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ABSTRACT

This paper considers how the three main national parties - Labour, Conservative and the Liberal Democrats - used the media in the general election campaign of 2005. Much previous work in this area has relied on a mixture of media content analysis, insider accounts and participant interviews. This paper approaches the debate from a different perspective. All the press releases and media announcements lodged by the parties on the news pages of their websites in the period of the formal campaign - 6 April to 5 May - have been analysed, with particular attention being focussed on the headlines used by the parties aimed at attract journalists to look at the release in more detail. As a result the author concludes that, first to talk of 'an election news agenda' is misleading. There are a number of news agendas in play during a campaign - the parties', the media's and the public's. In the 2005 campaign the news agendas of all these groups differed - hence the description the 'autistic campaign'. The media and the parties both made election strategy and tactics their single biggest area of coverage.  In terms of policy areas, the economy and tax led the parties' media agendas but was fairly low down the media's list of priorities. Labour and the Conservatives mirrored each other in terms of the balance between policy pronouncements and tactical messages - with attacks on the other parties dominating. The Liberal Democrats did the least attacking and gave most emphasis to promoting their own policies. The analysis also reveals that, in terms of the being closest to the media's agenda, Labour did least well. However, in terms of matching the public's agenda Labour was ahead. Other observations made by the author are that the campaign was highlighted by what he describes as 'tactical negativity' by all three parties and the campaign also saw the growing use of techniques - including 'permission politics' and 'dog whistle policies' - which were designed to use the media to send specific messages to specific groups. Overall a noticeable decline can be observed in the emphasis the parties put on winning the battle for the news agenda in the national media; instead much of their campaigning effort was concentrated on campaigning at local level by means of the regional media, direct mail, telephone canvassing and email. Whether or not this was any more effective in reaching voters remains to be seen.
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"This was one of the oddest campaigns I've ever covered"

Peter Riddell, Political Editor The Times

"This is the most dislocated, perhaps even distracted, general election campaign I can remember"

Adam Boulton Political Editor, Sky News

Introduction
It is not the argument of this chapter that the media campaigns fought by the parties in the four weeks leading up to polling day any longer (if they ever did) play a critical role in deciding the outcome of the General Election. However, it is undoubtedly the case that the media exposure that the minor parties (and the Liberal Democrats in particular) receive during a campaign does result in these parties increasing their visibility and hence their standing both in opinion polls and, presumably, at the ballot box. 

This overall lack of measurable impact of the parties' election media campaigns is probably for three reasons. First, because the media is just one part, and arguably of decreasing importance,  in the parties' overall campaign armouries  which now involve the full gamut of marketing, political and communications techniques. Second, because the impact of an intense media campaign, no matter how successful, is marginal compared to the impact of the media's political coverage in the periods between elections. And finally, because the evidence of a direct relationship between media consumption patterns and people's voting behaviour still remains, despite the best efforts of generations of researchers, tenuous at best.

This all therefore begs the 'so what' question? What is the point of studying the parties' media campaigns if they have so little impact? From the parties' perspective, one answer is that even if they are 99% certain that these campaigns have no discernible effect on the election outcome, it is not a gamble that any of them feel they can afford to take - summed up succinctly by Labour's Chief Press and Broadcasting Officer Adrian McMenamin who argues:

"If the four weeks of the campaign had not happened, and none of the parties had spent their millions on press conferences, election broadcasts and advertising then the result would have been more or less the same. Of course no one party could have afforded not to have campaigned while the others did but, taken together, the campaigns made little or no impact on the result, which was much as the opinion polls had predicted before the four weeks of intense campaigning began."

 (It is not dissimilar to the probably apocryphal advertising executive who said "I know that 90% of the money my clients spend on advertising is wasted - I just don't know how to identify the 10% that works.")
But elections are valuable moments for media researchers, for they provide conditions in which, as near as possible, the success and failure of the parties attempts to influence the media's, and subsequently the voters', perceptions can be assessed.
Much of the debate surrounding election campaigns revolves around discussions about the 'setting of the news agenda'. The usual debate, inside both newsrooms and academia, focuses on whether it is the politician's or the media's agenda that is, or should, predominate. On the basis of this research it is possible to identify no fewer than six distinct news agendas swirling around during the campaign. 
First, there are the three separate agendas pursued by the main parties (and this research demonstrates quite how different they are). Then there is the media's agenda - conclusions about this are based on the detailed textual analysis of election coverage carried out by researchers at Loughborough University for the Electoral Commission.
 This research indicates that there are essentially two distinct media agendas at play. There is the broadly similar one pursued by the broadcasters, the 'qualities' (The Times, Guardian, Independent, Daily Telegraph and the Financial Times)
 and the mid-market papers (the Daily Mail and the Daily Express). In contrast there is a very different agenda discernible, pursued by the 'red tops' - the Sun, the Daily Mirror and Daily Star.
 The final, sixth, news agenda is that of the electorate, as revealed by opinion pollsters who, through the campaign, ask voters which issues they believe to be the most important in determining how they will vote. Thus what one calls the 'election agenda' is in fact six separate agendas all competing for attention and all, of course, influencing each other.

Judgements about parties campaigns are inevitably influenced by how the media has reported the campaign but analysing how the media has covered an election throws only limited light on how the parties themselves tried to campaign through the media. This is because the media 'mediate' - they select, rewrite and, sometimes, distort party media pronouncements. Hence, what one can ascertain about the parties' media intentions from the way their campaigns are reported, is limited. Interviews and insider accounts can be equally problematic. Interviews conducted prior to the campaign suffer from the fact that whilst interviewees might fully intend to undertake the strategy and tactics they have outlined to the researcher, in Harold Macmillan's words  "Events dear boy, events"
 frequently intervene to throw such plans off course. Participant accounts and interviews, written or conducted after elections, are hampered by the natural tendency of respondents to re-write and re-fight the campaign in the light of subsequent events.  An arguably more effective way of judging a parties' media strategy is not by what participants say they will do, or indeed say what they are doing, or meant to do, but by the hard evidence of what they actually did do.
 
Throughout the year the main political parties use their websites as repositories for all their press releases and media initiatives. It is in the 'Press' or 'Media' sections of their websites that a record can be found of all the national press notices they have issued, and during an election campaign such sites become important sources for identifying the parties' media priorities, particularly given that the releases are presented in headline format only with journalists then having to click on the headlines in order to see the detailed release. Thus how party press offices choose to headline releases, and hence attract the attention of 'time poor' journalists, is a matter of some significance arguably  representing snapshots from the 'front line' of the battle for the election news agenda.
 
That is not to say that the parties don't also use other means of communicating with the media - emails, phone calls, text messaging etc. But the significance of the parties' online media activity is that it represents their own proactive output. Much of their other contacts are reactive - dealing with specific inquiries or trying to steer a particular correspondent in one direction or another. The online newsroom encapsulates the parties' considered media priorities. This output consists of formal press releases, often put out to coincide with a press conference, extracts from speeches they wish to publicise, statements issued either in reaction to a breaking news story or to rebut something from another party, drawing reporters' attention to articles in the press that reflect key party themes and announcements about upcoming party election broadcasts poster launches etc. (this latter category, was deemed 'operational' and ignored for the purposes of this analysis unless the release  highlighted the content of the broadcast or poster).
Press releases aimed at the national media
 were analysed covering the four weeks of the official campaign - i.e. 6 April until polling day on the 5th May. It could be argued that the election campaign had in fact been underway for a good deal longer - indeed, in the age of the 'permanent campaign' it is becoming increasingly problematic to decide when one campaign has ended and the next has begun. Certainly from the beginning of 2005 it was plain that an election campaign, albeit undeclared, was well underway. In March it increased in intensity as the Conservatives launched a series of so-called 'hit and run' attacks on the Government (including highlighting the case of Margaret Dixon a 69-year-old who had had her NHS operation postponed seven times) but the Prime Minister did not formally launch the election campaign until two weeks later on April 5th, hence this analysis begins, with the press coverage on April 6th. 
Parties are obliged to pay a great deal of attention to how they headline their press releases. Given the amount of information coming at journalists during an election campaign, this is virtually the only way that the browsing journalist can be tempted to look at the release in full. Hence, an analysis of the headlines of the parties' press releases reveals both which topics they viewed as most significant and what emphasis they sought to place on them. 

 [to be inserted paragraph from editors re role of media management in overall communications/pr strategy) 
The Media Campaign
Perhaps the most obvious aspect of the 2005 media campaign was the extent to which coverage, particularly across the tabloid, mid-markets and broadcasters, was down compared with the previous election. Researchers at Loughborough University have been analysing media coverage of elections since 1997. At the start of the campaign, the Guardian reported their initial findings thus:
"Between April 4 and April 11, during which time the parties launched their manifestos and sought to grab the initiative, the election was afforded less than half the amount of front page space in the red tops than was the case in 2001. Among the mid-market tabloids - the Daily Mail and the Express - the lack of interest was even more pronounced, with less than a quarter as much front page space devoted to politics. Broadcasters, who have vowed to do better than 2001 to capture the public's imagination, devoted around 10% less airtime to the election during their main evening bulletins."

And, as the Guardian again reported, the situation had not improved by the time the campaign drew to a close: 

"Over the past four weeks more than three-quarters of tabloid front pages have featured stories other than the election. Among the red tops, the number of non-election front pages rises to 87%......The Sun and the Daily Mirror each devoted more than 10 times as many column inches to the Beckhams' marriage than to the leaking of Lord Goldsmith's legal advice on the legality of war in Iraq." 

If media coverage is one factor behind the decline in interest in, and engagement with, formal politics
 then this must be caused, not just by the quantity of media coverage of politics, but by its tone as well. In this respect the omens, at the start of the 2005 campaign, were not good (and stayed that way). Only on one day throughout the campaign did the popular end of the press (the Daily Mail, Daily Express, Daily Mirror, Sun and Daily Star) all lead their front pages on the election - and that was not on polling day - but on the day following Tony Blair's visit to the Palace, at the official start of the campaign on April 6th. And their coverage, even on that day, would have done little to encourage the disengaged to take a more positive interest in the election. The Daily Mail's headline (reflecting a strong Conservative theme designed to cast doubt on the validity of the new arrangements for postal voting) about the start of the campaign was: 'Can we Trust the Result?'
 The Daily Star, a paper not famed for its political coverage, headlined the election news "May 5: a Good Time to Take a Holiday Folks"
 and the Sun (unsurprisingly) ran with a picture of three topless women under the headline "They're OFF Page 3 Girls Keep you Abreast of Election Swings see centre pages" (which, apart from featuring more topless women told its readers - "The Sun is No 1 for Politits")
  The broadcasters made greater efforts to cover the election but not with any greater success, in terms of audience. The two main terrestrial bulletins - the BBC News at 10 and the News on ITV at 10.30 - lost on average 200,000 viewers throughout the campaign.
 
This diminution in media coverage does not represent a new phenomenon as such but more the continuation of trends already clearly discernible in preceding elections. Apart from growing public disenchantment with the formal political process, evidenced by turnout declines and a plethora of poll findings; it is arguable that the trend has also been hastened by the political parties themselves. Motivated by both distrust of the national press in particular and the development of new styles of campaigning. The importance of the media as the central battleground appears to be in decline. Thus one explanation for the 'autistics' campaign was that the parties had decided to concentrate their resources on the 'ground', in targeted campaigns in specific seats, using the whole range of marketing and communication techniques, rather than relying on the big guns of the national media to boom out their messages (or not, as the case may be). The technique was summed up by the Conservatives' chief election strategist, Lynton Crosby, who had had successfully masterminded campaigns for the Australian Premier John Howard:
"Many media commentators do not see much of the real campaign these days. It does not take place on the TV, on the radio or even in newspapers. It is the local activity on the ground that really counts - letters to voters, postcards, newsletters, telephone canvassing, door-knocking ..." 

Labour's leading election strategist, Phillip Gould, speaking in January 2005, came to a similar view:
"Four years ago the national campaign mattered now it’s the ground campaign that deals with individual voters that is central. That's because the electorate are now cynical about national messages, they don’t believe them. But they do believe messages from local sources especially their local MP"

This 'bifurcated' campaign came to be described as the 'ground war' and the 'air war'.
 Journalists in London were concerned that they were increasingly out of touch, that something was stirring in the political undergrowth, and that come May 7th they would all be left with the proverbial egg on their faces. Peter Riddell of The Times observed "We knew that a different campaign was taking place in the country than the one we were observing"
 And Andy Bell, Political editor of Channel Five News wrote: 
"I was based in Westminster throughout the campaign and by the last 10 days that became uncomfortable. It was like sitting in a command bunker far removed from the battle while ever-more interesting rumours filtered back from the front line."

The Parties' Campaign

But it wasn't just the media's sense of 'being out of touch' that made this a very different campaign. The parties adopted a different approach too. Modern British general election campaigns have tended to follow a well-worn pattern. The day used to begin with a series of early morning press conferences at fixed times in central London, usually fronted by the party leader. He (or she) would then board a much-decorated party 'battle bus' to undertake a regional tour, returning to London in the evening for major media interviews or simply to rest and recuperate. In 2005 the Liberal Democrats stuck closest to this model with a daily press conference usually fronted by party leader, Charles Kennedy. But Kennedy did not then proceed to the usual 'regional tour' which used to give reporters an opportunity of 'sniffing the air' in a particular part of the country. The Liberal Democrats did have a battle bus but it was more often than not used simply to transport  Kennedy to an airport or heliport whence he would be transported to, say,  Birmingham for a mid-morning meeting, followed by a lunchtime event in Bristol and an afternoon gathering in Exeter and thence back to London. The Conservatives undertook similar 'hit and run' tours, dispensing with a London-based battle bus and did not always feature party leader Michael Howard at their press conference. Labour had no battle bus and no fixed time for their press conferences which were fronted by Tony Blair only intermittently.

But there were other factors that gave this campaign a particularly odd flavour. There was the fact that, somewhat bizarrely, neither of the two major parties appeared keen to want to promote their own leaders and yet conversely appeared very keen to 'promote' the leader of the other party. Labour's press releases during the election period headlined Tony Blair 19 times but Michael Howard was headlined 25 times - almost twice as often and Charles Kennedy three times (Blair's deputy John Prescott was headlined just four times). And it was the same story with the Conservatives. They headlined Michael Howard 28 times during the campaign but Tony Blair 32 Tory times (Charles Kennedy received one mention, which was one more than the Conservatives' Deputy Leader at the time, Michael Ancram). Only the Liberal Democrats seemed to feel they had a leader worth headlining; Charles Kennedy received 30 headlines from the Liberal Democrats, Tony Blair 13 and Michael Howard seven.

Another odd aspect of the parties' media campaigns was their 'negativity'. This was not in the normal sense of the word but in what might be described as 'tactical negativity' - all parties, for differing reasons, sought to play down their own electoral chances. This 'tactical negativity'  was linked to the notion of  'permission politics' - a variation of 'permission marketing' - a phenomenon which has been seen in recent election campaigns but was, in the 2005 campaign, used in a very particular manner.
Seth Godmin, one of the pioneers of the concept describes permission marketing as offering:  
"… the consumer an opportunity to volunteer to be marketed to.  By only talking to volunteers, Permission Marketing guarantees that consumers pay more attention to the marketing message. It allows marketers to calmly and succinctly tell their story, without fear of being interrupted by competitors or Interruption Marketers."
 

From this has developed what could be described as the 'traditional' notion of  'permission politics' - parties used direct mail, telephone and emails to seek voters 'permission' to send them further information about particular topics. For example, if someone expressed a concern about, say, the Government's policy on education, this was then seen as a cue or 'permission' to send them further material about this topic. However, 'permission politics' came to be used in a different way in the 2005 media campaign; and this was bound up with what was earlier described as the 'tactical negativity' that characterised the election.

The most obvious, and consistent, way that the Conservatives used this new form of 'permission politics' was in their promotional  strap-line 'Are you thinking what we're thinking?'. It was the Party's attempt to break out of the 'spiral of silence' 
 the notion that certain views were considered outside the parameters of the 'normal' political consensus. It can be argued that through the 80s the effects of spiral were seen to hamper Labour's efforts to achieve electoral success; since 'Black Wednesday' in 1992 the spiral has been one of the key explanations for the Conservatives' electoral failures. Hence, the 'Are you thinking what we're thinking' can be seen as the Conservatives attempting to give 'permission' to voters to hold views that they might have been thinking were 'unacceptable'. Unfortunately, because the slogan was carried at the bottom of posters, it lent itself to parody and attack - most commonly seen was the simple word 'No!' at the end of the sentence, another variation was "Are you thinking that we're stinking?"
The Conservatives, in pursuit of 'tactical negativity', sought to use the media to downplay their own chances of winning the election. This was because they were keen to 'give permission' to voters who wanted to 'send Blair a message' (that they were unhappy with his policies) but who might be alarmed by the prospect of a Conservative Government.  This was evident in a string of headlines on Conservatives press releases including:

"'Take that look off your face' Mr Blair told"
  

"It's now or never to tell Mr Blair what you think" 
  and 

"Wipe the smile off Mr Blair's face on May 5th"

And there was also a none-too-subtle acceptance of the fact that come May 6th Labour would still be in power, evidenced by headlines such as:

"Labour's secret pensions "tax" agenda Blair will make people pay for pensions crisis his Government created."
  

"Which taxes will Mr Blair raise? The heavy costs of a Labour third term."
  

Labour also played the 'permission politics' game by indulging in 'tactical negativity'. Labour's big fear was of its supporters staying at home, or worse, voting Liberal Democrat, Nationalist or Green, as a way of punishing Tony Blair, primarily for the war in Iraq but also as a reflection of the general disillusionment that all the polls showed were infecting Labour's core vote. Hence, Labour sought to 'give permission' to their voters to vote Labour without having to approve of the Government's involvement in Iraq, or even, without supporting Tony Blair. 
Throughout the campaign, and well before, Tony Blair went out of his way to assure Labour voters that they could disagree with his policies whilst still supporting a Labour Government; and that if they sought to 'send him a message' by not voting Labour, the result could be to let in the Conservatives 'by the back door'. This message was reflected in press release headlines such as:
"[1970] Year the anti-war vote cost Labour its third term" 

"Tories trying to sneak into No10 through the back door"
 
Labour also sought to give 'permission' to their supporters to vote Labour by publicising arguments from less than obvious supporters of Tony Blair - in particular using the Guardian (regarded by New Labour as the spiritual home of disillusioned middle-class Labour voters). The late Robin Cook, who resigned over the Iraq War, wrote an article in the Guardian explaining why he was still campaigning for the return of a Labour Government. (This despite the fact that he was a candidate and therefore not campaigning for the return of a Labour Government would have been odd in the extreme.) Labour still thought it worth publicising the article with a press release headlined:"' Why I am on the Campaign Trail for Labour' by Robin Cook"
 And Lord Attenborough, an uncontroversial figure who was seen to have credibility with recalcitrant Labour supporters also used the Guardian to voice his support -  this too was picked up by the party and press released: "'Labour has achieved so much' Lord Attenborough writes in The Guardian:' Whatever we do, we must not take the return of our government for granted'."
  

Liberal Democrats were also in the 'permission' game. They were anxious to give disillusioned Labour supporters 'permission' to vote Liberal Democrat without risking Michael Howard slipping into Downing Street by default. The Liberal Democrats were particularly angered when Labour tried to blow this strategy apart by claiming that their 'research' demonstrated that if one in 10 Labour voters didn’t vote, or switched parties, this could give victory to the Conservatives. Alan Milburn - one of Labour's key campaigners - kicked off this offensive at a Labour press conference on 25 April warning:

"Our message to every Labour supporter is simple and direct. If you vote Tory you get Michael Howard. If you vote Liberal Democrat you are in danger of getting Michael Howard. And if you don't vote at all you are in danger of getting Michael Howard."

The Liberal Democrats reacted angrily. The following day, in an attempt to reassert 'permission' for Labour voters to vote Liberal Democrat, they led their morning press conference with Brian Sedgemore, who until the dissolution had been a left-wing backbench Labour MP whom the Liberal Democrats believed had credibility with disillusioned Labour voters. Charles Kennedy told the press conference on the 26 April:

"Brian Sedgemore's message for other people who are considering voting Labour but who are unhappy with the Part's policies on Iraq, tuition fees and civil liberties. At this election, the only party which has taken principled stands on these issues is the Liberal Democrats. They should follow their beliefs and vote Liberal Democrat - certain in the knowledge that however the vote, Michael Howard's Conservatives' cannot win this election"

Labour hit back the next day when the Guardian  led on: "Private poll reveals Labour fears"
 In a story, that bore all the hallmarks of a stage-managed 'leak', the Guardian gave space to Alan Milburn to repeat his warnings about the 'dangers' of Labour supporters voting Liberal Democrat in order to 'punish' Tony Blair. But the Liberal Democrats appear to have won this little spat when, on 30 April, the Liberal Democrat-supporting Independent ran a piece from their respected psephologist John Curtice, which analysed the substance of Labour claims and reported in a front page headline: 'Vote for Lib Dems will not let in Tories"
 

In appealing to disillusioned Labour voters the Liberal Democrats highlighted issues such as Iraq, tuition fees and civil liberties; by choosing these subjects they were clearly pitching their appeal to traditional Labour supporters and also using individuals and groups who were likely to evoke a positive response. Apart from the defection of Brian Sedgemore the party publicised the fact that university lecturers and readers of the New Statesman magazine were, according to polls, showing majority support for the Liberal Democrats:
"Higher Education Polls Show Momentum Is With the Liberal Democrats"

"Liberal Democrats as the first choice among students and Liberal Democrats Ahead Amongst New Statesman Readers"

This tactic represented both the use of 'permission politics' and, the other new factor in this election - 'dog whistle policies'  - an innovation which Labour 'blamed' the Conservative's Australian advisor Lynton Crosby, for. As the Independent reported on the eve of the campaign:

"Labour claims that Crosby has imported "dog-whistle politics" into Britain. Used by the Australian Liberals, the Tories' sister party, it means sending a message which - the way a dog whistle is inaudible to humans - is heard only by the people at which it is aimed."

The concept of the 'dog whistle' policy is nothing new, but the use of this term highlights the fact that the parties were making more use of this technique than ever before. Even before the campaign officially opened both Labour and the Conservatives were sending messages to their own supporters. At the start of the campaign - but on Easter Monday so media attention was less intense - Labour held a press conference on the theme of ''workers rights'. They put out three linked press releases headlined:

"Workers benefit from paid bank holidays"

"Rights at work not safe under the Tories" 

"28 Days paid holiday with Labour"
 
The theme of defending employment rights was clearly targeted at Labour's traditional supporters in the trade union movement who were feeling alienated from the Government, but the message was also put out at a time when there was less chance of it being picked up by Conservative-supporting newspapers which might otherwise have used it to resurrect stories about the trade unions 'dominating' the Labour Party.

Labour brought out its dog whistle again later in the campaign when it sought to reach its reluctant voters with a release headlined:" This is now the values election"
 This marked the launch of the slogan "If you value it vote for it", a message which Labour used to try and remind its core vote that they all shared 'Labour values'. In the last week of the campaign the front page of Party's main website read:

"If You Value it Vote for it: 





Minimum wage, 





Strong stable economy, 





Free and fair NHS, 





Make Poverty History, 





Sure Start and tax credits"

Putting the minimum wage at the top of the list and including 'Make Poverty History' and 'Sure Start and tax credits' were indicative of the fact that this appeal was aimed directly at traditional Labour supporters thinking of voting Liberal Democrat, rather than attempting to win over centre right voters who might be thinking about voting either Labour or Conservative.

The Conservatives too, under Lynton Crosby's tutelage, were blasting on their own dog whistles throughout the campaign. Clearly Michael Howard's frequent references to the immigration and asylum issue was aimed at a specific audience that felt strongly about the issue, but other, less obvious uses of the technique were also made. The slogan 'Are you thinking what we're thinking' was not only a form of 'permission politics' but was also a 'dog whistle, saying to would-be Tories, "It's OK to be a Tory, there are lots of us around"

Another 'dog whistle' was blown by Conservative leader Michael Howard when he told Cosmopolitan magazine, just before the formal campaign began, that he favoured reducing the time limit for abortions
.  Despite the fact that he also said that he did not believe that abortion should become an election issue the whistle had clearly been blown. Not only did anti-abortion voters get the message, but it was also a signal for various public figures to join in the debate, not least Cardinal Cormac Murphy-O'Connor, the head of the Roman Catholic Church in England and Wales, who made it clear that he was closer to the Conservatives policy on abortion rather than that of Labour or the Liberal Democrats.

An example of a 'dog whistle' that clearly went wrong came when Michael Howard was forced to sack his front bench colleague, Howard Flight, and prevent him from running as a Conservative candidate. In a private speech Mr Flight suggested that the true extent of the Conservatives' public spending cutbacks was being concealed until after polling day. Mr Flight had apparently blown the dog whistle a little too loudly. The Conservative leader acted quickly sacking Mr Flight. He was no doubt mindful of the 2001 election when another senior Conservative, Oliver Letwin, appeared to make a similar suggestion. Letwin was forced to go to ground and Labour made great political capital out of his 'disappearance' even going to the lengths of staging a televised stunt involving a Sherlock Holmes lookalike, complete with bloodhound, scouring the streets of Westminster 'looking' for Mr Letwin. This time round Michael Howard wanted no repetition - Mr Flight had blown the wrong whistle at the wrong time and had to go.

The Liberal Democrats' dog whistle was particularly targeted at former Labour voters who were contemplating deserting Mr Blair. Examples of this can be found,  as previously mentioned, with reference to Liberal Democrats giving Labour supporters 'permission' to vote Liberal Democrat. In particular they sought to send Labour supporters three separate but related messages. One was that they could 'send Mr Blair a message' about the Iraq war by voting Liberal Democrat, since they were the only major party who opposed the war.  Second, that their policies - such as on Iraq, tuition fees and civil liberties - were more 'left' than Labour's. And third, that it was safe to do so - the Conservatives' could not win and Labour attempts to convince their recalcitrant supporters otherwise was scare-mongering. Their press release headlined:

"Blair Crying Wolf When He Says Voting Liberal Democrat Will Let Howard Win"
 issued just a few days before polling was a good example of these attempts to reach Labour voters.
All three parties laid great emphasis on their efforts to woo the regional, as opposed to the national media, but to what effect? Labour's Chief Press and Broadcasting Officer Adrian McMenamin has admitted that whilst the media teams took the regional media seriously they had a problem convincing politicians that they really mattered. For whilst any amount of research might demonstrate how the public is far more trusting of the regional media than its national counterparts - politicians, particular senior ones (from all parties), are creatures of Westminster. They mouth the sentiments about the regional media but instinctively they believe that the political editors of the national media remain the big beasts in the jungle. And their 'disdain' for the regional media, despite the lip-service they paid to it, did not go unnoticed. The journalists' trade paper carried a headline: "Regionals attack politicians for stage-managed campaigning" which was over a report of a survey of regional editors who complained that although much had been made of parties' regional media strategies, their opportunities to really question leaders on tour had been severely limited.
 And Labour's Deputy Leader John Prescott spectacularly enunciated this disdain when he told a reporter from a Welsh newspaper who asked about a Labour row in one local constituency:
 "Why are you asking me about this, I don't care, it's a Welsh situation, I'm a national politician….You're an amateur mate …. Bugger off. Get on your bus you amateur."
 
One final aspect of the parties' media campaigns is worth commenting on - namely, Labour's so-called 'masochism' strategy. Speaking before the election Labour's Phillip Gould outlined it thus:
"We have to engage with the public in a way that might involve the PM in getting shouted at. So in order to control the election we have to give up control and allow people into our campaign in a way that has never happened before. We are looking at ways of enabling the public to have direct and continuous contact with the PM throughout the campaign. We intend to campaign in a revolutionary way. This campaign will be different to any other."

It was a high risk strategy. Television producers, faced with editing the Prime Minister meeting members of the public were unlikely to focus on the 59 minutes which showed the PM in charge of his brief, as opposed to the one minute in which he might be seen to be on the back foot, and this is precisely what happened. In a number of encounters Blair found himself wrong-footed on the National Health Service. In Leeds he met up with a group of shoppers and ended up being berated by a disillusioned Labour voter which resulted in a sea of negative headlines the following day, which was hardly the 'result' that Labour's media team had intended.
 

The Media Campaigns Tabulated
This analysis of the parties' media output looked at all national press releases put out by the Labour, Conservative and Liberal Democrat parties during the period of the official campaign - 6 April 2005 to 5 May 2005. The releases were analysed by headlines, but only those subject areas receiving more than one press release were included in the tabulation. Thus, for example on Sunday 24th April, all three parties put out press releases about development, as part of the 'Make Poverty History' campaign, but this was a one-off - none of the parties returned to the topic in the four weeks' of the campaign. Hence, 'Development' does not appear in this tabulation. Equally, some press releases fell into two categories - for example a Conservative release headed "GP targets: Tony Blair is out of touch"
 would be classified as being both about the NHS and attacking Labour. However, it should be noted that the vast majority of releases only covered one subject. Thus Labour's total of subjects tabulated here is 126 and was based on 106 releases; the Conservatives' 111 was based on 86 releases and the Liberal Democrats' 113 topics were covered by 107 releases.

Labour

Labour ran a fiercely disciplined campaign. In a memo 'leaked' at the start of the last week of the campaign Alastair Campbell, their director of campaigning, is quoted as saying: "The strategy - root everything in the economy, focus on values/dividing lines in public services -is on track and working"
 And this can be seen in the fact that the economy was Labour's leading policy area, in terms of the number of press releases it issued on the topic, it was followed by health and education. Ironically the closure of the Rover MG plant - which some commentators saw as 'bad news ' for Labour - meant that the news agenda remained focussed on the economy which, as per the Campbell memo, Labour saw as an area of strength. The next most favoured topics, in terms of press releases, were Labour responding to two key areas of Tory attack - immigration/asylum and crime (including terrorist crime) and the last two topics (housing and women/families) can be seen as 'dog whistle' issues which Labour used to signal to their own supporters that they were still, 'at heart' Labour'.

However, perhaps the most striking aspect of Labour's news agenda is the extent to which it was dominated, not by its favoured policy areas as such, but by tactical messages. These consisted of messages attacking either the Conservatives or Liberal Democrats which accounted for 33% of all Labour's news output (broken down as 27% devoted to attacking the Tories and 6% attacking the Liberal Democrats) or positive messages urging people to vote Labour or defensive ones, mainly consisting of warning of the 'dangers' of not voting or voting for another party. These accounted for 15% of all messages. Thus almost half (48%) of Labour's entire media output was, what might be termed 'tactical' the majority of which was negative. 
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Conservatives

The Conservatives followed a similar pattern. They devoted 41% of their news output to attacking the other parties (split 39% attacking Labour and 2% attacking the Liberal Democrats) and 9% promoting or defending themselves or urging people to vote Conservative. Thus their total for non-policy messages was identical to Labour's at 48%. The policy areas they gave most prominence to, each accounting for just under 10% of their output, were two topics that had served the Conservatives well in the eighties but, in recent times, appeared to have been less effective. These were crime (including terrorism crime) and taxation (which was mainly focussed on national levels of tax but also included attacks on Labour's plans for changes in the Council Tax). These two 'traditional' Tory areas were followed by a topic not usually considered natural Tory territory - health. Perhaps this was because the Conservatives' internal polling was telling them that this was a subject which was of great concern to the electorate and about which Labour was seen as potentially vulnerable, given the continuing levels of public dissatisfaction with the NHS despite the large increases in health spending.

There were many accusations by Labour that the Tories in general, and Michael Howard in particular, were giving undue attention to the highly sensitive area of immigration and asylum. This analysis only partially bears out the accusation. The Conservatives put out six separate press releases in the period under review - more than Labour or the Liberal Democrats but they also devoted more press releases to tax, health and crime. Certainly Michael Howard was making speeches on the topic throughout the campaign but these were not being reflected in the party's official media output.  
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Liberal Democrats

The most notable aspect of the Liberal Democrats media initiatives was the wider range of topics they covered. The party put out two or more press release during the campaign covering 10 subjects, the Conservatives covered nine and Labour seven. If we include those topics which only received one news release then the Liberal Democrats covered 18 subject areas (not including tactical messages) whilst Labour covered 15 and the Conservatives 13. Also striking was the Liberal Democrats' emphasis on covering a positive rather than negative agenda. Only 28% of their output was devoted to attacking the other parties (19% aimed against Labour and 13% against the Conservatives) with 7% devoted to urging people to vote Liberal Democrat or defending themselves from attack. In other words, more than two thirds of their output (72%) was devoted to positive messages about their polices, this compares with 52% for both Labour and the Conservatives. The Liberal Democrats' output on Iraq is seen to be skewed towards the end of the campaign as the leak of the Attorney General's advice to the Government about the Iraq War came to dominate both the Liberal Democrats' and the media's news agenda. Conversely, it is noticeable how the Liberal Democrats totally ignored the issue of immigration and asylum.

Table 3 about here
NEWS AGENDAS

Overall we can see that throughout the campaign the three parties were running separate news agendas, which only occasionally came together. Those policy areas receiving more than one press release in the period under review were:
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Turning to the media, Loughborough University's detailed textual analysis of the range of topics covered during the campaign reveals the following news agendas:
 
Table 5 about here
As discussed earlier, the Loughborough analysis reveals that there were two, more or less distinct, agendas running through the campaign. Television, the broadsheets and the mid-market papers followed a broadly similar agenda - with Iraq, 'voting irregularities' and asylum scoring highly - whilst the red-tops hardly followed any recognisable agenda at all (with no fewer than nine topics falling in the 4 - 7% range of coverage). However, in order to make some generalisations possible the Loughborough researchers have averaged out a media news agenda and these figures will be used in the analysis that follows.
In common with the parties, the single biggest subject of the media's election coverage was, what the Loughborough researchers describe as, the 'election process'. This equates to the parties' attack, defence and promotion messages - characterised in this analysis as 'tactical messages'. It is significant that this subject receives an average of 44% of the coverage across all media, compared to an average of 43% for the parties' tactical messages. But the policy area receiving most media coverage during the campaign was one that featured nowhere on Labour's priority list, was 9th on the Tory list but 2nd on the Liberal Democrats - Iraq. The subject that attracted second most interest (although here the running was very much made by the mid-market tabloids) was that of 'voting irregularities' (which arose after recent cases of electoral fraud). Asylum and immigration came next on the media's agenda, followed by crime, the economy, health, education, pensions and social security, and 'local government'(which was how the Loughborough researchers classified stories about Council tax rises ) completed the media's top 10. So although, in overall terms, the subject areas that the parties wanted to talk about did attract some media attention, what is striking is just how different the priorities of the two 'sides' were. 
All three parties made health one of their top three priorities but for the media it stood in seventh place. For the media the top three topics, after 'election issues', were Iraq, 'voting irregularities' and asylum, none of the parties put any of these issues in their top three. But, as this figure, reproduced from Loughborough's Interim Report makes clear, it was not until late in the campaign that Iraq, and concerns about voting, moved up the media's agenda, whilst the immigration/asylum issue fell away.

Figure 1 about here

So which party was most successful in terms of seeing its agenda items reflected in the media's election coverage? If we cross-tabulate the media's agenda (excluding 'Election Issues') with the parties' own priority lists we find the following:
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Looking at this list it is clear that Labour was the furthest off the media's agenda, with just four of the media's top 10 in its priority list; by contrast both the Conservatives and Liberal Democrats shared nine out of the 10 of the media's priorities. So if the battle for election agendas represents a battle to gain (or perhaps follow) media coverage then both the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats were more successful.  However, if we ask a different question - how close were the parties to the voters' agenda? - a different pattern emerges.

A YouGov poll
 conducted on election day (involving 3500 respondents) asked:  "Which two or three of the following issues will be most important to you in deciding which party to support…?" The Table compares this 'voters' agenda' with those pursued by the parties and the media: 
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It can be seen from this table that, of the public's top five issues, the media had just two in its own top five but, strikingly, Labour had all five in its top five, the Conservatives had four of the five and the Liberal Democrats three of the five. Thus, in terms of agendas, the analysis reveals that Labour was the most effective at pursuing an agenda that matched the concerns of the voters; and the media was the least successful in terms of reflecting these concerns. 
However, for parties lining up policy priorities with the priorities of the public is only half the battle; for if the agenda is not being covered by the media the impact of its campaign will almost certainly fail to achieve an impact, or at least will need to use other methods of 'message delivery' such as direct mail, leaflets etc to get its messages across to the voters. 
Labour was successful on both these fronts. Not only did it coincide its agenda with that of the public it also succeeded in winning the lion's share of media attention, despite the fact that there was a discordance between its and the media's priorities. But this was probably not so much because of the perceived effectiveness of the party's campaign - indeed its senior staff doubted its effectiveness
 - but more a graphic demonstration of the importance of 'incumbency.  Factiva, a commercial media monitoring organisation which tracked the election coverage, found that Labour's 'share of voice' was dominant. At the start of the campaign Labour was receiving 61% of all coverage, falling only to 55% in the last week; this compares with the Conservatives who ended with 29% against 28% in the opening week and the Liberal Democrats whose coverage grew from 12% to 17%.

Conclusion

Bearing in mind the necessary limitations of only using the parties' news websites to analyse their media campaigns it is, nonetheless, possible to tease out certain conclusions from this analysis.
First, that general talk about an 'election news agenda' is misleading. What this research reveals is that there are arguably five or six news agendas in competition throughout the campaign - the three main parties, the 'red tops' the rest of the media and the public's - and that these different agendas both interact with each other but are also, in some ways, act in isolation from each other. (For example, the media's attention to Iraq and 'voting irregularities' did not spark any proactive reaction from Labour's media machine).
Second, the claims of the parties that they campaign on 'policy' are thrown in doubt by this evidence. All three parties devoted more output to the election battle itself than to any specific area of policy. In the case of the Labour and Conservative parties, virtually half of their outputs consisted of tactical or strategic, rather than policy, messages. And these messages, the majority were attacks on the other parties, rather than positive messages of support for themselves.
Third, Labour's desire to make the economy a central issue, and the Conservatives' belief that 'tax' was a strong area for them, resulted in all three parties highlighting this issue. However, the media did not follow suit - tax and the economy were in fifth and sixth place in the media's priority lists and would have been even lower had not the closure of the Rover/MG plant kept the issue in the news during the first weeks of the campaign. 

Finally, that whilst the Conservatives' and Liberal Democrats' succeeded in mirroring nine of the media's ten top policy areas (or perhaps the media mirrored their agendas), Labour only featured four of the media's top ten in their list of policy priorities. But when it came to matching the parties' agendas to that of the public's, the situation was reversed, with Labour and the public sharing the same five priority areas, the Conservatives sharing four, the Liberal Democrats three and the media just two. Thus Labour's media campaign can be seen to have been the most disciplined and the one which more closely followed the concerns of the electorate. (no doubt, in part, based on its private polling).

Whether any of this actually affected the election results is another issue and one that cannot be investigated here. What this study does do is to throw some light on how the parties develop and shape their news agendas during a campaign and the extent to which this is reflected in the media and by the voters.

TABLE 1:

LABOUR NEWS INITIATIVES 4 April - 5 May 2005

Topic

Wk 1
Wk 2
Wk 3
Wk 4
TOTAL

%

Attacking Con or LD
14/0
7/3
7/5
6/0      34/8 = 42

33.0

Lab.Pos./Def.

2
4
6
7
       19

15.1
Econ

12
1
2
4
        19      
15.1

Health

1
9
5
0
        15          
11.9

Education

1
0
4
4
         9

  7.1

Imm./Asylum

1
0
4
4
         9

  7.1

Crime

2
0
2
5
         9

  7.1

Housing

0
0
0
2
         2

   2 

Women

1
1
0
0
         2

  1.6
N = 126
TABLE 2:

CONSERVATIVE NEWS INITIATIVES

Topic

Wk 1
Wk 2
Wk 3
Wk 4
TOTAL

%

Attacking Lab/LD
8/0
15/2
10/0
6/0
39/2=41

36.9
Crime

2
3
5
1
11

9.9
Tax

2
5
4
0
11

9.9
Con Pos/Def.

0
2
1
7
10

9.0
Health

1
5
0
2
8

7.2
Economy

3
1
2
1
7

6.3
Imm./Asylum

0
4
1
1
6

 5.4
Education

0
3
1
1
5

 4.5
Pensions/SocSec

2
3
0
0
5

 4.5

Voting Irregs.

1
0
1
3
5

 4.5

Iraq

0
0
1
1
2

 1.8

N = 111

TABLE 3:

LIBERAL DEMOCRAT NEWS INITIATIVES

Topic

Wk 1
Wk 2
Wk 3
Wk 4
TOT.

%

Attacking Lab/Con
3/5
1/6
6/0
9/2
19/13=32 
28
Economy

5
4
2
2
13

11.5

Iraq

1
-
4
7
12

10.6

Health

5
1
1
4
11
 
9.7

Education

3
1
3
1
 8
 
7.1


LD Pos./Def..

1
2
1
4
 8
 
7.1

Pensions/SocSec

0
5
1
2
 8
 
7.1

Tax

2
2
3
0
 7
 
6.2



Envir./Energy

1
1
3
0
 5
 
4 .4

Crime

0
2
0
2
 4
 
3.5

Ethnic issues

1
1
0
1
 3
 
2.7

Voting Irregs.

1
1
0
0
 2 
 
1.8

N = 113

TABLE 4:  

PARTY NEWS AGENDAS
Ranking

Labour

Conservative

Lib Dem

    1.

Economy
        Tax
=

Economy
    2.

Health

        Crime=

Iraq
    3.

Education=
        Health

Health
    4.

Immigration/asylum=   Economy
         
Educ. =

    5.

Crime=

        Immigration/asylum   Pens/SocSec
 =

    6.

Housing

        Education =
         
Tax

    7.

Women/families
        Pens/soc.sec. =
 Env./Energy

    8.

-
         
        Voting irreg.
=
 Crime

    9.

-

         Iraq

Voting irreg.
       

   10.

-

          -


Ethnic issues

TABLE 5:
   
MEDIA NEWS AGENDAS




Broadsheets Mid-market        Red Tops   
%
 


Election process    
41
     49
 
28      

45   

44



Iraq                

10        
       8      
10       

4      

8

Voting Irregs.

 7      
       7
  
16       

6  
 
8

Asylum etc           
9
       6
  
  9       

6    
 
7

Crime


4    
        2  

   5        

5     
 
7

Taxation             
4      
       5
               7        

4             
5

Economy               
2      
        4      
   3     

5            
4

Health               

4      
        3 
 
    7    

7    
 
4

Education           
3
        3
  
    4     

5 
 
3

Pens/Social security     
2      
        2       
    4     

4     
  
2

Local Govt          
4      
         1      
    1        
-     

2

Environment          
2      
         2                    1     

1     
 
1

Europe                
1      
          2     
     -      

1  
 
1

Misc. (less than 1%)





 

7 
TABLE 7:
THE DIFFERING NEWS AGENDAS


        Public
 Media
          Lab.
       Cons.
    Lib Dem

Health
   
1 
      7

2

3

3


Asylum 
2
      2

4

5=

-

Economy 
3
      6

1

4

1
Crime

4
      5 

5

1=

8
Education
5
      8

3=

8=

4= 

Tax 

6
      4

-

1=

7

Pens./Soc.Sec.
7
      9

6

7

4=
Iraq 

8
      1

-

10

2


Families
9
      -

7

-

-

Europe 
10
      -

-

-

-
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TABLE 6:

PARTY AND MEDIA NEWS AGENDAS

                      Media              Labour
   Conservative
      Lib  Dem

Iraq
1=

-

9

2
Voting
1=

-

8=

9=
Imm./asylum
3=

4

5=

-

Crime
3=

5

1=

8
Tax
5

-

1=

6
Economy
6

1

4

1
Health
7

2

3

3
Pen/Soc Sec
8=

-

7=

5=
Local Govt
8=

-

1=(tax)


7(tax)

Environment
10

-

-

9=
Figure 1: Changes in the National Media 
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� Pensions and social security





� Peter Riddell, speaking at a post-election briefing at the Guildhall organised by the Corporation of the City of London 23 June 2005 





� Press Gazette 29 April 2005





�  Adrian McMenamin speaking at the Guildhall event.





� I am grateful to the Loughborough team, and particularly David Deacon, for allowing me access to some of their final, albeit preliminary, data. The research will be published by the Electoral Commission later in 2005 but was made available in preliminary form as Media Coverage of the 2005 UK General Election Interim Report to The Electoral Commission 20 May 2005 Communication Research Centre, University of Loughborough  - Analysts David Deacon, Dominic Wring, Peter Golding, Michael Billig, John Downey


 


� References to newspapers include their Sunday equivalents.





� Loughborough op cit








� Harold Macmillan's reply to a television interview in 1957, when asked 'What keeps you awake at night?"





� The first attempt to systemise such an approach can be found in Norris P. (et al)'s On Message: communicating the campaign London Sage. A preliminary content analysis of the parties' media campaigns in 2005 was presented by Heinz Brandenburg of Aberdeen University at the Elections, Public Opinion and Parties Conference held at Essex University in a paper entitled Party Strategy and Media Bias A Quantitative Analysis of the 2005 UK election campaign, which reported conclusions broadly in line with those argued in this paper.





�  The Liberal Democrats and Conservatives maintain archives of their press release, Labour's goes back only a month. However, this does not mean that the Conservative and Liberal Democrat archives represent a 'time frozen' account of the parties' media campaigns. Culling takes place and what currently appears on the archive for the period 6 April - 5 May represents less than the full day-by-day output. For the purposes of this analysis the parties' websites were monitored continuously throughout the campaign with the last 'reading' for all the sites taken on 7 May 2005. 





�  Only national press releases were analysed. Press releases emanating from the Scottish, Welsh or European branches of the national parties were not included in this analysis.





�  Guardian 18 April 2005 





� Guardian Monday May 2, 2005





�  See special issue of Journal of  Public Affairs November 2004 Vol 4 No 4 (published by John Wiley) based on papers delivered at conference "Can vote, won't vote: is the media to blame for political disengagement' held at Goldsmiths College, University of London 2003





� Daily Mail 6 April 2005





� Daily Star  6 April 2005





� The Sun 6 April 2005





� Broadcast  28 April 2005





� Election spin mostly underground David Miller  02 May, 2005 http://www.spinwatch.org





� P. Gould addressing a meeting of Russian mayors and their political advisers House of Lords 28 January 2005





� A phrase used by 'insiders' in all three parties. In addition to the previous Gould quote, the Liberal Democrats' Director of Communications  Sandy Walkington said: " A ground war was happening in every constituency" ((at the Guildhall conference op cit); whilst Nick Wood a former Head of the Conservative's  Media Department wrote in the Guardian 30 April 2005: The air war is nearly over. The ground war is about to begin."





�  Corporation of City of London event op cit





� Bell A  'The election: a dog's breakfast" British Journalism Review Vol 16 No 2 2005 p 7 -11





�  Godin S. 1999 Permission Marketing New York  Simon & Schuster p. 44


� E. Noelle-Neumann The Spiral of Silence (Chicago: Chicago University of Chicago Press 1974)





�  Conservative Party Newsroom Archive 13 April 2005 http://www.conservatives.com/tile.do?def=news.archive.page  (viewed 7 May 2005) 





�  Ibid 29 April 2005





� Ibid 29 April 2005





� Ibid  2 April 2005





� Ibid 13 April 2005





� Labour Party website 1 May 2005 http://www.labour.org.uk/latestnews (viewed 7 May 2005)





� Labour Party  website 3 May 2004





� Labour Party website 8 April 2005





� Labour Party website 26 April 2005





� Alan Milburn speaking at Labour press conference 25 April 2005





� Charles Kennedy speaking at Liberal Democrat press conference 26 April 2005





� Guardian 27 April 2005





� Independent  30 April 2005





� Ibid 30 April 2005





� Liberal Democrat website 28 April 2005 http://www.libdems.org.uk/news/news.html?id=ViewAll&navPage=news.html (viewed 7 May 2005)





� Independent 26 March 2005 





� Labour Party News website Monday 28 March 2005�


� Saturday 16 April 2005�


�  Ibid  3 May 2005





� Cosmopolitan magazine 14 March 2005





�  Liberal Democrat news website 30 April 2005





� Press Gazette 29 April 2005





� Guardian 21 April 2005





� Gould op cit





� For example,  "Jessica, 20, tells Blair how she lost faith in him" Daily Telegraph 21 April 2005 





� Conservative Party website 29 April 2005





� Sunday Times 24 April 2005





� The Conservatives put out more press releases from their Welsh Scottish and European parties than the other parties. These have been excluded from this analysis for the purposes of comparability.





� In February 2005 Mori were reporting that there were 9% more people expecting the NHS to get worse rather than better 'over the next few years', although significantly their eve of poll figure told a different story with a 2% majority for those expecting it to get better rather than worse.





� Op cit 4





� Ibid





� YouGov, for Sky News, questioned 3461 adults aged 18+ throughout Britain online on 5th May 2005. The results have been weighted to the profile of all adults.  This question is preferred to the one used by the British Election Study "As far as you're concerned what is the most important issue facing the country at the present time?" which consistently ranked 'immigration' higher than was found by YouGov.  Given the election result, and the emphasis put on immigration by the Conservative Leader (if not his party) it is suggestive that the YouGov poll is a more useful measure of the public's election priorities.





� See McMenamin Op cit 3





� Reported in The Media Guardian website  6 May 2005 http://media.guardian.co.uk/presspublishing/story/0,,1477258,00.html





� Loughborough classified stories about the Council Tax as Local Government, this research put council tax stories under the general Taxation heading
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