the MIP 

survey. We combined the 64 original categories into four issue types: 
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war, economy, domestic, and foreign. The coding scheme for the re-

categorization is listed in <Table 10-2>.   

Table 10-2: Gallup MIP coding scheme  
 

1. Economic Issue: Economy general, Unemployment, Budget Deficit, 
Taxes, Foreign Trade, Inflation, Recession, Interests rates, Wage, 
Oil Prices, Lack of Money, Corporate Corruption, Energy crisis, 
Others. 

2. War Issue: Fear of War, Iraq, Lack of Military Defense, National 
Security, Loosing Personal Freedoms of Because of war, 
Terrorism, Feeling of fear in the country. 

3. Foreign Issue: International Problems, Foreign Aid, Middle East, 
China, Yugoslavia, Survival of the Planet. 

4. Domestic Issues: Crime, Poor Healthcare, Drugs, Poverty, Ethical, 
Poor access to Education, AIDS, Medicare, Government-
politicians, Racism, Immigration, Welfare, Environment, School 
Shooting, Gun Laws-Control, Abortion, Social Security, 
Children’s Behavior, Dishonesty, Judicial System, Gap Between 
The Rich and Poor, Care for The Elderly, Family Value, Cancer-
Diseases, Child Abuse, Computer Technology, Health Insurance, 
Overpopulation, Presidential Choices, Lack of Respect for each 
other, Poor Leadership, Abuse of Power, Education(unspecified) 
The media, Election Reform, Unifying the country, NASA-Space 
program, Others. 

 
 
Reality Conditions Data 
 

For War and Terror reality conditions, we used a dummy code. 

We assigned the value “one” for the period when the reality condition 

was present; otherwise a “zero” value was coded. The value of “one” was 

used as follows: 
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9/11: September 2001 – August 2003 

Afghan War: October, 2001 – December, 2001 

Iraq War: March, 2003 – September, 2003 

 

Generally, there have been two ways of specifying the effect of 

war as a reality condition on the public and other agenda setters. One is 

dummy coding and the other is setting up a decay function which 

assumes that the rally effect of war declines over time. We took the 

dummy coding approach because we wanted to explain the decline of 

presidential approval by using the agenda setting function rather than 

Mueller’s “inexorable decline” hypothesis, which has been criticized as 

time explaining time (Stimson, 1976; Kernell, 1978). We assumed that 

the effect of the war issue had a step function in which the effect is 

constant over time during the time frame, which is assigned the value of 

one. It should be noted that we assumed the effect of the September 11 

terrorist attack and the subsequent war against terror would have a 

persistent effect. In short, the measuring strategy was to test the effect of 

interactional agenda setting by controlling the reality condition with a 

constant effect.    
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To get a picture of economic realities, we relied on the monthly 

unemployment index collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. For the 

public perception of the economy, we used Gallup monthly survey data. 

For the Enron scandal issue, we used dummy coding with the “one” value 

assigned to the period of the Enron scandal (December, 2001 – April, 

2002) and the “zero” value for the rest of the period.   
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E. FINDINGS 

 

Chapter 11: Issue Map in George W. Bush’s Wartime 
Presidency 

 
 

Before presenting the comprehensive analyses in terms of the specified 

time series models, we provide a graphical guide for the reader to eyeball trends 

in the agenda of the president, the media and the public. First, <Figure 11-1> 

shows the results of an agenda setting analysis that utilized correlation following 

the methodology of agenda setting research from the 1970s and 1980s to the 

present. We examined the correlation between a political institution’s agenda in 

the current month and the other institution’s agenda in the previous month. These 

one month time-lagged agenda setting analyses were conducted for six directions 

of agenda setting: Media  Public, Public  Media, President  Media, Media  

President, President  Public, and Public  President. The bar graphs can be read 

in this fashion. In the first graph, the bars above the zero horizontal axis indicate 

the media’s agenda setting on the public while the bars below the axis show the 

public’s agenda setting on the media. Likewise, the second bar graph indicates the 

president’s agenda setting on media above the axis and the media’s agenda setting 

on the president below the axis. And the third graph shows the president’s agenda 

setting on the public above the axis and the public’s agenda setting on the 
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president. It should be noted that the bars consist of snapshot agenda setting 

effects rather than a time-series agenda setting effect. In contrast, our research 

questions are addressed in the time-series agenda setting model. 

The simple graphs show that the general rule of agenda setting is 

reciprocal rather than one-way. At certain times, the media set the public agenda 

while at other times, the public sets the media agenda. Likewise relations between 

the president and the public and between the president and the media are 

reciprocal over time. It should be noted that the graph is the result of agenda 

setting analysis that takes into account all four issues together – war, economy, 

domestic and foreign. In other words, the correlation agenda setting analysis, 

which corresponds to Perspective One in the Acapulco typology discussed in 

Chapter 7, does not trace a single issue but rather an entire agenda of issues.  

In short, these one-month lagged correlation analyses appear to support 

agenda setting effects existing among the president, the media and the public, as 

shown in hundreds of previous studies. However, the series of agenda setting 

effects indicate that the directions of the effects can change over time. In other 

words, agenda setting effects are in general reciprocal over time.     
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Figure11-1: Preliminary Analysis – Reciprocal Agenda Setting 
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In the meantime <Figure 11-2> traces the trends in the war, economic, 

domestic and foreign issues during the George W. Bush wartime presidency. First 

of all, the four issues appear to move in very different ways. The war issue seems 

to accompany the reality conditions including September 11, Afghan War and 

Iraq War. The economy takes another direction/ track. In particular the public’s 

economic issue reveals an independent trend from the president’s and media’s 

economic issue trends. Attention to domestic issues shrinks after September 11, 

and foreign issues appear to conflict with the war issue.      
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Figure 11-2: Four Issue trends during the G.W. Bush Wartime Presidency  
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 <Figure 11-3>, Proportional Issue Distribution, shows that the three 

primary agenda setters gave attention to the four issues in a starkly different 

fashion. Notably, the public kept its attention on the economic and domestic 

issues persistently even after the September 11 attack, compared with the 

president and the media.  

To identify the interactional agenda setting relations, we relied on the 

sophisticated time-series model, which will be discussed in the next chapter. 

 
 
 
 

Figure 11-3: Propositional Issue Distribution 
 in Presidential, Media and Public Agendas 
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Chapter12: Results - Dynamic Agenda Setting 

 

In this chapter we report the results of the time series agenda 

setting analysis, which reveal the interactional influence of the three 

primary agenda setters – the president, the media and the public – over 

the four comprehensive issues -- war, economy, domestic and foreign 

issues. As reviewed in the previous section, an eyeballing of the figures 

suggests that the president and the media followed a similar pattern in 

their attention to the four issues, whereas the public held domestic and 

economic issues as important national issues even during wartime. We 

now go on to report more sophisticated and relevant findings that resulted 

from the VAR, time-series regression and Cointegration Error-Correction 

analysis.    

 

Interactional Agenda Setting  
 

Our findings are straightforward for the VAR analysis of agenda 

setting. The Moving Average Response (MAR) supplements our 

interpretation of these analysis results, suggesting the sign (positive or 

negative) of the direction. 

 

 132



Figure 12-1: Interactional Agenda Setting of the War Issue 

President

( - ) PublicMedia 

 
Note:      means that there is issue persistence 
Exogenous Variable: 9/11 terror  President, Media 
      Afghan War  Public 
    Iraq War  President (-) 
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Table12-1: War Issue Agenda Setting  
Equation Block of 

Coefficients
Coeff. F Block/t Significance Level

War_President War_president 1.16 0.36
 War_media 1.68 0.21
 War_public 0.32 0.81
 SEP11 11.71 1.89 0.08
 IRAQ -16.76 -2.15 0.05
 AFGHAN -1.12 -0.14 0.89
 D(UNEMP) 3.00 0.26 0.80
     
War_Media War_president  0.20 0.89
 War_media  1.50 0.25
 War_public  0.35 0.79
 SEP11 44.36 1.86 0.08
 IRAQ 4.23 0.14 0.89
 AFGHAN 24.13 0.79 0.44
 D(UNEMP) -2.44 -0.05 0.96
     
War_Public War_president  3.37 0.05
 War_media  4.09 0.03
 War_public  11.34 0.01
 SEP11 4.04 0.81 0.43
 IRAQ 1.09 0.17 0.87
 AFGHAN 34.93 5.49 0.01
 D(UNEMP) 5.67 0.61 0.55
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Figure 12-2: Moving Average Response for War Issue 
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War Issue: Regarding the war issue (For the analytic results, 

see Table 12-1 and Figure 12-2), both the president and the media are 

agenda setters on the public. In time-series terms, the president’s and 

media’s attention to war issues “Granger cause” public attention to the 

issue. In the jargon of time-series analysis, X will “Granger cause” Y 

when lagged information on a variable X provides any statistically 

significant information about a variable Y in the presence of lagged Y.   

The block F test also shows issue inertia for the public’s war 

issue. In other words, the public holds the war issue persistently during 

some period of time, at least for three months according to our model. 

With respect to reality conditions, the president and the media responded 

to the September 11 terror attack, whereas the public did not. It is likely 

that the public gave considerable attention to the war issue just after the 

September 11, but since then has decreased its attention to a significant 

degree as seen in Figure 11-2 Graph in the previous chapter.  

The public turned its attention to the war issue in the early 

phase of September 11, including the Afghan War, but appeared to have 

tired soon of the war issue, as suggested by its apathetic response to the 

Iraq War. Interestingly, the impulse response function shows that the 

media coverage of the wars had a negative impact on the public’s 

attention to war issues. In other words, as the media gave attention more 
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to the war, the public diminished its interest in the war issue. Over all the 

data revealed that the war issue was driven by the president and the 

media, but the media did not lead the public to the war issue.  

 

 

Economy: Our data shows that the public is without doubt an 

agenda setter for the economic issue on the president. The president   

responded to the public’s attention to the economy <Figure 12-3>. The 

VAR analysis without reality conditions variables not only confirmed the 

public’s influence on the president for the economic issue but only 

showed that the public led the media for the economic issue. Our data 

shows that the president held the economic issue persistently for a while. 

The persistency that the public appeared to have for the economy, as 

shown in eyeballed graph in the previous chapter war not present in the 

VAR analysis. It is perhaps because we have differenced the data for the 

public’s economic issue. 

All three agenda setters did not respond to any reality 

conditions in their attention to the economy issue <Table 12-2 and Figure 

12-4 in Appendix>. There was no significant change in the agenda 

setters’ attention to the economy issue after Sep 11, during Iraq War, and 

even when the unemployment rate rose.    
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Figure 12-3: Interactional Agenda Setting 

 of the Economic Issue 
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Public Media
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media in turning attention to domestic problems during wartime. It seems 

plausible that President Bush could not afford to turn his to attention to 

domestic problems when he had to focus on the war front. This would 

have left the media with the task of covering the domestic issues. The 

president responded to domestic issues during the September 11 but gave 

less attention to the domestic front during the Iraq War. The media did 

not respond to any reality conditions in its coverage of domestic issues, 

while the public paid less attention to the domestic problem during the 

Afghan War with statistical significance <Table 12-3 in Appendix>.  

 

Figure 12-5: Interactional Agenda Setting of the Domestic 

Issue

  

  

President

( - ) 

Media Public

 

 

 

Exogenous Variables: 9/11 Terror President 
   Iraq War  President (-) 
        Afghan War  Public (-) 
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Foreign Issue: The VAR analysis indicates that the foreign issue was an 

elite issue rather than a popular one during the George W. Bush war 

presidency. The foreign issues were reciprocal between the president and 

the media, regardless of the public’s attention to the issue <Figure 12-7>. 

Regarding the reality conditions, the president turned more attention to 

foreign issues after September 11. The media covered fewer foreign 

issues during the Afghan War and more international issues as the 

unemployment rate increased. (Table 12-4 and Figure 12-8 in Appendix). 

 

 Figure 12-7: Interactional Agenda Setting of 

 the Foreign Issue 

President

Media Public

  

 

 

 

 

Exogenous Variables: 9/11 Terror President
   Afghan War  Media (-) 
        Unemployment Media
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Issue Competition 
 

We tested the issue competition model within each agenda setter 

system. The F block test for the VAR analysis did not produce many 

statistically significant results. However, the results of the impulse 

response function suggest some patterns in the relationship of different 

issues in each agenda setter system. <Figure 12-9, 12-10 and 12-11 in 

Appendix>. In the Figures, single arrows means that one issue was given 

attention at the expense of another issue. For instance, in the presidential 

issue competition system, the president’s attention to the war diminished 

his attention to domestic issues. Double arrows indicate that the two 

issues compete each other. Take the relationship between the war and the 

economy in the president agenda as an example. The double arrows 

means in the issue relationship mean that attention to the war diminished 

attention to the economy while attention to economy also results in 

decreased attention to the war.   

 The most important finding is the conflicting relationship 

between the war issue and other issues. In the presidential agenda setting 

system, the war issue was superior to the domestic issue <Figure 12-9>. 

The president’s attention to the war resulted in less attention to domestic 
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issues. The president’s attention to the war issue also competed with his 

attention to economic and foreign issues.   

 In the media agenda system, attention to domestic issues resulted 

in less attention to the war issue. Moreover, Attention to the war issue 

resulted in less attention to economic issues, which in turn resulted in less 

attention to foreign issues. The war issue competed with the foreign issue 

for media attention <Figure 12-10> 

 In the public agenda system, the economic issue dominated the 

war issue, which in turn eclipsed the domestic issue. The economic issue 

and the foreign issue competed with each other for public attention.  

<Figure 12-11>. 

Figure 12-9: Issue Competition on the Presidential Agenda 

War Economy

Domestic Foreign
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Figure 12-10: Issue Competition on the Media Agenda 

War Economy

Domestic Foreign

 

 
Figure 12-11: Issue Competition on the Public Agenda 

War Economy

Domestic Foreign
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Presidential Issue Management 
 

 We tested the presidential issue management model by identifying 

the factors that determined presidential attention to the four primary 

issues. The separate time-series regression analysis for each presidential 

issue areas suggests that the president attempted to manage different 

issues using different strategies (Table 12-5, 12-6). Our data shows that 

President Bush tried to focus on the economy and domestic issues during 

the wartime. Notably, the president turned more attention to domestic 

issues as his approval rate decreased. However, his approval rate did not 

affect his attention to the economic issue. Thus, Hypothesis H3-2, “The 

president will give more attention to the economy and domestic issues 

when his approval rate decreased during the war time” was only partially 

supported.   

 With regards to the wag-the-dog Hypothesis H3-1, “The president 

will give more attention to the war issue when the national economy is 

bad during the wartime,” our data indicates that president focused on the 

war issue more when the employment rate increased.  

 With regards to Hypothesis H3-3, “The president will speak less 

about the war issue during the period in which war breaks: Afghan War, 

Iraq War,” our data revealed that President Bush spoke less during the 
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Iraq War although he continued to pay attention to the war issue after 

September 11. 

The president responded to press attention to the economy issue 

by turning more attention to both domestic and economic issues. Public 

attention to the economy impacted presidential attention to economic 

problems as well. In other words, the public’s attention to the economy is 

represented in the president’s agenda.  

 In order to address the effect of president issue management with 

time-series model, we regressed presidential popularity (Dependent 

Variable) on presidential attention to the four issues and reality 

conditions (Independent Variables) <Table 12-6>. The result shows that 

the September 11 attack boosted the public’s support for Bush. The 

unemployment rate also had an impact on presidential popularity.  

 Presidential issue management did not positively affect the 

public’s support for his performance. The attention that the president paid 

to the four comprehensive issues did not have influence on his popularity, 

except in the case of the war issue. Presidential attention to the war issue, 

however, had a negative effect on presidential popularity. The more the 

president spoke about the war issue, the more his popularity decreased. 

This result appears consistent with Ragsdale’s (1984, 1987) findings that 

presidents tend to be more reticent about the war issue during war time. 
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In other words, the abrupt increase in public support for war-time 

presidents comes from the rally effect of war itself, rather than 

presidential communication focusing on the war issue. The overall non-

effect of presidential issue management seems to support Edwards’s 

(2001, 2003a) claim for the limited effect of the presidential bully pulpit. 

Edwards argued that the president rarely succeeds in exploiting the bully 

pulpit to achieve changes in public policy because of competing 

institutions, such as Congress, interest groups and the adversary news 

media and because the president must speak regularly on many different 

issues, making it difficult to focus on a single issue.   

    The other test of the effect of presidential issue management on the 

public’s support for the presidential economic policy performance and 

foreign policy performance produced no significant findings. When 

people evaluated the performance of the presidential economy and 

foreign policy, they were not influenced by the presidential bully pulpit 

strategies. As indicated in Parker’s (1995) rally effect study, it seems that 

public support for the presidential sub-issue performance, i.e. economy 

and foreign, are associated more with the overall evaluation of the 

president, rather than other factors such as issue management or reality 

conditions, especially during war-time <See Figure 12-12>.  
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Figure 12-12: Trends of Presidential Approval for 

Overall/Economy/Foreign Performance  
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Media Performance 
 
The test for media performance as a political institution model provided 

interesting results. First of all, our data shows that the news media 

responded to presidential popularity <Table 12-7 in Appendix>. The 

Washington Post gave more attention to war issues as presidential 

popularity was rising. The newspaper, however, gave more attention to 
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the economy and domestic issues as presidential popularity was losing its 

momentum. It seems that the media played a check and balance role 

against the president by taking up alternative issues, such as the economic 

and domestic issues during war time. The media also reported more on 

the economy after the September 11 attack.  

 There was no effect of the media’s agenda setting on the 

president’s popularity. Our data also failed to find any effect of media 

agenda setting on the public’s evaluation of presidential performance 

regarding economic and foreign affairs. 

 

Public Representation 
 

As for the public representation model, our data shows that the 

public appears to have rallied behind the president during the early phase 

of the post-September 11 periods. However, the public was not in 

accordance with the president’s decision to wage war on Iraq. During the 

Iraq War period, fewer people than in earlier time period chose the war 

issue as the most important one facing America <Table 12-9 in 

Appendix>. On the contrary, the public gave less attention to the 

domestic issue after September 11 and during the Afghan War, but the 

public gave more importance to the domestic issues during the Iraq War. 

Public’s foreign issue received less importance after September 11 and as 
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presidential popularity increase, the public gave more attention to the 

foreign issue.  

 The effect of the public’s agenda setting on changes in 

presidential approval exists for the war issue, but the causality direction is 

negative. As the public gave more attention to the war issue, the change 

in presidential popularity decreased. This negative causality seems to 

reflect that whereas the public’s attention to war issue was persistent 

except for the Iraq War period, presidential popularity went down 

speedily.  <Table 12-10>. 

 

Dynamic public Representation 
 

With regards to the dynamic public representation hypothesis, we 

conducted a series of experiments to specify the model in which an issue 

or a set of issues have long-term equilibrium with the presidential 

popularity. As with the dynamic representation hypothesis, H5-1 and H5-

2, our experiment focused on the economy and domestic issues <Figure 

12-13>. We discovered that the public’s economic issue was in 

accordance with the presidential approval rate. We could not specify the 

model in which the domestic issue has long-term equilibrium relationship 

with the president population.  
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Figure 12-13: Presidential Popularity and the Public’s Economic 
Issue   
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Figure 12-14: Presidential Popularity and the Public’s Domestic 
Issue   
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 The economy as “the most important problem facing this 

country” correlated in the long-term with public support for the president. 
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In other words, public support for the president was influenced by the war 

issue over a short period of time while the economy had a long-term 

equilibrium relationship with the president’s popularity level. War 

shocked presidential popularity in the short term, while the economy 

danced with presidential popularity in the long-run. The estimated the 

long-term equilibrium model for the dynamic public representation is as 

follows <see also Table 12-12>: 
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Equilibrium error was estimated - 0.53 with a significant level of 

p < 0.01, which means that public’s attention to economy issue, has a 

long-term equilibrium with presidential popularity (President Approval = 

- 0.67 * Public’s Economic Issue). As the public’s attention to the 

economy grows, the presidential popularity tends to decrease. The error 

correction model indicate that whenever the long-term equilibrium 

between the presidential popularity and the public’s attention to economy 

issue become unstable, the public change their attitude toward the 

presidential performance and economy issue to adjust the equilibrium in 

short-term base. 
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F. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

 
 

Chapter 13: The Agenda Setting Process and 
Representative Democracy 

 

 

The relationship among the president, the media, and the public is 

touted as the “golden triangle of political communication (Perloff 

(1998:9).” Despite its simple appearance, this triangular political 

structure accommodates three main actors that clamor for public space on 

the political stage. The president employs spin control to lead the national 

agenda; the media provide presidential accountability; and the public 

rewards or punishes the president through polls and their votes. The 

president’s leadership power, the media’s journalistic influence, and the 

public’s representational mandate are dynamically entangled in this 

triangle. Their interaction ultimately determines whether society is 

functional or dysfunctional.  

The findings of this study offer some insights into this triangular 

relationship among the president, the media, and the public. First, the 

interactional agenda setting model found that the president, the media, 

and the public each had their own unique issues where they are more 
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capable of exerting influence over their two counterparts. Our data 

illustrated that the war issue was driven by President Bush, the economy 

was driven by the public, the domestic issue was driven by the media, 

and the foreign issue was reciprocally driven by the president and the 

media, independent of the public’s attention.  

Second, the issue competition model explored the question of 

which issues are overshadowed by the dominant issues. On the 

presidential agenda, a focus on the war issue came at the expense of other 

issues, such as domestic and economic issues. Meanwhile, the media’s 

attention to domestic issues diminished its coverage of war issues. The 

public gave more importance to the economy, which decreased its 

attention to the war issue.  

 Third, turning our attention to presidential issue management 

strategies, President Bush appeared to select and focus on the economy 

and domestic issues, perhaps as a strategy to maintain his approval rate. 

Notably, our data showed that as public support decreased, the President 

focused more on domestic issues.  However, this strategy did not help 

boost his popularity. This was due perhaps to the domination of the 

president’s war issue over the economy and domestic issues, as revealed 

in the issue competition model. 
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Fourth, the media appeared to perform as a watch-dog political 

institution against the George W. Bush presidency during wartime. 

Whereas the Washington Post rallied around the war mood by covering 

the war issue when it was in accordance with public support for the 

president, the newspaper also raised alternative issues, such as economic 

and domestic issues when presidential popularity began to fall. The 

media appeared to employ check and balance strategies against the 

president by choosing economic and domestic issues during war time. 

However, the effect of media agenda setting on presidential popularity 

was meager. 

 Fifth, as for the public representation model, the public rallied 

around the president after the September 11 terrorist attacks, but support 

dwindled as time passed. Notably, during the Iraq War, few people 

considered the war issue as one of the most important issues facing the 

country.  Instead the public gave more importance to domestic issues 

during the Iraq War. Moreover, the dynamic public representation model 

indicates that the public self-controls its own support for the war-time 

president. When it senses that presidential popularity is too high, the 

public selects economy issues, instead of war issues, signaling to the 

president that it is time to turn to domestic and economic problems.  
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The kind of citizen that we discovered in our data resembles 

Key’s (1966) responsible electorate, Page and Shapiro’s (1992) rational 

public and Brody’s (1991)’s pragmatic public. Overall, American society 

appears to maintain a check and balance democracy through the media’s 

watchdog-oriented issue coverage and the public’s balanced warning 

signals toward the president, who increasingly maneuvers issue 

management to control his own popularity.  

  

Implications, Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

This study, like most research projects of its kind, raises more 

questions beyond its current findings.  

First, this project was limited in that it was basically a case study 

of the war-time presidency of George W. Bush. Future research might be 

conducted on other presidents to see if discernible patterns occur in those 

president-media-public relationships similar to the ones that the current 

project discovered. All the research questions and hypothesis of this 

study could be tested in the context of other presidencies. Expanding the 

research span, we may uncover a general theory of the president-media-

public relationship. Another compelling topic regarding the president’s 

issue management and its effect on his popularity might be comparative 
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analyses of war-time presidencies, i.e. Gulf War President Bush vs. Iraq 

War President Bush. 

Second, the operational definition of issue management in the 

current project revolved around issue selection and attention by the 

agenda setter. However, in reality politics, issue management is exercised 

not only through selective issue attention but also through definitions of 

issues according to self interests. Put in agenda setting terms, the current 

research is a first-level agenda setting study. In order to better understand 

the relationship among the president’s issue management, the media’s 

performance and the public’s representation, a second-level agenda 

setting analysis that examines sub-issue and issue frames should be 

incorporated into the research scheme. Along this line, if more detailed 

issues, such as education reform, an overhaul of defense policy, tax cuts, 

faith-based social welfare, and prescription drug policy are included in 

the research model, more fruitful results might be produced.  

Third, this research used aggregate data regarding presidential 

popularity and the public’s answer to MIP questions due primarily to 

their availability and relevance, in that the data represents what is 

experienced by people in their everyday-lives. However, if individual or 

subgroup data is employed, more detailed findings might be uncovered. 

For example, the rally for war-time president Bush was not based on 
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support from Republicans, who accorded the president strong support 

from his first days in office, typically providing around 90 percent 

approval. In other words, there was little potential for Republican to rally. 

Instead, the rally for Bush came from Democrats and Independents. 

Forty-four percent of Independents and 27 percent of Democrat approved 

of President’s Bush’s performance before the terrorist attacks. 

Immediately afterwards, however, their approval levels rose to more than 

80 percent. The decline of Bush’s popularity after the rally was also the 

result of losses among those who had rallied for him earlier, namely the 

Democrats and Independents (Edwards, 2003). In that respect, with 

subgroup data, such as partisanship and demographics, the current project 

would have more textured findings, especially regarding the public’s 

attitude toward changes about the president and social issues. 

Fourth, the time-series models – VAR, Time-series regressions 

and Cointegration Error correction played an instrumental role in 

addressing the research questions. It would be prudent, however, to list 

some of the models’ shortcomings in order to review the results in a 

balanced fashion. First of all, the number of monthly observation points 

of this research was 32 points. This falls short of conventional 

observation points, which require approximately 40 – 50 time-ordered 

data for time-series estimation. While the 32 data points are not small, we 
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are cautious in our generalizations since the VAR model we used can be 

variant in its estimation depending on the number of observations.  

It also should be noted that the effects of the issue management 

model seem to be much too narrow. For instance, our model showed that 

the president’s attention to the economy and domestic issues did not have 

an impact on presidential popularity. However, in reality, President 

George W. Bush may have responded to the public’s attention to the 

economy and domestic issues, which, in turn, prevented public support 

from dropping further. Our model did not provide any clues on that point, 

but a more sophisticated model could capture these dynamics.   

 Finally, the Machine-Learning content analysis employed in this 

project has both possibilities and limitations. One limitation is that it was 

extremely difficult for us to find a general theory to constitute reference 

categories. We did find a reference category sample from the Washington 

Post front page stories, but only after a series of empirical experiments. 

Moreover, we had difficulties in finding a universal reference category 

that can be applied to both presidential documents and newspapers. 

However, this is a problem of long duration in content analysis. More 

work is needed to find a way to establish a general theory of machine-

learning content analysis. Nonetheless, the possibilities for computer-

aided content analysis are nearly endless, ranging from applying the 
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algorithm to the exponentially growing volume of documents to 

developing an algorithm to delve into the in-depth nuance of texts. We 

hope that this study becomes a stepping stone in that direction. 

In conclusion, there has been theoretical consideration of 

interactional agenda setting among the president, the media and the 

public. Also empirically examined were some of the links among those 

primary agenda setters, i.e. president-media, media-public, president-

public. This study advances the idea that a comprehensive interactional 

agenda setting model can prompt an even greater understanding of 

dynamic changes in agenda setting relationships among the president, the 

media and the public. In this seminal study of empirical interactional 

agenda setting model, we have concluded that a check-and-balance 

function of the social agenda is working in the American democratic 

system. We hope that others can employ this approach to further 

understand interactional agenda setting in a democratic society. 
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Appendix 

 
Table 8-1: Unit Root Test for Univariate Time Series 
 

Level test: non-stationary except for including %. 
(Null Hypothesis is Non-stationary controlling Sep11/  

% inside parenthesis is significance level to reject Null Hypothesis)  
 
 ADF Phillips-Perron Unit Root Test 
Approval :        -1.34 -1.11 Unit Root 
Economy 
Approval     -1.02 -1.04 Unit Root 

Foreign Approval  -1.29 -1.34 Unit Root 
Unemployment    -2.37 -2.08 Unit Root 
  
War_Pre      -2.86(1%)  -3.47(1%)  
War-Media.      -2.40(5%)  -3.11(1%)  
War_Public       -3.33(1%) -4.33  
  
Eco_Pre          -4.46(1%) -5.07(1%)  
Eco_Media       -2.94(10%) -4.03(1%)  
Eco_Pub        -1.01 -1.22 Unit Root 
  
Fore_Pre          -2.93(10%) -3.33(5%)  
Fore_Media..      -2.73(10%) -3.58(5%)  
Fore_Pub    -2.67(10%)   -3.12(5%)  

 
Dom_Pre -2.47 -3.90(1%)  
Dom_Media      -2.66(10%)  -5.24(1%)  
Dom_Pub        -2.76  -2.44(5%)  
MacKinnon’s critical values for DF and ADF tests are: 
 ,01.=α -3.67; ,05.=α  - 2.96; ,10.=α  -2.62.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 161



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 12-2: Economy Issue Agenda Setting  
 
Equation Block of 

Coefficients 
Coeff F/t Singificance Level 

Eco_President Eco_president  5.44 .01 
 Eco_media  0.97 .44 
 D(Eco_public)  4.07 .03 
 SEP11 1.53 1.39 0.19
 IRAQ 1.76 1.39 0.19
 AFGHAN 3.83 1.53 0.15
 D(UNEMP) -1.70 -0.45 0.66
     
Eco_Media Eco_president  1.71 .21 
 Eco_media  2.31 .12 
 D(Eco_public)  2.15 .14 
 SEP11 5.23 1.20 0.25
 IRAQ -2.20 -0.44 0.67
 AFGHAN 0.86 0.09 0.93
 D(UNEMP) -15.52 -1.04 0.32
     
D(Eco_Public) Eco_president  0.89 .47 
 Eco_media  1.52 .25 
 D(Eco_public)  1.99 .16 
 SEP11 1.02 0.28 0.78
 IRAQ 1.63 0.39 0.70
 AFGHAN -13.22 -1.59 0.13
 D(UNEMP) -2.19 -0.17 0.86
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Figure 12-4: Moving Average Response for Economic Issue 
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Table 12-3: Domestic Issue Agenda Setting  
 
Equation Block of 

Coefficients 
Coeff F/t Singificance Level 

Dom_President Dom_president  1.87 .18 
 Dom_media  2.59 .09 
 Dom_public  3.25 .05 
 SEP11 6.461264 1.926155 0.0733
 IRAQ -7.397845 -2.026345 0.0609
 AFGHAN 3.412215 0.544998 0.5938
 D(UNEMP) -7.250314 -0.785952 0.4441
     

Dom_Media Dom_president  1.39 .28 
 Dom_media  0.39 .76 
 Dom_public  1.07 .39 
 SEP11 9.317272 1.255500 0.2285
 IRAQ -8.904616 -1.102497 0.2876
 AFGHAN -17.68091 -1.276491 0.2212
 D(UNEMP) 1.490436 0.073031 0.9427
     
Dom_Public Dom_president  4.10 .03 
 Dom_media  1.79 .19 
 Dom_public  13.06 .00 
 SEP11 2.080213 0.528527 0.6049
 IRAQ 3.163519 0.738524 0.4716
 AFGHAN -42.32502 -5.761582 0.0000
 D(UNEMP) 10.59116 0.978517 0.3433
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Figure 12-6 : Moving Average Response for Domestic Issue 
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Table 12-4: Foreign Issue Agenda Setting  
 
Equation Block of 

Coefficients 
Coeff F/t Singificance Level 

Fore_President Fore_president  1.59 .23 
 Fore_media  2.85 .07 
 fore_public  0.81 .51 
 SEP11 11.12 2.23 0.04
 IRAQ -5.95 -1.23 0.24
 AFGHAN -1.88 -0.31 0.76
 D(UNEMP) -2.95 -0.27 0.79
     

Fore_Media Fore_president  2.51 0.10 
 Fore_media  0.71 .56 
 fore_public  0.11 .96 
 SEP11 -4.06 -0.43 0.67
 IRAQ 12.32 1.35 0.20
 AFGHAN -20.62 -1.80 0.09
 D(UNEMP) 41.24 1.98 0.07
     
Fore_Public Fore_president  0.68 .58 
 Fore_media  0.03 .99 
 fore_public  1.15 .36 
 SEP11 0.99 0.46 0.65
 IRAQ 2.73 1.33 0.20
 AFGHAN -0.30 -0.12 0.91
 D(UNEMP) -0.66 -0.14 0.89
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Figure 12-8 : Moving Average Response for Foreign Issue 
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Figure 12-9: Issue Competition in Presidential agenda of issues 
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Figure 12-10: Issue Competition in Media agenda 
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Figure 12-11: Issue Competition in Public agenda 
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Table 12-5: President’s Issue Management  
 

 War Economy Domestic Foreign 
Sep 11 *4.39 **2.44 ***6.26 9.96 
AFGHAN -4.08 1.18 ***10.69 3.39 
IRAQ ***-10.29 -0.04 0.36 -6.00 
ENRON 0.34 -0.89 2.18 -4.67 
War_Media(-
1) 

***0.32 -0.01 **-0.10 0.00 

Eco_Media(-
1) 

-0.06 **0.37 **0.41 *0.56 

D(Eco_Pub) -0.17 **0.18 0.15 0.02 
D(Pre_app) 0.12 0.01 **-0.32 0.07 
D(UNEMP) **23.16 2.91 -2.60 -13.24 
Dom_Pub(-1)   0.04  
Fore_Pub(-1)    0.20 
AR(1) ***-0.59 **-0.43 ***-0.78 **0.58 
R-squared 0.58 -0.03 0.60 0.34 
Adj. R-
squared 0.38 -0.52 0.37 -0.03 

D-W stat. 1.96 2.26 2.25 1.62 
AIC 6.84 5.18 5.98 7.57 
SCC 7.31 5.65 6.50 0.92 
Inverted AR 
Roots -0.59 -0.43 -0.78 0.58 

 t ≥ |1.311| significant at or below the .10 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |1.699| significant at or below the .05 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |2.462| significant at or below the .01 level (one tailed test) 
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Table 12-6: Short-term Effect of President’s Issue Management 
 
DV: D(Presidential Approval) 
     
Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.   
     
War_Pre(-1) -0.27  0.15  -1.80  0.09  
Eco_Pre(-1) 0.15  0.28  0.52  0.61  
Dom_Pre(-1) -0.25  0.21  -1.19  0.25  
Fore_Pre(-1) -0.20  0.15  -1.31  0.20  
Sep 11  7.66  3.05  2.52  0.02  
IRAQ -2.13  2.66  -0.80  0.43  
D(UNEMP) 16.22  6.94  2.34  0.03  
     
R-squared 0.29      Mean DV 0.02  
Adj. R-sqr 0.11      S.D. DV 5.43  
S.E. of Reg. 5.13      AIC 6.31  
Sum Sqr Res 604.16      Schwarz criterion 6.63  
Log likelihood -87.61      F-statistic 1.59  
Durbin-Watson stat 1.83      Prob(F-statistic) 0.20  

t ≥ |1.311| significant at or below the .10 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |1.699| significant at or below the .05 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |2.462| significant at or below the .01 level (one tailed test) 
 
 
DV: Presidential Approval for Economic/ Foreign Issues 

 No effect 
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Table 12-7: Media Performance as a Political Institution 
 

 War Economy Domestic Foreign 
Sep 11 21.63 **16.90 10.72 13.79 
AFGHAN 32.93 **-15.97 0.13 **-28.02 
IRAQ **36.71 -6.12 7.87 -10.65 
ENRON 4.26 4.44 7.08 11.52 
D(UNEMP) **-42.30 **-16.73 4.13 **34.41 
D(Pre_App) ***1.99 ***-0.86 **-0.93 -0.17 
War_Pre(-1) 0.26    
Eco_Pre(-1)  -0.19   
Dom_Pre   0.23  
Fore_Pre    *0.83 
War_Pub 0.67    
D(Eco_Pub)  0.14   
D(Dom_Pub)   -0.01  
Fore_Pub    ***2.64 
AR(1) ***0.71 ***0.80 ***0.83 ***0.65 
     
R-squared 0.82 0.51 0.18 0.49 
Adj.R-squared 0.76 0.31 -0.14 0.28 
D-W stat 1.50 1.96 2.49 2.02 
AIC 8.77 7.20 7.67 8.11 
SBC 9.15 7.63 8.10 8.53 
Inverted AR 
Roots 0.91 0.80 0.83 0.65 

t ≥ |1.311| significant at or below the .10 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |1.699| significant at or below the .05 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |2.462| significant at or below the .01 level (one tailed test) 
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Table 12-8: Effect of Media’s Agenda Setting 
DV: D(Presidential Approval) 
     
Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.   
     
War_Media(-1) -0.07  0.05  -1.52  0.14  
Eco_Media(-1) -0.18  0.12  -1.47  0.15  
Dom_Media(-1) 0.07  0.10  0.74  0.47  
Fore_Media(-1) -0.05  0.08  -0.63  0.53  
Sep 11  6.10  3.96  1.54  0.14  
IRAQ 0.97  2.84  0.34  0.74  
D(UNEMP) 14.76  7.75  1.90  0.07  
     
R-squared 0.17      Mean DV 0.02  
Adj. R-sqr -0.04      S.D. DV 5.43  

5.54      AIC 6.46  
Sum Sqr Res 706.05      Schwarz criterion 6.79  
Log likelihood -89.95      F-statistic 0.80  
Durbin-Watson stat 1.70      Prob(F-statistic) 0.58  

S.E. of Reg. 

t ≥ |1.311| significant at or below the .10 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |1.699| significant at or below the .05 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |2.462| significant at or below the .01 level (one tailed test) 
 
 
DV: Presidential Approval for Economic/ Foreign Issues 
 

 No effect.  
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Table 12-9: Public Representation 
 
 
ID| DV War D(Eco) Dom Fore 
Sep 11 ***29.11 0.53 **-5.89 **-9.52 
AFGHAN **13.44 -4.56 **-11.97 *4.57 
IRAQ ***-15.20 3.63 ***11.45 4.73 
ENRON -4.42 4.26 4.63 -1.11 
D(UNEMP) -1.24 -3.65 ***62.70 -2.93 
D(Pre_App) **-0.70 -0.03 0.22 **0.26 
War_Pre(-1) 0.38    
Eco_Pre(-1)  0.36   
Dom_Pre(-1)   0.07  
Fore_Pre(-1)    -0.06 
War_Media(-1) 0.11    
Eco_Media(-1)  -0.22   
Dom_Media(-1)   ***1.66  
Fore_Media(-1)    -0.01 
AR(1)   ***-0.62 ***0.99 
AR(2) -0.34    
     
R-squared 0.84 0.13 0.74 0.42 
Adjusted R-
squared 

0.78 -0.14 0.64 0.18 

S.E. of regression 8.51 7.44 9.16 2.72 
Sum squared resid 1375.02 1218.02 1678.10 147.44 
Log likelihood -94.25 -98.12 -99.99 -64.73 
Durbin-Watson 
stat 

1.878 2.48 1.78 1.80 

t ≥ |1.311| significant at or below the .10 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |1.699| significant at or below the .05 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |2.462| significant at or below the .01 level (one tailed test) 
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Table 12-10: Short-term effect of Public agenda setting  
 
DV D(Presidential Approval) 
     
Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.   
     
War_Pub(-1) -0.28  0.08  -3.46  0.00  
D(Eco_Pub) 0.22  0.15  1.45  0.16  
Dom_Pub(-1) -0.02  0.03  -0.61  0.55  
Fore_Pub(-1) 0.10  0.34  0.31  0.76  
Sep 11  11.18  3.53  3.16  0.00  
IRAQ -3.28  2.80  -1.17  0.25  
D(UNEMP) 9.16  5.96  1.54  0.14  
     
R-squared 0.39      Mean DV 0.02  
Adj. R-sqr 0.23      S.D. DV 5.43  
S.E. of Reg. 4.75      AIC 6.16  
Sum Sqr Res 520.01      Schwarz criterion 6.48  
Log likelihood -85.36      F-statistic 2.46  
Durbin-Watson stat 1.86      Prob(F-statistic) 0.05  

t ≥ |1.311| significant at or below the .10 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |1.699| significant at or below the .05 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |2.462| significant at or below the .01 level (one tailed test) 
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Table 12-11: Short-term effect of Public agenda setting  
 
DV D(Presidential Approval for Economic Issues) 
 
 
     

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.   

     

War_Pub(-1) -0.12 0.07 -1.80 0.09 

D(Eco_Pub) 0.05 0.13 0.42 0.68 

Dom_Pub(-1) 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.99 

Fore_Pub(-1) 0.12 0.27 0.45 0.66 

Sep 11  3.02 2.88 1.05 0.30 

IRAQ -0.36 2.27 -0.16 0.88 

D(UNEMP) 3.66 4.85 0.76 0.46 

     
R-squared 0.20     Mean DV -0.23 
Adj. R-sqr -0.01     S.D. DV 3.84 
S.E. of Reg. 3.87     AIC 5.75 
Sum Sqr Res 344.41     Schwarz criterion 6.07 
Log likelihood -79.18     F-statistic 0.93 
Durbin-Watson stat 2.31     Prob(F-statistic) 0.49 

t ≥ |1.311| significant at or below the .10 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |1.699| significant at or below the .05 level (one tailed test) 
t ≥ |2.462| significant at or below the .01 level (one tailed test) 
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Table 12-12:   Cointegration-Error-Correction Model of Approval    

Equilibrium  
 Endogenous Variable 
 D(Pre_Approval) 
 Coefficient t-Statistic Prob.
D(Pre_App) (-1) 0.49 2.90 0.01
D(Economy_Pub) (-1) 0.23 1.53 0.14
Equilibrium Error -0.53 -3.91 0.00
Economy (-1) in EE -0.67 -2.14 0.04
Sep 11 9.81 2.89 0.01
Iraq -2.75 -1.09 0.29
D(Unemployment) (-1) 8.71 1.51 0.15
Constant 41.61 3.27 0.00

0.50
0.33
4.48

421.82
-79.97

1.41
0.12
5.49
6.07
6.44
3.01

R-squared
Adjusted R-squared

S.E. of regression
Sum squared resid

Log likelihood
Durbin-Watson stat

Mean dependent var
S.D. dependent var
Akaike info criterion

Schwarz criterion
F-statistic

Prob(F-statistic) 0.02
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