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Research on ethnic political mobilization and representation is due for a broad review.  Current subfield divisions promote studying ethnic political mobilization as a distinct category of mass behavior, with a primary focus on voter turnout. Similarly, ethnic political representation is investigated as a distinct problem, primarily associated with the composition of legislatures. There is no research program to analyze how ethnic political mobilization and representation differs from that of other political constituencies. There is also little attempt to connect studies of ethnic representation in national political institutions with studies of the mass behavior of ethnic groups. Though ethnic voter turnout and support for minority legislators are the focus of the current literature, studies of the history of national policymaking about minority rights and concerns demonstrate that ethnic representative interest organizations working in several political institutions were often responsible for policy change (e.g. Skrentny 2002; Haney and Vanderbush 1999). It is time to ask whether the behavior of ethnic groups and their organized representatives constitute a unique class of political activity or a series of dissimilar case studies of the general patterns of mobilization and representation in American national politics. 
I hope to provoke that discussion by analyzing American ethnic groups as a category of political factions with organized representation in national policymaking. I examine more than one hundred organizations that claim to speak on behalf of American ethnic groups in national politics and I compare their structure and involvement to that of more than one thousand other constituency interest organizations. Rather than study the behavior of advocates in institutions in isolation from the groups they claim to represent, however, I provide an account of the differences among the public groups that serve as the constituencies for 140 sectors of these national advocacy organizations. The goal is to give a description of ethnic mobilization and representation and to highlight similar and distinct features of ethnic politics and other forms of political activity.

The payoff is fourfold. First, we can assess whether the organized representatives of ethnic groups pursue distinct strategies and are subject to unique political opportunities and constraints or whether their behavior is contingent on the same factors that affect all interest organizations. If ethnic representation is merely an arbitrary category of interest representation, organizational resources may offer a better explanation for political influence than specific circumstances of ethnic mobilization. Second, we can build connections between the literature on ethnic political mobilization and the generic literature on interest group mobilization. The former emphasizes identity, perceptions of common fate, and civic institutions and the latter emphasizes individual incentives and entrepreneurship by national elites. Both theoretical foundations are likely to be important for building theory about political participation. Third, we can better understand the empirical differences among the political activities of ethnic groups by widening the scope of analysis. Ethnic politics researchers rely primarily on comparisons among ethnic groups rather than comparisons to other constituencies such as religious, occupational, or ideological groups. The appropriate basis for comparison in evaluating the political activities of groups such as Latinos and Asian-Americans, however, may turn out to be groups other than African-Americans. We can better understand the differences by broadening the basis of comparison. Fourth, we can provide an empirical foundation for current debates about the normative implications of identity politics. If the differential political involvement of ethnic groups is a product of the same factors that generally distort political participation and influence, normative critiques should be directed toward the general biases of political institutions, rather than toward the particular difficulties of ethnic representation or the specific patterns of ethnic mobilization.
Research on Ethnic Mobilization and Representation
The intellectual background of studies of American ethnic group mobilization and representation is in-depth historical case studies, especially of African-Americans during the civil rights movement (see McAdam 1985, Lee 2002). Yet most contemporary ethnic politics research is focused on the individual-level dynamics of political behavior. In this literature, researchers draw on a wealth of public opinion survey data. For African-Americans, scholars find that ethnic identity, perceptions of common fate, and belief in government responsiveness all influence political perspectives and mobilization (see Shingles 1981). Bobo and Gilliam (1990) further emphasize the importance of attentiveness, efficacy, and trust in African-American political participation. This behavioral analysis uses ideas from social psychology and empirical findings from the literature on voter turnout. Researchers of ethnic political behavior also examine the effects of context on ethnic mobilization. Bledsoe et al. (1995) and Oliver and Wong (2003), for example, demonstrate that aggregate features of a neighborhood, such as the presence of local ethnic institutions, the opinions of neighbors, and the threats generated by living in close proximity with other groups, affect the precursors to ethnic mobilization. These context studies have few equivalents in research on non-ethnic political constituencies, despite their potential applicability. 
Recent research has attempted to extend the behavioral model of African-American participation to other ethnic groups. In their review of the literature on the political participation of Latinos and Asian-Americans, Segura and Rodrigues (2006) find that most of the existing scholarship focuses on voter turnout and support for minority candidates. They argue that Latino and Asian-American politics has unjustifiably been studied primarily through the lens of scholarship on African-American politics. Yet Verba et al. (1993) argue that most differences in political participation between ethnic groups are accounted for by differences in their levels of resources, civic skills, and organizational memberships. Leighley and Vedlitz (1999) also find that resources, attitudes, and social connectedness help predict individual participation across four ethnic groups. Much of the literature on ethnic mobilization has focused on potential partnerships among these ethnic groups, rather than partnerships with other types of constituencies.

Some scholars combine correlates of political participation at the individual-level with group-level characteristics to predict the relative mobilization of ethnic groups. Leighley (2001), for example, argues that elite mobilization is central to the electoral participation of different minority groups. Research on African-Americans, Latinos, and Asian-Americans demonstrates that membership in organizations helps determine other types of political participation (see Wong et al. 2005). Elite behavior and organizational development thus both affect individual mobilization. Because of these connections, Kaufmann (2003) argues that the future direction of mass Latino participation will depend on the activities of the leaders of Latino organizations. Given consistent findings of the importance of elite mobilization and organizational context, the paucity of broad-based studies on the national political representation of American ethnic groups is surprising.
Ethnic politics scholars do study ethnic involvement in national political institutions but the literature is quite focused. The most common area of investigation is the effect of electoral institutions and ethnic candidates on representation (see Swain 1993; Lublin 1997). In their review of research on race in American politics, Hutchings and Valentino (2004) indicate that race-based redistricting has been the focus of studies of ethnic representation. They criticize the division in the literature between the institutional implications of race in American politics and the mass behavior literature on ethnic participation. This problem is enhanced when it comes to analyzing the determinants of changes in public policy. Studies of policies designed to enhance minority rights often point to the influence of political elites, rather than mass mobilization. Skrentny (2002), for example, argues that federal administrators and Washington organizations advance many policies in support of minority rights without broad-based constituency support. Haney and Vanderbush (1999) argue that organized ethnic representatives are also influential in foreign policy debates. 

Yet researchers that jointly study elite politics and mass ethnic behavior find their linkage important. In their different explanations of the success of the civil rights movement, for example, McAdam (1985) and Lee (2002) both find the connections between elite and mass support for African-American rights critical. Lee (2002) and Frymer (1999) also argue that the strategic choices of minority leaders were important to the electoral and legislative results of mass ethnic mobilization. Frymer (1999) further argues that the success and failure of African-Americans in the Democratic Party is associated with their organized representation and grassroots mobilization. Based on these case studies, however, we cannot conclude that the relevant causal factors are specific to ethnic political mobilization; we also do not know whether the findings are generalizable to other categories of political activity. In their review of comparative research on ethnic politics, Hechter and Okamoto (2001) emphasize the need for studies of the mechanisms of national minority group mobilization. They argue that we cannot yet assess current models of ethnic collective action due to their lack of specificity or empirical confirmation.

Research on ethnic interest organizations provides an opportunity to link studies of public mobilization with organized policy influence. Yet current studies generally adopt a case study approach (e.g. Haney and Vanderbush 1999). Some of these case studies provide little evidence of the effects of organizational activity on national policymaking or mass mobilization (e.g. Kurien 2001). In contrast to the literature on religious organizations (see Hertzke 1988; Hofrenning 1995), there has been no broad comparison of ethnic organizations in Washington with other interest organizations. Instead, scholars often implicitly assume that the individual-level findings of ethnic mobilization research and the history of the civil rights movement demonstrate that ethnic organization takes a distinct form.
This assumed distinctness has given rise to an extensive debate about the normative implications of identity politics. Warren (1992), for example, argues that identity politics involves competition over new categories of public goods and thus should feature new patterns of political conflict and cooperation. Stokes (2002) contends that identity politics poses both practical and ideological challenges to democratic theory because claims of group rights are contrary to liberal notions of citizenship and individual identity. In most cases, this literature analyzes the implications of identity politics without offering specific hypotheses or desiderata. Gutmann (2003), for example, argues that identity politics raises new types of risks and opportunities for democracy; she claims that identity groups must be differentiated theoretically from interest groups but does not systematically analyze their similarities and differences. Kane (2002) notes that the new concerns about identity politics in political theory have replaced many of the traditional critiques about the relative influence of social classes.
Ethnic Groups as Political Factions with Organized Representation

We should not assume a priori that the categories we use to analyze the mobilization and representation of public groups necessarily correspond with the objectives, structures, or environments of interest organizations or their constituencies. There are several reasons to believe that the category of ethnic representation used by researchers will not match up with similarities in the behavior of ethnic organizations. First, all national interest organizations respond to a universally similar lobbying environment that includes many of the same governing and mediating institutions. Second, the organizations that claim to speak on behalf of a particular ethnic group share a unique constituency with distinct challenges for mobilization. Third, each organization has a different capacity for influencing policymaking based on its own structure and resources. Each interest organization therefore has some unique features and shares some relevant characteristics with all other interest organizations and with the other organizations that represent the same ethnic group. Yet each organization shares few characteristics with only organizations that represent different constituencies in the same category (i.e. other ethnic representatives). Each organization competes for constituency support with other organizations representing the same ethnic group and competes for policymaker attention with other organizations that participate in the same policy issue debates. Our conventional category for dividing the study of organizations, ethnic representation, should therefore not necessarily predict the behavior or success of ethnic representatives.

The category of ethnic representation that we use in current scholarship is based on assumed differences in the kinds of constituencies that ethnic organizations attempt to mobilize and represent. Yet each ethnic group offers different strengths and weaknesses because they have different capacities for mobilization and different cleavages of internal differentiation. The mobilization of any political faction could be affected by their basic demographic features, their political engagement and participation levels, or their political views. These features of political constituencies are unlikely to be consistent across different ethnic groups.
Instead of building a unique theoretical framework for analyzing ethnic mobilization and representation, using traditional interest group theory offers an appealing alternative. In this intellectual tradition, Truman (1951) originally argued that social groups differ in their potential to mobilize an organized leadership. Gray and Lowery (2004) and McFarland (2004) combine this original framework with recent research on organizational behavior; they argue that theories of social competition and organizational development offer a compelling account of interest mobilization and influence. According to Wilson (1995), interest group research has identified many purposive, solidary, and instrumental incentives that promote individual mobilization. Walker (1991) and Salisbury (1992) add that national leadership entrepreneurs and institutional patrons affect the development of interest organizations. This research suggests that the organizational resources of interest groups and the features of their issue agendas are likely to influence their level of involvement in national policymaking, rather than the category of interests they advance.
If these generic factors account for the mobilization and representation of ethnic groups in national policymaking, identity politics may not raise distinct challenges for democratic theory. The unequal distribution of political influence certainly has important normative implications. The complicated process by which ethnic groups get represented by organized advocates may also fail to live up to some expectations for democratic governance. Yet the generic problem of factions was recognized by the American founders; its modern incarnation has been often discussed by proponents and critics of American democracy (see Dahl 1963; Skokpol 2003). In analyzing the normative implications of ethnic mobilization and representation, we should be attentive to these generic problems of democratic governance and ask whether identity groups raise new types of concerns or new incarnations of the same concerns. To advance our critiques of American governance, we should first understand how groups get represented in American national politics. If ethnic groups follow a different pattern of mobilization and representation, we can adapt our empirical studies and our normative critiques to account for the differences. 
Data and Method


This analysis of ethnic mobilization and representation in national politics includes four components. First, I present descriptive statistics from data that I collected on the prominence and involvement of organizations representing American ethnic groups in Washington. Second, I compare the structure, prominence, and involvement of the ethnic sectors of organizations to other constituency representatives. Using a wider data set that I collected, I assess how and why ethnic representative organizations differ from others. Third, I use General Social Survey (GSS) data to present descriptive statistics on the characteristics of American ethnic groups that might be relevant to ethnic mobilization. Fourth, I compare ethnic groups to the public constituencies for other sectors of interest representatives in order to assess the characteristics that make ethnic groups unique as political constituencies.

The information on the organized representation of American ethnic groups uses compiled data on 141 organizations with a political presence in the Washington area. The names, reference text descriptions, and Web sites of these organizations indicate that they seek to represent an ethnic group in national politics.
 To identify organizations, I use the Washington Representatives directory.
 Below, I aggregate the organizational data into 19 sectors of organizations that represent 19 different American ethnic groups. Because some scholars consider Jews to be an ethnic group, I also provide information on the Jewish sector.
 Each sector has at least two organizations.
 Some organizations are included in multiple sectors, even if they only represent a subconstituency of the sector. For example, the Organization of Chinese Americans is included in both the Chinese sector and the Asian-American sector.  

For each sector, I provide information on their organizational characteristics, their prominence, and their involvement in policymaking. For organizational characteristics, I report the number of organizations in the sector and the total number of representative political staff.
 For the prominence of each sector, I report the number of times that the organizations were mentioned in two kinds of media from 1995-2004: the Washington print media, which is directed at policymakers, and the television news media, which is directed at the public.
 For the policymaking involvement of each sector, I report the number of times that organizations in the sector gave testimony before Congressional committees and the number of times they participated in public political events in Washington from 1995-2004.
 To check reliability, I content analyzed a subset of the mentions of each organization.
 


To compare ethnic political organizations to other interest organizations, I contrast this information with data that I collected on the structure, prominence, and involvement of more than 1,600 other organizations in the Washington area that speak on behalf of public constituencies.
 In addition to ethnic political organizations, the population includes representatives of religious groups, occupational groups, single-issue perspectives, ideological perspectives, and other social groups. To test for differences between ethnic representatives and other constituency organizations, I report the mean or proportion among ethnic groups and among all other organizations and I look for statistically significant differences between the categories. I also add several indicators of organizational structure: the mean organizational age and the proportion of organizations with public members, state or local chapters, and Political Action Committees (PACs).
 I also report the mean number of external lobbyists hired by each category of organizations and the size of their issue agendas.
 To assess organizational involvement in the venues of policymaking, I report the number of times organizations in each category were mentioned in Congressional floor proceedings, in the finals rules and decisions of administrative agencies, in federal court documents, and in the Papers of the President from 1995-2004.
 To assess whether the differences I find are due to organizational characteristics or features of ethnic representatives as a category, I regress several indicators of organizational prominence and involvement on whether organizations represent an ethnic group and several organizational characteristics.  

My analysis of the constituencies for these interest organizations uses pooled public opinion survey data from the GSS from 1972-2004. I use the cumulative GSS to identify constituencies among the 45,803 total respondents.
 I present aggregate demographic data along with information on each ethnic group’s political views and their levels of political engagement. For demographics, I report each group’s size, the difference between their mean socioeconomic status (SES) and the overall means among Americans, and their level of geographic concentration.
 For political views, I report each group’s ideological cohesion and level of confidence in government along with a scale of the extremity of their opinions on five issue areas.
 For political engagement, I report the difference between the overall means and the group mean on level of attention to news, level of interest in politics, level of political efficacy, level of personal trust, number of civic organizational memberships, and voting rate.
 

To assess how ethnic political constituencies differ from other political factions, I compare information on the characteristics of ethnic groups with data that I collected on the constituencies for other sectors of representative organizations in Washington. As a basis of comparison, I use the aggregate features of 8 religious groups, 43 occupational groups, 11 ideological groups, 48 groups of supporters for single-issue perspectives, and 16 other social categories.
 For these constituencies, I collect the same information on their demographics, political views, and political engagement. For each characteristic, I report the mean among ethnic groups and the mean among other political constituencies and I test for statistically significant differences between the categories. I can thus assess how ethnic groups in the American public differ from other political factions, in addition to investigating how and why their organized representation differs from that of other constituencies.
The Organized Representation of American Ethnic Groups

Table 1 reports the characteristics of 19 sectors of organizations representing American ethnic groups in national policymaking.  The African-American sector, including organizations such as the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, has the most organizations and political staff. It is also the most prominent and involved of the ethnic sectors; African-American organizations are the most commonly mentioned sector in the media and the most active in Washington political events. The Hispanic sector, with organizations such as the National Council of La Raza, is the second largest in terms of organizations and political staff. The sector also ranks second in media mentions and Washington event participation. The Native American sector, with organizations such as the Alaska Federation of Natives, places first in Congressional testimony. The general minority sector, which includes organizations such as the National Association of Minority Contractors, is moderately large and well-staffed. The Arab sector, with organizations such as the American Arab Anti-Discrimination Committee, is moderately well-staffed; it is also well represented in all types of media.
 Most of the other sectors of ethnic representatives are quite small and feature organizations with few political employees. To allow for comparison, I also include representatives of Jews, such as the American Jewish Committee. The Jewish sector is the largest and most well-staffed sector of religious organizations and is substantially more prominent than most ethnic sectors. 
 [Insert Table 1]
Is Ethnic Representation Different?

Despite the heterogeneity among the sectors of ethnic representative organizations, ethnic organizations as a category do have unique features in comparison to other constituency interest organizations. Table 2 reports means and proportions among ethnic organizations and all other organizations. Despite the emphasis on local mobilization in the ethnic politics literature, ethnic organizations are not more likely than other advocacy organizations to have public members or sub-national chapters. Yet they are significantly less likely to have associated PACs. They are also significantly younger, on average, than other advocacy organizations and they have significantly smaller issue agendas.  In terms of organizational structure, the primary important difference is that ethnic organizations have fewer staff political representatives and external lobbyists working on their behalf. Among the smallest ethnic organizations are those representing intersectional identities, such as members of an ethnic group in a particular occupation. 
[Insert Table 2]
Ethnic organizations are also less prominent and involved, on average, than representatives of other constituencies. They appear in the Washington print media significantly less often and do not participate in as many Washington events. They are mentioned less frequently in Congressional floor debates and they testify less often before Congressional committees. They are also mentioned significantly less often in administrative agency rules and in federal court documents, though they are mentioned a similar number of times in Presidential papers. Many organizations representing the smallest ethnic groups are rarely involved in policymaking in any branch.

In each indicator where ethnic organizations differ significantly from other advocacy groups, they are less prominent and less involved in Washington policymaking. Does this indicate a bias against representatives of ethnic groups? A more likely explanation is that the basic organizational features of ethnic representatives reduce their prominence and involvement. In support of this hypothesis, Table 3 presents the results of regressions to predict organizational prominence and involvement.
 The models explain mentions in the Washington print media, on the floor of Congress, in administrative agency rules, and in federal court documents using organizational age, size of political staff, and size of issue agenda in addition to an indicator of whether the organization represents an ethnic group. The models are intended as descriptive and do not include the full causal process that produces organizational prominence and involvement. Yet the results confirm that, after controlling for basic organizational characteristics, representing an ethnic group does not reduce an organization’s prominence or involvement in any branch of government. Representing an ethnic group is not a significant predictor of any indicator of involvement. Even though the average ethnic group has significantly fewer mentions in bivariate analyses, the coefficient for representing an ethnic group in these regressions is always positive and insignificant. Yet the age, size, and agenda breadth of an interest organization has a uniformly significant effect on their prominence and involvement. This indicates that ethnic organizations are less prominent and involved, but only because they lack the longevity, staff, and broader issue agendas of other advocacy organizations.
[Insert Table 3]
The Character of Ethnic Groups as Political Constituencies


In the ethnic politics subfield, scholars most often look for explanations of differences in ethnic political mobilization and representation at the individual level-of-analysis. Many scholars seek to explain why some people within an ethnic group are more likely to mobilize for political activity. Comparison between ethnic groups is more often conducted in a qualitative manner, usually with African-Americans as the implicit basis of comparison for other groups. To search for explanations of both the common patterns of mobilized representation among American ethnic groups and the differences among their mobilization processes, we can start by analyzing the aggregate characteristics of ethnic constituencies. The profiles of ethnic groups as political factions show vast differences and some common patterns.

In terms of traditional demographic characteristics, ethnic groups vary widely in population size and SES. Table 4 indicates that Indians and Jews have higher SES, with African-Americans, Mexicans, and Native Americans averaging far lower SES. Table 4 also shows that there is substantial variation in relevant features of the political perspectives of American ethnic groups. African-Americans and Arab-Americans, for example, are substantially more extreme in their opinions than many other ethnic groups. The ideological cohesion data indicates that some ethnic groups are less cohesive than the general population but others are more cohesive. The data for confidence in government comports with other research demonstrating that ethnic groups with more recent immigrants have more positive views (see Uhlaner and Garcia 2002). The political perspectives of different ethnic groups seem quite varied, both in terms of their attitudes toward government and their opinions on policy issues.
 [Insert Table 4]
In terms of political engagement, there is also substantial variation among ethnic groups. Table 5 illustrates their differences in attention to news, political interest, political efficacy, interpersonal trust, civic membership, and voting rate. Ethnic groups with more recent immigrants are somewhat less attentive and involved. Many ethnic minority groups have less political interest, personal trust, and involvement in civic organizations than the general population. Most ethnic minority groups also vote at a substantially lower rate than the general population. In the indicators of political engagement, Jews differ substantially from the ethnic groups with their higher levels of organizational involvement, attentiveness, and voting. To draw conclusions about which group attributes help generate organized representation, one would need a larger group of constituencies. Yet the low levels of political engagement and participation among some ethnic groups offer one potential explanation for differential levels of organized representation.
[Insert Table 5]
Are Ethnic Constituencies Different?


Though American ethnic groups differ substantially in their demographic attributes, levels of political engagement, and political views, as a category ethnic groups share some traits that make them unique in comparison to other political constituencies. The 13 ethnic groups differ significantly from other public groups that have representative organizations in Washington, especially in terms of their social and political engagement. Table 6 presents differences between the mean among ethnic organizations and among other political constituencies. Ethnic groups have lower average socio-economic status, but the results are not statistically significant. The primary demographic difference is that ethnic groups are more concentrated geographically. McAdam (1985) argues that this geographic concentration may stimulate mobilization; yet it may also inhibit the development of national organizations. 
[Insert Table 6]
The characteristics of the political views of ethnic groups are not very different from the views of other constituencies. Ethnic groups and other constituencies have similar levels of opinion extremity and ideological cohesion. On average, they are significantly more confident in government than other constituencies. Government confidence is sometimes thought to influence the degree to which constituencies choose mobilization strategies outside of traditional institutional mobilization. Despite the difference in government confidence, ethnic groups do not differ significantly from other constituencies in their levels of internal political efficacy.
Yet there are several important differences in the political engagement levels of American ethnic groups in comparison to other social constituencies. First, their interest in politics is, on average, lower than other groups. Interest in politics is traditionally linked to individual political participation and may potentially affect organizational mobilization at the group level. Second, ethnic groups have lower levels of interpersonal trust than other political constituencies. Whereas most mobilized constituencies have higher levels of trust than the general population, many ethnic groups have lower levels of trust. Third, ethnic groups have a lower level of civic involvement; ethnic group members are, on average, likely to join fewer civic organizations. Some authors hypothesize that interpersonal trust and civic organizational involvement are key steps in the generation of social capital for political influence (see Skokpol 2003); many ethnic groups appear to lack this social capital. Fourth, ethnic groups also have significantly lower voting rates than other political constituencies. Whereas most mobilized groups have higher voting rates than the general population, ethnic groups have lower voting rates, on average, by more than 16 percentage points. This is likely to negatively affect their ability to influence elected policymakers. The lower levels of civic and political engagement among ethnic groups are thus apparent in their attention, interest, organizational membership, and voting. Combined, these differences offer a potential explanation for the minimal national organized representation that speaks on behalf of many ethnic groups. 
Implications

By evaluating ethnic mobilization and representation in a comparative framework, we can not only illustrate similarities and differences between ethnic groups and other types of political constituencies, but also advance our understanding of how organized ethnic representatives become involved in national policymaking and why all ethnic groups do not achieve the same level of influence. The results of this initial analysis have important implications for our view of the distinctness of ethnic representation, our explanations of the process of ethnic mobilization, and our concerns about the normative repercussions of identity politics.
As a category, ethnic organizations do differ descriptively from other sectors of interest organizations. Yet ethnic political representatives are far from a homogenous sector of similar organizations. In fact, the differences in the prominence and involvement levels of ethnic organizations as a category only reflect the different attributes of ethnic organizations, especially their recent formation, their small size, and their limited issue agenda. Ethnic organizations appear to be subject to a similar set of opportunities and constraints as religious, occupational, ideological, and single-issue organizations. The elite-level organized participation in policymaking found in Skrentny’s (2002) analysis of minority rights interventions may be the normal course of policy influence in the U.S., rather than the mass-based mobilization that he envisions based on the model of the African-American civil rights movement. Ethnic organizations appear to use the same multiple tactics as other organizations to influence policymakers and mobilize constituents. The most important difference in their organized representation may be structural, rather than strategic. Because the representative organizations generated by many ethnic groups are new, small, and focused, their involvement is limited. Organizations that do not share these features, such as many African-American and Jewish groups, are not typically subject to these same constraints. Rather than rely on specific features of ethnic representation to explain the relative success of ethnic organizations, researchers should build on the framework offered by interest group research (e.g. McFarland 2004; Walker 1991).
Scholars should also expand their notions of ethnic representation to include ethnic interest organizations. The current literature’s focus on representation by minority legislators may be justified by the importance of legislators in advancing the concerns of ethnic groups in American politics. Yet the limited definition of representation implied by legislative research may miss important routes to ethnic group influence and may not offer a full explanation for the differential influence of some ethnic groups in national policymaking. The different levels of organized representation among ethnic groups and in comparison to other political constituencies is likely an understudied part of the explanation for why some ethnic groups gain advantage in the political process, and other groups lack influence.

At the mass level, ethnic groups also differ from other American political constituencies in important ways. They are more geographically concentrated and more confident in government but they report less interest in politics, less attention to news, less interpersonal trust, less involvement in civic organizations, and lower voting rates. There are still major differences within the category of ethnic groups on these measures, but the average differences are substantively and statistically significant. The relevance of these constituency characteristics to national political mobilization at the group level remains unclear but the lower overall levels of political engagement among ethnic groups may be related to the limited nature of their organized representation in Washington. The current emphasis on the multi-causal explanation for individual minority political mobilization may be useful beyond the current literature’s predictions about political attitudes and voter turnout. Researchers have found important and influential individual-level differences in resources, attentiveness, trust, social connectedness, and political participation. The individual characteristics that promote mobilization, when aggregated to the group-level, may have important implications for the involvement of ethnic representatives in national policymaking. The national political organization of ethnic groups may also be an important contextual factor in shaping mobilization, beyond the local context for mobilization addressed in current research.
The results presented here suggest some explanations for important differences among ethnic groups in terms of their political mobilization and representation. There is little reason to believe that the organized representatives of Mexicans, Asian-Americans, or other ethnic groups should behave similarly to representatives of African-Americans, Jews, and Cubans or achieve a similar level of success. There are not only important and consequential differences in the structural characteristics of the representative organizations, but also potentially relevant differences in the demographic features, political views, and levels of political engagement of their constituencies. Scholars interested in political differences between ethnic groups may want to expand their basis of comparison to other categories of political factions such as religious, occupational, or ideological groups. The current focus on inter-ethnic comparison identified by Segura and Rodrigues (2006) may be stifling for theoretical development. In addition, the focus on context effects, collective identity, and common fate perceptions within the ethnic politics literature may be relevant for other constituencies, such as religious and ideological groups. By integrating ethnic mobilization and representation research into the broader analysis of factional competition, we can improve studies of ethnic politics and studies of political participation by other public groups.
The analysis presented here can also help to provide a more informed background for normative debates over identity politics. No empirical investigation can provide answers to questions about how groups should pursue mobilization around collective identities or about how democratic government should respond to identity-based representation. Yet the current tendency to separate theoretical concerns over identity politics from other problems related to the competition among political factions (e.g. Warren 1992; Gutmann 2003) may do a disservice to analyzing the implications of ethnic politics. Before reconstructing democratic theory in response to ethnic mobilization and representation, scholars should ensure that the concerns raised by identity politics are actually distinct from the long-running problems of public mobilization, representation, and differential group influence that arise in all democratic governance. We are unlikely to advance our normative critiques or our empirical knowledge by arbitrarily separating ethnic politics from other examples of the mobilization and representation of political factions.
Table 1: The Prominence of Organized Ethnic Representation in Washington

	Organizational Sector
	# of Orgs
	Political

Staff
	DC Media

Mentions
	TV News

Mentions
	Testimony in Congress
	D.C.

Events

	African-American
	38
	52
	4498
	43148
	69
	1511

	Hispanic
	26
	39
	787
	2893
	28
	712

	Native American
	15
	26
	286
	1191
	159
	342

	General Minority
	7
	12
	44
	131
	5
	33

	Arab-American
	5
	13
	722
	2430
	10
	449

	Greek
	5
	7
	39
	9
	3
	6

	Asian-American
	4
	4
	61
	88
	8
	71

	Korean
	4
	7
	11
	58
	0
	6

	Italian
	4
	2
	125
	251
	2
	42

	Puerto Rican
	4
	1
	45
	229
	1
	23

	Cuban
	3
	8
	203
	3323
	7
	46

	Indian
	3
	2
	13
	20
	1
	4

	Chinese
	3
	1
	52
	296
	1
	16

	Turkish
	3
	3
	40
	6
	5
	7

	Irish
	2
	1
	16
	17
	0
	24

	Kurdish
	2
	2
	18
	12
	2
	5

	Armenian
	2
	6
	22
	22
	0
	35

	Japanese
	2
	2
	71
	339
	0
	9

	Afghan
	2
	2
	8
	8
	0
	10

	Jewish
	22
	61
	2098
	14160
	61
	668


Data for the number of organizations and representative political staff are compiled from Washington Representatives. Data for the other columns are from searches for organizational names in databases of articles, transcripts, and event announcements from 1995-2004.
 Table 2: Differences between Ethnic Representatives and Other Advocacy Organizations
	
	Ethnic

Organizations
	Other Constituency Representatives

	% of Organizations with Members
	44.4%
	48.0%

	% of Organizations with Chapters
	19.3%
	19.2%

	% of Organizations with PACs
	5.6%*
	11.9%

	Organizational Age
	33.7***
	42.7

	Staff Political Representatives
	1.5***
	2.7

	External Lobbyists
	0.5***
	1.0

	Issue Areas
	1.1***
	2.2

	DC Print Media Mentions
	51.5**
	98.8

	TV News Mentions
	384.5
	609.0

	DC Event Calendar Mentions
	25.8**
	46.2

	Floor of Congress Mentions
	22.0***
	37.5

	Mentions in Admin. Agency Rules
	28.4***
	41.1

	Mentions in Federal Court Docs.
	12.0***
	34.0

	Mentions in Presidential Papers
	1.2
	1.1

	Testimony in Congress
	2.4***
	4.9


Table entries are proportions or means among ethnic organizations and among all other organizations. The significance indicators for proportions are based on a chi-square test. For differences in means, I use a two-sample t-test that does not assume equal variances. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed).

Table 3: Regressions to Predict Organizational Prominence and Involvement

	
	Mentions in Washington Print Media 
	Mentions on Floor of Congress
	Mentions in Admin. Agency Rules
	Mentions in Federal Court Documents

	Organizational Age
	.82***

(.20)
	.51***

(.07)
	1.71***

(.24)
	.81***

(.14)

	# of Staff Political Representatives
	48.2***

(2.2)
	13.4***

(0.7)
	9.2***

(2.7)
	8.5***

(1.6)

	# of Issue Areas
	9.3***

(1.7)
	4.1***

(0.6)
	6.1**
(2.1)
	7.1***

(1.2)

	Org. Represents Ethnic Group
	29.3
(22.3)
	10.0
(7.4)
	19.9
(25.7)
	2.1
(15.0)

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	- 84.4
	- 28.2
	- 67.5
	- 37.2

	R2
	.354
	.341
	.069
	.108

	N
	1604
	1604
	1558
	1558


Table entries are OLS regression coefficients, with standard errors in parentheses. The dependent variables cover the period 1995-2004. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed).

Table 4: Demographic Characteristics and Political Views of Ethnic Groups in the American Public

	Constituency Group
	Population Size
	SES
	Opinion Extremity
	Ideological Cohesion
	Confidence in Gov.

	African-American
	12.4
	-6.513
	0.979
	-0.074
	-0.037

	Hispanic
	5.8
	-4.758
	0.362
	-0.026
	0.180

	Native American
	4.3
	-5.743
	0.378
	-0.032
	-0.196

	Mexican
	3.0
	-6.521
	0.316
	0.001
	0.232

	Puerto Rican
	1.0
	-4.262
	0.720
	-0.036
	0.126

	Asian-American
	1.2
	5.315
	0.427
	0.010
	0.388

	Chinese
	0.4
	12.229
	0.669
	-0.010
	0.383

	Japanese
	0.3
	8.374
	0.517
	0.113
	0.239

	Indian
	0.4
	13.265
	0.662
	0.216
	0.226

	Arab-American
	0.2
	5.221
	0.850
	-0.236
	-0.061

	Italian
	5.6
	2.110
	0.291
	0.087
	0.044

	Greek
	0.4
	1.578
	0.308
	-0.076
	0.148

	Irish
	12.0
	1.262
	0.088
	0.019
	-0.026

	Jewish
	2.1
	13.368
	0.794
	-0.030
	-0.025


Table entries are based on pooled GSS data. Population size is the percent of the U.S. population in the ethnic group. SES compares the group mean with the overall mean in the U.S. population. Opinion extremity and confidence in government are based on comparisons of scaled indicators. Ideological cohesion is a comparison of the relative dispersion of ideological perspectives within a group.
Table 5: Political Engagement of Ethnic Groups in the American Public

	Constituency Group
	Attention to News
	Political Interest
	Political Efficacy
	Personal Trust
	Civic Membership
	Voting Rate

	African-American
	-0.256
	-0.037
	-0.112
	-23.57
	-0.248
	-5.85

	Hispanic
	-0.430
	-0.264
	-0.098
	-14.95
	-0.541
	-23.90

	Native American
	-0.410
	-0.263
	-0.219
	-13.97
	-0.360
	-13.29

	Mexican
	-0.509
	-0.229
	-0.141
	-12.67
	-0.565
	-24.95

	Puerto Rican
	-0.420
	-0.555
	-0.368
	-23.73
	-0.724
	-27.05

	Asian-American
	-0.322
	-0.048
	0.238
	-9.59
	-0.322
	-32.36

	Chinese
	-0.099
	-0.055
	0.011
	0.85
	-0.449
	-32.41

	Japanese
	0.046
	
	
	6.27
	-0.387
	-20.19

	Indian
	-0.287
	
	
	-14.01
	-0.023
	-30.09

	Arab-American
	-0.133
	
	
	-3.23
	0.117
	-29.20

	Italians
	0.057
	-0.061
	-0.005
	-2.51
	-0.213
	-0.74

	Greek
	0.021
	
	
	0.76
	-0.116
	-3.98

	Irish
	0.050
	0.101
	-0.028
	4.96
	-0.033
	3.87

	Jewish
	0.361
	0.185
	-0.137
	6.61
	0.593
	17.34


Table entries are based on pooled GSS data. Each column compares the group mean or percent with the overall mean or percent in the U.S. population. For some ethnic groups, sufficient data was unavailable for the years that the GSS asked questions about political interest and efficacy.
Table 6: Differences between Ethnic Groups and Other Political Constituencies

	
	Ethnic Groups in the American Public 
	Other Public Constituencies 

	Socio-Economic Status
	1.7
	4.4

	Geographic Concentration
	56.7***
	18.1

	Extremity of Opinion
	.53
	.48

	Ideological Cohesion
	-.01
	.03

	Confidence in Government
	.11***
	- .03

	Attention to News
	- .18***
	.03

	Interest in Politics
	- .13**
	.04

	Political Efficacy
	- .09
	- .03

	Interpersonal Trust
	- 8.1***
	1.4

	Civic Membership
	- .26***
	.17

	Voting Rate
	- 16.2***
	2.4


Table entries are the means among ethnic groups and among all other constituencies. The significance indicators are based on a two-sample t-test with Levene’s test used to assess equality of variances. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed).
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� If an organization claimed to represent ethnic groups in national policymaking, it was included in the population. We used reference text summaries and organizational Web sites; in a reliability analysis of a sample of organizations, my research assistant and I reached the same coding decisions for more than 95 per cent of organizations.


� I also checked 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.


� I do not include Jewish organizations in the ethnic group category when analyzing the differences between ethnic groups and other interest representatives.


� I do not provide information on sectors with only one organization representing an ethnic group. There are seven other ethnic groups represented by only one political organization in the Washington area, including Polish, Mexican, Latvian, Albanian, Croatian, Filipino, and Southeast Asian Americans. All organizations that speak on behalf of these groups are included in the overall population of ethnic organizations.


� I use the number of political staff reported in Washington Representatives.


� For Washington media mentions, I search for organizational names in Roll Call, The Hill, National Journal, Congress Daily, The Hotline, Congressional Quarterly, and the Washington Post. For television news mentions, I search for organizational names in the LexisNexis database of broadcast transcripts recorded by the Video Monitoring Services of America. The database includes television transcripts of national cable and network news programs and local news broadcasts in major metropolitan areas. All searches include material from January 1, 1995 through December 31, 2004. The collection and measurement of these indicators are described in Grossmann (forthcoming).


� For Congressional testimony, I search for organizational names in the LexisNexis database of the Federal Document Clearing House Congressional Hearing Transcripts. The database includes a record of committee and subcommittee hearings along with written material submitted by those who provide testimony. For participation in Washington political events, I search for organizational names in the Federal News Service Daybook, The Washington Daybook, and the LexisNexis database of Federal Document Clearing House Political Transcripts. The listings and transcripts provide information on organizations that participated in conferences, panel discussions, and public hearings that took place in Washington. These measures are also described in Grossmann (forthcoming).


� I used multiple forms of the organizational name when appropriate.  I assessed 30 mentions of each organizational name to ensure that the references were to the correct organization.


� The population includes organizations that speak on behalf of social groups or political perspectives and have a presence in the Washington area. To be included in the population, organizations must have an identifiable constituency that is larger than their official membership. Corporate policy offices, trade associations, and governmental units are not included in the population.


� I use Washington Representatives for information on associated PACs. I use reference directories and organizational Web sites to determine whether organizations have public membership and whether they have affiliated sub-national chapters.


� I use Washington Representatives for information on the number of lobbyists hired and the number of issue areas on an organization’s policy agenda.


� For Congressional floor mentions, I search for the organizational names in the Congressional Record. For involvement in administrative agency decisions, I search for organizational names in the LexisNexis database of the final rules and decisions of administrative agencies. For involvement in federal court litigation, I search for organizational names in the LexisNexis database of all federal court case documents. For presidential involvement, I search for organizational names in the Papers of the Presidents. These measures are also described in Grossmann (forthcoming).


� GSS data is weighted to exclude oversamples of African-Americans and non-respondents. I was only able to collect data for 13 ethnic groups. I provide data for Jews as a basis of comparison, but Jews are not included in my analysis of differences between ethnic groups and other constituencies.


� For size, I report the percent of survey respondents who self-identify as a member of the ethnic group or report an associated country of origin. For SES, the group mean is compared to the overall mean among respondents to the same set of surveys. For geographic concentration, I report the total difference between the mean population percent and the group population percent in the nine geographic regions identified by the GSS. 


� I measure ideological cohesion by estimating the difference between the overall and group standard deviation in reported ideological positions on a five-category left-right scale. For government confidence, I report the difference between the overall and group mean on a five-point scale. For opinions, I use the average of the absolute values of the distances between the overall mean and the group mean on responses to questions about the appropriate level of spending on the environment, health, education, welfare, and the military.


� For attention to news, I use a five point scale measuring newspaper reading. For interest in politics, I use a four point scale of self-reported level of interest. For internal efficacy, I use a five point scale of belief that average people can influence the political process. For personal trust, I use the percent of respondents who say that you can trust other people most of the time. For civic involvement, I use the organizational memberships reported by respondents. For the voting rate, I use the percent who reported voted in the last Presidential election. For all categories, I report the difference between the group mean and the overall mean among respondents to the same surveys.


� To identify ethnic, religious, ideological, and demographic constituencies in the 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 constituency.


� This is likely to be an artifact of requests for comment from journalists regarding the events surrounding September 11th and the two U.S. wars covered in the period.


� I use ordinary least squares regression, even though the dependent variables are counts of mentions, with many organizations producing zero mentions. Using zero-inflated count models makes the results more difficult to interpret and does not change the substantive results.





