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R. Douglas Arnold

The mass mediaperform avita function in democratic systlems by reporting what dected officids
aredoing in office. "Fhe media convey not only factua accounts of officias activities and decisons, they
dsotranamit evduationsof officids performance, including assessments by other paliticians, interest groups
leaders, pundits, and ordinary citizens. Althoughthe mediaare not the only source of information about
officids performance, they are by far themost important. Indeed, itisdifficult toimaginehow large-scae
democracy would be possible without afree and independent pressto report the actions of governmenta
officials. Robert Dahl argues that the existence of dternative and relatively independent sources of
information isone of seven necessary conditionsfor the existence of democratic government (Dahl 1989,
221; 1998, 86).

Information about eected officiadls performance servestwo purposes. Firg, it dlowscitizensto
eva uatethedesirability of retaining or replacing officidswhenthey runfor redection. Candidatespromise
all sortsof thingswhen they first runfor office. When they runfor reglection, however, thereisno better
guideto ther future performance than what they have dready done. Second, aregular flow of information
about governmental decision making hel pskeep officialson their toeswhen they first make decisions.
Officidswho expect their actionsto be featured on the evening news and on the front pages of newspapers
may makedifferent decis onsthan official swho expect their decisionsto remainforever hidden from public
scrutiny.

How extensvely and how effectively do mediaoutletsin the United States cover eected officids?

Dothey report thekinds of information that citizensneed to hold officialsaccountablefor their actionsin
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office? Or is coverage so spotty and incomplete that even the most diligent citizens cannot learn much
about who isresponsiblefor governmental decisions? These questionsare centra to the performance of
democratic government. Unfortunately, they are not questions to which we know the answers.

Most citizens are exposed to aregular diet of information about what the president isdoing in
office. Themassmediacover presidentid activitieson an dmost daily basis, reporting wherethe president
travels, what he says, what he proposes, how his proposals fare in Congress, what he is doing about
various crises, and what innumerabl e pundits, legidators, politicians, and foreign officialsthink of his
performancein office. Although one can surely raise questions about the adequacy and fairness of the
media s coverage of presidentia activities, and about the depth of citizens' knowledge of presidentia
performance, two things seem clear. Firgt, presidents know that their deeds and misdeeds will be covered
by the press and noticed by the public, so they work hard to produce pleasing records. Second, when
pollsters come knocking at their doors, it is reasonable to believe that most citizens have some evidentiary
basi sfor determining whether they “approve or disapprove of theway the president ishandling hisjob as
president.”

Can one make similar arguments about the way journaists cover members of Congress? Do
legidatorsexpect that their individua activitiesand decisionsin Washingtonwill be covered by the press
and reported to their congtituents? Are citizens exposed to regular information about what their senators
or representativesaredoing in office? Do citizenshave any evidentiary basisfor determining whether they
approve or disapprove of theway their representatives are performing in office? Heretheissues become

more complicated, in part because thereare 535 legidatorsto cover. Journalistsdo not cover al senators



and representatives equally well. Citizensin different states and different districts are not exposed to
identical flows of information.
L egidatorsas Controlled Agents

Determining whether the mass mediareport the kinds of information that citizens need to hold
legidators accountabl e requires that we haveamodel of how citizens make el ectoral decisionsand how
legidatorsmakepolicy decisons. Inorder to evaluate theinformativeness of the media, one needsto know
how the provision or absence of information affects these two types of decisions. In this paper, | consder
that legidatorsare controlled agents who are subject to periodic retrospective eva uations by citizenswhen
they run for reelection. Thismodel standsin contrast with the standard control model, where citizens
evaluate candidates prospectively according to their positions on awide range of policy issues. The
retrospective model requires less information of citizens than the standard control model.*

Theretrogpective mode restson five assumptions. Thefirg isthat legidatorsare srongly interested
inreelection. Thissimple motivational assumption is basic to any model of representation in which
legidatorsrespond to citizens' preferences. In settingswhere legidators are not strongly interested in
reelection, they lack the basic incentive to discover and follow citizens' wishes (Prewitt 1970). Most
members of Congress are career-minded politicians, so thisisacommon assumption for theories about
Congress.

The second assumption is that citizens have outcome preferences. Outcome preferences are

attitudes about the desirahility of specific ends, such assafe communities, clean air, protection fromforeign

'For a full comparison of the standard control model with a model of legidators as controlled agents,
see Arnold 1993. This section borrows from that essay.
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attack, and the maintenance of asound economy. Thisisaso acommon assumption. Thethird assumption
isthat citizenseither have policy preferencesor can easily acquire policy preferences after thelegidature
acts. Policy preferences are attitudes about the proper means toward policy ends. Examples are
preferencesabout ingtituting aseven-day waiting period before purchasing handguns, requiring mechanica
scrubberson cod -powered plants, increasing the number of aircraft carriers, or cutting federa expenditures
across-the-board to balance the budget. This assumption is more realistic than the assumption in the
standard control mode that citizens havelots of policy preferencesin advance of legidative action. Inthe
retrospective modd, citizens may acquire policy preferences asadirect consequence of legidative debate,
or when they first notice achangein policy, or in the middle of a subsequent electora campaign whena
challenger questions the wisdom of an incumbent’s actions in office.

The fourth assumption isthat the system contains activists who have incentivesto monitor what
legidators are doing in office and to inform citizens about legislators’ performance. Challengersto
incumbent legidators have perhaps the strongest incentives for monitoring legidators behavior and
mobilizing voters. Few chalengersfail to sft through incumbents' voting recordsin search of issuesthat
can be used against incumbent legidators. I1n addition, groupsthat bear major costs under a particular
governmenta policy may help publicize what incumbent |egid ators have doneto contributeto their plight.
Journdigtsplay tworoles. They areindependent monitorsof legidative decision making who actively seek
and report information about what legidatorsaredoing in office. They area so conveyorsof information
from all sorts of interested parties, including legislators, challengers, and interest groups.

Thefifth assumptionisthat citizensare capable of evauating incumbent legidatorsby focusng on

their positionsand actionsin office. Thisisamodification of the assumption in the standard control model
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inwhich citizensactually evaluate legidative candidates according to their policy positions. Therevised
assumption smply statesthat citizensare cgpable of such evauationsoncethey becomeaware of what their
representatives have done in office.

Thesefive assumptions recognize adivison of |abor between ordinary citizens and those who work
intheworld of politicsand public affairs. Legidators, chalengers, activists, and journdistsdo most of the
heavy lifting, while citizens act morelike spectatorswho register their approva or disapprovd at theend
of aperformance. Thisdivision of labor reflectstheincentivesthat drive each type of actor. Although
politicsisaspectator sport for most citizens, it isavery serious businessfor politicians, activists, and
journalists.

Inthe political world described by thesefive assumptions, legidators have strong incentivesto
anticipate citizens future preferences. Even when citizens seem unaware of anissue or indifferent toward
it, legidators do not presume that they are freeto act asthey please. Instead legislators consider the
possibility that someone might work to inform their condtituents about their actions prior to the next dection,
and someof their congtituents might not be pleased by their actions and might opposetheir redection. In
order to forestall such areaction, legislators carefully choose their own positions and actions.

Challengers have equally strong incentivesto uncover potentially unpopular positions and actions
that incumbents have taken. Most challengers begin their campaigns with serious disadvantages.
Incumbents are ordinarily better known than challengers, and most incumbents have spent their yearsin
office showering their districts with newdl etters, baby books, press releases, projects, services, and an
unending stream of favorable publicity. Challengersneed to find waysto generate negative publicity about

incumbentsand favorabl e publicity about themsel ves. Scandal aside, challengershave discovered that



unpopular positionsand actions provide the best way to jump-start their campaigns, attract mediaattention,
generate campaign funds, and get voters to notice them.

Theleadersof interest groupsa so haveincentivesto inform their members— and perhapscitizens
moregenerally — about legidators actionsin office. Interest group leadersare themsdves paliticianswho
need to maintain the support of their current members and attract the support of new members. By
focusing citizens' attention ontheerrorsof government and the actionsof specificlegidators, interest group
leaders attempt to mobilize their membersto support continued group action. Single-issue groups may
publicizelegidators voteson specificissueswhereas broader-based groups often compileand publish
ratingsof all legidatorsto show how friendly or unfriendly individual legidators have been to their group
interests.

Individud citizenshave fewer incentivesto become actively involved in monitoring legidators
performancein office. A singlecitizencando solittleto reward or punish anindividual legidator that it
hardly makes sense for that citizen to invest alot of time and energy in acquiring information about
legidators actionsinoffice(Downs 1957, 207-237). Even passivecitizens, however, can acquireagreat
dedl of politicaly relevant information when interest group leaders and challengers dip messages about
legidators performanceinofficeinto citizens daily diet of newsstories, advertisements, and direct mail.
Citizens are cgpable of learning agreat ded when it is presented to them indirectly; they amply havelittle
incentive to seek it directly.

Thismode concelves of legidators as controlled agents rather than indructed ddegates. Legidaors
do not smply follow the preferences of those few citizenswho aready have policy preferences. Instead

legidators anticipate what policy preferences might exist at the time of the next election — including
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preferencesthat citizensa ready hold and preferencesthat might be generated by challengersand interest
groupsworkingtotarnishlegidators reputations. Accordingtothismodd, legidatorsneedto pay attention
to both the preferences of attentive publicsand the potential preferences of inattentive citizens (Arnold
1990). Uncertainty aboundsinasystemlikethis. Legidatorscannot possibly know for surewhat policy
effectswill follow from specific governmentd actions, how chalengersor interest group leadersmight use
governmenta actionsor inactionsto stir up citizens, or whether citizensmight blame or absolvelegidators
for their connectionswith specific actions. What iscertain isthat legidatorswill do their best to anticipate
citizens' preferences, to avoid the most dangerous minefields, and to chart as safe acourse as possible
through the treacherous territory before them.
Informational Environment

Thelogic of themodel isssmple. Legidators adjust their behavior in officein order to avoid
electora problems, and they do thisby paying careful attention to both the known preferences of attentive
publics and the potential preferences of inattentive citizens. Challengers, interest group leaders, and
journalists monitor what legidators do in office and publicize their successes and failures. Citizensare
exposed to aflow of information about legidators behavior, some positive, some negative. Thisflow of
information hel ps citizens determine whether they would like to keep or replace legidators at the next
election. Althoughthelogicissample, testing theempirical vdidity of themodd isextraordinarily difficult.
How can oneknow that | egid atorsareanticipating and responding to the potential preferencesof inattentive
citizenswhen by doing so they remove the stimulus (a careless vote, a misguided proposal, areckless

action) that would have transformed those potential preferences into real and measurable preferences



There are severa waysto examinethevalidity of themodel. Once approach isto examinethe
behavior of legidatorsthemselves. John Kingdon offersthe most persuasive evidencethat legidators
anticipatethe preferences of citizenswho are not attentiveto legidative action. Heinterviewed House
membersjust after they had made decisions on fifteen important roll-call votesin 1969. Hisextensive
guestioning wasdesigned to uncover thekinds of factorslegidators considered and how they balanced
variousconflictingforces. Oneof hisfindingswasthat |legidatorsattempt to consider how roll-call votes
could be used against them and they anticipate the reaction of inattentive citizens (Kingdon 1989, 60-67).
Similarly, one can examinethe behavior of legidatorswhen the visihility of their legidative actions changes. @
Elsawhere| have shown that legidators often vote one way when their actions are hidden and another way
when the same actions are recorded for posterity (Arnold 1990, 99-108, 219-223).

A second approach isto examine the behavior of citizens. Do citizensreward legidatorsfor their
good deeds and punish them for their misdeeds? The most compelling recent example of lotsof citizens
reactingto legidators misdeedswasthe House bank scandal. According to oneestimate, asmany asthirty
representatives with bank overdrafts were defeated or choseto avoid voters' wrath by retiring in 1992
(Jacobson 2001, 175). Two yearslater votersfocused on legisdators connectionswith crime control,
NAFTA, and the budget. Democratic representatives who supported President Clinton’ s positionson
these three bills did significantly worse at the polls than those who opposed the president’ s position
(Jacobson 1996).

Showing that some citizensreward and punish somelegidaorsisrdaively easy when thereare one

or two mgor issues. Doing soismuch tougher if different citizens are focusing on different issues, or if they

arereacting to amixed series of good and bad actions. Oneproblemisthat it isvery difficult to know to
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what information citizens have been exposed. Asking citizensto recall specific bitsof information about
representatives may not be the best way to determine what information citizens actually received or how
theinformation received affected how they evaluated their representatives. Recall of informationismost
relevantif citizens decision makingismemory based. Ontheother hand, if citizens processinformation
on-lineasthey receiveit and store only summary eva uationsin memory, then knowing what kinds of
information citizens remember would not be as helpful.

Thejury isstill out asto whether citizens' decision making about politicsis better captured by
memory-based or on-line models. My sense isthat both models explain aspects of citizens' decision
making. Memory-based modelsare better at explaining how citizens make decisionsabout thingsthat they
werenot expectingto evaluate. Zaller’ saccount of how citizensanswer survey questions about policy
aternativesispersuasive (Zdler 1992). Inhismodd, citizenscanvass considerations at the “top of their
heads’ and answer according to the net value of the considerations that cometo mind. Sincethingsat the
top of the head are often mattersthat were recently activated, perhaps by recent mediastoriesor perhaps
by the survey itself, Zaller can account for how citizens express opinions about awide range of policy
alternatives.

Memory-based models seem lesssatisfactory for explaining how citizens eva uate thingsthat they
expect to evaluate.? Knowing that | need to assign gradesto students, | constantly update my evaluations

of each student, rather than storing in memory everything they say in class or write in their papers.

2The models are not mutually exclusive. Hastie and Pennington (1988) suggest that some citizens may
use an “inference-memory-based” process that combines elements from the two models. Initially citizens make
inferences about candidates when they encounter information about them; later they combine information from
various inferences to reach a decision. For example, jurors make inferences about the credibility of witnesses
when they first testify, but they postpone judgment until they hear all evidence and receive instructions from the
judge. For an excellent discussion of memory-based and on-line models see Just et al 1996, 19-24.
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Knowing that they need to eva uate regularly their senators and representatives, some citizens may operate
insimilar fashion (Just et a 1996, 21-22). Milton Lodge and his colleagues offer as an alternative to
memory-based model sanimpression-driven or on-linemodel of decision making inwhich citizensreact
to information asthey are exposed to it, storing in memory only summary evauations. In experimenta
settings, they show that their on-line model outperforms memory-based models. They conclude that
campaigninformation strongly affectscitizens eva uations of candidates, even though most people cannot
later recall the original information (Lodge, McGraw, Stroh 1989; L odge, Steenbergen, Brau 1995).
If citizensuseon-lineinformation processing for eval uating representativesand qui ckly forget most
information they receive, then measures of information recall are poor indicatorsof citizens exposureto
and reception of politically relevant information. We need more direct measures of the informational
environment inwhich citizensoperate. Knowledge about theinformational environment isaso helpful for
understanding what it isthat citizens do happen to remember. Observersare often surprised that most
citizens cannot recall how representativesvoted on specific roll-call votes. It isnever clear, however,
whether the pressfeatured theseroll-cal votes prominently and citizensfailed tonotice or remember them,
or whether the press never spotlighted the votesin thefirst place. Put differently, are citizenslargely to
blamefor how uninformed they seem about politicsand public affairs, or isthe pressmore at fault for failing
to report frequently and prominently basic facts about representatives behavior in office?
Somecitizensacquireinformation about politicsand public affairsdirectly from themassmedia.
They read newspapers, watch television, or listen to radio newscasts. Otherscitizensacquireinformation
indirectly (Huckfeldt and Sprague 1995). They learn from aspouse, afriend, afellow worker, or aunion

leader that their representative voted wrong on the North American Free Trade Agreement. Even when



citizens do not acquire information directly from the mass media, the mediaaregeneraly involvedin
disseminating political information at earlier sages— for example, to one' sspouse, friend, fellow worker,
or union leader (Mondak 1995, 101-124). Knowledge about the informational environment is helpful for
undergtanding citizens' decision making no matter whether citizens acquireinformation directly or indirectly
from the mass media.

Thisdiscussion of citizens decision making suggeststhat athird approach to determining the
plausibility of themodd of legidaorsascontrolled agentsisto sudy theinformationa environment. Isthe
informationd environment relatively rich, full of detailsabout whet legidators are doing in office, where they
stand on varying issues, and what their supportersand opponents are saying about their accomplishments
and shortcomings? Or istheinformational environment more of awasteland, where citizenslearn little
about their representatives’ performancein office? Although the third approach cannot settle any of the
debates about whether citizensnotice or use thisinformation, it can help to determine whether citizensare
regularly exposed to the types of information they would need in order to monitor their representatives
actionsinoffice. If onefound very littleinformation about legidators' roll-cal votesin loca newspapers,
it would not provethet citizens have no accessto thisinformation. 1t would, however, raise serious doubts
about the likelihood thet average citizenswere regularly encountering information about roll cals. Similarly,
if onefound extensiveinformation about legidators roll-call votesinloca newspapers, it would not prove
that citizenswereactually reading and processing thisinformation, nor that theinformation wasaffecting
their evaluationsof their legidators. It would, however, raise serious doubts about any argumentsthat

legislators were free to vote as they pleased because citizens would never notice.



L ocal Newspapers

Loca newspapers provide an excellent arenafor measuring the volume and type of information
about representatives’ performance. Although newspapers are not citizens' only source of information
about thelr representatives, newspgpers occupy acentrd positionin theflow of information. All of themass
media— radio, television, newspapers, and magazines— cover Congressasaregular newsstory. Only
newspapers, however, have the space to devote to the details of legislation and to the actions of local
representatives (Hess 1981, 97-101; 1991, 102-09). Newspapers are also a conduit for stories that
originateelsewhere. Interest groupscommunicatewith citizensdirectly, through letters, newdetters, and
fund-raising appeals, but they a so communicateindirectly by helping to generate newsstories, editorials,
and lettersto the editor about what particular representatives have done to help or hurt their causes.
Incumbentsand challengershavetheir own direct meansfor communicating with citizens, but they too rely
on newspapersto amplify and spread their messages. Findly, in many localities, newspapers set theloca
news agenda and broadcast journalists follow their lead (Mondak 1995, 65-66; McManus 1990).

This paper reports findings from abook project nearing completion entitled, Congress, the Press,
and Palitical Accountability. The project seeks to answer four sets of questions about the volume,
content, causes, and consequencesof newspaper coverage. First, it seeksto establish how frequently
local newspapers cover membersof Congress. Do they regularly report information about representatives
actionsin officeand do they display their coveragein prominent ways? Or iscoverage of representatives
infrequent, spotty, or buried in the back pages of newspapers? It isimportant to determine something
about the volume and prominence of palitical information because both factors affect whether citizensare

likely to notice and digest the information.



Second, it examinesthe content of press coverage of individua legidators. Do newspapersreport
the kinds of information that citizenswould need to hold representatives accountable for their actionsin
office, or do they focus on more peripheral matters that entertain, amuse, or enrage citizens without
conveying muchinformation about legidators actua performance? Dothey featurebill introductions, roll-
cal votes, leadership activities, and constituency service? Arenewspapersevenhanded intheir stories, or
do they offer more extensive or more positive coverage to incumbentsthan to challengers, or to Democrats
than to Republicans?

Third, it seeksto explain why newspapersdiffer in their coverage of Congress and its members.
Why do some newspapers provide exemplary coverage of local representativeswhile otherslargely ignore
representatives’ activities? Do large, well-financed urban newspapers provide better coverage of
representatives, or do these papers avoid extensive coverage of loca representatives because their primary
circulation areas include so many congressional districts? Does press coverage depend on what
representatives do in Congress? Do local newspapers cover more extensively legislators who are
important participantsin congressiona policy making— theworkhorses— or do representatives attract
local press attention by constituency-oriented activities? Does it matter whether newspapers have
Washington correspondents?

Findly, it attemptsto discover whether differentid coverage of locd representatives affects citizens
political knowledge. Arecitizenswho livein areasswhere newspaperscarefully cover representativesmore
likely to recall or recognizetheir representatives than citizenswho livein areaswhere mediaattention is

sparse? Doesmediaattention affect the chancesthat citizenswill know something about representatives



records? When newspapersreport extensiveinformation about roll-call votes, arecitizensmorelikey to
know where their representative stand on the issues?

Unlike previous studies, which largely focused on the campaign period, this project explores how
local newspapers covered representatives during an entire congressional session, fromthefirst day of 1993
to election day 1994. Thelonger period is essential for studying political accountability. In order to
determinewhat kindsof information newspapers makeavail ableto citizens, one needsto collect newspaper
articles from areasonable number of papers, for areasonable number of representatives, and over a
sufficiently long time period. Focusing on how afew newspapers cover afew representativesover afew
weeks does not allow one to discover how coverage patterns vary over the cycle of governing,
campaigning, and eections, or to generaize with any degree of certainty to the universe of al newspapers
and al representatives. Attempting to balance these competing needs, | have selected three samples of
newspaper coverage, each sample designed to reveal a different aspect of press coverage.

The first data set is a sample of 25 local newspapers and a corresponding sample of 25
representatives. It containsevery newsstory, editorial, opinion column, letter, and list that mentioned the
local representative between January 1, 1993, and November 8, 1994. My sampling strategy involved first
el ecting asrepresentative aset of newspapersas possible, and then selecting randomly one House member
from each newspaper’ s primary circulation area.

Selecting the newspaper samplewasthe greater challenge. At thetimethe samplewasdrawn,
therewere 1,567 daily newspapersin the country with combined circulations of 57 million copies. Eighty-
eight of these newspapershad publicly availabledectronic archivesfor dl of 1993 and 1994. The problem

wasto draw asample of these 88 newspapersthat was areasonabl e gpproximation of the universe of al



daily papers. The good newswas that the 88 papersincluded 38 percent of thetotal daily circulationin
the country (despite the fact that they represented only 6 percent of all daily papers). Thisfollowsfrom
thefact that amgjority of citizensread anewspaper with adaily circulation of morethan 100,000 copies,
and large newspapers were overrepresented among the 88 papers. The bad news was that smaller
newspaperswere underrepresented inthe el ectronic archives, and smaller newspaperstendto servesmall
citiesand rura areas.

In order to draw a sample of newspapersthat is representative of what the average citizen reads,
| rank-ordered the 1,567 papers according to circulation, and then grouped the papers into approximate
sextiles so that each group represented about one-sixth of thetotal daily circulationinthe country. | then
highlighted the 88 archived paperswithin thevarious sextiles. Given that thetwo lowest sextiles contained
only seven of the 88 papers, | combined these two sextilesinto asingle group. | then randomly selected
five papersfrom each of thefive groups. The sample of 25 newspapersincludes large nationd paperslike
the Los Angeles Times and the Boston Globe, mid-sized paperslikethe Hartford Courant and the Tulsa
World, and small-city papers like the Rock Hill Herald (South Carolina) and the Lewiston Morning
Tribune (Idaho). From each newspaper’ sprimary circulation areal randomly sel ected onerepresentative
for study. Table 1.1 lists the 25 newspapers and representatives in the first data set.

After choosing a sample of newspapers and representatives, | used computerized routines for
searching the text of the 16,950 daily newspapers (25 newspaperstimes 678 days). Thissearch identified
and retrieved 8,003 newsstories, editorials, opinion columns, letters, and liststhat mentioned the 25 local
representatives. Three full-time research assistants then read the material, coded the articles for their

objective content, and summarized the tone and valence of each article. They used 68 variablesto code



avariety of information, ranging from the size, location, and prominence of each article, to whether an
articlementioned arepresentative spolicy positions, roll-call votes, or leadership activities. They also
tracked the appearance of 215 separate policy issues, in order to see how journalists portrayed
representatives’ connectionsto highly visbleissues, such asNAFTA, the budget, crime, and gun control,
aswell asto less visible issues that Congress handles every year.

Onelimitation of thefirst data set isthat one cannot determine what accountsfor large differences
in coverage. Why, for example, did some newspapers cover their representatives more heavily than other
papers covered theirs? Did these differencesin coverage reflect differencesin the newsworthiness of
representativesor inthe editorial practices of newspapers? The question isunanswerable with adata set
inwhich there is aone-to-one correspondence between each newspaper and each representative. The
second and third data sets are designed to overcome this limitation.

The second data set paralelsthefirst. | smply paired six newspapersfrom thefirst dataset with
six newspapersthat are published in the same cities. The paired newspapers are from Boston, Chicago,
San Francisco, Seattle, Tucson, and Washington. The aim was to determine how pairs of competing
newspapers covered the same legidators. My research assistants coded the news stories, editorials,
opinion columns, letters, and listsin these additiona papers according to the same procedures used for the
first dataset. The second data set contains 2,175 items— 1,053 from the origina six papers and 1,122
from the six comparison papers.

Thethird data set includes information about the volume and timing of coveragefor amuch larger
sample of newspapersand representatives. Thisdata set showshow 67 local newspapers covered 187

representatives during 1993 and 1994, with atotal of 242 representative/paper dyads. The 61,084



citations— headline, date, section, page, and byline, but not full-text — allow oneto analyze how the
amount and timing of coverage depend on the newsworthiness of individual representatives, the
competitivenessof eections, and the resources and constraints of individua newspapers. Thethird data
set isnot arandom sample of all newspapers; it is closer to the universe of al newspapers that were
availablefor eectronic searchesin 1993 and 1994. But imbedded in thisdataset are the 25 randomly-
selected newspapersfromthefirst dataset. By analyzing separately how these 25 newspapers covered
the 91 legidatorswithintheir primary circulation areas (22,175 citationsin dl), | can determineif thelarger
but less representative sample differs significantly from the smaller but more representative sample.
Thefourth data set isdesigned to determine whether the volume of newspaper coverage affected
how much citizens knew about their local representatives. This data set was constructed by linking
information about how extensively the 67 newspapers in the third data set covered particular
representativeswith information about citizens' knowledge of their local representatives, asrecordedinthe
autumn 1994 survey conducted by the National Election Studies. Theunit of anaysisistheindividual
citizen. Added tothe usud attitudina data about each citizen isinformation about how aloca newspaper
covered that citizen’ srepresentative during 1993 and 1994. Theoriginal 1994 NES data set had 1,795
respondents. | haveinformation about |ocal newspaper coveragefor 675 of these respondents. Although
thefourth datasetisnot idedl, it isthe best that can be assembled, given the origina NES survey. The
survey contained information about how many times aweek a citizen claimed to read anewspaper but not
the name of the newspaper that acitizenread. So, | have beenforced to assume that the local newspaper
for which | have datais the same newspaper that acitizen actually read. Theresult, of course, isnoisy

data.



The next seven sections summarize the findings from the book’ s seven empirical chapters. These
sectionsare then followed by adiscussion of theimplications of these findingsfor political accountability.
Findings about the Volume of Coverage

1. Newspaper coverage of individual representativesisaregular event. Although coverage
increases during political campaigns, theincrement isrelatively small compared to total coverage during
non-campaign periods.

2. The median newspaper publishes about fifteen articles per month that mention alocal
representative — one article every two days. Therangeisfrom six articles per month to twenty-eight
articles per month.

3. Large metropolitan newspapers do not ignore members of Congress, as previous studies
suggest. These newspapers often useregiond sectionsor regiona editionsto target coverage of individua
representatives.

4. In citieswith more than one newspaper, competing papers do not differ much in their coverage
of local representatives. The editorsat competing newspapers tend to agree on the newsworthiness of
individual representatives, and they devotesimilar amountsof spaceto covering all local representatives.

5. Representatives who do newsworthy things attract more coverage than those who do not.
Running for senator or governor, being investigated by the House ethics committee, or doing thingsthat
legidativespecidigtsfind newsworthy generatesextracoverage. Inditutiona positionisnot associated with
extra coverage.

6. Newspapersthat have two or more representatives in their circulation areas provide less
coverage of individual representativesthan thosethat have asingle representativeto cover. Newspapers
with reporters stationed in Washington do not provide more coverage than thosewithout Washington
corespondents.

7. Newspapers show no evidence of bias in the frequency with which they cover particular
representatives. They giveneither morenor lesscoveragetoliberas, conservatives, ideologica extremidts,
women, or minority members.

8. During campaign season, newspapers cover contested races more heavily than non-contested
races. They also vary their coverage with the intensity of each race, with spending by challengers
generating moreincrementa coverage than spending by incumbents. Newspapersthat have morethan one
representativeintheir circulation areasprovide evenless coverage of individual representativesduring
campaign season than during other seasons.

9. Newspapers cover contested primaries more heavily than non-contested primaries, although
theincrementd effectsarelessthan they arefor contested eections. Spending by primary chdlengersdso
increases coverage, although the effects are smaller than they are for challengers in general elections.



10. Most newspapers do not publish more articles about senators than representatives. The
exception to thisruleisthat large metropolitan newspapers with four or more representativesin their
circulation areas tend to cover senators more extensively than representatives.

Findings about the Natur e of Coverage

1. News stories are the predominant vehicle for conveying messages about representatives.
Editorias, opinion columns, and |ettersto the editor congtitute one sixth of al coverage. Representatives
own writings are a minuscule part of overall coverage.

2. Most newspaperspublish articles about representativesin reasonably prominent places. Nearly
half of al articlesappear in thethree most prominent locationsthat newspapers have to offer — thefront
page, the first page of another section, or the editorial or op-ed pages.

3. Representatives are the main subject of 40 percent of the articles. But many of thearticlesin
which representativesare secondary subjectsconvey substantia amountsof paliticaly rlevant information
about their positions and actions.

4. Most newspapersdo not rely on just one or two reportersto cover representatives, although
some degree of specidizationiscommon. On the typica newspaper, three reporters write about athird
of the news stories that mention alocal representative, while several dozen others write the rest.

5. Nearly athird of dl news storiesthat mention local representatives originate in Washington. The
number of Washington-based reportersthat anewspaper employsisunrelated to the volume of coverage
from Washington.

6. Morethan half of al articlesfocuson representatives participationin nationa policy making.
Inthese articles, representatives are four timesmorelikely to be portrayed as passive position takersthan
as active bill introducers, committee members, or leaders. Twenty percent of articles focus on
representatives running for reelection.

7. Tenpercent of articlescontain criticismsof representatives performance as policy makers.
Although most news stories are rdatively neutra intone, 25 percent portray representatives postively and
5 percent negatively.

8. Strong opinions abound on the editorial and op-ed pages. Letter writers, editoridists, and
columnigsarejust aslikely to criticize representatives asto praise them. A few newspapers publish more
criticisms than praise on their editorial and op-ed pages.

9. Only rarely do newspapers publish articlesthat show local representatives denigrating Congress
as an ingtitution.

10. Newspapersdiffer enormoudly in both the quantity and the quality of their coverage. The
rangeisfrom newspapersthat carefully cover representatives positionsand actionsto those that offer
superficial coverage.



Findings about Coverage of Position Taking

1. Most newspaperscover position taking regularly, with nearly athird of al articlesreporting at
least oneform of positiontaking. Therangein coverageisenormous, with the most diligent newspaper
publishing ten times as much as the least diligent paper.

2. Most newspaperscover roll-call voting extensively, with half of al articleson position taking
featuring roll-call votes.

3. Newsgoriesarethemost common vehiclefor reporting roll-cal votes, dthoughlists, editorids,
columns, and letters account for half the coverage.

4. Newspapersdo not offer frequent coverage of representatives cosponsoring bills. The number
of bills that a representative cosponsors is completely unrelated to how local newspapers cover
cosponsorships.

5. Newspapersrarely publish information about how representatives intend to vote on ahill
pending on the House floor. The exceptions are for the biggest and most controversial bills.

6. Somenewspapersareexemplary intheway they explain the essence of apolicy conflict when
they report representatives’ votes. Many newspapers offer only cryptic accounts that do nothing to
advance citizens' understanding of the nature of the conflict.

7. When newspapers do explainthe basic policy conflict they usualy cover both sdes of anissue.
Editorids, opinion columns, and |ettersare much morelikely than news storiesto explain something about
the policy conflict. Although individualy the opinion items are one-sded, collectively they cover both sdes
of most issues.

8. Newspapersfeatureahandful of issueswhen they cover representatives positiontaking. The
issues on which they focus include only some of the issues that experts consider the most important,
innovative, and consequential.

9. Loca newspapersaremost likely to cover position taking when the national mediafeature those
sameissuesintheir coverage. Theseissuestend to bethe oneswhichinvolveintense conflict between
president and Congress, where presidential prestige is on the line, and where the outcome is in doubt.

10. Citizensare exposed to vastly different flows of information about representatives policy
positions depending on where they live and what newspapers happen to serve their localities.

Findings about Coverage of Policy Making

1. Newspapersprovide modest coverage of hillsthat local representativesintroduce. The amount
of coverageisunrelated both to the number of billsarepresentative introduces and to how far the bills
advance through the legidlative process.



2. Newspapers provide even less coverage of representatives participating in committee and
subcommittee activities. Although references to committee membership are reasonably common,
connections to committee activities are usualy lacking.

3. Newspapers provide only occasiona coverage of representatives acting asleaders, including
leading committees or subcommittees or acting as party leaders, caucus leaders, or coalition builders.

4. Editorid taste, rather than the actions of representatives, isthe better explanation for why some
newspapers cover law making more extensively than others. When reportersdo cover law making, they
are most attracted to intense, political conflict.

5. Although newspapers sometimes cover representativesworking to enact billsof specia concern
totheir digtricts, they also cover legidators' effortsto enact broader bills designed to ameliorate national
problems.

6. Newspaperscover extensvely representatives acting asloca agents— i.e., working to acquire
or protect congtituency benefits. They rarely cover representatives announcing actua decisonsor claming
credit for outcomes.

7. Representatives are morelikely to attract continuing coverage when they are working to protect
an existing flow of federal benefits than when they are working to acquire new constituency benefits.

8. Although representativesand their staff members devote substantial resourcesto casework,
newspapers rarely report anything about those activities.

9. Newspapers are far more likely to report representatives working to acquire or protect
constituency benefits than to report their active participation in law making.

Findings about Cover age of Campaigns

1. Theintensity of acampaign drivestheoverall volume of campaign coverage. Newspapers
cover competitive races heavily, less competitive races lightly, and primary campaigns hardly at al.

2. Newspapers publish amost as many campaign articles about challengers as they do about
incumbents. Challengers and incumbents are equally central in the articles that mention both candide

3. Campaign articles tend to portray challengers somewhat more favorably than they do
incumbents. Thisis especially true in the most competitive races.

4. Nationa issues are an important part of campaign coverage. Indeed, newspapers feature
national issuesmore prominently in campai gn coveragethanin noncampaign coverage. When newspapers
discuss national issues, they feature issues of recent vintage more frequently than they feature issues
resolved in the previous year.

5. Newspapersfrequently portray representatives as supportersor opponents of the president or
asadherentsto someideology. They rarely portray representatives as supporters or opponents of their



party in Congress. Mot references about arepresentative s connection to party, ideology, or the president
are made by challengers and are negative in their connotations.

6. Although horse race stories are common when newspapers cover presidential campaigns, they
are not common when newspapers cover congressional campaigns.

7. When representatives run in competitive races against well-financed challengers, newspapers
tend to publish regular criticism of them. Representatives are much morelikely to be criticized for their
positions than for their actions.

8. Most newspapersendorseincumbentsfor reelection. Editoria writersoften emphasizethings
that arenot part of their regular news coverage, including leadership, independence, experience, committee
service, and seniority.

9. Representatives enjoy enormous advantagesin news coverage compared with challengers.
Thelir principa advantage, however, isnot in campaign coverage, but in al the noncampaign coverage that
they receive over the entire two-year election cycle.

10. Thequantity and quality of campaign coverage depend both on journalistic habitsthat are
developed outside campai gn season and on how much challengers spend. Some newspapers provide
exemplary coverage of campaigns, some abysmal, and some in between.

Findings about Coverage in Competing Newspaper s®

1. Competition among local newspapers impedes the production of news about local
representatives. Zdler’s hypothesisthat competitive market pressures actualy diminish the production of
news about politics and public affairsis confirmed (Zaller 1999).

2. A newspaper with at least one competing daily paper published 70 fewer articles about itslocal
representative than did amonopoly newspaper. Thenegative effect of competition on the volume of news
is apparent despite controls for circulation, which appears not to matter, and for the number of
representatives in a newspaper’ s core circulation area, which matters a great deal.

3. Competing local newspapers provided similar amounts of information about local
representatives. Competition inducesaconvergencein coveragelevels— and convergence at alow levd.

4. Thetwo tabloid newspapers provided smilar amounts of information about local representatives
asther two broadsheet competitors. Indeed, given the fact that the tabloids published shorter newspapers
than the broadsheets, the rel ative amount of information about representativeswasgreater in thetabloids
than in their competitors.

*The first two findings about the volume of coverage are based on the third data set (242
representatives/newspaper dyads). The findings about the content of coverage are based on the second data set
(12 newspapers, 6 representatives).



5. Despite their convergencein overall levels of coverage, competing newspapers reported
position-taking activitiesin diverseways. Infour of Sx cities, one newspaper published nearly threetimes
asmany articles about position taking asthe competing paper. Thedivergence was especidly greet for the
reporting of roll-call votes, where one paper published six times as many articles as its competitor.

6. Competing newspapersgaverepresentatives lawmaking activitiessmilar anountsof coverage.
Lawmeaking refersto arepresentativeintroducing bills, participating in committee or subcommittee meetings,
or acting as a party leader, caucus leader, or coalition builder.

7. Thevolume of campaign coveragewassmilar infour pairsof competing papers, but divergent
in the other two.

8. Thedifferencesbetween competing newspapers appear to betheresult of differing editoria
practices.

Findings about the Effects of Newspaper Coverage

1. Thevolume of newspaper coverageduring the campaign period affected the likelihood that a
citizen would report reading about the challenger inaloca newspaper. Actudly, the volume of newspaper
coverage, by itsdlf, explained nothing. When acitizen doesn’t read the newspaper, heavy coverage goes
unnoticed. And theregularity of newspaper readership, by itself, explained nothing. Not even the most
dedicated newspaper reader profitsfrom nonexistent campaign articles. It isthe combination of the two
variables— newspaper coverage times newspaper readership — that affected the likelihood that a citizen
would read about the challenger. Finally, although both incumbent expenditures and challenger
expenditures affected the likelihood that a citizen would read about the challenger, theimpact of campaign
expenditures did not diminish the impact of the volume of news coverage.

2. Thevolume of newspaper coverage during the campaign period dso affected thelikelihood that
acitizen would report reading about theincumbent. The effectswere not asstrong asfor chalengers, no
doubt because citizens had been reading about incumbents during the months and years beforeacampaign,
whereas coverage of the challenger was heavily concentrated during the campaign period.

3. Citizens who were regular newspaper readers and who lived in areas where newspaper
coverage was heavy during the campaign period were more thantwice aslikely to recognizethe challenger
asthose where coverage was light. They were also better able to place a challenger on a seven-point
ideological scale and better able to report something they liked or didiked about achalenger. All of these
relationships are after controlling for spending by incumbents and challengers.

4. Citizens who were regular newspaper readers and who lived in areas where newspaper
coverage was heavy during the entire two-year period were morelikely to recognize the incumbent than
those where coverage was light. Coverage during the campaign period did not affect recognition leve

5. Citizens who were regular newspaper readers and who lived in areas where newspaper
coverage was heavy during the campaign period were more likely both to didlike something about the



incumbent and to know how many yearstheincumbent had served in office. Heavy coverage during the
campagn periodisusudly theresult of asrong chdlenger, and strong chalengers often emphasize negative
things like these.

Variationsin Informativeness

Newspapers varied in both the quantity and the quality of their reporting. A careful reader of an
excellent newspaper could learn agreat dea about thelocal representative; an equally careful reader of a
wesk newspaper would learn very little. In order to give asense of how much newspapersdiffered, | offer
profiles of two newspapersat opposite ends of thedistribution. TheLas VegasReview-Journal wasone
of the best newspapersin the sample; the Washington Timeswas the weakest. Both newspapers were
approximately the same size; the Review-Journal had a circulation of 132,000, the Times 92,000. Both
newspapers covered junior Democrats. JamesBilbray of LasVegasin hisfourth term and Albert Wynn
of Maryland in hisfirst.

TheLasVegas Review-Journal covered JamesBilbray intensvely. It published 598 articlesthat
mentioned him — 27 articles per month — second only to the Tulsa World, where James Inhofe was
running for the Senate. Morethan aquarter of the articles appeared on the front page or thefirst page of
another section. Coverage on the opinion pages was aso extensive, with editorids, opinion columns, and
letters accounting for nearly a quarter of al articles. More than half the news stories originated in
Washington, second only to the Houston Chronicle. The quality of the news coveragein the Las Vegas
Review-Journal wasa so unusudly high. Thiswasone of the three most informative papersin the sample.
The Review-Journal covered Bilbray as both a position taker and an active law maker. Like many

newspapersit reported how its representative had voted on recent roll-call votes (177 articles). Unlike

most papersit explained what was at stake in each vote, summarizing the viewpoints of supportersand



opponents. The paper’ sWashington reporters covered what Bilbray was doing on issues of interest to
Nevada, including nuclear waste, Indian gaming, and an empowerment zonefor LasVegas. Seventy-six
articles referred to bills he had introduced or to his committee activities, second only to the Lewiston
Morning Tribune' scoverage of Larry LaRocco. Although coverage of Bilbray at homewasrelatively
gparse, like the Washington coverage, it was heavily oriented toward policy.

TheWashington Timescovered Albert Wynn lightly. It published only 130 articlesthat mentioned
Albert Wynn— six articles per month — the least coverage of any newspaper in thefirst or second data
sets. Any sense that the Times might have covered Wynn lightly because he represented a suburban
Maryland district about which the editors cared little iseasily dismissed. They did, after dl, publish 46
photos of Wynn, the most photos of any newspaper in the sample. The Times covered Wynn largely as
apostiontaker. Fifty-ninepercent of the articlesfocused on position taking. Only four articles covered
anything related to bills he had introduced or to his committee activities, the least of any newspaper inthe
sample. Opinion coveragewasa so thelightest for any newspaper: two editoridsand oneletter. Although
coverage of position taking isimportant, the approach the Times employed was not very informative.
Rather thanincorporating coverageof roll-call votesinto newsstories, editorials, or opinion columns, the
Times published lists of roll-call votes. Thelists seldom had an accompanying explanation of the basic
policy conflict. Many of the lists were accompanied by file photos of Albert Wynn and seven other
representatives from Maryland and Virginia. 1t wasanice attempt to draw attention to otherwisedrab lists
with dull headlines (How Our Representatives Voted), but in addition to attracting attention, the editors
might have illuminated the policy conflictsthat gave rise to the votes so that readers could evaluate

representatives positions.



The differences between the Las Vegas Review-Journal and the Washington Times were
immense. Theformer painted arich portrait of JamesBilbray, with nearly an article per day of high qudity
journalism. Careful readersof the Review-Journal could learn agreat deal about what Bilbray wasdoing
to earn hiskeep. The Times offered just arough sketch of Albert Wynn. Readerswould have learned
very little about what Wynn was doing besides voting.*

Although the Las Vegas Review-Journal was an unusually good newspaper, there were other
newspapersin itsclass, including the Los Angeles Times and Tulsa World, and other papersthat fell just
short of this standard, including the Hartford Courant and San Diego Union-Tribune. Small town
newspapers worthy of note include the Lewiston Morning Tribune and Rock Hill Herald. The
Washington Timeswasin aclassby itself; no other newspaper was so uninformative. A step up fromthe
Times would be the Phoenix Gazette, Newsday, and Tucson Citizen. Here the problems were not so
much the volume of coverage— the Gazette was dightly above averagein volume— but the amount of
information that the articles conveyed.

Theinformativeness of the six pairs of competing newspapersin Boston, Chicago, San Francisco,
Seattle, Tucson, and Washington was relatively low compared with the informativeness of the other
nineteen newspapersin thefirst and second data sets. None of the twelve newspaperswere asinformeative
asthe three best newspapersin the sample, the Las Vegas Review-Journal, Los Angeles Times, or Tulsa
World. None were as good as the next tier of papers, the Hartford Courant or San Diego Union-

Tribune. Although acase could be made that one of them, the Seattle Post-Intelligencer, was above the

“The Washington Post was only marginally better than the Times. Only two of the thirty-one papersin
the first or second data sets published fewer articles than the Post — the Times and the San Francisco Chronicle.



median, more or less comparable to the Buffalo News, Lewiston Morning Tribune, Rock Hill Herald,
and York Daily Record, none of the other eleven papers with same-city competitors were above the
median in informativeness.

Political Campaigns

Newspapers differed in the kinds of activities they emphasized. The differences were most
pronounced in how newspapers covered campaigns. Thetwo newspapersthat offered the best coverage
of House campaigns were the Los Angeles Times and the Lewiston Morning Tribune, the largest and
thesmallest papersinthesample. Each newspaper published morethan 120 articlesabout the campaign,
coveredthechallenger extensively, appeared scrupuloudy fair, and provided andysisand guidanceonits
opinion pages.

The ldaho campaign wasanasty one. Larry LaRocco and Helen Chenoweth insulted each other
frequently; the Morning Tribune gave each candidate nearly equal space for their charges, counter
charges, and rebuttals. Taken together, however, the news stories gave agood sense of what LaRocco
had been doing in office and how theincumbent and challenger differed. Editorially neutral, the paper
employed three opinion columnists: the first aLaRocco admirer, the second relatively neutrd, the third
hostileto LaRocco, repeetedly calinghim“Betway Larry.” The Cdiforniacampaign was hard-fought but
civil. Althoughthe Timesendorsed Anthony Beilenson near the end of the campaign, thenewsand opinion
pageswere equaly open and equaly generousto both candidates. The Times commissioned five columns
from both the incumbent and challenger, one each on crime, welfare, health care, defense, and the budget,
and then published the paired columnstogether. Theintent wasto force Beilenson and Sybert to discuss

important issuesin amanner that allowed readersto comparetheir positionsdirectly. TheTimesand the



Morning Tribune had different strategies for covering House campaigns, but both newspapers were
informative and fair.

It was not surprising that the quality of campaign coveragein the Times and the Morning Tribune
wasimpressive, Snce both newspaperswereimpressvein their coverage of Beilenson and LaRocco prior
to the start of the 1994 campaign. The quality of coverage in other newspapers, however, changed
dramatically once campaigns were launched. For one newspaper it was a change for the good. 1f 1993
was the standard for judgement, the Phoenix Gazette was one of the least impressive newspapersin the
sample. Every few weeks the Gazette published an item entitled “Writeto Y our Elected Officials’ that
listed the names and addresses of state legislators and House members who represented the greater
Phoenix area. Unfortunately, the Gazette published solittleinformation about Jon Kyl’ spositionsand
actionsin 1993 that it was not clear what matters citizensmight raisewithKyl. Perhapsthe editorsthought
readers should write Mr. Kyl and inquire what he had been doing. By comparison, the Gazette covered
the Kyl-Copperamith battle for the Senate rather well. The news articles were extensive and evenhanded.
Editorially, the newspaper strongly preferred Kyl, but most pro-Kyl editoria swere followed aday or so
later by anti-Kyl letters. Still, there was an odd digjunction between campaign and non-campaign
coverage. The Gazette’ sendorsement applauded Kyl for hisknowledge of foreign and defense policy.
Asone of my ass stants quipped, “the editors must read another paper, because Ky’ s expertise was not
otherwise conveyed.”

For some newspapers, campaign coverage was much weaker than non-campaign coverage. The
change was most dramatic in theHartford Courant. Thispaper provided extensive coverageof Barbara

Kenndly’ sWashington activities. Morethan haf of al newsstorieshad a\Washington dateline, and many



of these stories showed Kennelly heavily involved in nationd issuessuch asNAFTA, hedlth care, and the
budget. By comparison, campaign coveragewas much lighter. The Courant wasscrupuloudly fair tothe
principa chalenger Douglas Putnam, reporting hisviewsclearly and without bias. But campaign coverage
was only 7 percent of total coverage, giving Kennelly an extraordinary edge over the poorly financed
chdlenger. Theshift wassmilar inthe Cleveland Plain Dealer. Coverage of Louis Stokes s Washington
activitieswasextensve. Coverage of the 1994 campaign was paltry, with only nine articles mentioning
James Sykora, the challenger.

The quantity and quality of campaign coverage depended both on journdistic habits that were
developed outside campaign season and on how much challengers spent. Newspapers that covered
representatives superficially outside campaign season did not suddenly become strong newspapersjust
because well-financed challengers happened to appear. Long Idand’ s Newsday and the Chicago Sun-
Timesdid not changetheir spotswhen Peter King' sopponent spent $416,000 and when William Lipinski’s
opponent spent $278,000. Thetransformation of coverage in the Phoenix Gazette was the only exception
to thisrule, an exception fueled by the $6,000,000 battle for Arizona' s open Senate seat. On the other
hand, newspapersthat covered representatives comprehensively outside campaign season did not continue
these habitsin campaign seasonif therewasno real battleto cover. Not even strong newspapers, such
asthe Hartford Courant or the Cleveland Plain Dealer, wrote extensively about quiet campaignsin
which challengers spent less than $25,000.

The best campaign coverage appeared in quality newspapers with competitiveraces. ThelLas
Vegas Review-Journal, Lewiston Morning Tribune, Los Angles Times, and Tulsa World set the

standard here, with the Bloomington Pantagraph, Buffalo News, and Rock Hill Herald as runners-up.



The worst campaign coverage appeared in weak newspapers with uncompetitive races. The San
Francisco Chronicle, Seattle Times, and Washington Times occupied the cellar; the Tucson Citizen
was only dlightly better than the cellar dwellers.

Candidatesrunfor officeasindividuas(Mayhew 1974). Representativesdefend their individual
recordsin office and attempt to show why they deserve redection; challengers attempt to show that they
would make better legidators than current incumbents. But candidates are dso linked to larger political
forces. Mogt candidatesrun asmembersof party teams. Individual candidatesmay chooseto emphasize
or de-emphasize their party links. Candidates may also be linked to the incumbent president.

How frequently did newspapers portray representatives as supporters or opponents of their own
party in Congress? Who portrayed them in thisway? Was support or opposition a badge of honor that
representativeswore proudly, or was party support anasty label that challengers attached to incumbents?
Party was not acentral feature of campaign coverage; only 3 percent of al campaign articlesportrayed
representatives as party supportersor opponents (32 of 1,178). Nor was party support abadge of honor.
Challengersand their friends were seven times more likely to portray representatives as party supporters
than were representatives and their friends. Portrayals of representatives as party opponents were
extremdy rare (3articles). In short, party wasnot acentral eement of campaign coverage, but whenit was
used in campaign articles it was used more to disparage representatives than to praise them.

Newspapers were much more likely to portray representatives as supporters or opponents of
President Clinton than assupportersor opponentsof their parties. Nearly 10 percent of campaign articles
portrayed representativesin thisfashion (111 articles). Most candidates did not consider President Clinton

to be an electora asset. Representatives and their friends were three times more likely to portray a



representative as an opponent of the president than asasupporter. Challengersandtheir friendswereten
times more likely to portray a representative as a supporter of the president than as an opponent.
References to connections with the president were heavily concentrated in afew districts.

The most striking finding about party support and presidential support is how negative were the
connotationsin campaign articles. Representatives and their friends seldom emphasized how mucha
representative supported a party or the president. In contrast, challengers and their friends frequently
argued that arepresentative excessively supported the party or the president. In short, representatives
really did campaign asindividua candidates, and newspapersredlly did cover them that way. It was
challengerswho attempted to tar and feather representatives as blind supporters of party leadersor the
president. Whatever associ ation representatives had with team sportswas portrayed more asvicethan
virtue.

Position Taking

Political accountability isenhanced if newspapers cover representatives positions on issuesthat
Congresshasresolved. Positionson roll-call votes are asuperb way to apportion responsibility for specific
congressiona actions because each representative must stand up and be counted. Eachroll call hasonly
two Sdes— yeaor nay — so arepresentative cannot be dl thingsto al people. Each absence from aroll-
cal vote creastes an e ectord liability, so the prudent legidator seldom prefers abstention to choosing Sdes.
Each representative has exactly onevote, so the powerful, theambitious, and the el oquent play no greater
rolethan theweak, thelazy, and theinarticulate. Each voterequiresall representativesto make decisons

on the same proposal, thus creating a standardized way for comparing representatives’ decisions.
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Representatives are compelled to take sides on more than 500 issues each year. Their decisions are
recorded for posterity.

Newspapersprovidelittle public serviceif they print nothing morethan roll-call liststhat contain
bill titles and representatives’ positions. Bill titles are designed to be appealing, not informative. Most
citizensneed to beinformed whether abill [abeled “ tax reform” would eliminate or createloopholes, widen
or narrow disparities between rich and poor, decrease or increase tax rates. They aso need to know
whether they would be worse off under something called reform. Newspapers can convey information
about the content of billsin variousways, ranging from careful coverage of bills asthey move through the
legidlative labyrinth to focused coverage of bills as representatives approve or reject them.

Newspapersdiffered greatly in thekinds of contextud information they offered readersto hep them
interpret representatives' roll-call votes. TheLos Angeles Times devel oped one of the most effective ways
for covering roll-cdl votes. Every few weeksit ran an article that festured how area representatives voted
on severa recent issues. Thecoveragewasdigtinctivein several respects. Firgt, the Timesdisplayedroll-
cal informationinaformat that hel ped readersinterpret the arcane happenings of Capitol Hill. For each
vote, the editorsfirst offered abrief synopsisof thebill and thelegidative situation and then summarized
the arguments on each side by quoting from at | east one proponent and at |east one opponent. Second,
the Times often sdected votesthat challenged readersto consider the difficult tradeoffs among competing
values — tradeoffs that representatives face daily. Consider its account of a procedural dispute that
actudly involved adirect conflict between citizens expressed preferencesfor a baanced budget and their

natural inclination to help the victims of disasters.



The Houserefused to alow aMidwest disaster relief bill to be debated under arule (H Res 220)
adding its $3-billion cost to the national debt. This sent the measure back to the Rules Committee,
which setsthe terms of floor debate. Democrats, who control the House by awide margin, rarely
suffer defeat of oneof their rules. Foesof therulewanted the opportunity to offer an amendment
putting the spending on a pay-as-you-go basis. But Demacratic leaders noted that the 1990
Budget Enforcement Act permits deficit spending to cope with natural disasters.

Supporter David R. Obey (D-WI) said: “I think itisamost the height of political arroganceto
expect even acts of God to comply with mere congressional rules of procedure.”

Opponent Timothy J. Penny (D-MN) said: “Thisis not smply aquestion of disaster aid. Itisa
question of leadership. ... | am convinced that Americans would applaud our leadership in
honestly paying for this disaster relief package.”

Thevotewas 205 for and 216 against. A yesvote supported the Democratic rule for debating
disaster aid for the flooded Midwest (LAT Valley 8/8/93 B5).

A short synopsislikethisalowed readersto make up their own minds on apolicy disputeand then evduate
how their representative voted. During the period of this study, the Times published about 40 articles
containing this type of synopsis, with an average of threeroll-call votes per article.

At the other extreme were newspapers that offered very brief accounts of votes on particular
issues. TheWashington Times, for example, used thefollowing cryptic account to accompany alist of
how seven representativesfrom Maryland and Virginiavoted on abill to providefundsto closenearly 100

bankrupt federally-insured savings and loan institutions:

Failed thrifts bill passes. The House voted 214-208 Tuesday to authorize $8 billion for the
Resolution Trust Corporation to take over failed thrifts. A “yes’ voteisavotein favor of the
authorization (WT 9/19/93 A13).

Although Congress had been deadl ocked on the question for seventeen months, while losses continued to
mount, it was not immediately obviouswhat wasthe source of the conflict. Indeed, itishardto believethat
many citizenswould have the contextual information to know whether ayeaor anay vote on this bill
advanced or threatened their interests. Seven other newspapersin thefirst data set covered thisroll-call

vote. Four of them — theHouston Chronicle, Orlando Sentinel Tribune, Phoenix Gazette, and Tulsa



World — offered summaries that were no longer and no more informative than what the Washington
Times published. Three newspapers — the Las Vegas Review-Journal, Los Angeles Times, and
Louisville Courier-Journal — gave readersasense of the basic conflict. Thedispute, by theway, was
not whether the government should honor itscommitment to bailout federally-insured ingtitutions; it was
whether other programs should be pared or spared as a consequence. Citizens needed to know thisin
order to evaluate their represetntives’ votes.

All newspapers covered position taking. Some newspapersdid soin away that enhanced citizens
ability to monitor their representatives’ actionsin office. Unfortunately, many newspaperswere more
cryptic than informative when they reported roll-cal votes. Only on afew mgor issues of theday — eg.,
NAFTA and crimecontrol —wastheoveral level of informativenessreasonably highin most newspapers.

L eader ship Activities

The recorded vote is a superb way to apportion responsibility for specific congressiona actions
because each representative must stand up and be counted. A legidator either supports or opposes a
particular bill; no intermediate postionisavailable. Theroll-cdl voteisnot an effective way to gpportion
responsibility for legidative inaction. When Congress does nothing, itisrarely because amajority of
representatives rejected abill on the Housefloor. Inaction usualy stemsfrom other causes. Perhapsno
oneintroduced abill; acommittee never acted; the Senate objected; a conference committeefailed to
resolve differences between House and Senate; the president vetoed it; timeran out. Thosewho wished
that Congress had approved comprehensive hed th reform cannot study roll-call votesto discover if their

representative contributed to that failure. Death came earlier inthe gameand without 435 smoking guns.



Theroll-call vote a so reveal s nothing about whoisresponsiblefor earlier phases of law making.
Waking to the Housefloor to voteiseasy work compared to drafting abill, orchestrating hearings, guiding
it through committee, and building apolitical codition. Although it isimportant for newspapersto report
representatives positionsonroll-cal votesand upcoming votes, an exclusivefocuson postiontaking gives
readers a distorted view of who is responsible for the nation’s laws. Responsibility needs to be
apportioned between entrepreneuria legidators, who propose, energize, and mobilize, and rank-and-file
representatives who reject or ratify bills. Newspapers should cover al phases of the legidative process,
not merely votes of ratification.

Committees are the very heart of the legidative process. Most of the suspense about what
Congress will do each year centers on committees, which approve 10 percent of the bills that are
introduced, rather than on the whole House, which approves 98 percent of the billsthat reach the floor.
Unfortunately, committees do not play an equally prominent role when local newspaperswrite about local
representatives. The median newspaper published only six articles over the two-year period about
representatives’ participation in committee activities.

Although most of the action on Capitol Hill takes place in advance of counting the yeas and the
nays, and most newspaper coverage of Congress as an ingtitution reflects the importance of pre-floor
activity (Hess 1981; Tidmarch and Pitney 1985), newspapersreversed their emphasiswhen they covered
how local representatives participated in law making. Most newspapers covered representatives
participationinthefina flourish of voting moreheavily than they covered the monthsof pre-floor activities.

To put these findings in perspective, the typical newspaper published nine articles about all of a



representative’ s leadership and committee activities over atwo-year period and nine articles about a
representative’ s position on a single bill — crime control.

Theimplicationsof thesefindingsfor political accountability aretwo. Firgt, citizensarefar more
likely to seetheir representative as a position taker than asalegidative leader or craftsman. Citizensare
far morelikely to know their representative s position on crime control than they are to know whether their
representative isaleader or afollower, aheavyweight or alightweight, acredit or an embarrassment to the
district. Second, representativesarefar morelikely to be concerned with their recordsas position takers
— thingsthat are donein the relative sunshine— than with their recordsin the darkened committeerooms
or corridors of Congress. Senator John Culver (D-1A), who had a superb reputation in Congress for
legidativeleadership, once complained about themedia: “ They only focus on thethingsthat make news.
L eadership doesn’'t makenews’ (Fenno 1996, 130). Theevidenceinthisstudy strongly supportshisclam.

These generdizationsdo not apply universally. Some newspapers painted rich portraits of what
representativesweredoing in Congress. TheHartford Courant, Las Vegas Review-Journal, Lewiston
Morning Tribune, LosAngeles Times, and Tulsa World published frequent and informative articlesabout
representatives law-making activities. Citizensin those communities had ample opportunitiesto learn what
their representativewas doing acrosstheentirerange of legidative activities. Representativesfromthose
communities knew that their law-making activities were becoming part of the public record.

Opinion Coverage

Thedifferenceswere a so pronounced in the ways various newspaperstreated representativeson

their editorial and op-ed pages. Some newspapersfeatured local representativesin their editorialsand

opinion columns, most notably the Lewiston Morning Tribune (104 items), Las Vegas Review-Journal



(76), Phoenix Gazette (69), and San Diego Union-Tribune (63). Other newspapers rarely mentioned
local representativesin editorials or opinion columns, including the Washington Times (2), Louisville
Courier-Journal (4), San Francisco Chronicle (10), and Houston Chronicle (10). The differences
among newspapers were equally stark for lettersto the editor. Several newspapers published lively
exchangesamong citizens about their local representatives, including theRock Hill Herald (124 | etters),
TulsaWorld (105), Bloomington Pantagraph (64), and Las Vegas Review Journal (60), whiletwelve
newspapers — half the sample — published fewer than a dozen | etters each that mentioned the local
representative.

Opinion coverage can be enormously informative for citizens. Factual accounts of how
representatives voted on various issues are helpful for citizens who already have well-developed
preferences about those issues. Mogt citizens, however, do not have firm preferences on arange of issues.
Editoridigts, columnists, and letter writers can help citizensinterpret issues on which representatives have
been voting. They aso help to interpret other kinds of activities— for example, policy leadership and
coalition building — which lack any common metric for evaluating and comparing representatives.
Assuming that it isreasonably balanced, interpretative coverage may be especialy helpful, compared with
newscoverage, Sincecitizensare eventualy asked to evauate their representatives continued fitnessfor
office and not simply describe what representatives have been doing.

We do not know whether heavy coverage on the opinion pages hel ps citizens|earn more about
their representatives than they would with just heavy coverage on the news pages. Althoughitisa

researchable question, it isnot onethat can be answered in this project because the fourth data set, which



connectsnewspaper coveragewith citizens' knowledge and attitudes about their representatives, isbased
on the volume of newspaper coverage, not on the content, quality, location, or format of that coverage

Heavy coverage on the opinion pages may aso strengthen the other accountability mechanism —
representatives anticipating citizens preferencesor potential preferencesand adjusting their behavior in
advance of coverage to make it more acceptable to their condtituents. We know that most representatives
have staff memberswho clip items about them from local newspapers so that they can monitor how they
are being covered (Cook 1989, 75, 201). We know that most representatives are especialy sensitive to
criticisms about them. The sengitivity comeswith the territory for politicians who, according to Fenno,
“perceive e ectoral troubleswhere the most imaginative outside observer could not possibly perceive,
conjure up, or halucinate them” (Fenno 1978). We know that mogt criticismsof representatives appear
ineditorials, opinion columns, and lettersto the editor. It follows, then, that some representatives might
behave differently in office depending on whether the opinion pagesarere atively open or relatively closed
to their critics.

Implicationsfor Accountability

The quantity and quality of information that citizens are exposed to about their representatives
depends on where they happento live. The disparities are greatest between citizensliving in large cities
and those living in medium-sized cities. In genera, large-city newspapers that happen to have many
representativesintheir circulation areas cover each representativelesswell than do papersin medium-sized
citiesthat have only one or two representativesin their circulation areas. Citizenswho liveinlargecities
that have competing daily newspapers are doubly disadvantaged, since both city size and newspaper

competition areassociated withlessinformative coverage. Unfortunately, thesedisparitiesarereinforced



in other sectors of the informational marketplace. Television outlets in large cities cover local
representatives much lessfrequently than do print outletsin the same cities. And candidatesin largecities
face sgnificantly higher advertising ratesfor both print and € ectronic mediathan do candidatesin small and
medium-sized cities.

Theinformativeness of local newspapers a so dependson the actions of representativesand on
editors tastes for covering politics and public affairs. Editors at the Hartford Courant, Las Vegas
Review-Journal, Los Angeles Times, and Tulsa World chose to devote more space and morejourndistic
talent to covering local representatives than did editors at the Houston Chronicle, Idaho Falls Post
Register, Newsday, or Norfolk Ledger-Star.

The effects of such differencesare potentialy large and important. Scholarshave long known that
citizensdiffer widdy intheir atentiontothemedia. Some citizensread newspapersregularly; somedo not.
But it now seemsthat even regular, seven-day-a-week readers are exposed to vastly different amounts of
information about local representatives depending on wherethey live. Newspaper readersin Hartford, Las
Vegas, San Diego, and Tulsa are exposed to much more information about local representatives than
readers in San Francisco, Seattle, Tucson, and Washington.

Scholars have yet to investigate how the richness of the informational environment affects what
citizens know about their representatives. The two best studies of what citizens know about their
representatives explored how various attributes of citizens— their interest, knowledge, attentiveness,
partisanship, and ideology — affected whether they knew how their representative voted on the Persian
Gulf War Resolution or the Omnibus Crime Act (Alvarez and Gronke 1996; Wilson and Gronke 2000).

Both studiestook for granted that the mediareported how local representatives voted; the puzzlewasto



explain why some citizens absorbed the avail ableinformation and somecitizens did not. We now know
that the puzzle is more complicated. Some citizens are exposed to arich array of information about
representatives’ policy positions; others are exposedto little. The next generation of studies about what
citizensknow about their representatives needs to sort out how much the informationa environment matters.

The best newspapers do appear to provide citizenswith the kinds of information that would allow
them to monitor their representatives’ actionsin office. Regular readers of these newspapers would
encounter awealth of information about where their representatives stood on the issues and some
information about their law-making activities. Not even the best newspapers, however, provide much
coverage of eection campaigns unlessthe chalenger iscompetitive and well-funded. Lacking acompetitive
chalenger, regular readerscould learn very littleabout either the challenger’ sor theincumbent’ scampaign;
oncethereisacompetitive challenger, newspapers provide smilar amounts of information about each about
each candidate’ scampaign. Ineither case, however, theincumbent enjoysthe enormous advantage of
extensive coverage in the preceding months and years.

Theleast informative papers do not appear to provide citizenswith the kinds of information that
would allow them to monitor their representatives’ actionsin office. Although regular readerswould
encounter someinformation about representatives positionsand actions, it ishard to believethat they
would be very well-informed if al they did was read their [ocal newspapers. Sometimes my research
assistants and | found the three-page write-ups in Politics in America or the Almanac of American
Politics— the two leading reference books about individual senators and representatives — to be more

informative than ayear’ s worth of coverage in the least informative papers.



Of course, mogt citizensarenot careful readers of loca newspapers. Although 80 percent of the
respondentsina1994 survey reported that they read anewspaper at |east once aweek, only 48 percent
of these readers claimed adaily habit. Seven percent read a paper five or Six days per week, 17 percent
three or four days per week, and 28 percent one or two days per week (Nationa Election Studies 1995,
V125). Moreover, the average newspaper reader does not scan every page or every section, does not
pause to read every item that happens to mention the local representative, and does not notice every
referenceto arepresentativein astory about something else. 1n short, the average newspaper reader is
likely to read only afraction of the articles about |ocal representatives. Thisisnot necessarily aproblem
for themost informative newspapers. Even aone-third sample of the coveragein the very best papers
would give citizens areasonable idea of what their representatives have been doing. A one-third sample

of the coverage in the weakest newspapers would offer little of value.



Tablel.1 Newspapersand Representatives Selected for Study

Districts  Selected Y ear
Newspaper Circulation inArea  District Representative Party Elected
Los Angeles Times 1,146,631 15 CA 24 Anthony Beilenson D 76
Newsday (Long Island) 758,358 5 NY 3 Peter King R 92
San Francisco Chronicle 556,765 8 CA 9 Ronald Dellums D 70
Chicago Sun-Times 528,324 11 IL 3  William Lipinski D 82
Boston Globe 508,867 4 MA 9  JoeMoakley D 72
Houston Chronicle 419,759 6 ™ 7 Bill Archer R 70
Cleveland Plain Dealer 410,237 4 OH 11 Louis Stokes D 68
San Diego Union-Tribune 373,453 5 CA 50 Bob Filner D 92
Buffalo News 305,482 2 NY 30 Jack Quinn R 92
Orlando Sentinel Tribune 285,172 3 FL 8 Bill McCollum R 80
Seattle Times 239,476 3 WA 7 Jim McDermott D 88
Louisville Courier-Journal 236,103 2 KY 3 Romano Mazzoli D 70
Hartford Courant 229,284 1 CT 1 Barbara Kennelly D 82
Las Vegas Review-Journal 131,769 1 NV 1  JamesBilbray D 86
Tulsa World 127,476 2 oK 1 James Inhofe R 86
Baton Rouge Advocate 99,444 2 LA 6 Richard Baker R 86
Washington Times 92,000 5 MD 4 Albert Wynn D 92
Phoenix Gazette 83,431 4 AZ 4  JonKyl R 86
Norfolk Ledger-Sar 57,603 2 VA 2 Owen Pickett D 86
Bloomington Pantagraph 51,868 1 IL 15 Thomas Ewing R 91
Tucson Citizen 48,566 2 AZ 5 Jim Kolbe R 84
York Daily Record 40,525 1 PA 19 Bill Goodling R 74
Rock Hill Herald 30,495 1 SC 5 John Spratt D 82
Idaho Falls Post Register 29,799 1 ID 2 Michael Crapo R 92
Lewiston Morning Tribune 23,105 1 D 1 Larry LaRocco D 90
I Totd 6,813,992 92

Note:

The newspapers are grouped into the six circulation sextiles discussed in the text.

Sources:  Circulation data are from Editor & Publisher 1993. Party and year elected are from Congressional

Quarterly 1993b.
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Name Total Mentions Articles
in Mentions Per Total Per

Newspaper Representative  Headline in Text Article  Articles Month
Tulsa World Inhofe 86 2,158 3.6 617 27.7
Las Vegas Review-Journal  Bilbray 59 1,692 29 598 26.8
Cleveland Plain Dealer Stokes 34 1,136 2.6 445 20.0
Hartford Courant Kennelly 25 1,125 2.6 434 195
Rock Hill Herald Spratt 47 1,632 3.9 427 191
Buffalo News Quinn 82 1,301 3.3 421 18.9
Los Angeles Times Beilenson 59 1,404 3.6 405 18.2
San Diego Union-Tribune  Filner 22 943 24 398 17.8
Lewiston Morning Tribune LaRocco 99 1,591 4.3 393 17.6
Baton Rouge Advocate Baker 41 1,145 3.3 357 16.0
Phoenix Gazette Kyl 39 1,118 34 341 15.3
Bloomington Pantagraph Ewing 63 1,053 3.3 335 15.0
York Daily Record Goodling 67 974 31 332 14.9
Orlando Sentinel Tribune ~ McCollum 30 684 24 296 13.3
Norfolk Ledger-Sar Pickett 35 775 2.9 277 124
Louisville Courier-Journal  Mazzoli 26 587 2.3 264 11.8
Boston Globe Moakley 20 637 2.6 255 114
Chicago Sun-Times Lipinski 15 518 2.3 228 10.2
Idaho Falls Post Register ~ Crapo 34 839 4.0 221 9.9
Newsday King 8 406 2.1 197 8.8
Houston Chronicle Archer 8 337 18 192 8.6
Tucson Citizen Kolbe 35 484 3.2 161 7.2
Seattle Times McDermott 10 316 2.2 147 6.6
San Francisco Chronicle Dellums 14 287 2.3 132 5.9
Washington Times Wynn 4 250 2.0 130 5.8
I Total 962 23,392 8,003
I Median Representative 34 943 2.9 332 14.9
I Median Representative Per Month 15 42.3 14.9

Coding: Articlesinclude news stories, editorials, opinion columns, letters, and lists. Total Mentionsin Text is
acount of al references to arepresentative’ s last name in the body of an article. Mentions Per Article

includes both headline and text mentions.

Notes:

All counts are from the first data set. Monthly averages are based on 22.3 months. Table is rank-

ordered by the number of articles per month. Each median is the median for a single column of data.




Articles Articles Articles
Los Angeles Times Houston Chronicle Phoenix Gazette
* Beilenson ...... 364 t Andrews ...... 377 *Ryl oo 341
Berman ....... 334 Green......... 257 Coppersmith 328
Waxman ...... 306 Washington 251 Pastor ......... 142
Waters ........ 281 Fields......... 227 Stump ... 94
Harman ....... 207 Delay ......... 170 . .
McKeon....... 174 * Archer ........ 125 t Ozlando Sentinel Tribune
Moorhead . .... 145 M.CCOHUI’n ..... 245 t
Tucker ... ... 118 Newsday Mica.......... 205
Horn........... 08 *King.......... 197 Brown ........ 163
Becerra ........ 94 Ackerman ... .. 173 Seattle Times
Dixon.......... 93 Levy.......... 163 Cantwell 178
Torr% ......... 80 LaZlO ......... 156 . MCDermOt't """ 147
Roybal-Allard . .. 72 Hochbrueckner . 148 DU s 141
Dreier. ... 62 San Diego Union-Tribune
Martinez ....... 33 Schenk 481 Baton Rouge Advocate
Chicago QUn-Times *Filner ......... 387 T . glaelk(:f """"" gég
Rostenkowski .. 868 Huntgr ........ 3383 2 PAE L.
Rush.......... 332 Cunningham 307 Buffalo News
Reynolds ...... 283 Packard ... 189 *Quinn......... 421
Gutierrez ... 208 Washington Times LaFalce ....... 393
* Lipinski ....... 203 T Moran 240 o .
Hyde ......... 192 Hover 102 Louisville Courier-Journal
Callins ........ 148 B ?/ne """"" 162 Hamilton ...... 284
Yates ......... 125 YN e * Mazzoli . ...... 264
Porter 100 Morella ....... 142
Crane g5 *Wynn......... 119 t Norfolk Ledger-Sar
. o
Fawell ......... 53 Boston Globe Pickett ........ 277
Kennedy 471 Scott........... 32
San Francisco Chronicle -7 7= o0 .
Frank ......... 281 Tucson Citizen
Pelos ......... 294
Markey ....... 266 * Kolbe ......... 161
Eshoo......... 136 * Moakl 254
* Ddlums ....... 132 ey """" PaS[OI’ ......... 119
Miller ......... 113 Cleveland Plain Dealer Tulsa World
Stark 90 * Stokes ........ 445 * Inhofe ........ 566 t
Woolsey ........ 60 Fingerhut ... ... 400 synar ......... 547
Baker .......... 60 Hoke ......... 387
Lantos ......... 39 Brown ........ 304

Notes: All counts are from the third data set.

Median representative had 192 articles (8.6 articles per month).

*  Representative also included in the first data set.

T Representative with fewer articlesidentified by the search routine used for the third data set than were

identified by the more exhaustive search routine used for the first data set (Table 2.1).




ATrtclies ATrtlcles ATrtlcles ATrtlcles

n n n n
Paper Paper Paper Paper
#1 #2 #1 #2
1. Chicago Sun-Times 1. Washington Times
2. Chicago Tribune 2. Washington Post
Rostenkowski 868 745 Moran 240 189
Rush 332 219 Hoyer 192 251
Reypol ds 283 249 Byrne 162 168
Gutierrez 208 162 Mordla 142 148
Hyde 192 222
Collins 148 121 Total 855 877
Y ates 125 102 Median 162 168
Porter 100 245
Crane 85 211 1. Boston Globe
Fawell 53 106 2. Boston Herald
Total 2597 2546 Kennedy 471 207
Markey 266 149
1. San Francisco Chronicle * Moakley 2541 251
2. San Francisco Examiner Total 1272 759
Pelosi 294 281 Median 274 180
Eshoo 136 47
* Dellums 132 137 1. Seattle Times
Miller 113 64 2. Seattle Post-Intelligencer
Stark 90 71 Cantwell 178 162
Woolsey 60 38 * McDermott 147 186
Baker 60 39 Dunn 141 150
Lantos 39 40
Totd 466 498
Total 924 717 Median 147 162
Median 102 56
1. Tucson Citizen
2. Arizona Daily Sar
* Kolbe 161 204
Pastor 119 117
Totd 280 321
Median 140 161

Notes:  All counts are from the third data set.
Median representative had 157 articles (7.0 articles per month).
* Representative also included in the first and second data sets.
T Representative with fewer articlesidentified by the search routine used for the third data set than were
identified by the more exhaustive search routine used for the first data set (Table 2.1).




Articles Percent Percent Percent
Total Per Opinion Negative  Position
Newspaper Representative Articles Month Coverage Valence Taking
TulsaWorld Inhofe 617 27.7 20 36 26
LasVegas Bilbray 598 26.8 23 53 43
Cleveland Stokes 445 20.0 8 12 22
Hartford Kenndly 434 19.5 6 14 33
Rock Hill Spratt 427 19.1 34 35 22
Buffalo News Quinn 421 18.9 12 16 21
LA Times Beilenson 405 18.2 14 28 41
San Diego Filner 398 17.8 22 41 27
Lewiston LaRocco 393 17.6 28 38 17
Baton Rouge Baker 357 16.0 6 23 31
Phoenix Gaz. Kyl 341 15.3 29 52 21
Bloomington Ewing 335 15.0 28 17 35
Y ork Record Goodling 332 14.9 17 23 28
Orlando McCollum 296 13.3 14 29 36
Norfolk Pickett 277 12.4 21 28 21
Louisville Mazzoli 264 11.8 8 13 34
Boston Globe Moakley 255 114 11 15 10
Chicago Sun Lipinski 228 10.2 17 21 37
Idaho Falls Crapo 221 9.9 16 11 31
Newsday King 197 8.8 15 22 43
Houston Archer 192 8.6 7 29 56
Tucson Citizen Kolbe 161 7.2 11 16 25
Sedttle Times McDermott 147 6.6 33 23 18
SF Chronicle Dellums 132 59 13 16 27
Wash. Times Wynn 130 58 2 19 59
I Total 8,003
I Median Representative 332 14.9 15 23 28

Coding: Opinion Coverage includes editorials, opinion columns, and letters to the editor. Percent Negative
Vaenceisfrom Table 3.4. Paosition Taking includes cosponsoring or endorsing bills, taking positions
on roll-call votes, taking positions on bills pending on the floor, and offering views on bills at some
intermediate stage.

Notes:  All countsare from the first data set. Table isrank-ordered by the number of articles per month. Each
median is the median for a single column of data.




or Some Position  Position on
Endorse Views onPending Roll-Call

Newspaper Representative Bill on Bill Bill Vote Total
LasVegas Bilbray 25 45 9 177 256
LA Times Bellenson 24 38 13 90 165
Tulsa Inhofe 15 42 10 95 162
Hartford Kennelly 20 89 14 22 145
Bloomington Ewing 21 45 7 44 117
Baton Rouge Baker 8 32 6 65 111
San Diego Filner 8 34 14 53 109
Houston Archer 6 24 1 77 108
Orlando McCollum 4 37 - 67 108
Cleveland Stokes 10 55 12 21 98
Y ork Record Goodling 14 46 4 30 94
Rock Hill Spratt 11 24 3 55 93
BuffaoNews  Quinn 7 18 6 58 89
Louisville Mazzoli 13 20 4 52 89
Chicago Sun Lipinski 2 9 7 67 85
Newsday King 7 33 16 29 85
Wash. Times Wynn - 17 3 57 77
Phoenix Kyl 5 20 1 44 70
Idaho Falls Crapo 2 51 2 13 68
Lewiston LaRocco 3 30 9 25 67
Norfolk Pickett 3 29 - 25 57
Tucson Citizen  Kolbe 10 12 5 14 41
SF Chronicle Dellums 3 24 - 9 36
Boston Globe Moakley 3 13 3 7 26
Seattle Times McDermott 5 15 1 5 26
I Tota 229 802 150 1201 2382
I Median Representative 7 30 5 44 89

Coding: Cosponsor or Endorse Bill refers to an explicit endorsement or cosponsorship of abill introduced by
another representative. Firm Position on Pending Bill refers to a commitment to vote a certain way
on ahill that had emerged from committee and was pending on the House floor. Express Some Views
on Bill refers to any other mention of arepresentative’ s views on ahill. Actual Position on Roll-Call
Voterefersto avote that has already taken place.

Notes:  All counts are from the first data set. Table is rank-ordered by the total number of articles reporting
position taking. Each median is the median for a single column of data.




Number of Articles on

Bills Committee Leadership Minus
Newspaper Representative Introduced Activities Activities Multiples  Total
Lewiston LaRocco 80 14 1 9 86
LasVegas Bilbray 57 22 2 5 76
TulsaWorld Inhofe 38 2 12 1 51
Hartford Kennelly 11 22 10 1 42
Y ork Record Goodling 26 18 6 10 40
Cleveland Stokes 4 28 21 18 35
LA Times Beilenson 24 8 5 3 34
Seattle Times McDermott 29 2 1 1 31
Rock Hill Spratt 14 4 12 3 27
Phoenix Gaz. Kyl 26 - - - 26
Buffalo News Quinn 13 8 3 1 23
Boston Globe Moakley 3 15 17 15 20
San Diego Filner 8 10 2 - 20
Baton Rouge Baker 7 11 1 2 17
SF Chronicle Dellums 3 12 12 12 15
Tucson Citizen Kolbe 9 2 4 - 15
Bloomington Ewing 13 2 - - 15
Houston Archer 9 4 4 3 14
Chicago Sun Lipinski 1 10 1 - 12
Idaho Falls Crapo 6 5 1 - 12
Newsday King 9 1 2 - 12
Louisville Mazzoli 6 6 5 6 11
Orlando McCollum 3 4 8 4 11
Norfolk Pickett 5 3 1 - 9
Wash. Times Wynn 1 3 1 1 4
I Total 405 216 132 95 658
I Median Representative 9 6 3 1 20

Coding: BillsIntroduced are from Table 5.1, Committee Activities from Table 5.2, Leadership Activities from
Table 5.3. The next column includes adjustments for 87 articles that included two activities and 4
articles that included three. The final column shows the total number of articles that had any coverage
of billsintroduced, committee activities, or leadership activities.

Notes:  All counts are from the first data set. Table isrank-ordered by the number of articles that mentioned
arepresentative’ s law-making activities. Each median is the median for a single column of data.




About About Campaign

Own Other About Tota Articlesas

Party’s Party’s General Campaign Percent of
Newspaper Representative Primary Primary Election Articles All Articles
Running for the Senate:
TulsaWorld Inhofe 38 2 114 154 25
Phoenix Gaz. Kyl 20 21 98 139 41
Running for Reelection:
Rock Hill Spratt 1 3 142 146 34
Lewiston LaRocco 3 31 98 132 34
LA Times Beilenson 4 30 90 124 31
Buffalo News Quinn - 40 39 79 19
LasVegas Bilbray 5 7 61 73 12
Bloomington Ewing 1 10 55 66 20
Norfolk Pickett - 9 31 40 14
Boston Globe Moakley 4 10 19 33 13
San Diego Filner - 1 32 33 8
Tucson Citizen  Kolbe 8 3 18 29 18
Hartford Kennelly - - 28 28 7
Idaho Falls Crapo - 1 21 22 10
Baton Rouge Baker 18 - 2 20 6
Cleveland Stokes 5 - 13 18 4
Chicago Sun Lipinski - - 16 16 7
Newsday King 5 - 8 13 7
Seattle Times McDermott 3 - 3 6 4
SF Chronicle Dellums - - 4 4 3
Wash. Times Wynn 1 - 2 3 2
Running Unopposed:
Orlando McCollum - 1 9 10 3
Y ork Record Goodling 1 2 5 8 2
Houston Archer 4 - 2 6 3
I Total 121 171 910 1,202 15
I Median Representative 2 2 20 29 9

Notes: All counts are from the first data set. Romano Mazzoli did not run for reelection. Richard Baker won a
majority in the open primary on 10/1/94, thus avoiding a general election. Table segments are rank-
ordered by the number of campaign articles. Each median is the median for a single column of data.
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Citationsfor Newspaper Stories

ADS Arizona Daily Star

BG Boston Globe

BH Boston Herald

BN Buffalo News

BP Bloomington Pantagraph
BRA Baton Rouge Advocate
CPD Cleveland Plain Dealer
CsT Chicago Sun-Times

CT Chicago Tribune

HCH Houston Chronicle

HCO Hartford Courant

IFPR Idaho Falls Post Register
LAT Los Angeles Times

LCJ Louisville Courier-Journal
LMT Lewiston Morning Tribune
LVRJ] Las Vegas Review-Journal
NDAY Newsday (Long Island)
NLS Norfolk Ledger-Sar

osT Orlando Sentinel Tribune
PG Phoenix Gazette

RHH Rock Hill Herald

DUT San Diego Union-Tribune
SC San Francisco Chronicle
SFE San Francisco Examiner
S Seattle Post-Intelligencer
ST Seattle Times

TC Tucson Citizen

TW Tulsa World

WP Washington Post

WT Washington Times

YDR York Daily Record

Newspaper storiesare cited in the text with aminimalist citation: source abbreviation, date,
section, and page (e.g., SDUT 1/1/94 B12).
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