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Abstract:

To understand “who governs,” we must investigate which types of public groups get represented in political institutions. Advocacy organizations now play an important role in representing American public constituencies in national policymaking. Yet different ethnic, religious, occupational, and ideological groups have generated dramatically different levels of organized representation. The differential mobilization of some public groups over others likely affects “who gets what” in the American political system. I formulate a new approach to examine why particular public groups benefit from interest group representation. Using insights from the literatures on mass political participation and local civic engagement, I argue that the aggregate characteristics of public constituencies are likely to be associated with the extent of their organized representation. Using a new dataset combining information on the activities of more than 1,600 advocacy organizations in Washington with public opinion survey data on the aggregate features of 140 of the public constituencies that these organizations claim to represent, I demonstrate that constituencies that are politically engaged, efficacious, civically involved, and active in elections generate the most extensive organized representation, including a leadership that is involved in policymaking in Congress and the administration. A constituency’s size and political views, in contrast, are not predictive of its organized representation. By aggregating our analysis of individual political participation and local civic engagement to the group level, we can build a predictive theory of how and why some political factions gain advantage over others.


Whose interests and ideas get represented in political debate and incorporated in policymaking? This basic question, though formulated in distinct terms, has long been at the heart of political science. Lasswell (1958) asked: “Who gets what, when, and how?” Schattsneider (1960) asked: Who benefits from the “mobilization of bias” in the political system? Dahl (1961) asked simply: “Who governs?” We have long endeavored to find out why some political factions succeed where others fail and whether and how public groups get represented in political institutions.
Most scholarship about the representation of American public groups focuses on elected leaders. As a result of the “advocacy explosion” in national politics (see Berry 1989), however, there are now more than 1,600 interest organizations in Washington that claim to represent a public constituency in American national policymaking. Washington features organizations representing many social, religious, ethnic, and occupational groups and many groups of supporters of ideological or single-issue political perspectives. To fully answer the questions posed by Lasswell, Schattsneider, and Dahl, we obviously need to consider more than national advocacy organizations. Yet we cannot answer their questions by considering only elected representatives either. Advocacy organizations now play an important role in policymaking and public representation. To understand who governs, we must investigate which types of public constituencies generate an extensive organized leadership to act on their behalf in national political institutions.
Scholars of interest group mobilization have long attempted to provide answers to this question. Yet they have reached few empirically-supported conclusions. The topic of how social diversity is reflected in organized representation was the original concern of the early scholars of interest groups, Bentley (1935) and Truman (1951). Olson’s logic of collective action (1971), however, redirected scholars toward more limited research on how membership groups generate individual support. As a result, we have only simplistic theories about the relationship between public political constituencies and national organized interests. In a review of the field’s attempts to study who gets represented, Lowery and Gray (2004) argue that the methods used have been inadequate; most attempts to investigate whether some types of groups have advantages over others have involved simple counts of categories of organizations with comparisons to the assumed size of their public populations of supporters. Scholars have been satisfied to point out that corporations and other institutions are overrepresented and that all kinds of public groups are underrepresented by comparison (see Salisbury 1984). Instead of investigating which public groups generate organized advocates, all public advocacy organizations are typically categorized as a countervailing force against business representation (see Berry 1999).
I offer a new approach to the perennial question of who gets represented. I apply the insights of the literatures on individual political participation and local civic engagement to the study of national interest organizations. I argue that we should aggregate our analysis of individual participation to the group level. We should assess not only which kinds of people become politically active, but also which kinds of political factions generate extensive organized advocacy. In what follows, I compare 140 groups in the American public, each of which constitutes a constituency that corresponds to a sector of advocacy organizations in Washington. I analyze the relationship between the extent of a constituency’s organized representation in national political institutions and their aggregate demographics, their political views, and their levels of political engagement, community involvement, and political participation. With this approach, we can systematically investigate which types of social and political groups benefit most from the interest group system.

Current Literature and Theory
The assumption that political leaders represent public constituencies is central to American political life. As Salisbury (1992) explains, political actors see themselves as representatives of segments of society and act in accordance with this social role:
“The most important concept in the American political system is constituency. It dominates the behavior of virtually every political actor and institution. Its corollary concept is representation… [In the American system,] political actors more or less consciously ‘look to’ particular segments of the society as their primary reference points, as having by right first call over them, and see themselves as dependent on constituency approval, in this segmented sense rather than in the more general terms of ‘the people’ or ‘the public interest,’ for their political survival.” (Salisbury 1992, 149).

Like elected officials, advocacy organizations claim to represent public constituencies. Due to the importance of this representative role, advocacy organizations are unlikely to arise and succeed independently of the capacity of their claimed constituencies.
Political constituencies, in my analysis, are public subpopulations with a shared characteristic used by an organized leadership as the basis for representation. Constituencies vary along many dimensions, including whether their shared characteristic is an ethnic or religious tie, an occupation, a political viewpoint, or some other social quality. For example, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People claims to represent African-Americans and the Sierra Club claims to represent environmentalists. Instead of treating these types of constituencies as categorically distinct, I see both African-Americans and environmentalists as examples of political factions that serve as political constituencies and I analyze their strengths and weaknesses for success in generating extensive organized representation.
Though the lines that define these public groups or constituencies are sometimes amorphous, they serve as a primary point of reference for many individuals. Many American citizens view their participation in politics as part of a group’s effort to influence policy outcomes. In Converse’s (1964) famous study of public belief systems, for example, more than forty per cent of the American public defined their partisan affiliation or voting intention primarily by associating the leaders they favor with a general effort to advance the interests of a social group. Many Americans also supplement their electoral participation with organizational involvement. Other than voting, affiliating with political organizations is the most common form of mass political participation (see Verba et al. 1995).
Public Constituencies and Interest Group Mobilization

Previous scholarship on interest group representation has concentrated on the factors that allow organizations to mobilize people and resources to survive (see Olson 1971; Walker 1991; Baumgartner and Leech 1998). The organizational factors that these studies identify, such as financial support, are also assumed to produce involvement in policymaking. Yet the organizing process clearly benefits some public groups at the expense of others. The process of organizational development is inseparable from the relative political capabilities of the broad constituencies that organizations represent. The success of leaders in policymaking advocacy is also dependent on constituency support. The characteristics of gun owners, for example, likely influence the success of the National Rifle Association; the same is true of farmers, evangelical Christians, and other groups.
As Truman (1951) argues, most Americans are members of many political constituencies and may devote their energies to one or more efforts to mobilize political interests and ideas. Each group’s character and social position are likely to affect their potential and actual influence in the political system. Yet interest group researchers no longer use public groups as the starting point for their studies; instead, according to Cigler (1991), adjustments to the theories of collective action initiated by Olson have became synonymous with interest group mobilization research: “By the late 1980s, a loosely integrated body of ‘incentive theory’ literature had largely supplanted the pluralist model as the subfield's main paradigm to explain group mobilization and development.” (Cigler 1991, 107).

Olson’s theory has not held up empirically. According to McFarland (1987), Olson’s logic did not successfully predict the emergence of new groups: “Not only did many lobbies exist that Olson implied should not exist, but clearly the number of such lobbying organizations had greatly increased, including lobbies for widely shared, diffuse interests” (McFarland 1987, 140). Gray and Lowery also judge the theory inappropriate: “The Olson incentive theory… simply is not a useful guide to generating valid inferences about the societal-level properties of interest organization communities, largely because it ignores context, the environment in which interest organization takes place.” (Gray and Lowery 1996, 246). 
The context of much of interest group mobilization, as Truman initially argued, is the diversity of social affiliations and political views in the American public. As Truman maintained, Olson’s contribution is not a useful starting point for understanding interest group mobilization: 

“Since many motivations in society… are not ‘rational’ in the technical economic sense of self-interested, benefit-maximizing behavior, groups characterized by philanthropic, religious, or other technically nonrational or irrational motives may emerge and operate effectively on the political scene, without the need for coercion or special inducements.” (Truman 1971, xxix).

According to Truman, the interest organizations that emerge have a basis in social support and utilize it in their attempts to influence policy. Truman identified several important categories of factors that would likely influence the relative mobilization of groups: the strategic social position of a group, the internal characteristics of groups, and the character of government institutions.
This list includes a large range of factors that may influence the relative mobilization of public groups, including aggregate descriptions of a constituency’s resource levels, their degree of civic and political engagement, their degree of political participation, and their political views. Current social science literature offers surprisingly few hypotheses about which of these types of constituency characteristics will lead to more extensive interest representation. Despite the high level of interest in who gets represented, there is no scholarly literature that compares constituency attributes across American public groups with information on the extent of the interest representation of those constituencies. As a result, there are few studies that make direct predictions about the results of such a comparison.  

Yet there is a large literature on the kinds of individual attributes that are likely to promote mass political activity. An individual’s socioeconomic status, level of information and engagement, and attitudes toward government all affect their political affiliation and behavior (see Miller and Shanks 1996). Differences in participation levels across different types of individuals produce a population of political activists and participants in civic life that is not representative of the American population (see Verba et al. 1995). When aggregated to the group-level, many of these same factors are likely to affect the mobilization of group interests. As members of a public faction develop the capacity and intention to become active in politics, the leadership of that faction should be more likely to expand their representative role and to gain advantages in policy debate. We can use findings from the literature on how individual attributes promote individual political involvement and local civic engagement to predict how similar group-level attributes may promote the development and success of representative interest groups. 

Hypotheses
Constituencies that are attentive to the workings of the political system and are engaged in public life are likely to generate more extensive organized representation. Zaller (1992) convincingly argues that individual political engagement follows largely from citizen attentiveness to the news media. According to Zaller (1992), individuals that regularly follow news are more informed about political issues and can identify differences among political leaders; they are more likely to form opinions on political issues and more likely to receive messages from political elites that motivate their actions. News media attentiveness increases an individual’s affiliation with political leaders that share their political predispositions. Scholars of “issue publics” (e.g. Krosnick, 1990) contend that similar factors influence which sections of the public influence political debates. Particular public subpopulations pay close attention to each major policy area; these groups of attentive citizens are most likely to affect political decision-making on each issue. Groups that pay attention to public debate also understand policy issues and political disagreements; they are likely to have an advantage in democratic competition. This leads to the first hypothesis:
H1: Public constituencies that have higher levels of average news media attentiveness will have more extensive organized representation in Washington and a leadership that is more involved in national policymaking.
Political involvement is typically stimulated not only by attentiveness but also by feelings of efficacy. Dahl (1963) argues that, in order to participate, citizens must believe that the government is likely to respond to their concerns. This belief can stem from two sources: an individual’s confidence that they have the capacity to effectively voice their concerns and an individual’s assessment of the likelihood that government will respond to popularly expressed concerns. Scholars of individual political participation often find that feelings of high internal and external political efficacy encourage political involvement (see Rudolph et al. 2000). If political self-confidence and beliefs about political responsiveness differ across political constituencies, the differences should promote different levels of organized mobilization. If individuals become more involved when they have confidence that their messages will be heeded, groups of people with these beliefs will be more equipped to generate and sustain political support for leaders. This leads to the next two hypotheses:
H2: Public constituencies that have higher levels of average internal political efficacy will have more extensive organized political representation in Washington and a leadership that is more involved in national policymaking.

H3: Public constituencies that are more likely to believe that government responds to popular concerns will have more extensive organized representation in Washington and a leadership that is more involved in national policymaking.
Yet success in group political mobilization is also connected to grassroots activism. Public constituencies whose membership becomes active in community organizing should benefit. Scholars of civic engagement (e.g. Putnam 2000; Skokpol 2003) argue that membership in civic organizations helps promote political involvement. Putman (2000) argues that when citizens have high levels of interpersonal trust and become members of civic groups, they work together to solve problems and participate more extensively in democratic government. Skokpol (2003) emphasizes that local civic groups provide training for participation in democratic institutions. McAdam (1985) reviews how local organizing and interpersonal civic engagement among African-Americans provided the resources to support the Civil Rights Movement. The level of local civic engagement within each political group will thus also likely coincide with the extent of organized representation for each constituency and their success in political advocacy. This leads to the next two hypotheses:

H4: Public constituencies that have higher levels of interpersonal trust will have more extensive organized political representation in Washington and a leadership that is more involved in national policymaking.

H5: Public constituencies that have higher average levels of local civic membership will have more extensive organized representation in Washington and a leadership that is more involved in national policymaking.

National organized representation and policymaking involvement will also be dependent on the mass political participation of their constituencies. Voting is the most common type of political participation and differences across groups in electoral turnout are often hypothesized to affect the relative influence of groups in the political system (see Uhlaner et al. 1989). Groups that participate signal their interest in the political process and are more likely to influence electoral results. Support from voters provides a resource for organizational leaders. In addition, the attributes that promote voting participation also likely affect other forms of participation. This leads to the next hypothesis:

H6: Public constituencies that have higher rates of electoral turnout will have more extensive organized political representation in Washington and a leadership that is more involved in national policymaking.


Political participation, civic engagement, efficacy, and attentiveness are all sometimes associated with a single important individual characteristic, socio-economic status. Verba et al. (1995) argue that socio-economic factors account for much of the disproportionate involvement of some individuals over others in political activism. This basic demographic factor thus may account for differences in the political representation of public groups. This leads to the final hypothesis:

H7: Public constituencies that have higher levels of socio-economic status will have more extensive organized political representation in Washington and a leadership that is more involved in national policymaking.

In addition to evaluating my hypotheses, I seek to evaluate several predictions in the prior literature and several implications of prominent social theories. The first important debate is about the influence of group size on organized representation. Democratic theory generally suggests that large groups should be represented more extensively than small groups (see Dahl 1963). Olson (1971) famously suggests that the opposite is more likely; small groups should find it easier to organize for collective action.  Lowery and Gray (2004) also argue that smaller groups are likely to be overrepresented in Washington. Evaluating whether and how the size of a group is related to organized representation has been the key concern of prior theory but there are reasons to support a prediction in either direction. Given our geographic system of legislative representation, where groups stand in the political system may also depend on where they live. Scholars of social movements (e.g. McAdam 1985) sometimes argue that geographic concentration promotes mobilization. Some scholars of the American Congress, in contrast, argue that regionally concentrated political factions often fail to generate political traction (see Sanders 1999). Geographic concentration is another basic demographic factor that may influence organized representation but there are reasons to favor concentration or dispersion.

Much previous literature has also addressed the question of how political views promote success in the political system. Public choice scholarship derived from Downs (1957) implies that the extremity of a group’s political opinions will help determine their likely influence in the political system. Lowery and Gray (2004) similarly argue that groups “at the center of the distribution of opinions in society” will be overrepresented by interest groups. Newer spatial models of party and interest group systems (e.g. Axelrod and Bennett, 1993) predict that the internal ideological cohesion of a group will also help determine its success. I do not believe that behavioral research generally supports the predictions of these spatial models but I evaluate their implications below; I assess whether opinion extremity and ideological cohesion are associated with organized representation.

I also assess connections between other related constituency attributes and organized representation. Though I focus on attentiveness to the news media as a measure of political attention, others may predict that a group’s professed interest in politics or understanding of political issues will be the primary factors driving political engagement. Similarly, I focus on political efficacy but others may believe that general confidence in government will be more determinative of organized mobilization. Finally, I predict that voting rate will be the most important type of participation, but I also measure other closely related indicators of political participation. 
Descriptive Analysis


These variations in political views, constituent resources, and engagement and participation levels are certainly not independent of one another (see Verba et al. 1995). Many of these group attributes are also not exogenous to the level of organized political leadership that has arisen to promote a constituency’s interest. Most advocacy organizations, for example, attempt to promote mass political participation, public engagement, and a belief in government responsiveness. Even if these group attributes are associated with higher levels of organized representation, therefore, we cannot conclude that the attitudes and behaviors came prior to the organizational mobilization and influence. The causal connections between constituency attributes and active organized representation are difficult to isolate because the success of organized representatives may create feedback effects that change the character of their constituencies. Indeed, uncovering the full causal chain likely requires detailed observation of many political factions over an extended time-series with an analysis of their organizational mobilization. I cannot offer this type of data or the elaborate causal model that accounts for each step of this process. 

The first step in generating this kind of explanation, however, is both important and achievable here. We can analyze the descriptive associations between constituency characteristics and their organized representation. Much of the theoretical interest for democratic theory and much of the empirical importance for policymaking comes from finding out which types of groups are best represented. In and of itself, this descriptive information helps us understand the biases in the system of organized representation; it could be used to predict which types of interests will be promoted by political institutions and public policy. Descriptive analysis also provides the questions and the tools to promote future work on constituency representation. Without establishing baseline correlations between constituency characteristics and organized political representation, we cannot begin to assess claims about how and why some groups generate more representation than others.
With an analysis of the types of political factions that are well-represented by advocacy organizations, we can understand who benefits from one important means of mobilizing to influence political outcomes. Yet we cannot assess all interest intermediation processes in national politics. The aggregation of factions into party coalitions and the representation of geographic constituencies through electoral competition, for example, are obviously critical aspects of the American political system and also involve the mobilization of bias in favor of some groups over others. The relative mobilization of corporations, industries, and governments is also important for political outcomes. I focus on advocacy organizations because their activities offer an important view of the process of public interest mobilization, not because these organizations are the only critical actors in political competition. An account of which types of public groups are likely to be advantaged by organized representation is only one important aspect of the full causal story behind differential representation and influence in American politics.
Data and Method

To assess which attributes of political constituencies are associated with extensive organized representation and involvement in policymaking, we face three methodological hurdles. First, we need to measure the extent of organized representation provided for each political constituency and assess the involvement of organized leaders in national politics. The most common starting point for such an analysis is a count of the number of organizations and staff that lobby on behalf of each type of political interest (see Lowery and Gray 2004; Salisbury 1984). Some public groups, however, may be represented by a sector of organizations that is more prominent in national politics and more involved in important policymaking venues. To move beyond case studies of the success of particular political organizations, we need broad and comparable measures of organized representation in national policymaking (see Baumgartner and Leech 1998). In my conceptualization, the extent of a political constituency’s organized representation includes the size of their representative sector of organizations, the prominence of that sector in the national political debate, and their involvement in the most active policymaking venues in Congress and the administration. 

The second methodological problem is to classify the public groups that serve as constituencies for the sectors of interest organizations. Rather than attempt to assess whether organizational leaders properly represent their claimed constituencies, I take the representative claims of the interest organizations at face value. If an interest organization claims to speak on behalf of an ethnic, religious, or occupational group or other social category, I consider the organization a representative of that public group. If an interest organization claims to speak on behalf of a particular ideological or issue perspective in national politics, I consider the organization a representative of the public group of supporters for that political perspective. If an organization claims to represent multiple types of public groups, I conceptualize them as representatives of more than one constituency. This approach leaves open the question of how well the interests of each constituency are expressed by its organized advocates but enables an evaluation of organized representation that does not rely on slippery judgments about who represents whom.
The final methodological problem is to measure the aggregate attributes of political constituencies. Constituencies vary in size dramatically and no public opinion survey has specifically attempted to measure group-level attributes of a large number of political constituencies. As the best available option, I use the cumulative General Social Survey (GSS) to identify members of a public constituency and to measure their demographics, their levels of engagement and participation, and their opinions and beliefs. This introduces several sources of measurement error in the data, which I attempt to minimize. I briefly explain each measure below. In a methodological appendix, I provide details on how I defined each group and how I measured each construct. The methodological difficulties of this analysis make it impossible to move beyond descriptive analysis with great confidence but the solutions that I introduce provide the best analysis to date of the differential representation of some public groups over others in American national politics.
Units of Analysis

The units of analysis in my study are sectors of organizations associated with public constituencies. First, I identify the sectors of advocacy organizations that claim to represent public groups. I include all national political organizations with a presence in the Washington area that aspire to represent a section of the public broader than their own institution, staff, and membership. I therefore combine the study of the organized representation of ethnic, religious, demographic, and occupational groups with the study of the organized representation of particular ideological or issue perspectives. Corporate policy offices, trade associations, charities, and governmental units are not included in the population because they represent institutions, rather than public groups.
 
With two research assistants, I used the Washington Representatives directory and organizational Web sites to identify the population of Washington organizations that seek to represent public social groups or issue perspectives in national politics.
 We identified more than 1,600 organizations. Using a content analysis of reference text descriptions and organizational Web sites, we categorized these organizations into 170 sectors that correspond to the constituencies that they seek to represent. Many organizations were included in more than one sector. In a reliability analysis, our categorizations were consistent for more than 90 per cent of the organizations. Where available, we compared our categorizations with those used by scholars of sectors of the interest group universe (e.g. Hertzke 1988; Hofrenning 1995; Berry 1999; Shaiko 1999; Hays 2001).
 


Second, I isolate the public constituency associated with each sector of organizations. I use pooled public opinion survey data from the GSS from 1972-2004. I use the cumulative GSS to isolate a sufficient number of constituency members among the 45,803 total respondents to the survey.
 As a result, I can record the aggregate features of 140 of the 170 constituencies, including 14 ethnic groups, 8 religious groups, 43 occupational groups, 11 ideological groups, 48 groups of supporters for single-issue perspectives, and 16 other social categories.
 To identify ethnic, religious, ideological, and demographic constituencies in survey data, I use respondent self-reports. To identify occupational constituencies, I use my coding of the International Standard Occupational Codes used by the GSS. To identify single-issue constituencies, I use strong supporters of the sector’s issue position where the GSS contained relevant questions. For some organizational sectors, I had to construct scales of multiple questions to identify the relevant group of supporters.
 Each of these identification mechanisms is explained in the methodological appendix. 

Because I could not identify all constituencies in all years of the survey, I do not have a large number of respondents for all constituencies. The respondents associated with each group are also not distributed equally over the same years of the survey. To alleviate problems of incomparability, I record the attributes of constituencies by using the difference between the mean or proportion within a constituency and the mean or proportion among all respondents to the same set of surveys. Using an analysis of a subset of constituencies for which more data were available, I confirmed that this measurement process provides accurate measures of how political constituencies differ from the general public and from other constituencies.

Measures of Organized Representation and Political Involvement
I measure the extent of organized representation for public constituencies by aggregating data on the structure, prominence, and involvement of each advocacy organization. For each organization, I record the number of internal political representatives on their Washington staff.
 To assess their prominence in the Washington political debate, I record the number of times that each organization was mentioned in Roll Call, The Hill, National Journal, Congress Daily, The Hotline, Congressional Quarterly, and The Washington Post as recorded in the Lexis-Nexis index from 1995-2004. This Washington print media include reports on the important activities of the national political community. To assess involvement in Congressional committee hearings, I search for organizational names in the sections describing those who gave testimony from 1995-2004 in the database of Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Testimony maintained by Congressional Quarterly. Appearances in Congressional hearings indicate that Members of Congress are soliciting the views of an organization when considering current policy issues. To assess organizational involvement in administrative agency rulemaking, I search for organizational names in the database maintained by Lexis-Nexis that contains the Final Rules and Administrative Decisions issued by over 100 executive branch decision-making bodies from 1995-2004. Interest organizations commonly appear in these rules and decisions if administrators are responding to their written comments submitted in a public review of proposed rule changes or public comment period. 

To assess the representation of each constituency, I aggregate this organizational data for each sector. I record the number of organizations in each sector, the number of political staff representing each constituency, the number of times that the Washington political media mentioned an organization in each sector, the number of times that someone from an organization in each sector testified before Congressional committees, and the number of times that the organizations in each sector were mentioned in administrative agency decisions.
 This provides a comprehensive and comparable assessment of the aggregate level of organized representation for each constituency, their prominence in Washington, and their involvement in two important policymaking venues. 
Measures of the Characteristics of Political Constituencies

For each constituency, I record data on their demographics, their levels of political engagement, their levels of political efficacy, their levels of community engagement, their rates of political participation, and their political opinions. The demographic information includes the group’s population size, mean socioeconomic status (SES), and level of geographic concentration.
 The information on political engagement includes the group’s mean level of attention to the news media, mean level of interest in politics, and mean level of political understanding.
 The information on political efficacy includes the group’s mean level of internal political efficacy, their mean level of belief in government responsiveness to ordinary citizens, and their general confidence in government.
 The information on community engagement includes the group’s mean level of membership in civic organizations, the group’s rate of political club membership, the group’s rate of political meeting attendance, and the group’s level of interpersonal trust.
 Political participation indicators include the group’s rates of voting turnout, financial contributions, and contacting government officials.
 The information on political views includes the level of ideological cohesion within the group and a scale of the extremity of the group’s mean opinions about policy on the environment, health, education, welfare, and the military.
 The methodological appendix contains further information on the coding and collection of all variables.
Analysis

For each constituency attribute and each measure of the extent of organized representation in political institutions, I report the bivariate Pearson correlation coefficient along with an indicator of the results of a significance test. I use a one-tailed test where I have a directional hypothesis or where I have identified hypotheses in the literature suggesting only one possible direction for the relationship. I use a two-tailed test where the extant literature is ambiguous with respect to direction. In order to illustrate important relationships, I also provide several scatterplots with labels for exemplar constituency sectors. Though the intention is only to describe relationships and encourage further analysis, rather than to identify causal mechanisms, I attempt to point out any potentially spurious or inconsistent associations. To illustrate the potential results of differences in constituency representation, I present paired comparisons of the constituency and organizational attributes of social and economic groups and of political factions on opposite sides of major policy issues. 
Results


Table 1 reports the correlations between basic demographic factors and the organized representation of public constituencies. The size of a constituency does not appear to be a critical factor. The per cent of the U.S. population that is affiliated with a constituency is not significantly related to any measure of their organized representation and the sign of the coefficients is inconsistent across different indicators. Larger constituencies do not systematically generate more extensive organized representation, but neither do smaller constituencies. The results match neither the expectations of democratic theory nor the predictions of collection action models. The mean socio-economic status of a constituency, in contrast, is significantly correlated with the number of organizations and staff representing it. According to the results, well-off constituencies are also more involved in administrative rulemaking but they are not significantly more involved in the Washington political debate or in Congressional hearings. The geographic concentration of a constituency is not significantly related to any measure of organized representation, though the sign is consistently negative; if there is any true relationship, the estimates suggest that regional geographic dispersion, rather than concentration, promotes representation.
Table 1: Correlations between Constituency Demographics and Organized Representation

	
	Extent of Organized Representation and Policymaking Involvement

	Constituency Demographics
	# of Organizations
	# of Political Staff
	Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	Testimony in Congress
	Agency Rule Mentions

	Constituency Population Size
	-.046
	-.006
	.128
	.087
	-.088

	Mean Socio-Economic Status
	.280***
	.221**
	.044
	.051
	.148*

	Geographic Concentration
	-.131
	-.153
	-.126
	-.130
	-.045


Table entries are bivariate Pearson correlation coefficients without any controls. For population size, n=140 and I use a two-tailed test. For socio-economic status, n=137 and I use a one-tailed test. For geographic concentration, n=140 and I use a two-tailed test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.

Figure 1 illustrates the lack of significant association between population size and the number of representative organizations for each constituency. Small constituencies such as doctors and scientists are very well-represented in Washington, as are large constituencies such as environmentalists and women. Yet being a large group does not guarantee a large representative sector; automobile drivers, for example, have produced only a small number of representative organizations despite their size. The vast majority of constituencies are quite small and most organizational sectors are not very prominent in Washington. 
Figure 1: Constituency Population Size and Number of Representative Organizations
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Figure 2 illustrates the relationship between the socio-economic status of a constituency and the size of their representative sector. I include the regression line of best fit to show this positive relationship. Well-off constituencies such as Jews and lawyers are well-represented whereas groups that are less well-off than average, such as service workers and supporters of restrictive immigration policies, are not as well-represented by organized advocates. 

Figure 2: Constituency Socio-Economic Status and Number of Representative Organizations
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Table 2 reports the correlations between factors related to constituency political engagement and organized representation. As hypothesized, a constituency’s mean level of attention to the news media is positively and significantly related to the number of organizations and political staff that represent them. It is also positively related to the number of times that their representatives testify before Congressional committees and participate in administrative rulemaking. The mean level of interest in politics within a constituency is also related to their organized representation and their leadership’s involvement in Congressional hearings. The mean level of political understanding reported by constituency members is not significantly related to any measure of their organized representation. A constituency’s level of attention to news thus consistently predicts greater levels of organized representation and policymaking involvement but political interest may also be relevant.
Table 2: Correlations between Constituency Political Engagement and Organized Representation

	
	Extent of Organized Representation and Policymaking Involvement

	Constituency Political Engagement
	# of Organizations
	# of Political Staff
	Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	Testimony in Congress
	Agency Rule Mentions

	Mean Media Attentiveness
	.190*
	.211**
	.132
	.171*
	.157*

	Mean Interest in Politics
	.175*
	.182*
	.131
	.185*
	.059

	Mean Political Understanding
	.125
	.113
	.092
	.088
	.042


Table entries are bivariate Pearson correlation coefficients without any controls. For media attentiveness, n=140 and I use a one-tailed test. For interest in politics, n=112 and I use a one-tailed test. For political understanding, n=97 and I use a one-tailed test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.

Table 3 reports correlations between a constituency’s views of political advocacy and the political system and their organized representation. As hypothesized, a constituency’s mean level of internal political efficacy is significantly related to the size of their representative sector of organizations and their staff of political representatives. It is also related to the number of times that their representatives testify in Congress and appear in the Washington media. The belief in government responsiveness among constituencies is also positively and significantly related to the number of representative organizations and political staff that a constituency generates but is not significantly related to measures of the involvement of their leadership in the policymaking process. The results appear to be based on public views of government responsiveness, rather than general attitudes toward government; the mean level of confidence in government within a constituency is unrelated to any measure of their organized representation and inconsistent across the indicators with respect to sign.
Table 3: Correlations between Constituency Political Efficacy and Organized Representation

	
	Extent of Organized Representation and Policymaking Involvement

	Constituency Political Efficacy
	# of Organizations
	# of Political Staff
	Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	Testimony in Congress
	Agency Rule Mentions

	Mean Internal Political Efficacy
	.301***
	.277**
	.190*
	.248**
	.149

	Belief in Gov. Responsiveness
	.241**
	.202*
	.055
	.047
	.066

	Mean Confidence in Government
	.054
	.026
	-.024
	-.009
	-.012


Table entries are bivariate Pearson correlation coefficients without any controls. For internal efficacy, n=107 and I use a one-tailed test. For belief in government responsiveness, n=127 and I use a one-tailed test. For confidence in government, n=137 and I use a two-tailed test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.


Figure 3 illustrates the relationship between the mean level of internal political efficacy for each constituency and the number of times that their representatives testify before Congressional committees. Representatives of constituencies with higher than average political efficacy, such as government professionals and farmers, have higher levels of Congressional testimony; representatives of constituencies with low levels of efficacy, such as college students and the non-religious, testify less often. Many organizational sectors with average levels of efficacy within their constituency do not testify very often. The relationship between efficacy and testimony is important because testimony was not significantly related to constituency demographics; in an unreported regression analysis, the relationship between efficacy and testimony remains significant even after controlling for socio-economic status. Yet the relationship could be a product of reverse causality. Public constituencies may accurately measure their effectiveness in politics; government professionals, for example, may feel more efficacious because their concerns are heard more often by policymakers.

Figure 3: Constituency Political Efficacy and Organizational Testimony in Congress
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Figure 4 illustrates the relationship between the belief in government responsiveness within a constituency and the number of political representatives that arise to represent their interests. Constituencies who believe that government responds to ordinary citizens, such as scientists and civil rights supporters, generate extensive organized representation. Constituencies with a low level of belief in government responsiveness, such as supporters of animal rights and supporters of progressive taxation, generate less extensive organized representation. Yet this relationship could again be a product of reverse causality: constituencies with organized representation may believe that the government is more responsive because they have people representing their interests in Washington. Alternatively, those who believe that government responds to citizen concerns may be more likely to organize to influence government based on their high expectations of success.

Figure 4: Constituency Belief in Government Responsiveness and Organizational Political Staff
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Table 4 reports the correlations between the community engagement of constituency members and the extent and prominence of their organized representation. The average number of civic organizations to which constituency members belong is consistently and significantly related to all measures of their organized representation and policymaking involvement. As hypothesized, local civic engagement is associated with the number of organizations and staff representing a constituency as well as the prominence and involvement of their leaders in the political media, in Congress, and in the administration. A direct measure of the rate of membership in a political club within each constituency is significantly and positively related to the number of organizations and staff that represent the constituency and, to a lesser extent, their involvement in policymaking. The results provide support for the claim that local civic organizations of all types are critical to generating public political advocacy. A constituency’s rate of attending a meeting or rally for a cause is significantly and positively related to the number of organizations and political staff that represent their interests in Washington and to the prominence of their leadership. The rate of generalized social trust among a constituency, which is also highlighted in the literature on local civic engagement, is significantly correlated with the number of organizations and representatives that speak on behalf of a constituency’s interests in Washington. Local civic engagement is thus relevant to national political mobilization; constituencies with members that trust their neighbors and act collectively to solve problems also appear to generate national organized representation.
Table 4: Correlations between Constituency Community Engagement and Organized Representation

	
	Extent of Organized Representation and Policymaking Involvement

	Constituency 
Community

Engagement
	# of Organizations
	# of Political Staff
	Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	Testimony in Congress
	Agency Rule Mentions

	Mean Level of Civic Membership
	.346***
	.336***
	.213**
	.224**
	.247**

	Rate of Political Membership
	.216**
	.223**
	.150*
	.151*
	.108

	Meeting  / Rally Attendance Rate
	.269**
	.243*
	.197*
	.175
	.077

	Rate of General Social Trust
	.183*
	.206**
	.100
	.123
	.146*


Table entries are bivariate Pearson correlation coefficients without any controls. For civic membership, n=132 and I use a one-tailed test. For political membership, n=132 and I use a one-tailed test. For social trust, n=138 and I use a one-tailed test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.


Figure 5 illustrates the relationship between a constituency’s mean number of memberships in civic organizations and the number of times that their national representatives are mentioned in the Washington political media – a measure of the prominence of their leadership in national policy debates. Constituencies with high levels of civic membership, such as law enforcement and teachers, have representatives that are prominent in reports about Washington policymaking. Constituencies with low civic participation, such as Asian-Americans or supporters of criminal justice reform, are not as prominent in these reports. 

Figure 5: Constituency Civic Engagement and Washington Media Mentions
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Table 5 reports correlations between direct measures of political participation within a constituency and the extent of a constituency’s organized representation in Washington. As hypothesized, the rate of voting turnout in a constituency is associated with both the development of organized representation and the involvement of organized representatives in national policymaking. Turnout rate is significantly related to the number of organizations and staff that represent a group and the number of times that their representatives are mentioned in the Washington media and testify before Congressional committees. Constituency voting rate is not related, however, to a representative sector’s level of involvement in administrative agencies; leaders of these agencies, after all, are not elected. A constituency’s rate of contributing financially to a social or political cause is significantly and positively related to the number of organizations and political staff that represent their interests in Washington, but not to direct measures of the policymaking involvement of their leadership. Similarly, the rate of contacting government officials within a constituency is related to their organized representation but not to the prominence or political involvement of their leaders.
Table 5: Correlations between Constituency Political Participation and Organized Representation

	
	Extent of Organized Representation and Policymaking Involvement

	Constituency 
Political Participation
	# of Organizations
	# of Political Staff
	Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	Testimony in Congress
	Agency Rule Mentions

	Voting 

Rate
	.195*
	.230**
	.186*
	.196*
	.129

	$ Contributing 

Rate
	.272**
	.228*
	.148
	.138
	.063

	Rate of Official Contacting
	.180*
	.196*
	.149
	.138
	.067


Table entries are bivariate Pearson correlation coefficients without any controls. For voting rate, n=140 and I use a one-tailed test. For contributing rate, n=86 and I use a one-tailed test. For meeting attendance, n=86 and I use a one-tailed test. For official contacting, n=86 and I use a one-tailed test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.

Figure 6 illustrates the relationship between constituency voting rate and the number of political staff that represent each constituency in Washington. Constituencies with high voting rates, such as non-profit workers and economic conservatives, generate more extensive representation. Constituencies with low voting rates, such as supporters of public housing expansion and manufacturing workers, generate fewer political representatives. Given that advocacy organizations attempt to encourage voting among their constituents, we cannot necessarily conclude that the high voting rate preceded the development of organized representation. Yet voting is the most common type of political participation and may offer a signal of constituency importance, especially for elected officials. The relationship between organized representation and voting rate, however, does not seem to be a product of simple rational calculation by elected officials of the expected votes from a constituency gained by granting access to its leaders. In an unreported correlation, the interaction between voting rate and constituency size, which is a measure of expected votes from a constituency, is not significantly related to any measure of organized representation. Instead, it appears that the process that leads to electoral participation also leads to organizational mobilization. 
Figure 6: Constituency Voting Rate and Organizational Political Staff
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Table 6 reports the correlations between factors related to constituency political views and organized representation. Despite the importance of opinion extremity in spatial models of politics, the extremity of a constituency’s mean opinions on political issues is not significantly related to the extent of their organized representation. The ideological cohesion within a constituency is also unrelated to organized representation and the coefficients are inconsistent with respect to direction. The results do not provide much support for the applicability of spatial theories of politics to understanding organized representation. Constituencies with both moderate and extreme views are represented in Washington, as are those that have reached a high level of internal political agreement and those that feature internal ideological differences.
Table 6: Correlations between Constituency Political Opinions and Organized Representation

	
	Extent of Organized Representation and Policymaking Involvement

	Constituency 
Political Participation
	# of Organizations
	# of Political Staff
	Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	Testimony in Congress
	Agency Rule Mentions

	Extremity of Opinion
	.038
	.039
	.034
	.012
	-.081

	Ideological Cohesion
	-.100
	-.059
	.051
	-.015
	-.084


Table entries are bivariate Pearson correlation coefficients without any controls. For extremity of opinion, n=140 and I use a one-tailed test. For ideological cohesion, n=140 and I use a one-tailed test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05.

Paired Comparisons
Table 7 reports paired comparisons between constituencies on opposite sides of two major policy issues, gun control and taxation. Organizations that oppose gun control, such as the National Rifle Association, are larger and more involved in national politics than the organizations that favor gun control, such as the Brady Campaign to Prevent Gun Violence. The public constituency that opposes gun control is smaller and less well-off than the constituency that favors gun control, but gun control opponents are more attentive, more efficacious, and more civically involved than gun control supporters. Opponents of gun control also participate more heavily in elections. The second comparison demonstrates similar results. The sector of organizations in favor of progressive taxation is smaller and less prominent than the sector favoring tax cuts for everyone. The constituency favoring tax cuts is larger, more involved in civic organizations, and more likely to vote than the constituency that favors progressive taxation.
Table 7: Paired Comparisons of Single-Issue Constituency Representation
	
	Gun 

Control
	
	Taxation

	Constituency and Organizational

Attributes 
	Favor 

Gun

Control
	Oppose
Gun

Control
	
	Tax the Rich
	Tax Cuts for All

	# of Representative Organizations
	6
	7
	
	6
	11

	# of Representative

Political Staff
	19
	27
	
	12
	32

	Org. Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	378
	3,472
	
	1,318
	1,698

	Constituency Population Size
	47.5
	13.4
	
	18.7
	39.6

	Mean Socio-Economic Status
	0.75
	-0.19
	
	-3.23
	-1.3

	Mean News Media Attentiveness
	-0.05
	0.01
	
	-0.15
	-0.07

	Mean Internal 
Political Efficacy
	-0.08
	0.17
	
	-.0.05
	0

	Mean Level of 
Civic Membership
	-0.11
	0.18
	
	-0.41
	0.04

	Voting 

Turnout Rate
	-2.17
	6.06
	
	-3.61
	0.98


Table 8 reports paired comparisons between two religious constituencies and two occupational constituencies, including their organized representation and aggregate characteristics. The organized representation of Jews is much more extensive than the organized representation of Catholics, despite the smaller size of the social group. Jewish organizations are also more active in national politics than Catholic organizations. In the American public, Jews have higher socio-economic status and higher levels of media attentiveness and civic involvement than Catholics; they also have a substantially higher voting rate. The comparison of two occupational constituencies similarly demonstrates that lawyers are more extensively represented in Washington than engineers. Their leadership is also more involved in national policymaking. Both occupational constituencies are very small and well-off but lawyers are more attentive to the news media, more civically involved, and more efficacious; they also have a significantly higher rate of electoral turnout than engineers.
Table 8: Paired Comparisons of Social Group Representation
	
	Religious Groups
	
	Occupational Groups

	Constituency and Organizational

Attributes 
	 Catholics
	Jews
	
	 Engineers
	Lawyers

	# of Representative Organizations
	11
	25
	
	25
	37

	# of Representative

Political Staff
	25
	71
	
	58
	82

	Org. Mentions in 

the D.C. Media
	208
	2,501
	
	1,036
	2,801

	Constituency Population Size
	24.6
	2.1
	
	1.1
	0.6

	Mean Socio-Economic Status
	0.39
	13.37
	
	36.68
	32.05

	Mean News Media Attentiveness
	0.11
	0.36
	
	0.31
	0.57

	Mean Internal 
Political Efficacy
	0.04
	-0.14
	
	-.0.11
	0.6

	Mean Level of 
Civic Membership
	-0.01
	0.59
	
	0.48
	1.71

	Voting 

Turnout Rate
	0.52
	17.34
	
	11.21
	20.45


Discussion
The paired comparisons are meant to illustrate the potential effects of constituency characteristics on organized representation; the differences between these groups are consistent with the descriptive associations. There are many statistically and substantively significant relationships; socio-economic status, media attentiveness, political efficacy, civic membership, electoral participation, and beliefs about other citizens and government are all significantly correlated with the extent of organized representation for public constituencies. The results do not provide clear across the board support for any theoretical perspective, but they offer substantially more support for a perspective that builds upon theories based on individual political participation and local civic engagement than for models of collective action or spatial competition. According to the results, the strongest and most consistent factors associated with generating an extensive organized leadership involved in national policymaking are a constituency’s attentiveness to the news media, their membership in local civic associations, and their voting rate. This corresponds to the traditional emphases of the literatures on the political behavior of mass publics and on civic engagement in local communities. These findings should provide support for extending behavioral theories to the group level to account for the differential mobilization of some groups over others. 

The findings are quite supportive of the hypotheses. H1 proved mostly correct. High levels of attentiveness to the news media are associated with extensive organized representation and the involvement of organized representatives in Congress and the administration. The results also generally supported H2. Internal political efficacy within a constituency was significantly correlated with the number of organizations and staff that represent them and with the involvement of spokespersons in Congressional hearing testimony and Washington media reports. H3 and H4 were only partially supported. A constituency’s belief in government responsiveness and their rate of interpersonal trust were correlated with the number of organizations and staff that represent a constituency but not with most measures of their involvement in policymaking. H5 was completely confirmed. The involvement of a constituency in local civic life is associated with the number of organizations and staff that represent a public group, the involvement of their representatives in Congress and the administration, and the prominence of their representatives in the reports of the political media. H6 was mostly confirmed. A constituency’s voter turnout is associated with higher levels of organized representation and with the involvement of their representatives in Congress and their prominence in the political media. Finally, H7 proved partially correct. Groups with higher socio-economic status produce more organizations and representatives to speak on their behalf; their leaders are significantly more involved in administrative agencies but not in Congressional committees or the Washington media. All of the influential factors outlined here are worthy of future research on their potential effects on political mobilization and organizational influence. 
Yet the null findings may be just as important. First, the size of a constituency does not appear to be a key factor in determining the extent of its organized representation, despite the important role of this variable in theories of collective action and in normative democratic theory. Since many small groups do not generate any organized representation, there may still be some minimum size necessary for generating extensive representation. Yet the striking lack of association between size and representation among the 140 groups analyzed here may be devastating for some theories of democratic competition based on rule by the many rather than rule by the few. Second, the extremity and cohesion of a group’s opinions does not seem to have a direct relationship with the extent of their representation or their policymaking involvement. This suggests that spatial models of political mobilization and popular caricatures of ‘special interest’ politics may both be incomplete. Third, even when constituency characteristics are related to whether a group generates organizations and political staff to represent their interests, the characteristics are not always related to the relative prominence or policymaking involvement of their representatives. We should not discount the important organizational and institutional factors that likely mediate the effects of constituency character on the involvement of organized representatives in national policymaking.

Conclusion

By understanding which types of groups are advantaged in the “mobilization of bias” in America’s political system, we can help move forward in the long-standing struggle to discover “who governs?” The system of organized representation of American public constituencies in national politics does not come close to meeting a “one person, one lobbyist” standard. Some political factions generate substantially more extensive and active representation in Washington. In this analysis, the mobilization of bias in the interest group system favors constituencies that are socio-economically well-off, attentive to the media, politically efficacious, civically and politically engaged, trusting of others, and convinced that the government is responsive. In contrast to judgments by some commentators, the process of organizing political representation does not necessarily favor the large or small, the concentrated or dispersed, the extreme or moderate, or the cohesive. We cannot yet draw conclusions about why some groups gain advantage over others, but we can conclude that the organized advocates of public groups do not arise and succeed independently from their claimed constituencies.

Some constituency characteristics, including media attentiveness, political efficacy, civic membership, and voting rate, are associated with the extent to which Congressional committees and administrative agencies consult the organized representatives of a public group. These differences do not necessarily result in greater influence on policy outcomes because many other factors affect the resolution of policy conflict. Yet if the views of some leaders and some groups are better represented in the policy debate and in important policymaking venues, citizens are justifiably concerned that some interests may be advantaged over others in the political system. The vast array of organized advocates that serve as intermediaries between the American public and its national political institutions are more likely to speak on behalf of some concerns than others. 
The advantages conveyed by the system of organized representation are not adequately explained by extant models of national political mobilization and competition. To the extent that the current literature offered specific predictions about which constituencies would generate more extensive and active organized representation, the literature’s hypotheses did not achieve positive results. The claims made by Olson (1971) and Lowery and Gray (2004) about the importance of small group size were not confirmed. Lowery and Gray’s (2004) assumption that moderate groups have an advantage also did not hold up well under empirical scrutiny. Despite scholarly interest in the geography of social groups, I also found no clear association between the dispersion or concentration of a group and its organized advocacy. The current literature’s long-running emphasis on socio-economic factors fared better; yet the results showed that socio-economic biases are not fully explanatory. To paraphrase Schattsneider’s (1960) famous statement, the heavenly chorus of organized representatives does sing “with an upper class accent,” but it is not clear that Members of Congress and reporters are more likely to listen to those with the loftiest intonation. 


The descriptive correlations that I offer cannot disprove any theory of political mobilization or competition. Yet the results suggest that models of organized advocacy that emphasize the traditional correlates of mass participation and the role of civic engagement in organizational life are more likely to bear predictive insights than models of collective action or spatial competition. There was much suggestive evidence in favor of the emphasis on attentiveness, efficacy, and public engagement in the literature on mass political behavior. When aggregated to the group level, many of the types of individual attributes that produce an unrepresentative group of American political activists (see Verba et al. 1995) also produce an unrepresentative population of organized political representatives in national policymaking. Truman’s (1951) original claims about how some political factions gain advantage over others, though vague, are largely consistent with my results. The strategic social position of a group appears to be reflected in their organized representation, as he and others suggested. Yet as he also suggested, the internal characteristics of groups, such as their engagement and participation levels and their beliefs about government institutions, may affect their organized representation and its involvement in policymaking. 
A research program designed to study the mobilization and representation of public groups can inform perennial debates about how democracy does and should function. As James Madison recognized in Federalist 10, the “problem of factions” is fundamental to democracy’s justifications and its operations. My analysis can only offer a revised perspective on these old ideas. If the causes of faction are “sown in the nature of man” and the effects are seen in the “necessary and ordinary operations of the government,” as Madison argued, an understanding of factional mobilization and competition is essential for a coherent view of democratic government. Despite many empirical and normative theories of differential influence, scholars have not fully described the types of political factions that benefit most in the American political system, much less compared the results to any coherent democratic theory of whose interests should be incorporated into policy outcomes.
We want to understand “who governs.” This will take a more complicated theoretical model and empirical analysis. Though we cannot claim to fully understand the dynamic processes of interaction among public constituencies, organized representatives, and policymakers, this analysis offers some hope for future research. Using datasets that combine mass survey data on different social groups with data on the activities of their organized representatives offers a path toward knowledge about political mobilization and influence and a method of testing common ideas about which groups are most advantaged. By re-focusing attention on central theoretical questions while investigating the behavior of a large category of political actors and their relationships to public groups and political institutions, I hope to provide a starting point for further study. To gain ground on the perennial question of who gets represented, we need a research program that links public affiliations and mass behavior to competition within policymaking institutions. 

Methodological Appendix


In order to investigate the characteristics of the public constituencies for Washington advocacy organizations, I identify members of a public group using a response or set of responses to survey questions in the cumulative GSS file. Table 9 describes the variables that I use to isolate each constituency. These variables are also used to determine constituency size. The “Constituency” column contains the name of a constituency that I included in the analysis. The “GSS Variables” column indicates which variable names I used in the cumulative GSS file. The “Response Categories” column records the responses that classified respondents as a member of the constituency. If I used more than one variable, I include the responses for both variables separated by “and” or “or.” The use of “and” signifies that both sets of answers were necessary whereas the use of “or” indicates that either set of answers was sufficient. For occupational categories, I report the set of responses associated with the 1988 occupational code; the categories used from the 1968 occupational code are substantially similar. The final column lists the number of respondents in the category from all years of the cumulative surveys.
Table 9: Variables Used to Isolate Public Constituencies
	Constituency
	 GSS Variables
	Response 

Categories
	 Total Respondents

	Conservative
	polviews
	6,7
	6,596

	Economic Conservative
	eqwlth
	7
	2,974

	Social Conservative
	prayer, abany
	2 and 2
	5,281

	Moderate Republican
	partyid, polviews
	5,6 and 4
	3,171

	Liberal
	polviews
	1,2
	5,280

	Economic Liberal
	eqwlth
	1
	4,256

	Social Liberal
	prayer, abany
	1 and 1
	2,584

	Moderate Democrat
	partyid, polviews
	0,1 and 4
	5,727

	Consumer
	lessreg
	4,5
	569

	Liberal Internationalist
	usintl, usun
	1 and 1
	9,838

	Neoconservatives
	amownway
	1
	306

	Foreign Aid Supporters
	nataid
	1
	1,487

	National Security
	natarms
	1
	6,299

	Constituency
	 GSS Variables
	Response 

Categories
	 Total Respondents

	Israel Foreign Policy
	israel
	0
	1,773

	Export Promotion
	nafta2,nafta2a
	1,1 or 2
	534

	Environmental
	natenvir
	1
	16,492

	Population Control
	popgrwth
	1
	196

	Civil Libertarian
	spkath, spkrac, spkcom, spkmil, pornlaw
	1 and 1 and 1 and 1 and 2,3
	4,153

	Drug Policy Reform
	grass
	1
	6,593

	Pro-Choice
	abnomore, abpoor, absingle, abany
	1 and 1 and 1 and 1
	8,607

	Feminist
	sex, fehome, fework, fepol
	2 and 2 and 1 and 2
	6,059

	Animal Rights
	antests
	5
	258

	Civil Rights / Aff. Action
	natrace, natracey; racpush
	1,2 and 1,2 and 4
	3,360

	Criminal Justice Reform
	courts, courtsy
	1,1 or 1,1
	1,979

	Favor Gun Control
	gunlaw, owngun
	1 and 2
	13,783

	Oppose Death Penalty
	cappun
	2
	10,047

	Progressive Taxation
	progtax
	1
	337

	Health Coverage Expansion
	helpsick
	1
	6,319

	Education Expansion
	nateduc
	1
	17,385

	Housing Expansion
	aidhouse
	1
	476

	Labor Rights
	unprog, unionsok
	4 and 1,2
	320

	Media Regulation
	polviews, conpress
	1,2 and 3
	890

	Energy Regulation
	ownpower
	2
	1,012

	Financial Regulation
	ownbanks
	2
	828

	Anti-Poverty / Poor
	helppoor
	1
	3,732

	Social Security Protection
	natsoc
	1
	16,228

	Arts Funding
	sparts, natarts
	1,2 and 1
	741

	Pro-Life
	abnomore, abpoor, absingle, abany
	2 and 2 and 2 and 2
	11,227

	Guns / 2nd Amendment
	gunlaw, owngun
	2 and 1
	4,112

	Anti-Affirmative Action
	affrmact
	4
	4,738

	Conservative Women
	sex, fehome, fework
	2 and 1 and 2
	1,359

	Immigration Control
	letin, letin1
	5 or 5
	1,736

	English Only
	english, bilinged, engvote
	1 and 4 and 1
	1,737

	Domestic Security
	demrghts
	2
	373

	Legal Strict Constructionist
	conjudge, courts
	3 and 2
	3,753

	Right to Work / Anti-Union
	unprog, unionsok
	1,4 or 5
	359

	Educational Standards
	coneduc, polviews
	3 and 6,7
	909

	Media Watch (Conservative)
	polviews, conpress
	6,7 and 3
	1,876

	Entitlement Reform
	natsoc
	3
	1,794

	Tax Cuts
	progtax
	3,4,5
	712

	Anti-Environmentalist
	busdecid
	1
	358

	Deficit / Spending Control
	cutgovt
	1
	1,258

	Anti-Smoking
	nosmoke
	1,2
	304

	Anti-Drugs
	grass; natdrug
	2 and 1
	8,095

	Child Welfare
	aidkids, sppoorkd
	1 and 1
	335

	Constituency
	 GSS Variables
	Response 

Categories
	 Total Respondents

	Anti-Crime
	courts(y), cappun
	2 and 1
	23,597

	Recreation Supporters
	natpark
	1
	9,630

	Space Support
	natspac
	1
	3,237

	African-American
	race
	2
	5,660

	Hispanic / Latino
	ethnic
	17,22,25,38
	2,131

	Mexican
	ethnic
	17
	1,120

	Puerto Rican
	ethnic
	22
	378

	Asian-American
	ethnic
	5,20,40
	429

	Chinese
	ethnic
	5
	163

	Japanese
	ethnic
	16
	103

	Indian (Asian)
	ethnic
	31
	141

	Arab-American
	ethnic
	37
	72

	American Indian
	ethnic
	30
	1,583

	Italian
	ethnic
	15
	2,068

	Greek
	ethnic
	12
	154

	Irish
	ethnic
	14
	4,427

	Russian
	ethnic
	23
	585

	General Minority
	race
	2,3
	8,030

	Evangelical Christian
	fund, relig
	1 and 1
	14,262

	Mainline Protestant
	Denom
	10-50 (not 14,32)
	17,058

	Baptist
	Denom
	10-18
	9,547

	Catholic
	Relig
	2
	11,416

	Muslim
	Relig
	9
	54

	Social Gospel
	fund, relig
	1 and 3
	5,853

	Jewish
	Relig
	3
	973

	Secular
	Relig
	4
	4,292

	Gay and Lesbian
	sex, sexsex
	(1 and 1) or (2 and 3) or (1-2 and 2)
	479

	Veterans
	vetyears
	1-4
	3,348

	Military Families
	vetfamnw
	1
	144

	Elderly / Retired
	Age
	>65
	8,049

	College Students
	Wrkstat
	6
	1,391

	Immigrants
	born
	2
	2,898

	Urban Residents
	xnorcsiz
	1
	8,040

	Rural Residents
	xnorcsiz
	9,10
	6,448

	Homeowners
	dwelown
	1
	11,912

	Drivers
	carprivt, cardealr
	1 or 1
	530

	AIDS Sufferers
	aidswho
	1-4
	135

	Mentally Ill
	relmhsp1-3, hlth2, mntlcare
	1 or 1 or 1
	390

	Fitness Oriented
	actsport, dosports
	1 or 1
	1,104

	Outdoor Sportsmen
	hunt
	1,2,3
	5,226

	Women
	sex
	2
	26,074

	Union Members
	union
	1
	3,772

	Business Owners
	wrkslf
	1
	5,037

	Constituency
	 GSS Variables
	Response 

Categories
	 Total Respondents

	Corporate Professionals
	isco88
	1210-1240,2110-2139, 2411-2419,3421-3429
	3,496

	Financial Professionals
	isco88
	1231,2411,3411
	971

	Government Employees
	wrkgovt
	1
	1,877

	Government Professionals
	isco88
	1120,3441-3449
	601

	Law Enforcement
	isco88
	A3450,5162
	224

	Postal Workers
	isco88
	4142
	251

	Fire Fighters
	isco88
	5161
	96

	Service Workers
	isco88
	5100-5152,9110-9162
	6,433

	Manufacturing Workers
	industry, indus80
	8121-8290,9320-9322
	2,977

	Building Trades
	isco88
	2141,2148,7121-7143
	

	Traditional Crafts
	isco88
	7211-7442
	3,113

	Communication Trades
	isco88
	7244,3132
	283

	Transportation Trades
	isco88
	3140-3145,8310-8324,8340,9331-9333
	1,463

	Information Trades
	isco88
	2131-2139,2431-2432,4121-4141
	2,116

	Health Trades
	isco88
	2229-2230,3133,3211-3232
	2,179

	Natural Resource Trades
	isco88
	6141-6154,7111-7113,8111-8113
	164

	Office Workers
	isco88
	3431-3439,4111-4223
	6,234

	Public Health Professionals
	isco88
	3151-3152,3223
	48

	Lawyers
	isco88
	2421-2422
	265

	Farmers
	isco88
	6111-6133
	591

	Artists
	isco88
	2451-2454
	294

	Entertainers
	isco88
	2452-2455,3470-3475,5210
	424

	Pilots
	isco88
	3143
	54

	Doctors
	isco88
	2221
	134

	Nurses
	isco88
	2,230
	903

	Dentists
	isco88
	222
	27

	Therapists
	isco88
	2445-2446,3460,3226
	608

	Pharmacists
	isco88
	2224
	44

	Engineers
	isco88
	2142-2147
	468

	Bankers
	isco88
	A3411,3421
	191

	Information Technologists
	isco88
	2131-2139,3121-3123
	499

	Insurance Agents
	isco88
	3,412
	246

	Real Estate Professionals
	isco88
	3,413
	251

	Journalists
	isco88
	2451
	146

	Teachers
	isco88
	2320-2359
	1,901

	Scientists / Researchers
	isco88
	2310
	838

	Physical Scientists
	isco88
	2110-2114
	98

	Biological Scientists
	isco88
	2211-2213
	72

	Social Scientists
	isco88
	2441-2446
	352

	Professional Women
	sex, isco88
	2 and professional
	2,006


After identifying constituencies, I measure the central tendency or variation among constituency members on several potentially important attributes. Table 10 describes the variables from the cumulative GSS file that I use to measure the characteristics of each public constituency. The “coding” column includes information on how I measured each attribute. The “years included” column references the years of the survey where the GSS asked the relevant questions. For each measure of central tendency, I compare the group mean or proportion to the mean or proportion among all respondents to the same set of surveys
Table 10: Variables Used to Measure Aggregate Characteristics Public Constituencies
	Characteristic
	 GSS Variables
	Coding
	Years Included
	Total Respondents

	Socio-Economic Status
	sei
	mean
	All
	23,232

	Geographic Concentration
	region
	- ∑ | (group % - total %) |
	All
	45,803

	Media Attentiveness
	news
	mean
	All 
	28,190

	Interest in Politics
	intpol, polint, civic
	mean on combined scale
	1982,1987,1990,1996
	5,375

	Political Understanding
	poleff13, poleff19
	mean on combined scale
	1996,2004
	2,737


	Internal Efficacy
	polleff3, poleff11
	mean on combined scale 
	1985,1996
	3,369

	Official Responsiveness
	anomia7
	%
	1973-1994
	19,083

	Confidence in Government
	confed, conlegis
	mean on combined scale 
	All
	30,524

	Civic Membership
	memnum
	mean
	1972-1994, 2004
	20,438

	Political Club Membership
	mempolit
	%
	1974-1994, 2004
	20,265

	Attending Meeting/Rally
	polrally, attrally(1)
	%
	1987,2004
	2,939

	Interpersonal Trust
	trust
	%
	All
	29,147

	Voting Rate
	vote68-vote00
	% who voted in latest election
	All
	43,068

	Financial Contributions to Candidate or Cause
	gavepol, polfunds(1)
	%
	1987,2004
	2,940

	Contact Public Official
	othlobby, cntctgov(1)
	%
	1987,2004
	2,942

	Ideological Cohesion
	polviews
	variance
	All
	37,137

	Opinion Extremity
	natenvir, natheal, nateduc, natfare, natarms
	∑ | (group mean – total mean) |
	All
	26,815
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� Olson (1971) demonstrates that given a set of rational expectations on the part of individuals, participation in interest organizations does not follow from agreement on collective goals. If individuals follow their self-interest, they will not contribute to a mobilization where they stand to benefit whether or not they participate. Olson emphasized that organizations use selective material incentives to overcome this problem; extensions of the theory add new categories of incentives for participation.


� There are well-known biases in the representation of these institutions in Washington (see Salisbury 1984). My analysis is designed to demonstrate that there are significant additional biases in the system of constituency representation by advocacy organizations, rather than to challenge previous findings of bias toward corporations or other institutions.


� I confirmed the population by checking with other directories such as the Encyclopedia of Associations, The Capital Source, the Government Affairs Yellow Book, Public Interest Profiles, and the Washington Information Directory. If an organization’s Web site was not listed in reference text descriptions, we searched for the organization’s site using Google. If we found no indication that the organization was still in Washington, we attempted to contact the office.


� Our categorizations were also consistent with those used by other scholars for more than 90 per cent of organizations. The list of constituency categories is included in the Appendix.


� Cumulative GSS data is weighted to exclude oversamples of African-Americans and non-respondents. Without using the full cumulative GSS, it becomes impossible to measure the attributes of a sufficient number of political constituencies to enable valid statistical analysis.


� I was unable to identify 30 constituencies in the survey data for two important reasons. First, the GSS did not include survey questions about some issue perspectives that are the subject of organized representation. Second, I could only identify a limited number of survey respondents for some constituencies, making the measurement too unreliable for use in this analysis.


� For example, I constructed the pro-choice and pro-life constituencies by identifying the group of respondents who were in favor of or opposed to legalized abortion in each of four different circumstances.


� I compared the measures that I use to measures derived from only GSS surveys after 1995 for only those constituencies identifiable in every survey. For more than 30 constituencies, the measures that I use were highly correlated with measures derived from only more recent data. Though aggregate attributes of constituencies did change from year to year, major differences between a constituency and the general public remained remarkably stable over the entire period of the cumulative GSS.


� I use the number of staff political representatives reported in Washington Representatives (2004).


� All data on organizational prominence and activities cover the period January 1, 1995 through December 31, 2004. All sectors include more than one organization.


� For size, I report the per cent of survey respondents in each constituency. The SES indicator is the standard measure of occupational status used by the GSS. For SES, the group mean is compared to the overall mean in the American population among respondents to the same set of surveys. For geographic concentration, I report the total difference between the population per cent among all respondents and the group population per cent in the nine geographic regions identified in the GSS.


� For attention to news, I use a five point scale measuring the frequency with which respondents read a daily newspaper. For interest in politics, I combined two similar scales used in different years to create a four point scale of the respondent’s self-reported level of interest. For political understanding, I combined two similar scales used in different years to create a five point scale of the respondent’s self-reported level of understanding of political issues. For all categories, I use the difference between the group mean and the overall mean in the American population among respondents to the same set of surveys.  


� For internal political efficacy, I combined two similar scales used in different years to create a five point scale of the respondent’s belief that people like them have a say in government actions. For belief in government responsiveness, I use the difference between the per cent of group members who believe that the government is interested in the average man and the per cent in the total population. For government confidence, I combine two three-point scales about the respondent’s level of confidence in the legislative and executive branches of government to create a five-point scale; I use the difference between the group mean and the overall mean on this scale. 


� For civic membership, I use the mean number of organizational memberships reported by respondents. For political membership, I use the per cent of respondents who report belonging to a political club. For meeting attendance rate, I use the per cent of respondents who report attending a political meeting or rally (using two questions used in different years). For interpersonal social trust, I use the difference between the per cent of group respondents who say that you can trust other people most of the time and the per cent of all respondents.


� For voting rate, I use the per cent of respondents who report voting in the previous Presidential election. For contributing rate, I use the per cent of respondents who report contributing money to a political or social cause (using two questions used in different years). For all categories, I use the difference between the group mean and the overall mean in the American population among respondents to the same set of surveys.  


� For ideological dispersion, I use the difference between the standard deviation of the public’s reported ideological position on a seven point liberal-conservative scale and the standard deviation within the group. For opinion extremity, I use the sum of the absolute value of the difference between the overall mean and the group mean on three point scales of respondents’ preferences regarding the appropriate level of spending on these five problem areas. 
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