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SEnatars gf the Eigitr-thira gcnggesa-wqie stni{q;
asaertain tht factors were mokt highly correlated with press 1 -
coverage for each individaal senator, This information vas tha o
. ‘correlated W th an earlier study af the' Bighty-ninth, Winety-f lrst, .
. «<and Hinety-t§lird Congresses t@eee what differefices might exigt which
..,could ‘indicatigii he develaﬁ:euﬁ“af a "new, breed" of publici g-iindea
serators cossgMiing a power base through’ national constitugncids
created by media coverage. Few differences were. found betveen: the -
~earlier stiady of the more recewt Congresses and the study of the. .
Bighty-third Congress. While senatoxrs vith a hLigh iﬂstitutiaga} '
. epportunity (a combination of seniority, prestigious copmittae,
leadership assignments, and state size) have an advahtage over' ‘less
pawerinl colleagues which shows up sore in the Bighty-third Congress:
. than ih the later omes, neverthel&ss,.senate activity (geaam:iﬁ by ﬁ=;,
number of Congressional Recdrd entries and bills and resoluti Con
- ‘sponsored) is-a more powerful predictor of press covegagé th&i' '
institutional opportunity in all four Congregses. Senators. i& p@var
bases created in pgrt by media coverage are not a recent phgg mendn .
and are at least as ‘avident in the Eightyfthira Cengfess a; 1; tﬁe
Hinetj—thifd CQngress. (Tt . o
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‘" Content analysis of the Assm::l.ated Preas ﬁatiﬂnal trunk wize :ts uged

' to imvestigate the relative. :Impartanee of institutional apgprﬁtmity structure

(seniority, state size and comittee leadership prestige) ‘and senatorial

activity onithe amount of wire service coverage received by senators in the

83rd Congress (1953-54). The findings from this study are compared to those

of earliex dtudies of the 89th, 9lst and 93rd Congresses by the same authors. -
This study and the earlier cnes rely primarily ém un@btg;siwe data to test ' oo
-scme of  the cbservations. of pnli.ﬁif:al sclentists- swzh ag I‘alaby, Ripiey‘-‘ e e

Rieselhach, snd Matthews. e ‘

i T

o The findiﬁgs guggest that seﬁatt;rs whn enjoy praminent: pu&ii;ians of ..
" pcﬂer thi‘augh seniority, prestigiqus comnittee leadership asgigménts and S

|- large state size-—what we call inéti;utional ﬂppnrtunity structure-- appear _
to have an advantage in the wire s rvice ‘toverage over their less powerful e v
unl.lea,gues in the 83rd Congress. %n fact, the mpaﬂ@ce of opportunity-: !
. gtructure {8 greater in the 83rd Cqﬁggess ‘than for the three later-Congresses

(89th, 9lst, and 93rd) .

. Senate a:tivit;yaas measured by the amoynt of sgtivity in t.he Con res—
| sional Record and by the number of bills and resolutions’ sponsored—-still .
‘18" a more powerful predictor of vire service coverage 4n” the 83xd Comgress °

\ hen is opportunity. structure, a pattern borne out i# all four Caﬂgresaes _‘

i Btudied-, Positions. Qf power in the U.S. Senate obvigqusly help pave the way .
"ot Jfof dttention. :l.n the press, but it is clear from these: datg that an active =
N "unatat with: few of the trappings of Senate power cam ala cmamd -;:\naid—,

'? erabie press r;cveitége- PR : '
e . . o
-

-

- ﬂ; - ‘EBSBE findings suggest thst no major changes have o ed in the
pattenas of frequ,ency of press coverage of ‘the U.5. -Senate during the last
quazﬁer-gemrj . The ffﬂﬂtitutiml gources of Senate -pover suggested by
' MattKews @and -others. have been tonsistently 1mpcrl;’aﬂt in press visibility,

' but the forcas of events and individual senatorial activity are more

. ’ 'pmaerful in predie:timg amount of press coverage. The "new breed" of
’ . publicity—miﬂdei. sgnatgraa—vham ?aisby sees as commanding a POVET basé

" through national conmstituencies créated in part by media x:twerage——

;appezgrs to be no receént phenameﬁon, .
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A:has lei te much ccnﬁern abqut the c&mmunlcatian prablems ﬂf

"ithglleglslat1v3~braﬂch Many legzslataf§ and ather analysts

S il =

see prass cuverage of Cangress as "DEEaSlﬁpal haphazard an

unbalanced “1 They argue that such unsystematic publlc 1nf9r-

‘ matian e in_ cantrast te more i;rect ‘and thbrqugh medla con-

cgmtratiﬁn on the exécutive branch -- :antrihutes to uldespread .

1gnnrance abeut the wnrklngs of angress and ta sagglng qIE*

dltlllty Ln the eyes of constituents. 2

These prablems of communication were among the major con-

- cerns of the recent U.S. Commission on the Operation of the

Senate. Armajcr recommendation of the Commission was that the
U.S. Senste shauld argan;ze its publlc communication into a
central staff responsibility, goafdlnating the information ef-

farts @f SEnatars and zammlttees‘werklng on prlﬂrltY rssues

arranglng news conferences regularly, and establishing a press

3

briefing room under Senate control.’ .

In contrast, some scholars see the Senate as having taken

much greéter advantage of mass media coverage than has the House

- of REPreseitatives or the judicial branch. Polsby argues that

the development of extensive national press coverage in receng

decades appeafsvta;haveﬂhad‘a'pzafouﬁd effect on the‘Sgnate.
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Rablnsan f;nds that‘metwark televis;gn cavers the Seuate

'ﬁ nuch mafa frequemtly than 3t reparts House act;vzty, ‘con-

: as a "great farum, an echo chamber, a publlﬁlty machin

"hidden hand of self-promotion' of individual senators.

the actual pdtterns of Senate news coverage.

_ study post-World

;He-sayslthe h;tiomﬁl media, in;pﬂrg,\permit a. new breed éf v

' senators to'build a national.constituency, contributing

gigéfiy td’a dégentfaiiied pé%gf sffuaiﬁfe iﬁ»tﬁe Senaté;f:

ferring both stature and Presidential pgtential on Senatars.s

Blanchard's study of Cnngressianal ccrresgcndents faund
reporters agreeing that the Senate was givenggreater press

attentlnn ‘than the, chse. Cancludiﬂg that media preoicupatian

' w;th the Senate Was not necessarlly unde51rable Blanchard

agreed w1thiPalsby‘that the patterns of national press coverage

of the Sénate are cans;stent with the emerngence of- the Senate
7

i

g,

et
Pclspy sees the Senataxpress,relat;gnsh;p as functlaniﬂg to

incubate policy innovations thraﬁgh "gfeat debates' and the

,These arguments point to the need for a firner idea of
What factors

determlne which SEnatars are visible and which: snffer felat;ve

-,

L

med;a obscurity? .

-The present research uses natural data, primarily, to

War Il pattemns of Senate news in major
media of regional and national stature. The central quéstions

guiding ‘the work are these:

To what extent.do the iﬁstifutianalf

structurai aspects of the Senate -- such as senlerity, commlttee

and senatorial staff size -z

&ss:gument,
) {

affect ihe nghs RPtéﬁtlal
e
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of iﬁﬂividual senators? Do‘
. . 1 ) Y

j..apportun;ty gtructure fram

greater pub11c1ty for the;r,,;t1v1t135 than thelr less faftunate
fcnlleagues? Or, do.;gurnal;sts,fas they often claim, merely

" se€l aut tkf/

L 3

e senators who aré active or who have sgmethiig

important to say, without regard to théir«institutignél position

within the Senate?

Thearetaﬂal 'Perspective: Senate Institutional Forces
i and - Jaurnallstlz Values

_ Much of the class1c work on Congress, espec1a11y MattheWS
wldely quqted research on th..ﬁenate,‘ emphasized the formal
and informal 1n5t1tut19nal aspects of the federal legislatures--
éenicrity, cgmmitteé sffuctufe, norms, and folkways -- in ex{(

13

) plalnlng leglslatlve nganizatlcn and behaV1or The more recent

goal- d1rected strategies of 1nd1v;dual Congressmen, and less

'upon behag}cr which is in saqf way shaped by.unwrltten norms,

g

role expe&tatlﬂns, or 1nst1tuticnallzed behavior patterns
épelsby, for example, argues forcefully that the evidence of an
inner-club of a canfg{mlst; pcwa;égl controlling group of
SEnatgfs is slim, and that pcﬁer is much’'ndre diffuse than an

inner club argument would suggest. Kt least, he says, the
?negative powers to stall, amend, alter, -BT block legislation

are widely  dispersed, and that Senate?diviéion of labor tends

to be ad hoc. Senators are. just as likely to-assume roles
_ — . : . he )
that fit their individual self-interests as to accept roles

o, v : P 1 »é 7 "Jﬂhﬂ} - : &

-1 a” ‘
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. -
work ﬂn Congress places a much greater emph351s upon the conscious,

=
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“Péisby!s v:ew.v R;pley fgund SEnate povwer

all senators.l2

‘thb Senate'shlft toward decentrallzatlcn of pawer -~ Wi

dictated by ;nstitutlonal fnrces beyﬁnd their cantrql.lq

Dther anal?ses af power in the Senzje seem to suppnrt

.individual sepators having substantlal bargaiﬂlng leverage

relative ta pa&ty eaders 1 Rieselbach also argues that Can—

"™,

to be dlffus&, with -

.gress is de¢enf%a11§gd,-w1th power shared widely, Buxif;istlng

in "muitiple«centers of influence! ﬂét‘equally agcessible to

, To what extent is the dispersion of authority ¥

reflected in the mass meiia? ‘Is press caversge dnmin,

ﬁt vidual senators cultlvating a national canstltuency for "1nde=

“ pendent advocacy” through media publlcltyl3 ==, OT do 1nst1tue

‘t;onalﬁstru;tural factors ﬂf‘SE ate ‘organization prevali in
. s :

Senate’ news?

The norms, values, ﬁéﬂstfaiﬁts on the roughly 300
14

jéurnallsts regularly reporting on Congress vaiﬂusiy have

( . ,
some effect on Senate news, but how much? Some scholars, such

~as Breed :and Matejko, assume a group normative view of mews

-

work. They argue that the news is primarily a product of nor-

mative constraints emerging from within journalistic organiza-

3

tions.1%> Others sece extéﬁnal institutions as the major influences
. ~

of news. _
Hallls; Epstsln17; Molotch and Lesterla adechillerlg

argue that news is manipulated by pcﬁitlcal andrecancmic

forces external to the media. They seéxgournalist1c norms as

LY



S N S S . R A N S .
1nferences abﬁut seclety whlch are couched in a pglltzcal con- -

sensus managed by institutions DutSldE ]gurnallsm Epste;nzo,

N
far example, argues that jnurnallsts must rely heav1ly on

Gut51de 1nst1tut19ms and experts for evaluaticn of "t:uth"

. because they are so poorly eqULpPEd to val;date what is news .

Tu

tﬁemselves, Slgal‘s study uf Washlngtcn news tends ‘to suppert

Epstein's viey.?2l . &
- : ) LT ‘
In their review Df ‘the research on news structure, Davison,

=

chlaﬁ, and Yu22 canelude that bcth}fcr:es from the external <
socialep311t1;al environment and frum within jaurnallstlc 1nst1;
tutions shape ‘the news._ agltung and Rugez3 found that issues

1nva1v1ng powerful elites were 1mpartant in the initial news

L

selectlnn stages but that an event aisa had to be tinmely. and .

cantain news values of cenfligt, v;olence, or negat;v;ty to
become and remaln\news 24
Reporters wha\spend most of their tlme in- CDngressgappEar

to see their role ap adveyrsarial. A majarlty cf those resggﬁEE‘

ding to Robert Bla cﬁ rd's mall survey agTeed that they wére
"watchdogs" ag&ih5§gWTDﬂng1ng, determiners of the "verac1ty"\3
of legislators' public utteranges, prodders throﬁﬁh ‘their -
WTltln! to get Congressmen to serve the public 1nterest and

stimulants tc "Stlf tblngs up by asklng quest;ons n23

- .

Few weuld doubt that the Congressional reporters’ pef= fsgsffgff

ceived role is valid some of the time, especially in the post- -
26

. Watergate investigative mentality pf much of the press.
. : \
some research suggests the. reporters' view of themselves

Co




v Miller's dissertation research on reporters in Congress --
éunsisting of extensive iniervigws'with réparters, 1§gis1atcré,

and cammittee and persnnal 1eg151at1fa staffs -- suggests they

 are Just as often collaburstars in th&snews as they are advef-
-

saries. In accepting and pragldlng tips and leads, in willing-

ness to flnatg"trialiballaéns" and ac§§g§\lgak${ and in variou
’afrangeménts of quid pra quc,'répnrtéis andéCangressmén are
aften tacit, if not intentional, partners in the newvs. 37 ‘

Matthews' earller wnrg on the Senate 5uggest§d much the

i= .same thing. He found reporters and senatars engaged 1n aﬁ\
open exchange: - "You ssrat:h ny back and I'11 scratch yeurs."zs

Beneath this layer of an'exchaﬂge relat1cn5h1p, hawever,
Matthews saw other forces at wcrk in determining Senate HEWS, .

primarily 1n5t1tut1@A31 ones. He suggested that senlarity,
- committee assigﬁment size af state represented idgplﬂgy,

security of Senate seat, as Wel%fgs senatorial activity were

’
related to a senatar s fontact with reporters and subsequent
news §pveragei29 ‘ i

T
- Summary of the Co- Investigatars Earlier Work on

Senatorial Visibility: The Effect of Institutional Position
and Activity on Press Coverage, 1965-1974

- Longitudinal content analysis of Senate visibility in major
!Anerican newspapers, magazines, and televisdon network news ESra
the 89th, 91st, and 93rd Congresses suggésts that inséitutignal“
opportunity structure and the senatorial activity are linked
to press vidibility in a fairly_ccmplex‘pattérni (See Figure I

- for c:angrj_;f data xquTr;es\.) Inl the 89th Congress, opportunity |

‘1
e —
T - — -

FIGURE ONE ABOUT HERE

Q o . — — . - ol —
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irilnfluence on v;51b111ty 1n ali thfee angresses.

'xstrutture and act1v1ty havg an. effect prlmar;ly through an 1n—';f : a

work,
E;x '

89th Congress,

gTESSES, with the Republlcans exper;enclng 51gn1f1cant1y greater

e

o,

L ?teractiﬁn‘f Seyeral years 1ater, in the 915t Ccngrégs, oppor;f,s*'-a‘\X _
. tunlty structure essentially drnps out, with the 't \m mea5ures ]
;af act1v1ty rema;ning as 1ﬂfluendes gn v151b11ity At the ! o

gheight af the Watergate scandal, in the 93rd Cangress app@rtu— nt

L

nlty structure emerges as a falrly pcwerful factor in Senate

ﬂmedla coverage. Bcth actlvlty measures sustain their greater

—

¢ CoeE

- In addltlan these speclflc pcints emerged from the prevzaus

1. RepublicanE; the mindg&iﬁ party thfaﬁgﬁaut the'time

PETIG& studled decllned in news :cverage felatlve to the Demo-

-

cratic majarlty, even thcugh ‘the number of REPHbll%FﬁS in the- - -

Senate increas® From relat;ve parity of.visibility in the

he G.0.P. drappéd by the 93rd Congress to the -~

~ point that the median Republican senator with 168'press'menti§ns

: -~ - .
was far behind his Democratic colleague with 304.
-2 *Dverall Senate and intra-party équéliﬁy of iﬁdividﬁal‘ sgé
. . i
Ppress :average dTDppEd sumewhat between the 91st and 93rd Con-

intra-party inequality thah the Deﬁncrats.

. 3. The dramatlc sh; tgwérd greater inequality of ccverage

~opportunity structurs appea;ed to be at 1tz§strongest as a

predictqr éf v151b111ty The SEﬁiirity and_committee 1eadership

in - this PETIDd The effect cf that. devel@meﬁt is suggested
quite vividly in the case: af the Republicans. At a tlmé when
1



,fhay ‘are. inereﬁsing the1r numbsrg (w1th a greater praportznn af

freshmen, Qf tnurse) 1n the Senate, the resurgen:e gf the 1§5t1--‘

| -

tutzanai faEtDIS in the 93rd .appears to_have been Esscclated |

-;with bath the loss and grggtericamparatlve 1nequa11ty of press

S—
¥ = N

cﬂverage ‘in the 93rd ﬁgngress. A! L .

*

o 4; Activlty measuresffere more cansistently pred;ztlvk of

-

prESS'Eaverage=than was opportunity structure. An intera:t;nn B

_Effect w;th oppprtunity structure in the Sch clear main effects

in- the 91st, and)strnng main effects 1n the 93rd Cangréss ﬂemnnﬁ
- ™ -

.strate the lmpartance R the activlty measures.

-5, The pattetgﬁ Df 1nst1tut1@nal opporilnlty and actlvity

effects on press Eaverage appeared ‘to be diSt;ﬂ:tlY diffe?ent

_

" for each par y agffor Ea;h Cnngress. But the patterns Qf press

!i-caverage were'h;ghly similar among ‘the media. for each Congress.

i

‘Network television news, the wire service, majartnewspapers and . -~

‘'magazines all resporided in similar patterns to the factors studied

-3

here. . L ' ' -

£ . *

In an attempt ta prav1de a w1der p pec tlve on press cover-
30 L
prumlnent Washlng;on Carrespaﬁdents- Thrge AS;GClatéd Presg -
reporters and two United Press International ccrreépondents

working out of the Sena?e PfESS=Ga11§TY, and two teperters for

_a large newspaper chain, described Senate coverage and reacted .

F
highly visible senators, the repaftETs explained the results in

terms of many of the variables used in the study -- seniority, \Mk

cnmmlqyee 3551§nment, and- : gtivity -- but ‘they added a host of

individual differences and personality characteristics,

to some of the Senate visibility data. When shown a 1list of =~

g
L



EIpeTtlSE were aften clted.

= B

r'_i

a;°‘ The same klnds Df explanatlans emerged far 19w~V151b111gy

-

senaturs; but these Sgnators also. evnked a Tange of otherg"
¢
QcammentS‘-."They dcn t.want to make-news;" "They.re agblagd;/

faceless 1Bt;ﬂ "They‘re qu;et oT. . fearful af the press."f 7 "L

Ao EE A ® -

Ncng of the Tepnrters mentlgned senatarlal staffs in their
‘ =

i itlal\Explanatlans cf Senafé zoverage, but when" asked about

v "all agfeEd that-staffs were Ya. ‘key factor in rep@rtlng the s

7 =

Senate. Phohe calls. frﬂm Senate staffers to rePQrters in the'

mid&le of our 1nterv1ews -- remlna;ng .them af press taﬂfefénces

=

‘ar praV;déng ather information -- seemed to suppart the repurters':

statements. Thay‘sgld staffs were censulted by repaz;ersifir

‘more frequently than senators themselvés and that the more

L]

-persons on the staff, the more areds a senator could specialize
A : . _ - Sty
: in. ' .o _
Much more important than staff size was staff quality, the

'réporters felt. A strong staff could make the difference i%

leglslative effECtLVEﬂESS and V151b111ty in addition, they Pr

reported that some senatcrs wgre partlcularly adept at using
o :cammittee'staffsAfar personal aggrandizemen;,
ﬁ> “Press releases were in‘evidence everywhere in the Senate

Press Gallery. They éerexan bulletin bcards,'the:reparﬁers"
cluttered desks, and’ in the hands of some.

= All the cofjéspondents agreed that the hlghly v151ble
seﬁatars}ghurned out reams of paper, but they insisted this
alone did very little to affect coverage. . They. saw press release

5

volume as a function of greater activity -- 'aggressiveness"

/ - S P -

G
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wis a frequent term used. Rarely do press releases become neys

‘stories in themselves, according to'the corregpondents, but' they

were vﬁevgdﬂQS important for background, as explanations of

bills, and as genefal reference matter, A UPI ccrrespaﬂdent

noted that a seyatcr s floor activity was 11kelier to make news

if he also 1ssued a supmi%mentary press release abaut it. A -

veteran AP repoTter saédi however, "It's an inevitable fact of
1 ife, ths.w3y we operate with limited staff. . . that the more

.
speeches , press releases, and other activities a senator turns
out, the more coverage we give hinm. "

The reporters found plausible the relationship between
state size and visibility. Senators from big states have muie
"clout" and often have presidential aﬁpiratiuné, they s5a1d.
One of them noted that big-state semators approach the press
differently fxom the small-state g&DatDLﬁ\ He sald big state
senators see the medla as hey to their teclectllion; Lthey cannot
possibly shake hands with everybody the way the small §Latég
people can.

A1l the xepurters Juteavleoved murv wota bt paw bhe b o s
wotk , commitiee chalimunships, and wha' wie [ Chew L imed
"meaningful activi Ly on 1s3ues™ as majv, dotcrwltianis ol m. s,
coverage. A young UPl seporlesr said 1l was a sluple maloe: i
the '"doers and the non doers,” .ddiis,. 1 honestly Jdon' v koo
what sone senalors duv licie!'

In summary, this longliudavad .ol T S
hi gh in Senate opportunity sStructuic . an  suadecl  paov. do .
base from which to attract naticnal wedl 4+ eapusus Lie .

dictive power of the institutional Lactlus appaient |  shifl.

Lo
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from aﬁnggess to Congress, théhg{§ and the importance of s
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torial activity in making theqnéWS‘appeafs to be greater
the institutional forces.
Only further longitudinal studyfcf ﬁrgVﬁaUs,Congrezsianal

decades can begin to provide an answer, but this study suggests

“that a decentralization of power in «the Senate is not strongly

reflected in the patterns of mass media coverage during the

decade of the 89th to the 93rd Congresses. And, the shift to
greater inequality of préé§sfpverage, both int5f§partf and intra-
party, in the 93rd Congress suggests that the media ﬁé}rbe.
contribﬁting t6 what Jones has :alied the "Céntfifugal tendencies”

of Congressional pawerizl

. A.Test of thé¢ I[nstitutional Position 7
and Activity Hypotheses in the 83rd Congress®”

|

Three major institutiondl-structural factuis and scveial
measures of senatorial activity which emerged 1n ou. carlic.
studies are tested on the SSI%;E@ngress, 1953-54. Study of «he
first Congress of the Elsenhower Adninlsttatiois cunables us Lo
observe Semdate press couverage dunlug o (lae when the Kepubilouw.,
ii:‘%lj@}%&d majority parly stlatus Ihie gu. us ui Use acsiarvh 1o ua
the relative importance of Seunuic power a(tu tual.  what w. h.ve
termed 'opportunity structure” and sciaat vidal activity 1a detle.
mining national press coverage ol Lhe Senate.

Opportunity Structurc.

Seniority, size of state tleprescnted  aud  aaa. o b g
J» i

prestige are combined 1nto a single Jdimsuslo., Inatltaclonal
opportunity structure.

1) Seniority. Matthews suggested chat cowivt senaluls 1o

’ la

11
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more frequent contact with national news reporters than their
. {

. . . -~ . 7; i 'ﬂ,
lower seniority colleagues, and our earlier study found spme

support for a relationship between seniority and. visibility.

2) State size. Senators from larger, more urban states

appear to be more active in Senate préceed'ngs than their col-

. . 33 YA e
leagues from smaller statesig' In addition, some reporters

[H

afgue that big state senators see the media, even:the national
preés,-as aﬁ essential link with their large constitu§gncies,
especially’ for reelection pufpcsesi34 Our earlier study found
state size to be an important factor in Senate media visibility. [
3) Committee Leadership Prestige. Committee and subcom-
mittee chairmanship and ranking minority memberships are pagié
tions of institutional power in the Senate that are openly sought
aftéf by all s*natorsgss Aﬁd, some reporters argue that cémmit;
tees are the fulcrum of preéss cgntact with Céngreisgjs Our
egrlier studies suggested that number of committee and sub-
committee chairmanships was related té media visibility.
In aﬂdition, certain committees are more desirable and
3paweffui than others. Political scienfjsts have established
several rankings of committee desirability337 While some of ou
earlier studies found no relationship betw§§ﬁ media visibility
and prestige of committee assignment, we reasoned that combining
committee desirability with the committee chairmanships variable

might increase the power of committee leadership positions as
predictors of media visibility,
These factors were combined in this study to piroducc a

neasure of institutional opportunity structure for edch scuucun



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. N : . 1
s

!

It was hypothesized: Sgnatoréﬁwithﬂa‘ﬁighggrigstitutioﬂal.ggpcr—

tunity structure are likely to be more visible in the mass media

thggfare their colleagues who are lower in institutional oppor-

- . ;
=, H

;uﬁétzii - ) ,.

Senate activity. Events and activity are obvious foci in

news-coverage of the Senate. A great deal of contemporary re-
search suggests that activity may be a far more lmportant pre
dictor of press coverage in the contemporary Senate than are
institutional facrors. Herbert-B. Asher, for ecaanple, has
found that the morm of apprenticeship has begun to break dowan
in both the House and the Senate, Crcallhyg an atmusphere suppos
: 38

tive of newcomer actlivity and particlpaCion.

AcLtllvlty 1n the >enate may Lo ot a wlde caolog, b oy,
but committee work is generally cousiuveied t. be most signifi-

cant 1n terms of feglolatlve productivity. P.lsly supgeslo

e

'O NR VY PR S U R

#lisa i

avTiuaal Pluwt wnElwvlly ezpis iall, Paal 1 nosdie
more lwmportanl 1an the . ork vt the Scuate Lthau s gencialay
. /
1ced. He says sutmission ot LI11L. whleh are ‘gulng nuwhcols
Lhe a wewns s ATTIE WURT Rl S B TR S [N R
L, 1!15,3! Fu. o LR, L wia hoee the Do
39
Ligiwvalla..
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'[1] Senators who are higher in Senate floor activity '--
) ' 7 .- ) ] . ] % :! .o, 77’ -
bills introduced -- 'are likely to haye greater visibility in

. C ‘. ¢
the mass media phan their less active colleagues,

[2] Senators who are higher in general senatorial activity

speeches on and off the floor, as well as other external

i
m

tivity -- are likely to h;ygﬁg?gater,visi@ilijgljn tﬂérmass

media than are their less active colleagues.
i T = = i \ = l il = — =

Methodolog

Predominately natural, unobtrusive data from publishel

documents -- Congressional Quarterly, Coggressional Staff Direc-

tories, and Congressional Record -- and the national 't runk"

wire of the Associated Press are used in this study of the 85:4

E

Independent Variables.

.
Opportunity Structure. Senioilly janklngs, slate populatlon

size rankings, number ot committec and subcommltice chulirmanships

[and ranking minority memberships), and committee piestige rank-
40

ings were obtained from standard documents. The respective

for each factor were summed, puroducing an indea of lnstd

Lo

score
tutional opportunlty structure.
This procedure was based o the faoo valldl(, oL e €

measures, rather than on the emplirilcal cuirelatlon. among 1. .

An examination of the empirical correlations 1ndl.ate$ thft
seniority and committee leadesshlp prestige arc highly coeair.
lated (.63 and above for each Congress), but these two vailat.

tend to be weakly correlated 1n o negative tashilow Wilhh stlate

size. It can be argued, though, that thes. varlabics tuyp

1



separate dimensions [ex?erﬁalrand internal].of institutional
opportunity structure aﬁdithETEfGTS need not be correlated
with each other to be added together. E

Sénatérial Activity.>~ Two measures of activity are usé@,

. neither of which is presumed to be completely valid. Both,
however, are relatively unobtrusive, and they have been used

by others as an%approximation of a kind of senatorial activity.
, \\PP

41
tor was obtained from standard documents.

The second measure is number of entries in the Congressional

[y

Record for each senator in each Congress. Asher has suggested

that the Record can be used as a "'sophisticated” mcasure of sonec
. a7 )
types of legislative activity. OQur 1nt&nt was to attempl a

measure that would extend beyond legislative work to outside
activity, such as,speeches and public activity of varlous klado
, P :

5

The Record dppcars tuv Jdv that well We aic aWalt that Iudlviduad

Congressmen do alter the Reco:d and thac they sometlme. thay use

it cosmetically. It would appear, however, that maunilpulation ot

Lthe RKecvid 13 o practle e thal 1a o omanois varher (hiai s charay te,

istic vt a paslicular Ly, « vl sc.alua

L

Extleuolve tevieW wl Lo  Ohgtewold o . [ i .

ElUup vl Scual .15 Lirww both jarlles alluligly augg =l. L.t
"irrelevanl' culiics, such as Magasine and Lo waspdpos O S

tltles cited Lul Noet autholed by the a2onatl o T TR i

—
—
fro—
S
—
o
L
W

to the total unumber of cuntiic. lhat 15, 4 o> ato
S E

number of tutal Kecoid entrles 1. wlo  1lbew, 1o Lo 0w aa g

il

number of liiclevdant entilea A Jnal 1 owlth Lo Ko
deo 140 .
O
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to use the total number of entrie% for each senator as a simple

P S e 43
~measure of."acgivity" for this initial reseaych.

s,

” eDepgndeﬁt Variable. o .

 Media Visibility. University Microfilm's daily file of the

*1

Associated Press national trunk wire--the major source of Senate
), , news for most American daily newspapers--was searched. f,i{he ’

i f : ,
names of the U.S. senators were used as coding units, both In the

" news items :odedzfirst;hand and in the major indexes used as
secondary sources of visibility data. For each item in which
a” senator's name appeared, a single score was assigned regardless
Df'mQ}tiple references.
Lefvel of measurement approached interval scales fwi bLoth
independent and dependent §ariables in tﬁe study. Muitiplﬁ
.44

regression, path analysis and analysls of varlan.e werée used

to analyze the data,




- = . f )

" Results
) B a - .
As the Korean War armistice talks dragged on at Pammunjom

&

in early 1953, Sen#for Joseph R. McCarthy (R-Wis.) dom¥nated the
. , { :
news from the 83rd Congress. McCarthy's”Governmernt Operations

— programs in 1953 and the Senate's move to censure him in 1954

resulted in McCarthy being the most visible senator in the 83rd 1

The press visibility patterns for the top ten senators of the |
83rd Congress reflected the razor-thin margin held by the éepublicans

as the majority party, the last time they have urganiigd the Senate
. p
in coptemporary political history. Five Repyblicans, four Democrats,

i
and the only Imdependent in the Senate were among the ten must

visible. b
. , "

William Knowland (R-Calit.), who was elected ma)orlty leddel
in August, 1953, after the death of William Howard laft (K Uhlo),

was the second must vislble member . Hls lecaudeishly wn the dcialca

floor concerning President Elsenhowc:'s omnlbus farw bLill (o Instliale

flexible price supportls ard the Admilunlsciattion'. leglslalion tu

bruaden suclal Devutlly wwVerdg. guave Kiavers baaed hagl 1ol L

the AP wiic.
A l_sf.,;)litl‘g,l Au;;\.gri\}_ (RPN T S I G (1 . . N ' i

Hﬁpubllk—d“ label 1h wvider o [ T All 1 B T

received substanildi wlie se.viee LUV L Lag Lbeva voe b Llo boacpehs

status. Hls rvle 1n the Cuec®aafal Senale Lillbhusows T O TR I T YR

states contrul of naiural resvurces lu the.:i scaward tld.lasn s’

and his Qutzpahgu crltllclom of the scatcrohl, 1

him the high press coverage.

20
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| Améng Democrats, Estes Kefauver (D—Tenn,),:a key party
leader who had,Eeen a contéﬁaér for ﬁhe pregideﬁtialanaminatipn
 in iQéZ, lédjthe field in press visibility. Cloée behind\ﬁere‘
Hubert Humphrey (D-Minn.), a highly active Senate liberal who

Taft-Hartley labor law, and Senate minority leader Lyndon B,

Jchnign CD*Tex.)iiq(See Figure. 2)

- —
\, FIGURE. 2 ABQUT HERE
2 - _ ?3§ _ B -

3

As the majority party, Republicans got about 55 percent of

o]

the wire¢ service coverage of the Senate during this period. Of
the four.Congresses looked at in this series of studies, the parity
of coverage between the parties is greater for the 83rd Congress
than fcf7aﬁy of the DémD§T§tiCally=iéntfﬁllédZCﬁﬂgrESSES in the
mid-sixties and early seventies. As the minority party in the
1970's, the Republicans slipped to less than one-third of the press
coverage, even though their numbers in the Senate were increasing.
In the 83rd Congress, the median Democrat was slightly more
visible (41.3 mentions) than his Republican colleague (354.5).
In the later Congresses, the iypicél Democratic senator recelved
about twice as many mentions in thé press as a Republican.
Intra-party equality of zévérage appears to be dramatically
different in the 83rd Congress. As in the other Congresses> studicd,
the majarity party members appear to be treated more simlla.ly
mentioned with more nearly the same frequency -- than minvilly pa.ty
members., In the case of the 83rd Congress, the disparity of couverage
was much greater for Democrats overall than tor Recpublicaus, as
illustrated by a kurtosis of 15.4 for Republicans compared t.. 1 wus

for Democrats, 21 /
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* &éﬁeﬂypctheses. Senators who enjoy promineﬁt*positipns\qf .
powel

=,

3 o = i - i. - 3 3. =
thrcqu seniority, ptest§§iaus committe®e leadership

assignments, and state size -- what we call institutional .

opportunity*structure -- appear to have an advantage in the
press over their less powerful cclleaguesvin the 83rd Congzess.
In fact, the opportunity stru;tUTg'hyp@thesis has stronger
support fcrvthexszrd than for the three later Cangresses; even
though the 93rd Congress showed é fairly str@ﬁg resurgence of the
factor.

Among the individual opportunity structure variables,
the path analyses indicate that state size was the best predictor
of AP coverage for both Republican and Democratic senators.
(See Figure 3.) This was also true for Republicans, but not
Democrats, in the 91st’ and 93rd Congresses. For Democrats in
the three later Congresses (89th, 91st and 93rd), committee

leadership prestige was generally the best predictor of media

o
[¥a

visibility.

FIGURE 3 ABOUI HERE

- e e e = o C

Senate detlvity - as measuied by Lhe <haiovnlade i v tdvdty

in the Congressional Record dand by the huibes ol bilis .nd

resolutions sponsored -- st1ll 1s a moic powesrtul predictos ot
press coverage in the 83:1d Congress than 1ls uppuitunlity strucelos.
a pattern borne out in all four Congressecs studled. (5ce Tables
1 and 2.) Positions of power in the Senatc ubviousil), help pave
the way for attention in the press, but it 15 clear fiom these

data that an active senator with few of the trappliygs ol Scpat.

-

24 : d
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" power can alsp :cmmand CDnsiderahle press caverage.‘ o ’ i

TABLES 1 and 2 ABDUT HERE

Albert Gore (D-Tenn.), a farmer Ccngressman; was highly v151ble'
lﬂ\ibe wire SETVlCE dur;ng his first tarm in the Senate in splte af
his non- pféstiglcus assignments to the District of Columbia and
Publlc Works committees. The Son of a farmer, and champion of the
"little man," Gore made news for his oppositiman to the Dixon-Yates
bill, whiéh would have introduced private electrical power production
in competition with the Tennessee Valley Authority.

Altﬁ@ugh receiving much of.their coverage from tough reieiection
bids, John Sherman Cooper (R-Ky.) and Paul Douglas (D-I11.) -- both
first term senators -- also illustrate the power of events and

a;tivity in gaining press visibility. Cooper received coverage

Douglas, an- outspoken and’ hlghly active liberal with few of the
formal trappings of Senate power, gained coverage for his fight
against the Eisenhower Adninistration's attempt to revise the
Taft-Hartley law,
In summary, Senate leadership positions, combined with seniority

and state size, always command press attention. Being a member of

b the majority party which organizes the Senate, commanding all the
committee chairs, is a publicity advantage. In fazt? of the four
Congresses studied here} only when the Republicans controlled the
to cammandgsllghtly better than parity coverage over the Democrats.

But the push and pull of events and individual senators' activity

23
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enable-almost any senator who wishes

ilt-"

Implications. Research on media coverage of four Congresses

during the last quaiter—centurr suggests no EE£!£ changes have

eccurrsd in the patterns of frequency of gzess cawé?age of the. U:S.
. . P

Senate. The institutional sources- Senate power suggeéied by

Matthews and%others héve been consiét, tly important in press
yi;ibility,:bﬁt the forces éf events nd individual senatorial’
activity are more powerful in predicting press coverage. The
"new breéd“ of ﬁubli%itysminded senators -- whom Polsby sees as
commanding a power gase through national constituencies created
in part by media coverage -- appears to be no recent phenomenon.
They are just as evident -- and perhaps more so -- in the 8§3rd
Congress as in the 93rd.

In additicﬂ, this study suggests that the recommendation of
the U.S. Commission on the Dpefaticn of the Senate--that the
Senate attempt to centralize ité public communication--would
not be very successful in improving the regularity and proportion
of press coverage of the Senate. It is doubtful that the Senate
leverage Dn-pfess coverage through the development of 4 Central
staff devoted to press relations. The lure of individual senat..ia
activity--with its pgotential for dappeailng tu traditional news

L4 i

values of conflict &g immediacy--is just (oo great. Wheu the

partnership of individual senators and reporters which wili do 1

Do
Fus
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on as chairman or ranking minority member was: ebtelned from the

ng-:eseinggl'?uarrerljfalmenee, 1954, pp. 18- -20; and Congressional
naéax -(New- York:-—C ‘Clearing House, Inc., 1954) , PP. ] -

.41 ' |
Humber of bills int:adueed ‘by each senator in the EB:d Con-

gress was obtained from cenifeseienel Record Index, Volume 99--Part 13,

January 3, 1953 = August 3, » ume' D -ePert‘lz, Jenuary 7,
1954 - December 2, 1354. L , | T [
42
Asher, "“The Changing Status. af the Freshman Representative,
p. 238, £n. 21, P
‘a3

d Two measures ef Senate activity were taken from the

ongressional Record Index for the 83rd Congress. The first, or
tetel, measure included all citations appearing in the Record under
each senator's name. The second measure eentrelled for Record.
"padding" by deleting all activity outside the Senate from the
total number of citations under each senator's name. (These items .
included outside addresses, articles, newspaper stories and editorials,
and statements eptered into the Record.) Thus, this second measure
of internal Senq activity included only amendments; bills and -
joint resolutid motions and resolutions, petltanE and papers,
and remarks made by each Senator, The Pearson's r between the total
measure of activity and the internal measure was .99, strongly

éeupp@rtlnggaur hypothesis” that padding of the cgngreeeianel Record
is proportignal to the number of more eubetantlve entries i"Ehe

‘Record for each Senator.

44por a general discussion of the theory, usefulness and dangers

'of causal analysis, see Hubert M. Blalock, Jr., Causal Inferences

in Nonexperimental Research (New York: Norton Co., 1064). The fol-
Towing causal assumptions are asserted by the path model for the
institutional variables. Recall these 'are assumptions about the
direction of the causation. Questions involving magnitude and sign

of effect are not directly related to the validity of these essumpt;ens.

a. The size of the Senator's state influences the Senator's
power position in the Senate.

b. Size of state has no causal effect on a Senator's seniority.
(This will remain unanalyzed in the model.) '

c. As one accumulateS more eenlerity, committee and sub-
committee assignments are affected.

d. Size of state will preduce differential effects on one's
vigibility.

e. Seniority will produce differential effects on one's viasibility.

f., The number and kind of committee and subcommittee chairmanships
a eeneter holds in the Senate will preduee dlfferentlal effects on
one's visibility.

The most impertant assumption of this model is that the flow of
causation is recursive. In addition to standardized regression
coefficients (Betas), the unstandardized coefficients were examined
when comparing one Congress to another, or when comparing Republican

and Democratic eenetcre te each q;her or to all senators in each Cengrees.

o ot
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45 '
L_In the earlle: study Qf the 89th, Slst, and 93rd cangressas,

’ wéiélsa ncluded a measure of individual senators' staff sizes, . .
, . which p#bved to be the most powerful pggdictor of media visibility -
.~ (among the appartunlgy structure variab es) for senators from both ”i.

parties in ‘the 89th and 91st cgngresses_; In these Congresses, state .

.. size appeared to lead to staff sizesgwhich then led to higher media
visibility. 1In the 93rd Congress, state size emerged as the most
powerful predictor of media visibility for Republican senators, and
committee leadership prestige was the strongest p;edictar for v
‘Democrats. - We could not include a méasure of staff size for the

. 83rd’ Congress because we could not locate .a record of individual

- senators' gtaff sizes, even w;th the help ef one af the librarians
emplgyed by the Library of Congress.
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- 89th Gungress o 915t Cangress
1066) (1959 197_1

Jtiunal Trunk Nlre) | :
~ Random sample of o
" Time, Newsweek, and  Associated Press. -
- UTET News end orld  (Ystional Trunk Wire)

b T T :Picayune, Chiaa T
o Random sample af_ ‘ | Tribune, and. Laé’
issues from ten ' Angeles Times
Eastern and Western | | o
Prestige Newspapers
| (Chzca 0 Tr1bune,

Telev1sznn Index :

- CBS nlghtlynews

iutwau 13 ;ourna y Associated Press
-.th._iouis;FEEf- 7 ~ (National Trunk Wire)

: lf%ﬁ Associated Press -
L ‘ (Nationsl Trunk Wire)
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P

v J. (R-Wis.) -
W.. (R-Cal.)

« (I-Ore.)

E Te

Jthsan, L. (D- Tax )
,%gnger. W. (R-N.D.)
Perguson, H. (R-Mich.)
apehart, H. (R-Ind.)
ﬂersan, D-N.M. )
er, 3. ( ﬂhio)
as, P. (D-I11.)
, I. (R-N.Y.)
L n, H. (D-N.Y.)"
goper, J. (R-Ky.)
B 'rd. H. (D-Va.)
Sparknan, J. (D-Ala.) -

Y T (D =Tenn.)
Bqnnings, T. Jr. (D-Mo.)
Smith, H.A. (R-N.J.)
ws‘ith. M.. (lﬁuaine)
‘ﬁlfkgn, G.*CRin ) .
'ilﬁyi A- (R-Wis') .
ﬁB&Tksen B. (R-I11.)
_Eussellr R. (D-Ga.)
- Mundt, K. (R-8.D.)

-Hurray, J. (D,Hont )7
Johnston, 0., (D-S.C.)
~Jenner, W, (R Ind.)

- ,,
_Cardcn G. (R-Ore.)
Johnsan, E. (D-Colo. )
Hendricksan. R. (R-=N.J.) .
Neely, M. (D-W.Va.)

- SOURE , H (R-N.D.) -
McClellan, J. (D-Ark.)
.Jackson, H., (D-Wash.)
-Kerr, R. (D-Okla.) :
“Bastland, J. (D-Miss.)

Siltnnstall L. (R-Mass.)

M (D-Okld.)

- A"earances

Nunber of Appegran:es af Each Senatér ;
}g<;: in the Asscc1at§d Press | ! ’

far the 83rd Cnngress (1953 54)

Name :

- Full right J W. (D Ark .)

Williams, . (R-Del.)

- Kuchel, T. (R -Cal.)

Magnusan, W. (D-Wash.)
Hickenlooper, B. (R- Towa)

- Chavez, D. (D-N.M.)

Hill, L. (D-Ala.)
Barrett, F..(R-Wyo.)
Holland, S. (D-Fla.)
Long, R. (D-lLa.)
Green, T (R-R.I.)
Potter, C. (R-Mich.)
Symlngtan, S. (D-Mo.)

"Carlson, F. (R-Kan.)
"Gillette, G. (D-Iowa)

Case, F. (R-S.D.)
K;lgare. H. (D-W.Va.)
Butler, J. (R-Md.)

: Kennedy. J. (D-Mass.)

Dworshak, H. (R-Idaho)

Schoeppel, A. (R-Kan.)
Flanders, R. (R-Vt??

Frear, J.A. (D-Del.)

G@ldwater, B. (R-Ariz.)
Watkins, A; (R-Utah)
Clements, E., (D-Ky.)

‘Hayden, C. (D Ariz.)

Malone, G. (R-Nev.)
Daniel, P. (D-Tex.)
Welker, H. (R-Idaho)
Pastore,.J. (D-R.I.)

Smathers, G. (D- Fla. )

- Robertson,-A:W, (D-Va.)

Thye, E. (R-Minn.) 7
Mansfield, M. (D-Mont.)

. Duff, J. (R—Pa.)

Payne, F. (R Maine)
Purtell, W. (R-Conn.)

Bennett, W, (R-Utah)

Bush, P. (R=Conn.)
Stennis, J. (D-Miss.)
Martin, E. (R-Pa.)
Beall, J.G. (R-Md.)

)
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39

+37
36
34
‘33

33
32 .
32 .



. oL
E . S0 .29
1 : R s . . .
L% ) R

:FIGmms'f' |

v
'hﬁ'ﬁ.

. Path Hadals for:. Instltutiunal Qppertun;ty ?h:tars
. and Senatar;gl V;sib111ty far 83rd CDﬁgIESS

= x- . -—!‘.v_! i \_)%‘ ) . B ;L'*‘i'.Aivi . ,\:_,‘ ' o 7
o A T i LT e L .

. Entire Senate .
_~ 83rd Congress '«

FEEEA

E . State Sizes o
o : ! i;Q

-.07 L ,
- . Committee "3 . AP
o _ Leadership w3 visibility
.58 "V Prestige - o '
N L - ke .19 . - . )
Seniority = - o '

. 83rd Congress - .- = -
"~ Democrats. .
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S - ;35 . . ’ T ’ AP
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= Hean Pre;s Visibility S:aras fbr Senators in the
Cangre;s, by Inst1tut1anal Dppartunlty Stru:ture

~

Opportunity

~ Structure

Low

Moderate

- High

Main effects
Opportunity Structure
Bills Introduced F=3.9 - p=,11
2-way interaction F=,02 p=. 98

 TABLE'I -

Bills Introduced

BSrd

B;lls Introducedj]

Low High ] |
31,5 46.7 37.8
n=17 n=12
-133.7° 53,9 46.1
n=10 n=16 .
63.3 79.2 71.1,
|n=16 n=16
43.8 60.7 52.3
F=3.5 p=.02 )
F=2.6 p=.03



'._Hbsn Prels Yisibility Scﬁre; f@r Senatﬁrs in the BSrd Cangress, K

” 7.by Institutiansl Dpportunit{ Structure and AEt;vity Eited in
_ Euggr:s: a,gl-ﬂgcqgg . A

S Structure f"“;fzi_é S B 54,1 37.8

n=18 - | pel1 -

" Low

‘Moderate . | n=14 | . me12

46,1,

~High _n!11'=- : B | 71‘1‘

4.9 69,7 o s2.3

Main effe:ts F-S 6 p-.ﬁﬂl

Opportunity Structure F=2.3 p--104

Record Activity F=8.5 p=.005

2-way interaction ‘F=2.9 p=, 75 ’ _ ' -
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