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When content analysis is uned In order to 
infer antecedent conditions of con-nunlcat ! on as is 
he case in proparanda analysis. Ictica'', operations 

are employed which resenble those necessary to 
scientific explanation, however, Inferences fron 
content analysis do not easily reel fh.e followlor 
several requirements of scientific explanation: ' 
that general laws be used as part of the explanation 
that the phenomenon to be explained be precisely 
desipnated; that all relevant antecedent conditions 
be identified; that the explanation (antecedent 
conditions and reneral Laws) should tear a lorical 
relationship to the phenomenon explained. In one 
form in which it ha a nooT» appl'ed, content analysis 
appeals to depart further f^om scientific inquiry in 
that it deals wn h the actual wo^ds ot* the comm mi¬ 
ca* ion and not with a cns^acterizaMon of the 
communication arrived at by the analyst.( ) 
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During World War II th« techniqut of contênt analysis 

was dtvelop«d and adapted for purposes of proparanda analysis 

of totalitarian conraunications. A group of analysts in a 

now defunct, unit of the Federal Co-muni cat Ions Co-wnission 

(F.C.C.) at*eapted to nake inferences about propaganda 

strategy and Its underlying policy calculations from a close 

inspection of German radio and press co-munications. Ihe 

wore o' re F.C.C. analysts has been studied intensively 

in order to reconstruct and ccxlif, the methods of inference 

which they applied with considerable success. The results 

of some of this research have been or will be reported 

elsewhere. 

The present paper attempts to evaluate the scientific 

status of this particular application of content analysis. 

It is hoped that the results of the evaluation will be 

useful to those who are interested in advancing research 

methodology for the scientific study of communication and 

in developing other policy uses of the content analysis 

technique. Familiarity with the experience of the F.C.C. 

analysts may enable members of the larger scientific 

community to assist in improving the scientific status 

and policy usefulness of the content analysis technique. 

A. REQUIREMENTS OF SCIENTIFIC EXPLANATION1 

The basic pattern of scientific expiant Ion may be 

briefly de»>cribed as follows: 

* e present discussion is based upon statements of the 
logical empiricists. Technical language is avoided here in 
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Every explanation is composed of two major constituents! 

(1) the phenomenon explained, and (2) the explanation for 

it. The explanation contains two parts: (a) specific 

antecedent conditions, and (b) peneral laws. 

Any proposed explanation must satisfy certain lorical 

and empirical conditions if it is to be adequate. 

There are three logical conditions of adequacy: 

(LI) The phenomenon explained must be the logical 

consequence of the explanatory statements (antecedent 

conditions and f®neral laws)--i.e., it must be loeically 

deducible from information contained in them. 

(L2) The explanation must Include peneral laws, and 

these must be actually required for the derivation of the 

phenomenon explained. 

(L3) The explanation must, have empirical content; 

i.e., it must be susceptible, at least in principle, to 

test by experiment or observation. 

In addition there is one empirical condition of adequacy: 
* 

(FL) The explanation must be true. That is, ':he 

specific antecedent conditions and the peneral laws must be 

at least hlphly confirmed by all the relevant evidence 

available. 

favor of a terminology closely related to content analysis. The 
statement made by C. G. Hempel and P. Oppenheim, ’’Studies in 
the Logic of Fxplanatior,” Philosophy of Science. Vol. 15, 
No. 2 (April, 19^8), pp. 13>17% has been found particularly 
useful. (Cf. especially "Part I, Elementary Survey of 
Scientific Explanation.") For a fuller bibliography see that 
listed by Hempel and Oppenheim, op.d t.. and, e.p., H. Felpl 
and W. Sellars, Feadinps in Philosphlcal Analysis (Appleton- 
Century-Crofts, Inc., New York, 19W. 
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B- MFmSROP°SCffi»TIFICNFXPUmíoNI,,FI;fffNCF WIIH 

In tclantlfle Mplanatlon, as has baan notad, an attampt 

Is uda to ralata tha follovlnei tha phanomanon to ba 

axplalnad (P), antacadant conditions (A), and ganaral laws 

(0). Thasa thraa alamants have tha following counterparts 

In content analysis Inftrancai 

P • 

0 

A 

Î-;.^?î!îtvd*fïrlptlon' th* content feature 
5ï.n,î*î t3r th* •n*1/*4 to serve as an "Indicator" 
for an inference may concern tha syntactical 
?î£:îc^ri*î1.c.!_°f-!1?!'» their semantical componant,.* 

lysts *- 
- -—w* •j.pua tnwir 3 

¿«íít?r • v?rk of the F.C.C. analysts Involved 
?Î2 211-Ï1 cojtdnt analysis) that Is, It dealt with 
tna mtanlnf of words as usta '— - by the propagandist.) 

a ranerallsad statanant which ralatas cortsnt 
charactaristics to sort antacadant eonditlon(s). 

ï!îf<I«0n<ltl0nîü 0f îhe contant charactar- 
«ntacadant conditions which hava 

tha particular contant charactaristics singlad 
out as indicators by tha researcher. r 

If wa may owersimplify a bit at this point, contant 

analysis studies which attampt to make inference begin with 

P and, utilising soma G, infer A. Contant analysis studies, 

therefore, resemble scientific eiplanation rather than 

"acientific inquiry" or "scientific prediction."3 

To what extent do content analysis inference studies 

satisfy scientific requirements? 

For elaboration, see Irving L. Janis, "Meaning and the Study 

^gb^tryt Vol# 6’ No* 4 

UiUAl/? ^thouP^ not always) begins with 
P>ñd~A~añdínduces G. (Some contant analysis studies are 
Îîîî*?®? t0 Produc* generalisations, linking P to A which 

aupport inferences on other occasions ) * 
feianUm PTfdUMon begins with G and A aíd ^¿ceeds to P 
^^»õíe^cãsescorffent analysis attempts to predict what P 
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CD SgfliUrwnt of F.aplrtcal Contentt Anttcedent 

conditions Infêrred In content analysis do meet the * 
4 - * 

requirement that a scientific explanation have empirical content 

so that it be susceptitte, at least In principle, to test 

by experiment or observation (Requirement L3, p. 2). The 

antecedent conditions of interest in propaganda analysis 

usually fall into thre* general typesi actual events, elite 

policy calculations, and propaganda strategy, all of which 

are obviously subject to observation, at least in principle. 

The difficulty is not this but, rather, the practical one of 

obtaining direct evidence of the conditions inferred that will 

serve for purposes of validation. 

Each inference, when it is made, is obviously conjectural 

in that it lacks validation. This situation is inherent in 

the use of content analysis as an inferential technique. For, 

if empirical data on the antecedent condition of interest 

were available at the time the Inference is made, there would 

be no point to using content analysis (or, for that matter, 

any other indirect technique) to infer that antecedent con¬ 

dition. A problem exists only because the condition in 

question is not directly and empirically known. 

In some types of inquiry, the empirical data required to 

confirm an explanatory hypothesis or an inference may be 

available shortly thereafter. This possibility usually does 

not exist in the propaganda analysis application of content 

analysis. As a result, it is difficult to improve the quality 

of a propaganda analysis operation by means of a timely 
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syst«®atlc as8«ss3i«nt of the suectsaes and failliras vhich It 

Is achieving. Given the nature of interstate relations, direct 

empirical data on the conditions Inferred becomes available, 

if at all, only after it has ceased to have any practical 

importance for the policy research operation, i.e., after 

milltar> defeat in war, after a radical or revolutionary 

change in government, or simply through the passage of time. 

It was only after World War II, for example, that such data 

(official Nasi records, diaries, interrogations of captured 

personnel, etc.) became available for validating many of the 

inferences made by the F.C.C. and other research agencies. 

In the absence of empirical data for direct verification, 

Indirect attempts at verification may be made. One familiar 

method is to use the course of subsequent historical events 

as a basis for deciding whether a previous Inference was 

correct. This approach contains many possibilities of error, 

especially for the types of Inferences made in policy research, 

and cannot be considered a satisfactory basis for indirect 

verification. Thus, for example, the Inference that certain 

content characteristics indicate a desire for diplomatic 

rapprochement with an opponent is not necessarily verified by 

the fact that several months later such a rapprochement takes 

place. The desire may have developed after the inference 

was made; or, the inference, though "correct,“ may have been 

based upon the wrong content indicators, or upon an incorrect 

reconstruction of propaganda stretegy. Similarly, subsequent 

events which appear to disprove an inference may not do so 

all. Thus, the fact that no steps were actually taken to 



P-616 

bring about a diplomatic rapprochoment may mean simply that 

the original intention in this direction vas abandoned; It 

does not necessarily mean that this intention vas’not 

entertained at the time the Inference vas made by the content 

analyst. 

Just because empirical validation of results is difficult 

and remote in time, content analysis inference tends to be 

regarded as a highly hypothetical type of inquiry as compared 

to other forms of scientific explanation. Indeed, an element 

of uncertainty alvays attends the use of content analyds in 

policy research of this type. Both content analyets and 

their clients vould be happier if some of the Inferences 

could be conclusively verified in the course of the policy 

research operation. (This limitation, hovever, to some extent 

also characterises other methods employed for obtaining 

information about aspects of events, elite behavior, and 

strategy vhich are not susceptible to direct observation.) 

(2) Requirement of General Lavs: When engaged in 

inference, content analysts usually have considerable diffi¬ 

culty in attempting to satisfy the requirement that general 

lavs be used (Requirement L2, p. 2). The mere statement of 

an inferential Rypothesls asserting a relationship betveen 

contant characteristics (P) and antecedent conditions (A) 

clearly does not meet this requirement and is not an adequate 

scientific explanation of the phenomenon. 

The difficulty in question is not surprising, given the 

rudimentary nature of present knovledpe about political 
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communication. Avallabit g«norall*atlons about political 

communication fraquantly lack concrate ralavanca for purposes 

of Inferenca; thalr usafulnass Is oftan rastrlctari also by 

their imprecisa formulation and uncartain validity. As a 

rasult, panarallsatlons tand to be adducad ad hoc by the 

contant analyst and, mora oftan than not, ara only implicit 

In the reasoning by means of which ha supports an inference. 

Moreover, the content analyst himself, consciously or un¬ 

consciously, seams to attribute low explanatory power to such 

peñera Illations and does not consider that they give strong 

support to his inferences.4 

As a result. It is sometimes argued that the requirement 

in question be waived In content analysis on the ground that 

it Is not always possible or desirable to replace(J) good 

Judgment by rules. This argument may be praphrased as 

follows i In content analysis, as In other forms of expert 

guessing, It Is possible to make sound inferences from 

particular to particular without being able to formulate 

explicitly any acceptable general law or supporting general¬ 

isation. The fact that no such rule Is Invoked does not 

necessarily mean that the inference is incorrect or unsound. 

For the correctness or Incorrectness of the inference is 

obviously a matter for empirical test, whether or not. the 

generalisation and reasoning on which it is based can be 

formulated. Thus, for example, the expert poker player can 

usually tell whether _ his opponent is bluffing; he makes use 

of generaliaations for this purpose but would be hard put to 

It. may be noted that, at the same time, content analysts 
recognise the need for developing generalisations relevant 

.KïS0î*V.V r*nc*by *"na or sp*clal cont«nt 
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articulate the basis for his judpment. If pressed, he Tiipht 

succeed in listinp some criteria which he employs in makinp 

such an inference, but the inadequacy of these criteria mipht 

well be exposed if some other person attempted to apply them. 

Therefore, the conclusion is drawn that perhaps in content 

analysis, as in poker and other forms of inference and 

diapnosis, "expertness" must remain intuitive. Althouph the 

expert makes use of penerallzations privately, he cannot 

articulate them into a set of formal rules. 

This peneral argument, familiar in many other types of 

inquiry as well, is usually rejected by students of science. 

In addition, there are practical policy reasons for askinp 

the content analyst to present relevant reasonlnp In support, 

of his inferences. The analopy with the expert poker player 

is riot an apt one for several reasons. In the first place, 

poker has a well-defined statistical basis, which propapanda 

analysis does not. Expertness in poker is possible, but it 

is not certain that comparable skill in propapanda analysis 

can be achieved. Moreover, in poker it is possible to 

validate a hunch (inference) immediately after each hand 

as to whether the opponent, is blufflnp or as to the ’ 

relationship between his bettinp stratepy and his cards; 

this is not the case in content analysis inference, as has 

already been observed. Tne value of the empirical test in 

poker is plainly revealed in the rule that you must, pay to 

see what, the opponent holds. Under the favorable conditions 

of poker, a player can improve his diapnosis of an opponents 
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msthofl of play vUMn a relatival/ short tliie by directly 

observlnf how he plays different hands¡ and he can apply 

knowledge about the opponent thus obtained In follow' r 

hands. This type of learning, as w. have seen, Is more 

difficult In propaganda analysis. Finally, because poker 

Is a game for individuals, the poker player is both an 

Intelligence analyst and a decision-maker. In contrast, the 

content analyst Is only an Intelligence specialist and, 

therefore, has the difficult problem of demonstrating the 

plausibility of his Inferences or his "expertness" to 

policy-makers. 

For all these reasons, the requirement that Inferential 

hypotheses be supported by relevant reasoning cannot be 

easily waived In policy applications of content analysis. 

An Inference which Is unsupported by explicit reasoning may¬ 

be correct, but. If generali tat Ions adequate for supporting 

the Inference can be formulated, the possibility of Improving 

the level of Inference and teaching the skill to others Is 

thereby Increased. Since empirical validation of content 

analysis Inferences Is difficult, the determination of 

"expertness" on the basis of past performance Is not an 

entirely feasible alternative. It becomes even more Important, 

therefore, to have an Internal check on the plausibility of 

Individual Inferences. The reasoning and generalizations 

cited by the content analyst In support of Inferences provide 

this possibility. 
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(3) Preslse Pesirnatlog of Phtno^enon To Rj Fxplalncd; 

The characteristics of the phenomenon to be explained (P) 

must be precisely designated in any type of scientific 

inquiry; it is particularly difficult to do so in content 

analysis. The propapanda materials examined by the content 

analyst are capable of yleldtnp a larpe number of content 

deslpnations. To a preater extent than in most forms of 

scientific explanation, the phenomenon to be explained is 

not given but must itself be identified and deslpnated by 

the content analyst. The sensitivity and diapnostlc skill 

of the analyst consist in spotting which aspects of the 

content (possible P) may be related to which antecedent 
g 

conditions.^ Ambiguous designations of P have serious 

consequences, noted below. 

Loplcal Relationship of Explanation to Phenomenon 

Explained ; The requirement that a scientific explanation 

(i.e., statement of antecedent conditions and penerai laws) 

should bear a logical relationship to the phenomenon explained 

may be considered to be a requirement also in content analysis. 

That is, P should be lopically deducible from A and G (Re¬ 

quirement LI, p. 2). In content analysis one encounters 

various difficulties in attempting to meet this requirement: 

(a) supporting generalizations are not always fully adequate; 

(b) not all relevant antecedent conditions are specified; 

(c) the designation of P itself may be ambiguous, and, when 

this occurs, P is not clearly the lorical consequence of 

c 
This problem is considered at some length in RAMP P-Û17, 
"Quantitative an^ Qualitative Procedures in Content p 
Analysis." 
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explanatory statements (A and G), and the possibility of 

Alternative Inferences from that P remains. 

^ IUSQ^Pietf Fxplanatlor! Content analysis, In fact, 

does not attempt to provide a complete explanation for P, 

t.e., the statement of all relevant antecedent conditions 

end general laws. Rather, it provides what some writers on 

sclentif1c methodology refer to as an "explanation sketch."6 

The content analyst Is Interested only In Identifying 

certain antecedent conditions, knovledye of which Is a 

useful contribution to policy research. The antecedent 

condition» of a plven content designation are apt to be so 

numerous that it would be a laborious task to Identify and 

deecrlbe them all. In practice, the analyst limits -himself 

to those factors (antecedent conditions) which, In hts 

Judgment, ere the sensitive varlahi,.. a plven Inferential 

problem. He does not bother to list variables which tend 

to remain much the same In many inferential problems. Many 

of these more or less stable variables relate to the control 

structure of the propaganda system, the co-ordination of 

propaganda with policy, the behavioral characteristics of tha 

policy-making elite, the psychological warfare theories and 

operating codes of the propagandist, and the personality of 

t .e propagandist. Less stable variables are the estimates, 

expectations, and Intentions of the elite and the selection 

of propaganda goals and Implementing techniques by the 

Hlatorv~"~;.'iri??h .Ihu F!,nctton of General Laws In 
/:!;0ry’c reprinted In Herbert Felpl airt Wilfred Sellars 

Feedings In Philosophical Analysts pp. 4/)2 4^? 
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propagandist. Occasionally, It happens, and is to be expecte'*, 

that the content analyst is fooled about so*ne of the variables 

he has assumed to be stable. 

C. Tiff PROBLEM OF GFKF:IAL IFP’ß IN CONTENT DFOCRIFITOn 

Modern science at-ns at the establlsh-nent of r®^«ral 

laws of a causal probabilistic character. Knowledre 

which fails to achieve a causal or probabilistic chaacter, 

however useful it may be in everyday life or in specialised 

pursuits, is reparded as "pre-scientif1c."? 

Scientific Inquiry deals not with individual events 

themselves but with specified characteristics of events, 

or types of events. It is sometimes argued that events 

emerplnp from the activity of human belnrs, sinply or in 

groups, have a uniqueness which makes them inaccessible to 

efforts at explanation by means of causal or probabilistic 

yeneralixations. This argument is based upon a misunder¬ 

standing of the logical character of scientific inquiry and 

explanation. It is true that scientific inquiry seeks for 

uniformities and, in seeking for causal or probabilistic 

laws, presupposes repeatability of phenomena. 

But the phenomena of interest to science are not 

individual events, but events of a specified type. A causal 

or probabilistic law merely asserts that events with certain 

specified charac*er1sMcs are accompanied, or tend to be 

accompanied, by other events with certain o*her specified 

charact erlsMcs. What is needed for the development and 

^ See Patrick Gardiner, '¡he Nature of Historical Fxpjanatlon. 
London, Oxford University f’ress, 1^*2. 
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t.stlnfi of such l»ws Is th. r.curr.ne. not of th« samt 

Individual svent, but of separate events which have the same 

specified characteristics. It Is the repetition of types 

of events, not of an Individual event, which Is the focus 

of scientific Inquiry. The "uniqueness" of events Is not an 

exclusive feature of human history. In the physical sciences 

no less than In psychology and the social sciences, every 

Individual event Is unique In the sense that It never repeats 

itself with all of its characteristics. 

It is for this reason that those who have attempted 

to develop content analysis as a technique for the scientific 

study of communication Include the requirement that renernl 

terms, or categories, be used in describinp content. This 

requirement receives perhaps its most explicit formulation 

in the definition of content analysis by N. C. Leites and 

I. da Sola Pool.8 In practice, this requirement means that 

the lanruape into which a content-descriptive observation 

is cast should not be identical with, but more general than, 

fhe lanpuage of the content in question. (The relationship 

between selection of content catepories and efforts to 

develop a systematic theory will not be considered here.) 

lhe requirement of peneral terms of description has 

been closely associated with emphasis on quantitative content 

analysis. Analysts at the Federal Communications Commission, 

however, found that quantitative attributes of lanpuaj-e ' 

0g Cphtcnt Anal/ft.g, Document No. 26, Library of Conrress 
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were of It/nited utility for purposes of Inference. Instead, 

they cane to depend to a considerable extent on qualitative 

attributes of content, whether or not certain content 

characteristics%ere present in the communications under 

Inspection. 

The requirement that general terms be used in content 

description was usually met. In the "frequency" approach, 

but not in the "non-frequency" approach employed by the 

F.C.C. analysts.9 For example, the use of the word 

"counter-terror" by Goebbels In one of his speeches was 

singled out as sipnlficant for purposes of Inference. In 

this and other examples of the non-frequency approach, no 

effort was made by the F.C.C. analyst to abstract or 

generalise eert/in characteristics of the words Goebbels 

actually used. 

The question arises whether violation of the require¬ 

ment that general terms be used is inherent in the use of 

non-frequency content description for purposes of inference. 

The F.C.C. analysts1 use of the original language event 

itself, rather than some abstracted statement of some of its 

characteristics, may be explained on several grounds. First, 

since the Immediata inference of interest apparently could 

be made wlthou4 generalising the content indicator, it may 

have seemed unnecessary for the analyst to do so. Secondly, 

since some effort would be required to generalise non-frequency 

In reviewing the work of the F.C.C. the writer found it 
useful to replace and elaborate the usual distinction between 
"qualitativ«" and "quantitative" content analysis. A content- 
descrlptlve statement referring to the numter of times a 
certain characteristic Is present Is defined as a frequency 
content Indicator. A content-descript.ive st atemenf referring 
to the mere presTice or absence of a certain characteristic 
is defined as a non-f:eauencv content indicator. 
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content Indicators, this task -nay hav« betn pushed aside in 

the rather hectic work situation In which F.C.C. analysts 

operated. Thirdly, the F.C.C. analysts may have been 

reluctant to generalize non-frequency Indicators for fear 

of losing thereby some of the meaning of the original 

language event that appeared necessary for making the 

inference. (As was noted above, the F.C.C. analysts depended 

largely on semantical components of propaganda for purposes 

of making inference.) 

It is, of course, only the third of these explanations 

which raises the possibility that non-frequency content 

analysis may be unable to meet the requirement in question. 

The nature of non-frequency content description and 

its role in inference need further study. It is possible 

that non-frequency indicators are subject to some form of 

qualitative measurement.10 Put it is not clear whether 

available techniques for qualitative measurement are 

adequate for this purpose or whether increased precision 

resulting from such measurement would significantly improve 

the range and quality of inferences in this type of policy 

research. 

When evaluated according to the formal requirements 

of noderr: scientific inquiry, the non-frequency approach 

probably must be regarded as a "pre-sctentificM method of 

analysis. But it may not be a method which can be arbitrarily 

10 c I 
See Paul F. Lasarsfeld and Allen II. Barton, "Qualitative 
Measurement in the Social Sciences," included in D. berner 
ana H. D. basswell (eds.), The ^ollcv Science?, pp. Icf-192. 
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and immediately cast into a fully scientific mold without 

reducing its policy usefulness. 

The non-frequency approach invites attention also from 

a broader philos^hical standpoint. For this approach may carry 

with it the assumption that at least some of the languafe 

of manipulative communications must be regarded as sul renerls 

by the propaganda analyst in order that he may fully grasp 

the semantical component of the speakerTs meaning and relate 

it to its pragmatic dimension. Such a view, if articulated 

clearly, would hold that—at least for such purposes--the 

semantical component of lanpiye is not subject to scientific 

study. ThEt is, it could be argued that the language models 

useful for such purposes will be neither causal nor 

probabilistic in nature.^ 

^ The view that language models must be "Interpretative," 
rather than causal or probabilistic, has be«i explicitly 
formulated and given broad application by Paul Kecskemeti in 
his Meaning. Communication and Value (Chicago: University of 
Chicago f'ress, For the possibility that behavioral 
models other than the causal or probabilistic may emerge from 
linguistics and from mathematics, see Clyde Kluckhohn, "The 
3_tudy of Culture" (included in D'* Lerner and H. D. Lasswell 
¿eds^?, The Policy Sclerces. 19*1), especially his remarks <xi 
the work of the anthropological linguist B. L. Whorf. See 
also Paul Kecskemeti, "The tpollcv Aspiration 
and Outlook," World Politics. IV, No. 4 (July, 1952), 
especially pp. ?2o-r33. 

On the otner hand, Irving L. Janis ("Meaning and The Study 
of Symbolic Behavior," op. clt.. p.p.433-^3^^ argues that it 
is possible to use a frequency or statistical criterion as a 
basis for constructing the semantical rules for a "natural" 
(non-scientific) language. He derives support for this 
view from the writings of Budolf Carnap and other modern 
logicians. However, Janis concedes that use of a frequency 
criterion for this purpose in semantical content analysis 
would tend to rule ou* the recording of meanings which occur 
infre gently in the language habits of the communicator or 
source under investigation. Moreover, and of considerable 
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It should bt noted that non-frequency content analysis 

was evidently developed by F.C.C. analysts In conjunction 

with a particular method of Inference. This "indirect" 

method appears to have required that an effort be made 

to prasp rather fully the semantical rreanlnp of lanpuape 

employed by the propagandist. For this reason, the 

analysts seem to have preferred to deal with lanpuape 

phenomena as individual events, in order to explore in 

detail its communications and situational contexts.1^ 

relevance to the present discussion of proparanda analysis, 
Janis (p. 438) believes it unlikely that many correlations 
between semantical and prapmaHcal characteristics of 
language will be discovered which will be high enough to 
permit semantical content characteristics to be used as 
precise (quantitative) indicators of pragmatical response. 
In other words, though Janis argues that valid semantical 
content description can be achieved by employing a probabilistic 
model for the semantical rules of the language, he does not. 
appear to be optimistic regarding the usefulness of probabi¬ 
listic behavioral models for the relationship between 
semantical and pragmatic components of language. In a sense, 
therefore, Janisf remarks—If we have interpreted them 
correctly—forecast the difficulty of employing a scientific 
forra of semantical content description in propaganda 
analysis, later evident in the work of the F.C.C. (The study 
by Janis Is one of the few available discussions of the 
problem of validity in semantical content description.) 

12 This has been codified by the writer and labelled the "indirect" 
method of inference. It consists, essentially, In taking into 
account the purposive character of propaganda communications. 
Thus, the first major step in the indirect method is always 
an Inference about the propaganda goal of the communication 
under analysis. From this, further inferences are made as 
to the policy which that propaganda strategy is Intended to 
advance, the estimates and forecats on which that policy 
is based, and perhaps the events which lie behind the 
estimates and forecasts. 

^ Related to this is the problem of achieving validity in 
descriptions of the semantic meaning intendeá by a speaker. 
The problem is ¿ealt with in greater detail in RAND 
P-617, "Qualitative and Quantitative Procedures in Content 
Analysis." 



It should be noted, however, F.C.C. analysts also 

frequently dealt with the content/of propaganda communi¬ 

cations in such a way as to satisfy the requirement that 

feneral terms of description be used. This was the case, 

typically, when they utilised frequency content Indicators 

for purposes cf Inference, lhe frequency approach was 

employed largely, but not exclusively, in conjunction with 
l4 

the "direct" method of inference. A major limitation 

of this method for purposes of producing inferences *as the 

lack of appropriate r«nerallxations linking types of content 

characteristics to types of antecedent conditions having to 

do with elite policy calculations. 

» 

I 

( 

^ In the "direct" method, inference is from content 
characteristics to elite policy calculations and related 
events; unlike the "indirect" method, therefore, the 
"direct" method bypasses the intervelnr variable, 
propaganda strategy. Its Justification for doing so is 
that it attempts to locate content indicators which are 
"independent" of propaganda strategy, though related 
to policy calculations or events. 




