CHAPTER 1[5 Mitchell S. McKinney

Engaging Citizens Through Presidential
Debates: Does the Format Matter?

The following rather tortuous exchange occurred among Texas Governor George W.
Bush, Vice President Al Gore, and debate moderator Jim Lehrer during the second
presidential debate on October 11, 2000, in Winston Salem, North Carolina:

BUSH: Yes, [ agree. I just, I think there’s been some, some of the scientists, I believe,
Mr. Vice President, haven't they been changing their opinion a little bit on global
warming? A profound scientist recently made an, madea. ..

LEHRER: Both of you, both of you now have violated . . .

GORE;: But the pointis. . .

LEHRER: Excuse me. Both of you have now violated your own rules. Hold that
thought.

GORE: ['ve been trying so hard not to.

LEHRER: I know. I know. But about—you're not, under your rules, you are not al-
lowed to ask each other a question. I let you [Gore] do it a moment ago. And now
you [Bush] just. ..

BUSH: Twice.

LEHRER: Twice, sorry. OK. [Laughter]

BUsH: One, I thoughtI. ..

GoRE: That’s an interruption, by the way.

LEHRER: Yes, that’s an interruption. OK. But anyhow, you [Gore] just did it. So now
were even . . .

BUSH: ['m sorry.

LEHRER: That’s all right. It's OK.

BUSH: [ apologize, Mr. Vice President. But . . .
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LEHRER: And you're not allowed to do that either. [Laughter] I'm sorry. Go ahead,

finish your thought.

pUsH: ... ,
LEHRER: People care about these things, I've found out.

sUsH: Of course, they care about it. Oh . .. you mean these rules.

LEHRER: Right, exactly right. [Laughter]

LEHRER: Go ahead. . .
BUSH: | ... of course there’s a lot of . . . I mean, look, global warming needs to be

taken very seriously, and I take it seriously.

As illustrated by this exchange, the rules for a president‘ial debate may sometin‘]es
seem more important than the actual debate of campaign issues. Indeed, the specific
terms of debate engagement have often been the subject of he‘ated ;.md protracted wran-
gling among the candidates. Now that our quadrennial prefldentlal. debates are seem-
ingly institutionalized, the question of whether or not candidates will a?tually mce;l in
debate has been replaced by disputes regarding when, where, how, and with .whom. _ ey
will debate. Following the late-summer conventions at Which. the two major political
parties officially nominate their standard-bearer for the upcoming F-all election, the gen-
eral election phase of a presidential campaign begins traditionally with the now requisite
“debate over the debates” in which candidates jockey for advantage by proposing and
negotiating debate particulars designed to complement o'n‘e’s communicative strengths
and further one’s campaign strategy (Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2000, p. 143).

While candidates and their handlers routinely spar aver how the now expected
presidential debates should be structured, scholars, too, havej devoted a great dea]lof
attention to this question. The extant presidential debate literature is replete with
analysis as to what is wrong with televised presidenltial debatels and numerous s.u.ggcs—{
tions for fixing these deficiencies.! Common criticisms have included the ma:blhty 0
candidates to develop sustained and in-depth argument beca.use ?F abbreviated re-
sponse times, as well as multiple and often unrelated topics raised fn.a single debate.
Other debate format flaws identified include insufficient opportunity for follc.)wrup
questioning, thus allowing candidates to avoid responding to particular querteIS; ir
tight controls on candidate responses that prohibit direct candidate exchange or clash,
thus limiting comparison of campaign issues. Finally, one of the most frequent com-
plaints of the traditional televised debate structure has focused on the role)and perfor-
mance of the panel of journalist questioners. Often, instead of-debar?ng one’s opponent,
presidential candidates have instead found themselves arguing Wlth. a journalist 11—
gaged in a game of “gotcha” with questions deemed convoluted or irrelevant by the
public (Lamoureux, Entrekin, & McKinney, 1994'). | -

Within the past decade, the structure of presidential de:bates has evolved signifi-
cantly from the early “joint press-conference” encounters to include more recent inno-
vations such as the town hall debate introduced in 1992, as well as the more informal
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candidate chat debate utilized for the first time in 2000. In fact, each of the three
2000 Bush-Gore exchanges utilized a different debate structure, The first debate was
perhaps the most traditional with the candidares standing at podiums for 9o minutes
responding to questions from moderator Jim Lehrer. In this exchange, candidates
were granted a maximum two-minute response followed by a one-minute reburtal
from their opponent. After each response and reburral, the moderator could then ex-
tend discussion of the topic for 3.5 minutes. In the second debate, the candidates were
seated at a table for what moderator Jim Lehrer referred to as a “conversation,” creat-
ing a more informal debate dynamic. In this debate the candidates were each allowed
a maximum of two minutes to respond to questions, followed again by the 3.5-minute
discussion period for each question or topic. Finally, the town hall debate featured the
candidates strolling about the stage and responiding in two-minute segments to the
queries of “undecided” citizen questioners. Also in this debate, the moderator some-
times allowed an extended 3.5-minute discussion period for questions the candidates
wished to pursue in more detail.

Now that the central issue every four years surrounding our presidential debates
seems to be what type of debates we will have— rather than if debates will take place
atall—a useful question to consider is whether or not the debate format actually mat-
ters. Does it matter, for example, how long candidates are allowed to respond, or if
they stand or sit or walk around while responding, or if the questions are asked by a
citizen or a journalist? The 4o-year history of presidential debates, marked by quad-
rennial candidate bickering over the specifics of debate planning, suggests that format
certainly matters to the candidates. Yet, what of the rens of millions of viewers who
watch these televised events, do they care if a particular debate format is adopted over
another? Do certain formars contribute to greater voter learning? Also, does debate
structure affect the actual content of 2 debate; or more précisely, does a debate format
affect the communicative performance of the candidates?

The purpose of this chapter is to examine these issues, and in particular, to review
the available scholarly analysis to help answer the primary question, “Does debate for-
mat matter?” As the various essays and studies contained in this volume explore differ-
ent topics relating to the engagement of citizens in political and civic life, it is necessary
that we consider the extent to which the structure of televised debates—as instru-
ments of voter education—is responsive to public needs. This chaprer, therefore, will
conclude with specific recommendations for developing candidate debates that are
designed to engage and educate the public.

Does Debate Format Matter?

From many years of careful research, we know that the type of debate staged seems to
matter a great deal to the public. When format innovations were first introduced in
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1992 by the current sponsor and organizer of our televised presidential debates — the
Commission on Presidential Debates (CPD)—a team of communication scholars
undertook an ongoing systematic collection and analysis of viewer response data from
a national sample of voters to determine viewer reactions to debate formats, perceived
learning from different types of debates, as well as desired changes that could make
debates more useful to the public. Carlin and McKinney (1994) first reported the results
of a 1992 study in which 625 citizens provided their reactions in focus group discussions
conducted throughout the nation during the candidates “debate over the debates” and
reactions following each of the "92 presidential and vice presidential debates. These
findings were reported to the CPD and used by the Commission in planning the 1996
and 2000 debates. Similar studies of citizen reactions to debates were conducted dur-
ing both the 1996 and 2000 debate series (this analysis has been reported in several
sources, including Carlin, 1999; Carlin, 2000; Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2000;
McKinney, Spiker, & Kaid, 1998; McKinney & Lamoureux, 19993 McKinney, Du-
dash, & Hodgkinson, in press).

A number of general conclusions can be derived from citizen responses to the ‘92,
'96, and 2000 debate series. First, citizens expect debates to take place and claim that
these encounters provide them with information not available from such other cam-
paign communication sources as televised party conventions, news coverage of the can-
didates and campaign, or candidate ad messages. Also, citizens are turned off by the
candidates’ usual “debating the debates” that seems to precede each debate series.
While the public understands that candidates haggle about debate particulars in order
to achieve some perceived advantage over their opponent, citizens feel as if the candi-
dates are atrempting to hold the publics debates hostage, childishly refusing to debate
unless they get exactly the type of forum they desire. Citizens do not seem to support
federally mandated debates, yet they do support an independent debate organizer so
that the candidates are not allowed to control completely the debate planning process.”

In terms of the types of debates that the public finds most useful, there seems to be
wide agreement that the often used panel of journalists as questioners is inferior toa
single moderator who should attempt to facilitate actual interaction between or
among candidates. Citizens feel strongly that debate discussion should reflect a public
policy agenda, focusing on campaign issues most relevant to the public instead of
campaign strategy or matters relating to candidate image or character —the very top-
ics that many journalists scem to favor. Also, citizens would like to have debates that
cover a focused set of topics (approximately four or five, with each topic discussed 15
to 20 minutes apiece). There is widespread agreement, too, that a town hall debate ad-
dresses issues of greatest public concern, and that undecided citizens do not engage in
“softball” or uninformed questioning of the candidates—as often charged by media
critics of the townhall forums. Rather, these undecided citizens are thought to pose
questions that are more easily understood, and therefore useful, to the many debate
viewers who may not follow the campaign as closely as a journalist or political junkic.
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Citizens do believe there is a need for a journalist or expert to be involved in at |
some of the debates, in order to raise questions that undecided citizens may n tez:t
equipped to address. Citizens, overall, prefer a debate series featuring a \r:u"iey ooFd :
bate formats (three-four debates), and believe that while a particular type o?deba:
may favor the communicative style or strengths of an individual candidate, a vari
of formats will most likely be fair to all candidates. Ao
' In addition to this line of research examining citizen evaluation of debates, a [im-
:ch amount of empirical analysis has been conducted in order to test possii),le rela-
Uonshlpslb.t‘tween debate formar and content. Whereas it is true, as noted earlier, that
furm.at critique represents one of the major areas of presidential debate research r;mch
o.F this analysis appears in the form of critical commentary in which the anal s’t iden
tifies perceived deficiencies in existing debate designs, argues these strucm):at ﬂaws:
somchow prevent candidates from engaging in “true” debate, and finally, provides :
recommendations for developing a “better” debate model. Actual empiricai Sviden
rf:ngrding presidential debate format effects on communication outcomes is u'ce
limited.? As debates remained virtually unchanged until the 1990s, until then s;i(?kilte
largely to the standard “joint press-conference” design, the scant S}:stcmatic an;\l sis[:)%
debate formats is somewhat understandable. Yet, from the limited findings th};t d
now available, the answer is becoming increasingly clear that debate fnrm%u: do in
fact matter in several important ways. e
W}?ile general-election presidential debates have been somewhat slow in adoptin
more innovative format designs, primary campaign or intraparty debates that Eﬁ 5
include multiple candidates have frequently employed a variety of format structuren
Pfau (1984) conducted what may be the earliest empirical analysis of debate fc)rm:ts :
when h? compared four debates that took place during the 1984 Democratic primar 5
each un]iAzing a different structure. Pfau hypothesized that different debatcpde ol
“.muld affect various communication outcomes, including both moderator/ Sfe[:
tioner and candidate communicative behaviors. Employing content analysis h(l ‘
amined the focus, fairness, and clarity of moderator (vs. journalists’) qucstiz}ls, as “:(li
as the occurrence of clash among candidates, quality of candidarte responses c:v‘idence
used. to support candidate claims, and direction or focus of candidate resp(;nscs His
findings, _in general, confirmed that different debate formats produced diffcrcnc‘es i:;
communication outcomes, concluding, “Format and procedure is an important vari-
able. Some approaches to political debates facilitate clash; some do not. Some
proaches elicit substantive responses; some do not” (p. 13). E i
In an:lllyzing possible format effects in general-election debates, perhaps the most
systematic analysis is the program of research by Diana Carlin and colleagues examir
ing the influence of debate format on candidate clash (e.g., Carlin, Howa%d gta.nﬁell;-
& R‘eynolds, 1991; Carlin, Morris, & Smith, 2001). This analysis addressc;e‘ the con’
tention that televised debates are devoid of actual candidate clash and dil:ect‘ com ari:
son of issue positions. Carlin et al.’s findings reveal that direct candidate clash do‘::, in
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fact, occur in presidcntial debates; however, particular format features do seem 10 in-
fluence the ability of candidates to engage in such clash (and clash is said to occur
when candidates offer analysis of their own versus an opponent’s issue positions, and
also through direct atrack of an opponent’s positions).
Furthermore, Carlin et al. (1991) found in their comparative content analysis of the
presidential debates in 1960, 1976, 1980, 1984, and 1988 that candidate clash is limited
when format design limits rebuttal times; clash is also limited when the same or similar
questions are not posed to both candidates. More recently, Carlin, Morris, and Smith
(2001) found that the actual type of question asked of candidates influences candidate
clash. Specifically, “comparative” questions asked by debate moderator Jim Lehrer in
the 2000 debates resulted in more clash than did the less comparative questions put 0
the candidares by the citizen questioners in the town hall debate. Finally, when com-
paring the amounts of clash that occurred in the three distinct debate formats utilized
in 2000, the more formal podium debate contained the greatest overall level of candi-
date clash, and the more conversational chat debate featured the least amount of clash.
Following the introduction of citizen questioners in the 1992 town hall debate,
Eveland, McLeod, and Nathanson (1994) compared the questions asked by citizens
to those questions proffered by journalist during the *92 debate series. When judging
f questions, the Eveland et al. analysis claimed that while

the conciseness and clarity o
primari!y on number of

reporters were more concise with their questions (based
words per question), both citizens and journalists were equal in asking so-called un-
clear questions (based on such criteria as “poor word choice, non-sequiturs, and dis-
jointed phrases”). Journalists’ questions were also found to be more argumentative,
accusatory, and leading than those from undecided citizens. Finally, when analyzing
question topics, journalists asked more questions relating to foreign policy and can-
didate character while citizen questions focused more so on domestic issues and gov-
ernment policies.

In 1996, with two distinct types of debates held between President Clinton and
Senator Bob Dole—the first a more traditional podium debate with questions asked
by single-moderator Jim Lehrer and the second a town hall debate with questions
asked by undecided citizens—Kaid, McKinney, and Tedesco (2000, p- 76) conducted
a comparative content analysis of the two debates and found three significant content
differences. First, the town hall debate contained significantly less candidate attack;
also, the two candidates developed significancly more issue (versus image) appeals in
the town hall debate than in their podium debate; and finally, the town hall debate
featured significantly more candidate-positive (versus oppnncnbncgative) discourse
than did their podium debate.

The Kaid et al. (2000) study confirms similar findings from Benoit and Wells's
(1996) analysis of the attack and defense strategies utilized by President George H. W.
Bush, Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton, and independent candidate H. Ross Perot in
the 1992 debates. Specifically, Benoit and Wells (1996) found that the town hall debate
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Bush-Gore debates of 2000 had very little resemblance to the inaugural Kennedy-
Nixon encounters in 1960. One constant throughout the past four decades, however,
has been the continued struggle for control of these key campaign events. While the
candidates have traditionally been most successful in exerting their influence over the
debate process, recent history has demonstrated something of a shift in this struggle
for control of debates. Beginning in 1992 with dircct public involvement through
town hall forums, to the introduction of several format features called for by the pub-
lic (such as the exclusion of the panel of journalist questioners and the expansion of
candidate response times), and finally, a debate sponsor in 2000 that was unwilling to
acquiesce to candidate demands, the balance of power in the presidential debate pro-
cess seems to be shifting from candidate to public interests.

Now that debates are an expected, and publicly demanded, feature of presidential
campaigns, and now that we have finally begun to experiment with alternate types of
candidate encounters that may better serve public interests, the future of televised
presidential debates seems hopeful. The goal must not be to identify a “perfect” de-
bate structure or design, as such a task would be impossible because competing de-
mands—the “perfect” debate for candidates would undoubtedly fall short of public
expectations. Instead, we should strive for debates that attempt to balance the needs
of those involved —including the interests of the candidates, media interests, and
most importantly, citizen interests. The privileging of public interests is perhaps best
argued by CPD Executive Director Janet Brown when she noted, “These [debates]
are the single set of political events that the public still thinks belongs to them”
(Marks, 2000).

In continuing to find ways for the public to be involved with and claim some
‘ownership” of their presidential debates, the CPD should continue to press for exper-
imentation of debate designs that facilitate direct public involvement. Although the
town hall format has been used successfully during the '92, 96, and 2000 debate se-
ries, there may be additional formats that could include citizen voice and allow voters
to set an agenda for the debate dialogue. A variety of debate experiments are used fre-
quently in lower-level (local and state) campaign debates, utilizing multiple methods
for including citizen participation. Such debate exchanges have allowed “average” citi-
zens—often selected persons on the street—to question candidates via video and live
satellite links, or the ability to question candidates during a televised debate via e-mail
communications. The public's issue agenda has also been incorporated in debate dis-
cussions through the use of a panel of public “experts” who represent concerns that
have been expressed by the public (e.g., a panel of questioners consisting of health

are providers and patients, senior citizens, teachers, parents, etc.).

A frequent criticism of the existing town hall format voiced in multiple focus group
discussions (see McKinney & Lamoureux, 1999; Kaid, McKinney, & Tedesco, 2000,
p.228) centered on a sometimes parochial or localized nature of the debate discussion,

whereby undecided citizens of a particular city or area of the country would focus an
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issues that may not be as significant to citizens throughout the entire nation. In the
1996 San Diego town hall debate, for example, with a large military presence in the
San Diego community, multiple questions were asked during that debate relating to
the military and defense industry, including specific questions regarding military pay,
military downsizing, and closed-base conversion. An Oklahoma voter articulated this
shortcoming of the town hall forum when he noted, “With this audience participa-
tion, you're getting the mood of a certain group of people, which is not reflective of
the whole country. So the things that are of interest to the people in San Diego may
not be of interest to another part of the country” (Kaid et al., 2000, p. 229). A possible
remedy for the localization of the town hall discussion might be to construct an
“American town hall” debate in which undecided citizens from throughourt the coun-
try, or at least located in selected regions of the country, are allowed ro question the
candidates. This type of dispersed questioning could also be done via satellite or elec-
tronic communications.

As the practice of televised presidential debates, especially within the past decade,
has undergone great changes, scholars now need to reflect these changes in their de-
bate analysis. While the previous review of debate format research indicated a small
yet growing body of scholarship, many important questions remain unanswered. For
example, a central contention with the question of “Does format matter?” is the issue
of how differing debate structures may affect voter learning. The existing empirical
evidence supporting the notion that particular formats do, in fact, facilitate greater
voter learning is based largely on citizen’s perceptual claims from focus group discus-
sions. While such qualitative data provide important analysis of voter reactions to de-
bates, the type of experimental study that is commonly employed to measure vorer
learning from debate viewing should be conducted to buttress existing findings.

The extant debate research demonstrates rather convincingly that viewing debates
produces increased learning of candidates’ issue positions as well as influences voters
impressions of candidates’ image (for summaries of such research, see Benoit,
McKinney, & Holbert, 2001; Benoit, McKinney, & Stephenson, 2002; McKinney,
Kaid, & Robertson, 2000). Interestingly, a common feature of the existing research
is that such analysis is based almost entirely on data collected from the first debate

televised in a particular series. The frequent rationale for this study design is sup-
ported by the usual trend that the first debate in a multidebate series most often gar-
ners the highest viewership and is thus selected for analysis. When successive debates
in a multidebate series were structured largely the same as the first debate, such dac
collection efforts may not have been problematic. Now that our debate scries feature
distinct types of debates, relying on claims drawn from responses to one particular
type of debate is limited. As the preceding review of debate format studies illustrated,
there are clear content and candidate communication differences based on differing
debate structures. It seems likely, as suggested by McKinney et al. (2003), that these
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must conti i i
ntinue to rise above particular party interests and continue to act

mandi i i
. ;;.)ndmgl that candidares engage in useful debate dj
cbates that occur ey i iti
tes th ur every four years, direct citizen involverent is needed

presidential level o help develop : iti A
e elop a tradition of campaign debates among candid

¢ and local elections. Here, citi ight ‘ o
B - Tere, citizen groups might join wi i
lzations or partner with other civi ok e s i

clvic organizations to sponsor debate forums

Th inci i
; ¢ very principle of democracy is perhaps best demonstrated
ates in which those desiring to be S0 b

alogue. Beyond the presidential

o n campaign de-

s g B caders must stand (or sit) before the public

*s should granc them the greatest form of power in our d
y—our vote. Yes, televised presidential debates have con -
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i i ntary include Bitzer and Ruger (1980,
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rliirst;ciz?icid,i:;CLlssion of citizens reactions to the candidates” “debating the debates
1- - .
B Entmk":;;?:vir:{frel(:l?: e[ﬁfslza:g;ter focuses on televised {pre:iaj’c'frti:zl dcbal{cs..lri
g FO':""‘[ ey formar cxperiment was tried with the vice presidential dcbz_ue that in
1992, rathe'r lmcr;jtggre Dan Quayle, and James Stockdale. In this debate, canc.hdzn;)s v;:gre
o Ca“d‘.datcls q(t)'m;-\ and respond to each ather. This experiment was dcscl:lbc m};d sz
i t?’d"ca gy 99) as “immacure children in a sandbox,” and ha:s never eer; ll g
T:;i::icd:r:ig;glz:f;]p'/\t least three studies (Beck, 1996; Bilmes, 1999; Rilmes, 2001) ha
t < .

, L
idates’ communication
ing” debate affected the candida
plored how the “freewheeling” narure of the

and interaction patterns.

References

re”: The achievement of social face

s : d i ke he o
Beck, C. S. (1996). “T've got some points I'd like to ma Aok e TPl Compnimaaion, 53

i 2 vice presidential
through turn management during the 199 p

IG'Sﬁ[\?(?.L & Wells, W. T. (1996). Candidates in conflict: Persuasive attack and defense in the
Benoit, W. L., § ST

iversity Press.
identi 5. Tuscaloosa: University of Alabama _ . .
Ig?l\gels‘d?\i::l;li:i:u;{. Su,sc& Holbert, R. L. (2001). Beyond learning and persona: Extending
e f presidential debate effects. Communication Monagraphs, 6, 15?17‘173. P
th'c S'i‘?fpﬁn\gckinney M. S., & Stephenson, M. T. (2002). Effects ofwa;c m;g p y
. | y o Dey : : ; 3 .
Be“i(:lt‘he 2000 U.S. presidential campaign.{numdt’ af(.o_mmn;a:;:;:f:,d& '3,;9:2331& vesidemtil de
; i stions, answers, and the organization o _ 992 dents
Bilmes, _]i;(l9393ne?:: considerations. Research on Language lzm.f SGcm[I;ztcmmm_z, 32, ;;milm &
Bil h‘“c-] ‘E“ 21) Tactics and styles in the 1992 vice presidential debate: Question p
ilmes, J. (2z001). Iz .
Social Interaction, 34, 151-181. i
’m"f 0{; llﬂ'{dc?:ﬁzfg;azf;?g)a Carter v. Ford: The counterfeit debates of 1976. Madison: University o
Bitzer, L., y 1L : ¢
e Carli M. S. McKinney (Eds.),
C: ?_({:S‘S”S “(I;;;) A rationale for a focus group study. In D. IEI..(I;nrlm & M. S. McKinney
rlin, D. B. . . N
a The 1992 presidential debates in focus (pp. é,l—go). Wgstg;;:”iné tlz:cini“gi
1 cti I 6 debates: De s fe ‘
b D‘IB.TEI%)‘DI} iccziogsgut(}“ ng;q:i;g?(‘lids.), The electronic election: Perspectives o the 1996 cam
nts. In L. L. Ka . G. Bys . -
;::z'qn conmunication (pp. 133‘148).’0Mah\;13h, -[j]'FLawi?\:‘:sEﬁEh:ugO]Emm na, A
\ i ; - for viewers. In 5.
in, D. B. (2000). Warching the debates: A guide g e
Ca'l;';]n debates: International perspectives (pp. Rrwﬂi'i). Eegg\;gkﬁ:c l\:{.;;:: Sof pmsidcmia[ e
i ; ficld, S., & Reynolds, L. . S
Carlin, D. P, Howard, C., Stanficld, _ . i Dabang g
: ive analysis. Argumentation an acy, 2, 13!
C ?)rmgs !f;“ zmaﬁx::: 3;2“2" ?E?ls‘) (199%47}. The 1992 presidential debates in focus. Westport,
arlin, D. B, . ML S.
CT: Praeger.

formats, and partici-

MCKINNEY ® Engaging Citizens T hrough Py
Carlin, D. B., Morris, E., & Smith, S. (2001

strategic argument choices in the 2000
2196-2218.
Edelsky, C., & Adams, K. (1990). Crearin
guage and Social Psychology, 9, 171-190.
Eveland, W, p, MclLeod, D. M.,
analysis of the questions asked
42, 390-406.
Hart, R. P, & Jarvis, S, E. (1997). Political
Scientist, 40, 1095-1122.
Hellwcg, S.A., Pfau, M., & Brydon, S. R. (
porary America. New York: Praeger.
He!lwcg, S.A, & Phillips, S. L. (1981). Form and substance; A com
used in the 1980 presidential debates. Speaker & Gavel, 18, 67-78

Hogan, ]. M. (1989). Media nihilism and the presidential debates.
Association, s, 220-225,

Jamieson, K. H., & Birdsell, D. S. (1988). Presidential debates: The challenge of creating an informed
electorate. New York: Oxford Universi ty Press.

Kaid, L. L., McKinney, M. S., & Tedesco, J. C. (2000)
paign: Candidate, medin, and public voices. Cresskill, NJ: Hampton DPress.

Kay, ], & Borchers, T, A. (1994). “Children in a sandbox™: Reaction to the vice presidential debare,

In D. B. Carlin & M. S, McKinney (Eds.), The 1992 presidential debates in focus (pp. 99-108).
Westport, CT: Praeger.

Kraus, S. (2000). Televised presidential debates and public policy. Mahway, NJ: 1awrence Erlbaum.
Lamoureux, E. R., Entrekin, H. ., & McKinney, M. 8. (1994). Debating the debates. In D. B. Car-
lin & M. S. McKinney (Eds.), The 1992 presidential debates in focus (pp. 55— 67). Westport, CT:

Pracger.
Marks, P. (2000, September
Times, p. A1
Martel, M. (1983). Political campaign debates: Tnages, strategies,
McCall, J. M. (1984). The panelists as pscudo-debarers: An evaluation of the questions and question-
ers in the presidential debates of 1980. Journal of the American Fo
McKinney, M. §., Spiker, J. A., & Kaid, L. L. (1998). DebateWa

Building democracy through citizen co

esidential Debates ® 221

). The influence of format and questions on candidares’
presidential debates. American Bebavioral Scientist, 44,

g inequality: Breaking the rules in debates. Journal of Lan-

& Nathanson, A. I. (199.). Reporters vs, undecided voters: An
during the 1992 presidential debates. Communication Quarterly,
debate: Forms, styles, and media. American Behavioral

1992). Televised presidential debates- Advocacy in contem-

parative analysis of five formats

Journal of the American Forensic

- Civic dialogue in the 1096 presidential cam-

5). TV networks jilted by Bush won't take partin 2 debates. NVew Vork

and tactics. New York: Lon gman.

rensic Association, ar, 97-104.

tch '96 and citizen engagement:

mmunication. In T J. Johnson, C. E. Hays, & S. P Hays
(Eds.), Engaging the public (pp. 185-194). Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

McKinney, M. §., & Lamoureux, E. R, (1999). Citizen response to the 1996 presidential debates: Fo-
cusing on the focus groups. In L. L. Kaid & D). G. Bystrom (Eds.), The electronic election: Ler-
spectives an the 1906 campaign communication (pp. 163-177). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

McKinney, M. S., Kaid, L. L., & Robertson, T A. (2000). The front-runner, contenders, and also-
rans: Effects of watching a 2000 Republican primary debate. American Bebavioral Scientist, 44,
2232-2251.

McKinney, M. S, Dudash, E. A, & Hodgkinson, G. (2003). Viewer reactions to presidential de-

bates: Learning issuc and image information, In L. L. Kaid, ]. C. Tedesco, D. Bystrom, & M. S.
McKinney (Eds.), The millenninm election: Communication in the 2000 campaigns. 1
MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

Meyer, ], & Carlin, D, B. (1994). The im

anham,

pact of formarts on voter reaction. In D. B. Carlin & M. S.
McKinney (Eds.), The 1992 presidential debates i focus (pp. 69-83). New York: Praeger.
Plau, M. (198.4). A comparative assessment of intra-parcy political debate form

ats. Political Commu-
nication Review, g, 1-23,



