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Abstract:
In their attempt to understand the nature of political discussion in the American news media, media scholars underestimate the importance of the population of interest organizations and their characteristics. Using new data on the prominence of 1,710 constituency interest organizations in the media, I demonstrate that the pattern of media reliance on interest groups is a function of the types of organizations in Washington as well as their relative size and structure. The results indicate that liberal constituency organizations are better represented than conservative organizations in the media debate. They are not the beneficiaries of media bias, however; they are simply more numerous. I also show that Washington political reporters, nationwide television reporters, and Web publishers all follow similar patterns of interest group source usage. I do find some important differences, however, in the types of interests that are prominent in each medium. In particular, organizations with broader issue agendas are advantaged in the Washington print media but disadvantaged on the World Wide Web. Religious organizations are less prominent than other groups in the Washington media and ethnic organizations are less prominent on the Web. The analysis suggests that scholars should analyze the characteristics of interest organizations that attempt to gain media attention, rather than the biases of reporters, in order to understand the relative influence of political perspectives on national media coverage.
Matt Grossmann is a Ph.D. Candidate in the Department of Political Science at the University of California, Berkeley.
One of the primary goals of political organizations is to generate media attention for their activities and speak out through the media to gain public and elite support for their positions. The media, in turn, are dependent on political organizations for informed comment on policy issues and often look to organizational leaders as spokespeople for important political perspectives. Political organizations and the media thus rely on one another to set the political agenda and engage in the debate over major public issues. This codependence has engendered criticism from all sides of the political debate; everyone seems to believe that their perspective is underrepresented because the media turn to their opponents too often.
Media scholars attempt to provide an empirical basis for these debates by analyzing the constraints the media face and the process by which they select an issue agenda and present the multiple sides of political disagreements. As a result, we have learned a great deal about why journalists seek out subjective voices on political issues and how they go about describing political debates. In other words, we know much about the demand side of expert sourcing.

I argue, however, that we have underestimated the importance of the supply side. The character of the organizations that mobilize to enter the political debate will affect the structure of media political discourse. We must look at the population of organizations that seek to affect political discussions in the media and ask whose voice gets heard and why. Most attempts to answer these questions have been framed as a discussion of ideological bias; scholars have asked whether the media amplifies some voices at the expense of others. I argue that, rather than acting as independent arbiters of the claims of political stakeholders, the media rely on the organizations that have most effectively mobilized to participate in national politics. Their product generally reflects the structure of the interest group environment. This does not imply, however, that the media debate is fair and balanced. Rather, some political perspectives are better represented in the media because they are better represented by organized advocates.

Scholars of new media sometimes argue that the old landscape has changed: new technologies help empower previously silenced voices in the political debate. A few contrarians contend that the new media will expand existing inequalities. I argue that neither side of this debate is correct. The new media do not fundamentally alter the relative prominence of voices in the political debate. Where there are differences, they primarily relate to the differential participation of some political factions in the use of new technologies.

To examine the voices that make it into the media’s political coverage, I analyze new data on the relative prominence of 1,710 organizations that claim to speak on behalf of public constituencies in American national politics. To understand the differences among types of media, I include information about organizational representation in the Washington print media, in the mass television media, and on the World Wide Web. I present descriptive data on the types of organizations that are most prominent in the media and empirical models of the factors that influence the relative prominence of organizations. 
Theoretical Background and Hypotheses
Media scholars have generally assumed that the use of interest group sources is dependent on the constraints of news coverage and journalistic judgments about news values. Tuchman (1978), for example, argues that journalists are subject to professional norms that encourage certain patterns of source usage. Gans (1979) demonstrates that journalists share elite values that promote the use of elite sources. Weaver and Willhoit (1991) also suggest that characteristics of journalists are the key factor encouraging the use of experts in reporting.
Hess (1989) argues that political reporters, in particular, face important pressures that promote reliance on elites. Graber (2002) contends that the need to generate audiences under severe structural and economic constraints governs the relationship of journalists to political elites. 

Sahr (1993), in contrast, argues that journalists often make independent decisions in selecting their sources based on credibility and the popular support of political perspectives.


Most studies of expert sourcing in political reporting emphasize government sources but a few studies focus on media coverage of interest groups. Several studies focus on when social movement organizations get mentioned in the news media and whether their portrayal is positive or negative (see Terkildsen and Schnell 1997; Smith et al. 2001). Studies of interest group involvement in media debates have concentrated on case studies of particular policy areas. Relying on the health care reform debate, Corrigan (2000) shows that interest groups sometimes have great success in generating media attention. Callaghan and Schnell (2001) analyze debates over the Brady Bill and the assault weapons ban and find that journalists borrow some frames from interest groups but also invent their own storylines that do not emphasize the same arguments that are most often used by interest groups. Based on a study of abortion coverage in print media, Terkildsen et al. (1998) conclude that the media and interest groups jointly structure the messages of policy debates. Competition among groups in the media affects the kind of information available to the public, they argue, but journalistic norms, rather than actual interest group strength, account for differences in success.

In the major aggregate study of interest group participation in media political debates, Danielian and Page (1994) study the sources used on television news programs in 80 policy issue debates. They find that interest groups are common sources, particularly businesses, trade associations, and “citizen action groups.” Labor organizations and ethnic minority groups are cited in some cases but agricultural interests, professional organizations, and religious groups are rarely cited. They conclude that businesses are overrepresented.

I agree with the current literature that suggests that reporters are reliant on organized political interests but disagree with suggestions that they make independent ideological judgments about who to rely on for comment. Reporters do face economic, political, and structural constraints that promote the use of expert sources in political stories (Graber 2002). They also do commonly observe norms of balance that encourage searches for sources that speak from different political perspectives (Gans 1979). Missing from this discussion, however, is an acknowledgment that the political landscape offers differential ease of access to spokespersons based on the degree of organized mobilization of each political interest. 
Interest group research suggests that social groups feature different patterns of organized representation and different overall levels of mobilization (Walker 1991). Previous research also suggests that established organizations with a large political staff develop more lobbying capacity than newer and smaller groups (Schlozman and Tierney 1986). I therefore expect the pattern of media reliance on interest groups to be largely a function of the population of interest groups making themselves available for comment and the organizational characteristics of those groups. In particular, I hypothesize that older Washington organizations with a larger political staff and membership base will be more prominent in media debates (H1). I also hypothesize that these associations will be clear in both Washington political reporting aimed at elites and nationwide political reporting aimed at the public (H2). In addition, I hypothesize that media coverage will reflect the existing patterns of liberal and conservative organizations (H3). 
Moreover, I argue that the same patterns will be present in online media (H4). This expectation is in conflict with those offered by scholars of new media. Anderson (2002), for example, argues that the Internet will successfully empower new voices in issue advocacy. Davis (1999), in contrast, argues that the Internet will enable organizations that already have political advantage to extend their control over the political process. I argue that both claims are unfounded; organizations that had an advantage in the offline world will have the same advantage in online media. There will be some differences in the types of organizations that succeed online but they are likely to be tied to the interests of online publishers. In particular, Borsook (2000) argues that the creators of Internet technology tend to be libertarian in ideology and particularly concerned with civil liberties and the free use of technology. I therefore hypothesize that organizations that promote these views will be more prominent online (H5).
Data and Method

I investigate the determinants of the prominence of 1,710 organizations in Washington that speak on behalf of social constituencies or public political perspectives.
 The population includes representatives of 11 ideological constituencies, 44 single-issue constituencies, 19 ethnic groups, 7 religious groups, 38 occupational groups, 6 socioeconomic classes, 4 victim groups, and at least 23 other social constituencies. The organizations are listed in Washington Representatives or the Encyclopedia of Associations. Their names, descriptions, and Web sites indicate that they seek to represent American public constituencies in national politics.

I measure the prominence of each organization in three types of media. First, I count the number of times they are mentioned in the Washington print media from 1995-2004.
 Second, I count the number of times they are mentioned in national and local television news broadcasts from 1995-2004.
 Third, I count the number of links to their Web sites on the World Wide Web.
 I use a content analysis of a subset of the mentions of each organization to confirm the reliability of the measures.
 I analyze each indicator of media prominence separately. 

To evaluate the hypotheses, I use information for each organization on the size of their staff of political representatives and the number of policy issues on which they are active.
 I also utilize information from organizational Web sites, annual reports, and directories of organizations to indicate whether each organization had sub-national chapters, the number of dues-paying members in each organization, and the founding date of each organization.
 Finally, I use my assessment of whether the organization represents a conservative ideological perspective, a conservative issue position, a liberal ideological perspective, a liberal issue position, a religious group, an ethnic group, an occupational group, or some other social constituency.
 For the model of Web prominence, I also categorize organizations based on whether they represent a libertarian ideological perspective or a civil liberties issue perspective and whether they represent information technologists.
The analysis proceeds as follows. First, I report descriptive statistics on Washington media mentions, television news mentions, and World Wide Web hyperlinks. Second, I analyze the factors that lead to each type of media prominence using regression models. Third, I report the organizations that were most prominent in each category for the benefit of future case studies. Finally, I assess the results against my hypotheses and consider the implications.

Results


Figure 1 provides an outline of the distribution of Washington media mentions among the 1,710 constituency organizations in Washington. Conservative ideological organizations account for approximately 5 per cent of the mentions and conservative single-issue organizations obtain approximately 6 per cent of the mentions. Liberal ideological groups account for just over 4 per cent of the mentions but liberal single-issue organizations account for almost 33 per cent of the mentions. Organizations representing religious groups receive less than 4 per cent of Washington media mentions and ethnic representative organizations receive just over 4 per cent of the mentions but occupational organizations receive almost 27 per cent of the mentions. I also provide a closer comparison of conservative and liberal groups; the graph indicates that liberal organizations receive substantially more mentions in the Washington media, with liberal single-issue groups accounting for all of the difference.
[insert Figure 1 about here]

At first glance, this appears to confirm the long-held conservative suspicions of media liberalism. Figure 2 provides some evidence against this claim. The difference in Washington media mentions appears to mirror the clear difference in the organizational population. There are almost 70 conservative ideological organizations in Washington and just over 50 liberal ideological organizations. Liberals have a substantial advantage, however, in the population of single-issue organizations: there are less than 100 conservative single-issue groups but more than 550 liberal single issue groups. 
[insert Figure 2 about here]

Readers should not jump to the conclusion that Washington is dominated by liberal interests, however. The organizations in this population do not include individual business policy offices or trade associations, which are often quoted in the media as spokespeople for conservative issue positions. Previous research demonstrates that business organizations dominate the population of Washington interest organizations; we cannot reach conclusions about the overall bias in the interest group system without considering those organizations.
 We can conclude, however, that the constituency organizations represented in the Washington media seem to mirror the overall population of organizations. Occupational organizations, which are also prominently represented in the Washington media, are the largest category of organizations; there are more than 700 occupational representative organizations in Washington.

Figure 3 indicates that television news media mentions of constituency organizations follow a similar pattern to Washington media mentions. For television media mentions, conservative ideological groups account for just over 2 per cent of all mentions and conservative single-issue groups account for 3.6 per cent. Liberal ideological organizations also account for 2 per cent of the mentions but liberal single-issue groups account for 33.5 per cent. According to this data, mass media reporters less commonly seek representatives of ideological groups than Washington reporters. Television reporters rely more often, however, on representatives of religious or ethnic groups. Religious organizations account for 10 per cent of the total and ethnic organizations account for 4.6 per cent. Occupational interests are again heavily represented in mass media discourse; they account for almost one-quarter of the mentions in television news reports.
[insert Figure 3 about here]


Figure 4 illustrates the similarities and differences of the prominence of constituency organizations on the World Wide Web. As hypothesized, the same basic patterns are evident. Again, liberal single-issue organizations are vastly more prominent as a group than conservative ideological or single-issue groups or liberal ideological groups. The primary difference in the population of Web links is that occupational organizations are far more prominent online than in the traditional media. They account for almost 38 per cent of the hyperlinks to constituency organization Web sites. Members of particular occupational groups apparently use the Web to organize in a way that the traditional media does not allow.
[insert Figure 4 about here]


With a multivariate framework, we can better understand the causes of organizational standing in the media and identify differences in the factors that lead to prominence in the Washington media, in the television news media, and on the World Wide Web. Table 1 presents the results of three OLS regression models designed to predict organizational prominence in these three types of media. All of the models include the size of the political staff and membership, the age of the organization and the breadth of its agenda, and dichotomous indicators of whether each organization has federated chapters and whether the organization represents an ideological or single-issue perspective or an ethnic, religious, or occupational group.

The mean level of prominence in the Washington media for these organizations is 94 mentions over the ten-year period. As hypothesized, structural organizational characteristics account for most of the variance in organizational prominence. According to the model, each additional political staff member leads to 46 additional mentions and each additional issue on an organization’s agenda generates 54 additional mentions. The number of dues-paying members and the age of an organization also positively and significantly affect the prominence of constituency organizations in the Washington media. The effects may appear small; yet given that some organizations in the population have lasted for more than a century and recruited millions of members, the aggregate predicted effect can be quite large. These organizations often also have federated structures with local chapters; this characteristic leads to 69 additional mentions in the Washington media.
[insert Table 1 about here]


For each of the categorical designations of the interests that these organizations represent, organizations in the category are compared against those in the excluded category: the group of organizations that represent interests other than liberal, conservative, ethnic, religious, or occupational groups. As hypothesized, the results indicate that representing liberal or conservative ideological or single-issue positions has no significant effect on organizational prominence. Representing a religious or occupational group, however, does have a negative effect on an organization’s prominence in the Washington media. Washington reporters appear to rely more on organizations that focus on policy issue perspectives, whether they are liberal or conservative.

The model for mentions in the television news media shows similar results, with a few important differences. The average number of mentions on television news reports for these organizations was 588 over the decade; the larger coefficients thus do not necessarily indicate a larger effect. The model predicts that each additional political staff member will generate 152 mentions on television news broadcasts. The breadth of an organization’s issue agenda, however, has no significant effect on mass media prominence. Organizations with local or state chapters are significantly more prominent in the mass media than those with only a national organization; they generate more than 1,000 additional mentions. Local television reporters likely rely on organizational spokespersons who are more accessible at the local level. Membership size also has a significant and positive effect. 

Liberal and conservative ideological or issue positions again have no significant effect on an organization’s prominence in the mass media. Unlike Washington print reporters, however, television reporters are not more likely to ignore religious organizations. Occupational representatives are again at a significant disadvantage in gaining exposure in the mass media. Despite the high aggregate level of occupational representation in the mass media and the Washington media, each occupational organization is not advantaged when seeking media access. Their high level of prominence in the aggregate is simply a product of the large number of organizations representing occupational groups. 
 Together, the two models of media prominence indicate that many of the same factors generate prominence in both media directed at policymaking elites and media directed at mass television audiences. The Pearson correlation between the two indicators is .572, suggesting that organizations have a similar level of prominence in the mass and elite media. Only a few organizations appear to be prominent Washington insiders without generating mass exposure. The number of links that the organizations generate on the World Wide Web is also highly correlated with both indicators of their prominence in the traditional media but hyperlinks are more highly correlated with Washington media prominence (.512) than with mass media prominence (.337). This initial evidence suggests that the Web may empower Washington insiders rather than organizations that are prominent in the mass public.
The model that predicts World Wide Web links provides some evidence that the causal process that generates new media attention is similar to the process that generates traditional media attention, but also suggests some important differences. The average number of World Wide Web links among these organizations was 630. The Web prominence model includes the same variables as the other models and adds two additional dichotomous indicators: one differentiates the organizations that represent a libertarian ideological perspective or a civil liberties issue perspective and the other differentiates organizations that represent technological occupations. The results indicate that every additional political staff member generates 128 additional links. Unlike the popular caricature, however, these data do not support the claim that the Internet is heralding a new era of civic engagement based on new organizational ties. Older organizations are more prominent online, just as they are in the offline world. Membership organizations and locally-organized groups do not gain an advantage in Web prominence, even though they do gain more attention with the traditional media. There is some support, however, for the hypothesis that the Internet has fractionalized political discourse. Controlling for other factors, organizations with a narrower issue agenda are more prominent among Web publishers but less prominent among political reporters.
The results also indicate that the type of interest that an organization represents affects their prominence on the Web. First, representatives of ethnic minorities are significantly less prominent. This suggests that the “digital divide” between minority groups and Caucasians in the American population may affect which organizations become prominent in the online world. Second, there is no evidence that the Web is biased toward conservatives or liberals but substantial evidence that the Web empowers specific communities of interest organizations. Controlling for other factors, organizations that represent a libertarian ideological perspective or civil liberties issue perspective generate 3,122 additional links in comparison to other organizations. Organizations that represent the interests of technological workers generate 796 additional links. There is no evidence that organizations representing occupational groups are more prominent overall; the lack of significant negative correlation, however, accounts for the increase in the proportion of links that occupational groups generate relative to their proportion of mentions in the traditional media.
Some readers may wonder what kinds of organizations benefit most from the processes that I analyze here. In Table 2, I include a ranking of the 20 most prominent constituency organizations according to each indicator. The lists look somewhat similar, with many organizations scoring high on prominence in Washington media reports, television news broadcasts, and World Wide Web links. The lists do suggest some important beneficiaries of the factors that influence the different types of media prominence, however. The AFL-CIO, The Sierra Club, and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce are representatives of broad issue agendas with large staffs and memberships. The American Red Cross, the Salvation Army, and the American Medical Association are old and locally-organized groups. The American Civil Liberties Union is the quintessential representative of civil libertarian interests but it is also an old and well-staffed organization. Making determinations from this list alone, though tempting, could lead to inaccurate conclusions. The multivariate analysis provides the best groundwork for future work on the prominence of constituency organizations in the media, but researchers could use this list to investigate the features that make some organizations particularly prominent.

[insert Table 2 about here]

Conclusion


The results provide extensive support for the primary hypotheses. First, older and well-staffed organizations with a large membership base are more prominent in Washington media reports (H1). Second, these same types of organizations are most prominent in television news broadcasts (H2). Third, neither mass nor elite-directed media is more likely to pay attention to liberal or conservative organizations (H3). 

The fourth hypothesis is only partially supported. Older and well-staffed organizations are more prominent online but membership organizations with local chapters do not generate significantly more Web links. There is strong support, however, for the contention that organizations supportive of civil libertarian perspectives or the interests of technologists are more prominent in the online world (H5).
The results also include unexpected but important findings that warrant further research. First, the fact that political debates in the media reflect the composition of the interest group environment entails a tremendous disadvantage for conservative constituency groups relative to liberal constituency groups because there are many more liberal single-issue organizations. The dominance of corporate actors in Washington may overcome this imbalance and generate a political debate tilted toward the conservative agenda. To the extent that conservatives are disturbed by the prominence of liberal organizations in the media, however, they should look to their own failure to create large single-issue organizations across the issue spectrum. The evidence suggests that if these spokespeople were present in Washington over an extended period, they would gain attention in the media. 

Second, organizations representing some categories of interests appear to be at a disadvantage in generating certain types of media attention. The results show that occupational organizations are less prominent in Washington media reports and television news broadcasts, religious organizations are less prominent in the Washington media, and ethnic organizations are less prominent on the Web. Future case studies could illuminate the reasons for these discrepancies. Third, the breadth of an organization’s issue agenda has differential effects on its prominence in different types of media. The size of the issue agenda has no significant independent effect on prominence in television news broadcasts but broader issue agendas lead to more prominence in Washington media reports while generating fewer links on the Web.
Overall, the results suggest that media scholars should look beyond the constraints and characteristics of journalists to understand how the media present political issues and empower certain voices in the political debate. Researchers can gain knowledge by moving to an analysis of the supply side of expert sourcing; the population of political organizations that seek to gain media attention and the organizational capacities of those organizations has a major effect on what perspectives are featured in the media. These factors play an important role in determining the behavior of Washington political reporters, television news reporters, and Web publishers. The search for ideological bias among reporters may be less important than the analysis of the biases present in the interest group system and the differential participation of some types of groups in the political process and the civil society. The issues surrounding participation in media political debates may thus not be a problem of politics in the information age; they may be part of the more general problem of the differential influence of mobilized interests. Long before the existence of the Washington press corps, television news, or the Internet, James Madison assured us that the problem of social and political factions is “sown in the nature of man” (Federalist #10).
Figure 1: Distribution of Washington Print Media Mentions
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Figure 2: Conservative and Liberal Washington Organizations
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Figure 3: Distribution of Television Media Mentions
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Figure 4: Distribution of World Wide Web Links
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Table 1. Models of Prominence in the Washington Media, Television News, and on the Web
	
	Mentions in the 

Washington Print Media
	Mentions in National and Local Television News
	Hyperlinks on the

 World Wide Web

	
	
	
	

	Political Staff Size
	46.296***

(2.375)
	151.631***

(36.525)
	127.836***

(11.679)

	Size of Membership

(in Thousands)
	.019***

(.003)
	.135*
(.053)
	- .008
(.017)

	Organization has Chapters
	69.086***

(18.963)
	1006.768***

(291.612)
	122.754
(91.797)

	Age of Organization
	.878***

(.236)
	15.57***

(3.627)
	8.543***
(1.157)

	Breadth of Issue Agenda
	54.386***
(34.202)
	35.175
(28.045)
	- 21.653*
(8.912)

	Org. Represents Conservative Ideology
	54.386
(34.202)
	30.919

(525.973)
	158.752

(170.438)

	Org. Represents Conservative Issue Position
	42.656
(30.016)
	90.481

(461.591)
	- 102.005

(150.940)

	Org. Represents 

Liberal Ideology
	6.902
(39.703)
	- 55.495

(610.557)
	- 66.084

(201.121)

	Org. Represents 

Liberal Issue Position
	20.395
(16.193)
	233.232

(249.023)
	6.295

(80.202)

	Org. Represents 

Religious Group
	- 71.231*

(33.667)
	656.874

(517.738)
	11.613

(164.607)

	Org. Represents 

Ethnic Group
	32.226
(23.686)
	212.962

(364.248)
	- 261.826*

(122.683)

	Org. Represents Occupational Group
	- 64.876***

(16.251)
	- 569.964*

(249.908)
	- 142.024

(80.833)

	Org. Represents 

Libertarian Position
	-
	-
	3121.916***

(385.810)

	Org. Represents Technologists
	-
	-
	796.242*

(316.013)

	
	
	
	

	Constant
	- 80.169
	-655.008
	15.045

	R2
	.384
	.079
	.220

	Adjusted R2
	.379
	.072
	.212

	N
	1454
	1454
	1349


Table entries are OLS coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed).

                 Table 2. The Constituency Organizations Most Prominent in the Media
	
	Mentions in the 

Washington Print Media
	Mentions on Television News
	Hyperlinks on the

 World Wide Web

	1.
	The AFL-CIO
	American Red Cross
	American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU)

	2.
	The Sierra Club
	The Salvation Army
	American Society of Civil Engineers

	3.
	U.S. Chamber of Commerce
	American Medical Association
	American Library Association

	4.
	National Rifle Association (NRA)

	American Cancer Society
	National Geographic Society

	5.
	American Red Cross
	American Heart Association
	The Cato Institute 

	6.
	American Association of Retired Persons (AARP)
	National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP)
	IEEE Computer Society

	7.
	American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU)
	American Association of Retired Persons (AARP)
	American Society for Biochemistry and Molecular Biology

	8.
	American Medical Association
	The AFL-CIO
	American Cancer Society

	9.
	Heritage Foundation
	American Academy of Pediatrics
	Human Rights Watch

	10.
	Common Cause
	Insurance Institute for Highway Safety
	Center for Responsive Politics

	11.
	National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP)
	The Sierra Club
	The Heritage Foundation 

	12.
	National Academy of Sciences
	United Auto Workers
	American Association for the Advancement of Science

	13.
	Center for Responsive Politics
	American Lung Association
	American Heart Association

	14.
	American Cancer Society
	American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU)
	American Red Cross

	15.
	National Association of Manufacturers
	National Rifle Association (NRA)
	Council of Better Business Bureaus

	16. 
	Public Citizen
	Habitat for Humanity 
	American Dental Association

	17.
	The Cato Institute
	Center for Science in the Public Interest
	American Medical Association

	18.
	Fraternal Order of Police
	Fraternal Order of Police 
	Environmental Defense Fund

	19.
	Democratic Leadership Council
	Consumers Union
	National Academy of Sciences

	20.
	American Bar Association
	Public Citizen
	American Association of Retired Persons (AARP)


The organizations are ranked using data that includes media mentions from 1/1/95 through 12/31/04 as recorded in the Lexis-Nexus Index and by the Video Monitoring Services of America. Web links are measured using Google.
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� The organizations in the population all have at least some staff in Washington. Individual business policy offices, trade associations, and governmental units are not included in the population that I analyze. The excluded organizations are often prominent in the media’s political coverage. I exclude businesses, trade associations and governments because their mobilization process is likely to be driven by different factors than those analyzed here (such as campaign contributions or hired lobbyists), not because they lack influence.


� I searched for organizational names in Roll Call, The Hill, National Journal, Congress Daily, The Hotline, Congressional Quarterly, and The Washington Post using the Lexis-Nexus news index.


� I searched for organizational names in the Video Monitoring Services of America index. The index includes transcriptions of all network and cable news broadcasts as well as local news broadcasts in major markets.


� I use the Google index of backward links. It includes links from all Web sites in the search engine’s database; Google uses the index to rank the pages that it returns in response to user searches. I visited all of the Web sites and conducted all searches between March and June of 2005. Not all organizations have accessible Web sites so the models of Web prominence contain approximately 100 fewer organizations than the other models.


� I searched for organizations using multiple forms of the organizational name if necessary. I assessed 20 mentions of each organizational name to ensure that the references were to the correct organization. When mentions of the organization’s name did not refer to the organization in question, I estimated the number of correct organizational mentions from a sample of 30. When appropriate, I refined the search to isolate mentions of the organization.


� I use the number of political staff and policy issues reported in Washington Representatives (2003). 


� I systematically content analyzed organizational Web sites and descriptions in Washington Representatives and the Encyclopedia of Associations to collect this information but it was not always available. I found data on membership size and organizational age for 1,454 out of the 1,710 organizations in the population. When I exclude these two variables from the models in order to analyze all 1,710 organizations, all other relationships remain significant and substantively similar.


� Some organizations are included in more than one category. Liberal single-issue organizations include environmentalists, civil libertarians, consumer groups, campaign reform organizations, criminal justice reformers, pro-choice groups, anti-gun groups, animal rights groups, feminist groups, anti-poverty and homeless organizations, child welfare organizations, civil rights organizations, and organizations supporting progressive taxation or expansion of government spending on health coverage, education, or housing. Conservative single-issue organizations include pro-life groups, anti-tax groups, entitlement reformers, land rights groups, gun rights groups, conservative women’s’ groups, anti-immigration groups, anti-drug organizations, local control groups, educational standards supporters, anti-crime organizations, national security organizations, strict constructionist groups, moral values groups, and organizations supporting reduction of government spending. I asked a research assistant to visit all of the Web sites and categorize all of the organizations in the population. We agreed on our categorizations for more than 95% of all organizations.


� For analysis of the prominence of business organizations, see Salisbury, 1984 or Grier et al., 1994.


� The lists do suggest some other factors that may be relevant, such as whether organizations are largely charitable, the volume of policy research that they produce, and whether they represent well-educated constituencies.
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