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which, after subtracting commercial time, leaves approximately 44 min-
utes of actual content for TV and 36 minutes for radio.     

 Although the frequency of outrage incidents is striking, our data  under-
state  the number of incidents for the most egregious cases, as all 13 outrage 
measures were capped at “6 or more” instances per case, with particularly 
virulent programs reaching this threshold quite quickly and exceeding that 
cap by a large margin. Furthermore, there is considerable time devoted to 
segment setups, teasers, news cut-ins, and nonpolitical talk (e.g., sidebars 
about taking the dog to the vet), which are devoid of relevant content. Th us, 
we estimate that outrage rhetoric or behavior is used on average once dur-
ing every 90 to 100 seconds of political discussion on TV and even more 
frequently on radio. In particular, two radio hosts, Mark Levin and Michael 

      Table 2.1      INCIDENTS OF OUTRAGE RHETORIC AND BEHAVIOR 

PER CASE (ROUNDED) 

  Rates  unadjusted  for diff erences in length of shows, columns, and blog posts    

   TV    Radio    Columns    Blogs   

  Mean  23   24   6   6    

  Median  25   23   5   4    

  Std. Deviation  10.265   13.739   5.871   6.027    

  n = 80 n = 100 n = 94 n = 198      

      Table 2.2      MOST OUTRAGEOUS T V AND RADIO PROGRAMS, BLOGS, 

AND NEWSPAPER COLUMNS 

  Based on average weighted overall outrage score    

   Format    Name    Perspective   

  TV  1. Th e Glenn Beck Show  Conservative  

  2. Countdown with Keith 

Olbermann 

 Liberal  

  3. Hannity  Conservative  

  Radio  1. Mark Levin  Conservative  

  2. Michael Savage  Conservative  

  3. Rush Limbaugh  Conservative  

  Blog  1. Moonbattery  Conservative  

  2. Orcinus  Liberal  

  3. Wonkette  Liberal  

  Column  1. Cal Th omas  Conservative  

  2. Charles Krauthammer  Conservative  

  3. Leonard Pitts  Liberal  
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“ aff ectionate, light-hearted teasing” and to look for humor “designed to 
make the subject look foolish/inept, hypocritical, deceitful, or dangerous.”   18    
Radio host Alan Colmes uses mockery to demean the impact of the “Tax 
Day Tea Parties”: “Th ey [onlookers] will go, ‘Oh my God, look at all these tea 
bags . . . I just have to act, these people . . . must be listened to!’” (4/13/09). 
Mocking Republicans for ignoring their responsibility for the national 
fi nancial crisis, columnist Eugene Robinson noted that “Th ey had a decade 
long toga party, safeguarding our money with the diligence and sobriety of 
the fraternity brothers in ‘Animal House’” (2/24/09). 

 Misrepresentative exaggeration (N = 615) captures instances of “very 
dramatic negative exaggeration . . . such that it signifi cantly misrepresents 
or obscures the truth.”   19    Th e conservative blog  Moonbattery  concluded that 

      Table 2.3      OUTRAGE INCIDENTS PER CASE: OVERALL , LEFT, RIGHT 

  (Excluding comparison cases)    

   Modes of 
Outrage  

  Overall  
  (i)  

  Left  
  (ii)  

  Right  
  (iii)  

  Diff erence  
  (iv)  

  T  
  (v)   

  Insulting Language  1.53   1.18   1.81   −0.621    ***    −2.99    

  Name Calling  1.54   1.11   1.89   −0.781    ***    −3.36    

  Emotional Display  0.99   0.64   1.26   −0.621    ***    −3.22    

  Emotional Language  0.58   0.46   0.68   −0.219    *    −1.78    

  Verbal Fighting/

 Sparring 

 0.74   1.1   0.53   0.567    **    2.42    

  Character 

 Assassination 

 0.56   0.44   0.66   −0.212    *    −1.71    

  Misrepresentative 

 Exaggeration 

 1.64   0.87   2.26   −1.396    ***    −6.34    

  Mockery/Sarcasm  2.56   2.45   2.65   −0.200   −0.81    

  Confl agration  0.26   0.15   0.36   −0.215    ***    −2.64    

  Ideologically 

 Extremizing 

 Language 

 1.37   0.91   1.74   −0.835    ***    −3.79    

  Slippery Slope  0.28   0.17   0.37   0.200    ***    −2.61    

  Belittling  0.92   1.06   0.80   0.259    *    1.73    

  Obscene Language  0.64   0.52   0.73   −0.208   −1.45    

   Total Outrage 

Incidents  

 13.16   10.32   15.47   −5.143    ***    −3.76    

  Column (i) provides mean statistics for overall sample  
  Column (ii) and (iii) provide mean statistics for groups of two political orientations  
  Column (iv) contains the mean diff erences between the two groups  
  Column (v) shows t-statistics for equality of means tests  
  *, **, *** Statistically signifi cant at 10%, 5% and 1% confi dence intervals respectively   
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as predicted by both weighted least squares and probit regression analyses. 
Th e total number of outrage incidents and the overall outrage scores are used 
as predictors, controlling for the length in words (to account for diff erences in 
length between television episodes, blog posts, and radio programs) and the 
number of speakers present (as cases with only one speaker will not contain 
sparring). Both techniques show that as the number of outrage incidents/out-
rage score increases, the source is less likely to be left of center, and hence 
more likely to be right of center politically as the comparison cases have been 
excluded from the analyses. Th e higher the level of outrage, the greater the 
likelihood that the personality or author is conservative.   

 Another way we can assess left–right variation is by examining the pre-
dicted probabilities of being left and right in graph form.  Figure  2.1     shows 
the predicted probabilities (fi tted values) based on the probit model used in 
the previous regressions. If the number of outrage incidents in a case is 
relatively small (5 incidents or fewer), the case is more likely to be liberal. 
But, as outrage incidents increase in number, the probability that the case is 
conservative increases dramatically. Th ose shows with the highest levels of 
outrage are far more likely to be conservative than liberal. Although the left 

Predicted Probabilities of Being Left or Right Based on Probit Models
1
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     Figure 2.1      Graph of predicted probabilities (fi tted values)  
  (Excluding comparison cases)
Th is graph is based on the Probit regressions shown in Table 2.4. It shows the predicted 
probabilities of being left and right given the total outrage incidents. Since we exclude 
neutral and comparison observations, the probabilities of LEFT and RIGHT must add to 1.      
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outrage venues, we fi nd that outrage-based political opinion covers many 
of the same topics that lead the daily news; commentators address bills in 
Congress, news about the economy, and discussions of political develop-
ments and leaders. But whether the subject is health care, unemployment, 
activity on the part of groups such as the Tea Party or the Occupy 
movement, or new proposals about immigration, the purveyors of out-
rage transform and intensify the conversation by drawing on a range of 
tools that dramatize the buff oonery, intrigue, and perilousness of the 
news at hand. A new bill on the fl oor of Congress enters the picture as a 
jumping-off  point for escalating rhetoric rather than as the subject of 
careful policy analysis. Outrage hosts, then, do off er insight into the 
political world, but with a kaleidoscope-like vantage that provides a cap-
tivating and colorful lens through which to view current aff airs, albeit 
one that is also riddled with distortions that often obscure rather than 
illuminate the issues at hand. 

 Writers, hosts, and producers fi lter the news through the lens of ideo-
logical selectivity. Events that can be used to suggest that policies, beliefs, 

      Table 2.5      MODES OF OUTRAGE RHETORIC AND BEHAVIOR (BY FORMAT) 

  Expressed as proportions for each medium    

  Outrage Type  Total  TV  Radio  Blog  Column  

  Mockery  0.20   0.18   0.13   0.32   0.26    

  Misrepresentative 

Exaggeration 

 0.12   0.14   0.14   0.08   0.12    

  Insulting Language  0.12   0.12   0.12   0.11   0.15    

  Name Calling  0.11   0.12   0.12   0.09   0.10    

  Ideologically 

Extremizing 

Language 

 0.10   0.10   0.12   0.08   0.05    

  Belittling  0.07   0.06   0.04   0.13   0.14    

  Emotional Display  0.07   0.08   0.11   0.01   0.00    

  Emotional Language  0.05   0.06   0.04   0.05   0.04    

  Obscene Language  0.04   0.03   0.06   0.05   0.00    

  Character 

Assassination 

 0.04   0.05   0.04   0.04   0.04    

  Slippery slope 

Argumentation 

 0.03   0.03   0.02   0.02   0.07    

  Sparring  0.02   0.03   0.03   0.00   0.00    

  Confl agration  0.02   0.01   0.02   0.04   0.02    

   Totals    1.0    1.0    1.0    1.0    1.0   
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and more were actually Democrats than Republicans.   56    What they describe 
is like nothing we fi nd today. Th ere is a handful of liberal and moderate talk 
shows at the local level but all the leading nationally syndicated shows 
today are sharply conservative. While talk radio is becoming more conser-
vative and the audiences increasing, a signifi cant market has yet to emerge 
for liberal talk radio.   57    

 Th e most powerful hint that outrage is on the rise is the emergence of 
new platforms. Cable news analysis shows and political blogs were not even 
in existence a decade ago, and political talk radio did not begin its dramatic 
growth until the 1990s. Father Coughlin may have spawned controversy 
decades ago, but programming of that ilk was rare. Now outrage venues 
abound and their audience continues to grow. Th e blog world is splintered 
into a staggering number of sites, though the top sites (which include the 
ones we studied) attract a lion’s share of the traffi  c.   58    Today the number of 
outrage media outlets and the size of outrage audiences are both impres-
sive and unprecedented. In the next chapter, we describe the historical 
transition that has helped outrage proliferate.  

    THE INADEQUACIES OF INCIVILITY   

    Cheney has had fi ve heart attacks, and history of heart trouble—well, I guess they’re one 
and the same. Th e cause of his latest health problem is not clear. I think I know.  (long 
pause)  He’s done too much cannibalism, drunk too many cups of blood! Cheney’s in the 
hospital. Ah, the fi rst good news all day. . . . I’m not going to feel anything but intense 
gratitude that this miserable bastard has fi nally stepped off  this earthly coil! 
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     Figure 2.2      Newspaper Columnists’ Use of Outrage Over Time  
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to  audiences with their desired demographics for considerably lower 
advertising rates than are required to reach large audiences that may con-
tain only small numbers of the target market. MSNBC’s  Rachel Maddow 
Show , for example, does not attract the large audiences that the  NBC 
Nightly News with Brian Williams  attracts, but her viewers are more homo-
geneous and have higher levels of education and considerably more dis-
posable income.   48    Th is target marketing environment is one in which 
networks can aff ord to off end because they are no longer speaking to a 
broad audience. Th e viewers of AMC’s  Mad Men , ESPN’s  SportsCenter , and 
Nickelodeon’s  Victorious  have distinctive attributes that draw specifi c 
advertisers. Although we tend to think of audiences in terms of demo-
graphic characteristics such as age, gender, and level of education and 
income, political preferences also shape viewing choices. It is intuitive 
that political preferences would shape political programming choices, but 
party affi  liation also infl uences nonpolitical program choices. Recent 
market research that explores top television shows for Democrats and 
Republicans fi nds quite diff erent entertainment preferences, as  Figure  3.1     
illustrates. Th e fragmentation and reclustering of the once-national audi-
ence into smaller, more homogeneous subgroups means that program-
ming no longer needs to please everyone.   
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    Figure 3.1       
   Source:  Chris Uggen  
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before the dramatic wave of regulatory and technological shifts (see 
 Figure  3.2    ).   58    Prior to the Telecommunications Act of 1996, radio station 
ownership was limited by media cross-ownership rules and by restrictions 
on the number of stations any one company could own. Th e liberalized 
cross-ownership rules now have little relevance to radio stations, and the 
national limits on the number of radio stations under one owner have been 
eliminated entirely. Today the limits placed on station ownership in a single 
market are set along a sliding scale. At the smaller end of markets—those 
metro areas with 14 or fewer radio stations—no one entity can own more 
than 5 stations. For markets with 45 or more stations, the limit is 8 
stations.   59    But these restrictions are not a problem for large radio com-
panies as there is suffi  cient opportunity within this regulatory framework 
to own enough stations in a market to collectively target most major audi-
ence niches.   

 Before 1996, the radio industry was largely composed of “mom and pop” 
stations. A small company or family would own a station or two in a single 
market and would often have a strong presence in the community in phi-
lanthropy and civic aff airs. But after deregulation a tidal wave of corporati-
zation hit. Consider the case of Clear Channel Communications, which 
owned 43 radio stations in 1995. By 2010, it owned over 800 stations. 
Aufderheide documented this transformation, noting that in the year and 
a half following the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, more 
than 25 percent of US radio stations had been sold, and many more than 
once.   60    Cumulus Media, the second largest in the industry, owned approxi-
mately 350 stations until late 2011 when it acquired Citadel Broadcasting 
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    Figure 3.2       
   Source:  Arbitron via Pew Research Center’s Project for Excellence in Journalism 
 State of the News Media 2012      
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network. It was a highly visible initiative with well-known personalities 
such as Al Franken and Janeane Garofalo taking to the airwaves. Air 
America never attracted an audience, and without an audience there was 
no reason for advertisers to buy commercial time. When it fi nally stopped 
broadcasting in January of 2010,  Daily Kos ’s Markos Moulitsas mocked its 
demise, tweeting: “Air America was still really on the air?”   7    

 Yet there is some liberal talk radio. Although the nationally syndicated 
shows are almost all conservative in outlook, liberal talk radio can be found 
on local stations. Some hosts with liberal views are syndicated (Stephanie 
Miller, Randi Rhodes, and Ed Schultz, for example), though no one on the 
liberal side approaches the audience size drawn by the conservative stars.   8    
Th ere is also some presence of moderate or non-ideological hosts at the 
local level. 

 One basic reason for the modest size of the market for liberal talk is that 
much of the potential audience listens to other types of radio. Together 
African Americans and Hispanics constitute somewhere near 30 percent of 

     Table 4.1   TOP TALK RADIO HOSTS, MILLIONS OF LISTENERS (WEEKLY)   

  Host  Political Leaning  2003   2007   2012    

  Rush Limbaugh  Conservative  14.5   13.5   14.75    

  Sean Hannity  Conservative  11.75   12.5   14.0    

  Michael Savage  Conservative  7.0   8   8.75    

  Glenn Beck  Conservative  *  5   8.25    

  Mark Levin  Conservative  *  4   8.25    

  Dave Ramsey  Financial Advice  *  4   8.25    

  Neal Boortz  Conservative  2.5   4   5.75    

  Laura Ingraham  Conservative  1.25   5   5.75    

  Jim Bohannon  Ind./Moderate  4.0   3.25   3.75    

  Jerry Doyle  Conservative  *  3.0   3.75    

  Mike Gallagher  Conservative  2.5   3.75   3.75    

  Michael Medved  Conservative  *  3.75   3.75    

  Doug Stephan  Ind./Moderate  2.0   3.25   3.75    

  Bill Bennett  Conservative  *  *  3.5    

  Clark Howard  Consumer Advice  *  *  3.5    

  George Noory  Supernatural, 

Paranormal 

 *  *  3.5    

   Source : Arbitron ratings as published in  Th e State of the News Media, 2010,  Pew Project for Excellence in 
Journalism, at  http://www.stateofthemedia.org/2010/audio_talk_radio.php#audio_toptalkhosts ; and 
“Th e Top Talk Radio Audiences,”  Talkers,  August 17, 2012,  http://www.talkers.com/top-talk-radio-
audiences/   
  * Information unavailable or talk host not nationally broadcast   
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 In the past, half an advertiser’s commercial would be wasted because an 
expensive 30-second commercial on, say, the  NBC Nightly News  would be 
shown to a very large and diverse audience, some of whom had little interest 
in products that were being marketed. What the perfect storm hath 
wrought is effi  ciency. For the advertiser who is interested in a particular 
demographic (which is most advertising), a smaller niche medium will be 
more economical. 

 Marketers would fi nd network news a bad investment for most political 
books because they would be paying to reach a broad audience for an item 
of interest to a small audience. But a liberal political blog such as  Daily Kos  
off ers an inviting opportunity for a book antagonistic toward Fox News. 

 Th e sheer number of options available has driven down the price of 
advertisements and made competition for ad dollars cutthroat. A common 
metric known as the CPM (cost per thousand of impressions) provides a 
basis of comparison of alternative placements across diff erent shows and 
diff erent media. On cable, MSNBC has a CPM of a little more than $3.00, 
Fox is around $4.00, and CNN is higher at close to $6.00. By way of 
comparison, the Weather Channel’s charge is $4.61 and Comedy Central’s 

     Table 4.2    RICHLY OUTRAGEOUS 
(Estimated annual income, in millions of dollars)   

   Figure    Income   

  Rush Limbaugh  $59    
  Talk radio  

  Glenn Beck  33    
  Fox cable, talk radio  

  Sean Hannity  22    
  Fox cable, talk radio  

  Bill O’Reilly  20    
  Fox cable  

  Keith Olbermann  8    
  MSNBC  

  Laura Ingraham  7    
  Talk radio  

  Mark Levin  5    
  Talk radio  

  Joe Scarborough  4    
  MSNBC  

  Rachel Maddow  2    
  MSNBC  

   Source : “Th e Power 50: Th e List,”  Newsweek , November 1, 2010.   
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hosted by Representative James Moran and Democratic National Party 
Chair Howard Dean took on the character of a sporting event. Th irty min-
utes before Dean and Moran arrived, “hundreds of people on one side of 
the gym began chanting: ‘We can’t aff ord it!’ Hundreds more on opposite 
bleachers began their own chant: ‘Yes, we can!’ deploying Mr. Obama’s 
campaign slogan. ‘No, we can’t! No, we can’t!’ people chanted back from 
the fi rst side of the bleachers.” When a local rabbi off ered an opening 
prayer, he was booed.   40    

 Th e town hall meetings were extraordinary political theater. It was a 
striking breach of civility for participants to speak out of turn, ignore 
requests to follow a line of speakers, and yell at incumbent members of 
Congress. No matter how much we disagree with those on the other side, 
Americans traditionally abide by common rules of courtesy at such events. 
Th ese scenes were also compelling because many of those yelling were 
 visibly enraged and some appeared out of control. Th e legislators on stage 
seemed helpless to stop the disruption since those shouting at them wanted 
to attract attention with their aggressive behavior. When Gallup asked 
Americans about the town halls and whether “making angry attacks,” 
 “booing members of Congress they disagreed with,” and “shouting down” 
opponents were examples of “democracy in action” or an “abuse of democ-
racy,” only shouting down opponents was frowned upon by a solid majority 
(see  Table  6.1    ).   

 Th ose who participated believed that the urgency of the nation’s prob-
lems warranted such behavior. Yet participants’ fury also seemed driven 

     Table 6.1   PUBLIC OPINION ON TEA PARTY TOWN HALL DISRUPTIONS   

   Total Sample    Dems.    Ind.    GOP   

  Making angry attacks  

   Democracy in Action   51%  39   55   64    

   Abuse of Democracy   41   53   37   32    

  Booing Congressmen  

   Democracy in Action   44   33   47   54    

   Abuse of Democracy   47   56   42   43    

  Shouting down opponents  

   Democracy in Action   33   25   38   38    

   Abuse of Democracy   59   69   54   58    

  Questions:  
   Generally speaking, do you consider each of the following actions at town hall meetings to be an example of 
 democracy in action (or) an example of abuse of democracy?   
  Individuals making angry attacks against a healthcare bill and what it might do  
  Booing when members of Congress make statements that the opponents disagree with  
  Shouting down supporters when they speak in favor of a healthcare bill.  
  Source: Gallup Poll, “Town Hall Meetings Generate Interest, Some Sympathy,” August 12, 2009.   
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by a sense of being marginalized, being ignored by those in Washington. 
A northern California Tea Party organizer said that whenever she attends a 
town hall meeting “the condescension [is] palpable and the stonewalling 
frustrating. . . . Th ey lie to you, BS you.” In another interview a Tennessee 
leader justifi ed the shouting down at the meetings this way:

  When it comes to the federal government, citizens’ access has gradually dis-
integrated to the point of standardized emails and robo calls. Th is disen-
gagement from the Republicans and Democrats has created a tremendous 
gulf between local citizens and those in the ivory towers. Th at access is com-
pletely opposite to what I think of in a constitutional republic. Th e Tennessee 
constitution says that citizens should instruct their representatives. Th ink 
about that: instruct their representatives. And I’ve seen it at Democratic 
and Republican meetings, and the response was [due to] frustration at not 
being heard. . . . You go to a meeting and a representative speaks the whole 
time while citizens sit in stalls like animals and are forced to listen.   

 Unfortunately for the Obama administration, coverage of the town hall 
meeting disruptions were of enormous interest to the broad public. Gallup 
found that fully two thirds of respondents said that they were watching the 
news about the town halls either “very closely” or “somewhat closely” (see 
 Figure  6.1    ). Th is level of attention compares favorably to the percentage of 
people following the health care debate itself.   41    It was relatively easy for 
citizens to follow the town halls as media coverage was ubiquitous. Skocpol 
and Williamson found an interesting pattern in TV coverage. Fox Cable 
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    Figure 6.1       
  Source: Gallup Poll, “Town Hall Meetings Generate Interest, Some Sympathy,” August 12, 2009.  
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the incumbent received less than 75 percent of the vote.   50    It seems likely 
that the increasing costs of campaigns coupled with the incumbents’ 
greater ease in raising money has deterred many would-be challengers. We 
monitored their eff orts by constructing the 2010 Congressional Primary 
Database, systematically examining every House and Senate race in which 
an incumbent was being challenged from within his or her own party, as 
well as all primaries in districts with open seats. Research also focused on 
amassing a representative sample of both conventional news coverage and 
blog postings about each of these races. (Additional information about the 
Congressional Primary Database can be found in the Appendix.) 

 Th is database shows that the number of competitive primaries for the 
House surged, with fi fty-seven incumbents receiving less than 75 percent 
of the vote in their primary. Th is is higher than any congressional primary 
season since 1970 save one (1992).   51    Given the fury on the right it is some-
what surprising that there were only a few more Republican than Democratic 
cases where the incumbent was held to below 75 percent (see  Table  6.2    ). 
We follow political scientist Robert Boatright’s classifi cation of primary 
challengers to examine how many were motivated by ideological or issue-
based concerns.   52    Depending on their ideology, incumbents may be chal-
lenged from the left, right, or moderate center. Alternatively, challenges 
can also arise for reasons having nothing to do with ideology. Incumbents 
may have ethical problems, be viewed as too old, have had a close call in the 
last election, or have been redistricted in a way that signifi cantly alters the 
composition of their district. Tea Party candidates in 2010 emphasized 
their overall political orientation and contrasted it to that of the incum-
bent. As  Table  6.2     demonstrates, most House challengers, Republican and 
Democrat, were motivated by ideology.   53      

     Table 6.2    2010 CONGRESSIONAL PRIMARY CHALLENGES  

 Primaries where the incumbent received less than 75 percent of the aggregate vote   

   Reason for Challenge    Ideology/Issues    Other   Unclear  

   House   

  GOP Primaries  18   10   2 (n=30)  

  Democratic Primaries  14   10   3 (27)  

   Senate   

  GOP Primaries  4   0   0 (4)  

  Democratic Primaries   2   1   0 (3)  

  Source: 2010 data from the Outrage Industry project, data assembled by Suzanne Schlossberg of Tufts 
University.   
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topics that give their listeners the moral high ground.   28    Another question 
was whether there were issue diff erences across the three outrage platforms. 
Cable TV and talk radio were very similar while blogs demonstrated the most 
diversity in subject matter. Newspaper columnists were also more varied 
than commentators on TV and radio. Finally we examined whether there 
were any diff erences between left and right. Th e data indicates that there is 
little diff erence in the types of issues addressed by liberal and conservatives. 

 By and large, the Outrage Industry comments on issues; it doesn’t create 
them. Th e birther issue is unusual in that it really was created out of whole 
cloth. When outrage hosts and bloggers bring forth an issue not already on 
the agendas of government bodies—it usually remains a hobbyhorse, off  
the agenda.  

     Table 7.1    ISSUE COVERAGE, SPRING 2009  
Issues receiving the most attention from Cable TV, talk radio, political blogs, and op-ed columnists   

  Macroeconomics  14.8%    

  Civil Rights, Minority Issues, and Civil Liberties  5.0    

  Health Care  3.8    

  Agriculture  .3    

  Labor, Employment, and Immigration  3.2    

  Education  1.3    

  Environment  .8    

  Energy  1.0    

  Transportation  1.0    

  Law, Crime, Family Issues  7.1    

  Social Welfare  .8    

  Community Development and Housing  .8    

  Banking, Financial Regulation  6.1    

  Defense  12.3    

  Space, Science, Technology Communications  1.0    

  Foreign Trade  1.3    

  International Assistance  3.2    

  Government Operations  2.2    

  Public Lands and Water Management  0.0    

  State and Local Government Administration  .5    

  Politics, Media Bias*  23.1    

  Other  10.3    

   Total   99.9%    

  Th e classifi cation of policy areas follows the master schema from the Policy Agendas Project, developed by 
Frank R. Baumgartner and Bryan D. Jones. Th eir detailed codebook is available at  http://www.policyagen-
das.org/page/topic-codebook.   
  *Under this category we include elections; general assessments of political fi gures and institutions; 
political strategy; claims of media bias in political coverage; discussion of political commentators and their 
various roles.   
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   Traditional Interview Comparison   

  Meet the Press  NBC  Interview  

    Television   

 For each media sector we closely monitored content and then used statistical 
analysis to develop a deeper understanding of the extent to which outrage was 
embedded in the substance of the commentary. For cable news analysis pro-
grams, we focused on eight popular off erings. For the purposes of a establish-
ing a baseline, we added two comparisons: a conventional interview program 
and conventional cable news coverage.  

 We included the following programs in the analysis:              

 Our primary unit of observation is the  episode  (rather than a single seg-
ment with a guest). An episode is a date-specific presentation of a 
program.  

 We chose one television hour as the length of observation for each episode 
(we did not code commercials, meaning that most observations are from 42 to 
44 minutes of running time). Because the  Situation Room  is three hours in 
length, we coded just one hour of each episode, rotating which hour was coded 
on a weekly basis. Otherwise we coded one episode per week for each program 
over the course of 10 weeks commencing on February 9, 2009. To avoid 
systematic irregularities, we used a rotation chart to ensure that episodes air-
ing on all weekdays were included. For example, the fi rst week, we coded the 
Monday episode of the  O’Reilly Factor , and the Tuesday episode of  Hannity . Th e 
second week we coded the Tuesday episode of the  O’Reilly Factor  and the 
Wednesday episode of  Hannity , and so on.   

  Program  Network  Show Type  

  O’Reilly Factor  Fox Cable  News Analysis  

  Hannity  Fox Cable  News Analysis  

  Glenn Beck  Fox Cable  News Analysis  

  Countdown w/ Keith Olbermann  MSNBC  News Analysis  

  Rachel Maddow Show  MSNBC  News Analysis  

  Hardball with Chris Matthews  MSNBC  News Analysis  

  Lou Dobbs Tonight  CNN  News Analysis  

  Campbell Brown  CNN  News Analysis  

   Cable News Comparison   

  Situation Room with Wolf Blitzer  CNN  News (some commentary)  
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    Talk Radio   

 We sampled from the list of all-talk radio programs with the largest audiences 
and used those that had programs available in audio archives (this constrained 
our options for liberal programming, as described in  Chapter  2    ) and added 
two comparisons: a conventional news programs and a conventional talk radio 
interview program:   

 As with television, our unit of observation is the episode and we used one radio 
hour as the length of observation for each case, rotating which hour was coded 
on a weekly basis. We coded one hour of an episode per week for each program 
over the course of 10 weeks commencing on February 9, 2009. To ensure that 
episodic irregularities were avoided, we used a rotation chart so that episodes 
airing on all weekdays were included, as we did for television shows.  

    Political Blogs   

 We were interested in political speech that circulates widely and, consequently, 
sought the political blogs that are most heavily traffi  cked. In light of the varied 
fl aws in diff erent authority and traffi  c rankings we opted for a muti-layered 
approach to sampling.   1     

 First, we created a combined master list of conservative blogs (1) identifi ed 
by name on the  Technorati  authority ranking   2    for conservative blogs  http://
technorati.com/blogs/directory/politics/conservative  (top 10 blogs as of 
12/16/08), (2) listed as top conservative blogs on blogs.com   3     http://www.
blogs.com/topten/10-popular-conservative-blogs/ , and (3) provided by blog-
ger Scott Martin   4    at  http://www.conservatismtoday.com/my_weblog/2008/08/
conservatism-to.html  (top 10 listed). We also created a combined master list 
of (1) liberal blogs identifi ed by name on the  Technorati  authority ranking for 

  Program  Syndicator  Show Type  

  Rush Limbaugh Show  Premiere Radio Networks  Conservative  

  Savage Nation  Talk Radio Network  Conservative  

  Hugh Hewitt Show  Salem Radio Network  Conservative  

  Laura Ingraham Show  Talk Radio Network  Conservative  

  Mike Gallagher Show  Salem Radio Network  Conservative  

  Mark Levin Show  Cumulus Media Networks  Conservative  

  Alan Colmes Show  Fox News Radio  Liberal  

  Th om Hartmann Program  Air America Radio  Liberal  

  Diane Rehm Show  NPR  Comparison  

  Morning Edition  NPR  Comparison  
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liberal blogs  http://technorati.com/blogs/directory/politics/liberal  (top 10 
blogs as of 12/16/08), (2) the top liberal blogs listed on blogs.com  http://www.
blogs.com/topten/10-popular-liberal-blogs/ , and (3) the Top Ten Liberal Blogs 
published by Heather Pidcock   5    on  Associated Content   http://www.associated-
content.com/article/1013308/top_ten_liberal_political_blogs.html?cat=15  . 

 After omitting the blogs on the master list that were either ideological but 
not explicitly political, or which were political but more often addressed other 
matters, we utilized Alexa rankings to determine the most heavily traffi  cked 
blogs on both the liberal and conservative lists.  

 Based on these rankings, we examined the top blogs closely, determining 
which were primarily political (no more than 25% nonpolitical content) and 
purged from the roster those that failed to meet this threshold. Our fi nal 
selections were the following:   

 Next, we sampled the fi rst post time stamped at or after 12:00  pm  on a predeter-
mined weekday during the sampling period (February 9–April 17, 2009), again 
rotating days to avoid cyclical patterns. Th e unique composition of some of these 
blogs required an additional rule to ensure the integrity of the sampling:   

  •    Huffi  ngton Post : Coders went to “Th e Blog” (with the megaphone icon), then 
Politics, then sampled as described above (Th e  Huffi  ngton Post  is obviously 
a very diff erent type of blog today than it was in 2009.)   

  •    Townhall : Coders selected the “Blog” tab (rather than “Your Blogs”) from the 
buttons across the masthead, and sampled as described above.   

  •    HotAir : Coders selected “Th e Blog” and sampled as described above.   
  •    Michelle Malkin : Coders sampled from the blog portion of the site (right-hand 

column) rather than from the syndicated articles.      

 For each post sampled, researchers coded text, embedded images, and 
embedded fi lms, but not linked news stories or other blog posts.  

  Liberal Blogs  Conservative Blogs  

  Huffi  ngton Post  Townhall  

  Daily Kos  Michelle Malkin  

  Talking Points Memo  Hot Air  

  Crooks and Liars  Right Pundits  

  Th ink Progress  Gateway Pundit  

  Wonkette  Power Line  

  Firedoglake  Hit and Run  

  MyDD  Little Green Footballs  

  Orcinus  Ace of Spades  

  Hullabaloo  Moonbattery  
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    Newspaper Columns   

 We monitored the fi ve most widely syndicated conservative newspaper col-
umnists and the fi ve most widely syndicated liberal newspaper columnists as 
identifi ed by the  Media Matters Op Ed Report .   6    We included the following col-
umnists in the study:   

 We sampled one column per week per columnist for the same number of weeks 
covered for TV and radio. We used a rotating day schedule, adding an alternative 
day when necessary (e.g., for columnists who do not write daily). Each column 
was coded in its entirety.   

    MEASUREMENT   

 Following are thumbnail descriptions that focus on the underlying concepts 
that we attempted to measure. Th e codebook has fuller defi nitions along with 
a range of examples that fall within the boundaries of each variable. For each 
case, we coded the number of “incidents” of each variable, capping it at six or 
more. We also included measures for overall tone and overall amount, to allow 
the coder to give a more qualitative assessment of the tenor of the case. In 
those variables, coders opted from a range of choices from 0 indicating that 
the tone was more aptly described as “conventional political discourse” as 
defi ned by the study to 4 indicating that this was very intense outrage, rarely 
found in political media.   7     

    Insulting Language    

 Th is variable is intended to measure whether the author or speaker uses insult-
ing language in reference to a person, group of people, branch of the 

  Columnist  Syndicator  Political Perspective  

  George Will  Washington Post  Conservative  

  Kathleen Parker  Orlando Sentinel  Conservative  

  Cal Th omas  Tribune Media  Conservative  

  Charles Krauthammer  Washington Post  Conservative  

  David Brooks  New York Times  Conservative  

  Ellen Goodman  Boston Globe  Liberal  

  Leonard Pitts Jr.  Miami Herald  Liberal  

  Maureen Dowd  New York Times  Liberal  

  E. J. Dionne  Washington Post  Liberal  

  Eugene Robinson  Washington Post  Liberal  




