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Current academic divisions promote studying religious political organization as a distinct category of political activity even though studies have not shown that the patterns among religious groups differ substantially from political participation by other social groups. It is time to ask whether religious political organization and mobilization constitutes a unique subset of political activity or a series of dissimilar case studies of the general patterns of organized representation in American national politics. If religious organization and mobilization is distinct, we should ask how it differs from the organized representation of other social groups.  

I hope to provoke that discussion with an analysis of religious political organization and mobilization from the perspective of interest group theory and research. First, I analyze the organizations that claim to speak on behalf of American religious groups in national politics and compare them to other interest organizations. Second, I compare the aggregate features of religious groups in the American public with the features of the public constituencies for other interest organizations. The goal is to give a description of organized religious representation in American politics while highlighting the features that make religious political organization and mobilization similar to and distinct from the general patterns of representation in American politics.


The payoff is twofold. First, we can build connections between the literature on religious political mobilization and the literature on interest group organization. The former emphasizes social identity, regular interaction, and the mobilizing potential of social institutions. The latter emphasizes the role of patrons, political institutions, and leadership entrepreneurs. Both theoretical foundations are likely to be important for building theory about political organization and mobilization and both subfields could benefit from more importing and exporting of empirical and theoretical analysis. Second, we can better understand the empirical differences among the political activities of religious groups by widening the scope of analysis. Religion and politics researchers have concentrated on studies of evangelical conservatives. They have infrequently compared their activities to those of other religious groups or to ethnic, occupational, or ideological groups. The appropriate basis for comparison in evaluating the political activities of mainline Protestant denominations or Jewish organizations, however, may turn out to be groups other than representatives of evangelical Christians. We can better understand the differences by increasing the number of cases to include non-religious groups.

Theoretical Background
The analytic starting point for interest group theory is the idea that politics is a competition to influence decision-making, where individuals with different ideas and interests mobilize and compete to produce collective outcomes. Interest group scholars are interested in the features of that competition: “Who gets what, when, and how?” The “group theory” of politics, based on the work of David Truman (1951), posits that shared opinions and social associations are key steps in the articulation of political interests. Truman argues that the characteristics of social groups affect the extent to which they organize a leadership to influence political decisions and the manner of their representation. Within the interest group subfield of Political Science, there is a growing convergence toward a theoretical perspective that combines traditional group theory, often called “pluralism,” with an understanding of organizational dynamics.
 Modern interest group scholars accept the basic structure of traditional group theory but focus on the role of organizations and political institutions in structuring mobilization. Rather than assume that constituencies are automatically represented, modern scholars argue that mobilization is reliant on leadership entrepreneurs using financial and organizational support from patrons (see Walker 1991).  

Studies of the political activity of American religious groups rely on a very different scholarly heritage. Bayerlein and Chaves (2003) report that most religious mobilization research has been conducted at the individual level-of-analysis; it is tied to research on voter turnout and vote choice. Jelen (1998) argues that individual level research has helped explain why religious people engage in politics but it has failed to contribute to general theories of political mobilization. According to Gill (2001), comparative research on the role of religion in the political life of different nations has been dominated by “ill-defined concepts and grand theorizing” about church-state relations and the motivations of religious organizations in politics. Bader (2003) argues that normative theorists have concentrated on criticizing religious influence on politics without addressing empirical research on how religious groups are represented in the political process.

In a literature review of the religion and politics subfield, Wald et al. (2005) argue that researchers have concentrated on specific cases of religious organization without building a relevant theoretical framework. They argue in favor of using a social movement approach to study religious mobilization. In sociology, Sherkat and Ellison (1999) argue that the political activities of religious groups have typically been studied using a social movement formulation; they find mixed results and advocate an alternative approach. Though some insights from social movement theory are relevant to religious mobilization, empirical research does not suggest that mass protest is a common method that religious groups use to enter the political arena (see McVeigh and Smith 1999). 

Some empirical research does address whether and how religious representatives act as interest groups to influence policymaking. This research tends to adopt a case study approach that concentrates on specific organizations without providing evidence of their effects on national politics (see Kurien 2001). Two major studies, however, do look at the full scope of organized religious representation in Washington. Hertzke (1988) argues that, as lobbyists for large public constituencies, religious organizations act as a countervailing force against traditional interest organizations. Hofrenning (1995) argues that religious organizations in Washington are a completely unique sector of interest groups. Rather than act as policy advocates, he claims, they act as “prophets” seeking fundamental political transformation using “outsider” strategies that are not used by other interest organizations. Moen (1994) demonstrates, however, that as religious organizations become part of Washington politics, they begin facing problems similar to those of all other interest groups. He shows that, in response to these difficulties, most religious right organizations dissolved or transformed themselves into shells of their former organizations. O’Connor and Berkman (1995) demonstrate that religious interest group mobilization can have major effects on policy outcomes, but not necessarily in the direction anticipated by activists. They report that both pro-choice group membership and pro-life church behavior affect state abortion policy outcomes but also demonstrate some effects of counter-mobilization against religious intervention in politics.
Despite calls for research on the public constituencies for these interest organizations (see Knuckey 1999), there has been comparatively little work on the aggregate features of religious groups as potential constituencies. Hertzke (1988) concentrates on whether religious organizations pursue policies that religious groups in the American public support but does not analyze the mobilizing potential of religious groups for political activity. No research has yet asked whether group-level characteristics of religious subpopulations affect their representation or asked how religious groups in the American public compare to other constituencies for interest organizations.
Religious Organizations in American National Politics


To assess the organized representation of American religious groups, I compiled information on 59 organizations with political staff in Washington. I identified the organizations using Washington Representatives and the Encyclopedia of Associations and relied on reference text descriptions and their Web sites to determine that they seek to represent American religious groups in national politics. Below, I aggregate the organizational data into seven sectors of organizations: the evangelical religious right, the offices of church denominations, Catholic organizations, Jewish organizations, Muslim organizations, religious charities, and secular interests. 

Table 1 presents the characteristics of the organizations representing American religious groups in Washington. I report the number of organizations in the sector, the total size of their political staff, the number of outside lobbyists they have hired, the number of membership organizations in the sector, the number of federally structured organizations, and the number of Political Action Committees (PACs) tied to the sector.
 

[Insert Table 1]

The largest and most well-staffed sector represents Jews. The religious right sector is moderately large and well-staffed. There are also many offices for church denominations, though each is relatively small. The religious charity, secular, and Catholic sectors have few organizations with moderately-sized political staffs. Only the religious charity and catholic sectors hire a large number of lobbyists. Few religious organizations in any sector have associated PACs.

Table 2 summarizes the relative prominence and the activity profile of each sector of religious representative organizations. I report the number of times that the organizations were mentioned on the floor of Congress, in the Washington media, and in the television media along with the number of times they appeared in testimony before Congress and at public political events in Washington from 1995-2004.
 I confirmed the reliability of the data by content analyzing a subset of the mentions of each organization.
 

[Insert Table 2]

Religious right organizations are the most prominent in the Washington media, Jewish organizations are the most common participants in Washington political events, and religious charities are the most prominent in the television media and the most likely to be mentioned on the floor of Congress and in committee testimony. The Jewish, religious right, and religious charity sectors are quite prominent and active overall. The secular interests, led by People for the American Way and Americans United for Separation of Church and State, and the offices of religious charities are more prominent than scholarly attention seems to suggest.


The seven sectors of religious political representatives are quite diverse in their activity profiles. Some concentrate on Washington events and testimony but others focus on the media. Some focus on reaching mass audiences but others focus on speaking directly to political elites. Some sectors are large and diverse but others have a few very active organizations. Table 3 illustrates that, for many sectors of religious organizations, there are often better comparison groups if we look beyond religious representation. The similarities in these paired comparisons are far from exact but they indicate that the prominence and activity profile of each religious organizational sector is more similar to a non-religious organizational sector than it is to another religious sector. 

[Insert Table 3]


The comparisons could lead to some insights into the prominence and structure of each sector of religious representative organizations. The evangelical religious right organizations might be best seen as active representatives of a moderately sized public group with a clear set of political concerns, such as the gay rights organizations. Offices of church denominations, in contrast, look somewhat similar to representatives of occupational interests supported by professional social institutions, such as the sector representing postal workers. The Jewish sector looks similar to a highly organized group with a specific agenda, such as the feminist sector. Religious charities are a bit of an outlier in the field of religious organizations; they look similar to a broad occupational interest with a small set of concerns directly related to their operations, such as real estate agents. The secular organizations are comparable to other interest group sectors that arose in response to conservative groups around an adverse ideological program, such as the progressive tax groups that compete against anti-tax advocates.
Though these comparisons are not definitive, they suggest that representing a religious group may not be the most important feature that distinguishes each set of organizations from other types of interest groups. Religious political organization is best seen as one potentially important category of analysis rather than a clearly demarcated field of organizations. It is sometimes a relevant category but may also mask important differences in the political agendas and strategic focus of the organizations. Each organization’s status as a representative of a religious group does not portend that it should be analyzed in isolation to other sectors of organized constituency representatives.

Are Religious Organizations Different from Other Interest Groups?

We should ask if there are any characteristics that unite religious representative organizations in comparison to other interest groups. To compare religious political organizations to those representing other constituencies, I analyze information on that I collected on the prominence and activities of 1,651 other organizations in Washington that speak on behalf of social constituencies.
 In addition to religious political groups, the population includes representatives of 11 ideological constituencies, 44 single-issue constituencies, 7 ethnic groups, 38 occupational groups, 6 socioeconomic classes, 4 victim groups, and 23 other social constituencies. I use the same procedures to identify these organizations and the same information on their organizational characteristics and activities.

Despite the differences within the group of religious representative organizations, the 59 organizations representing religious groups do distinguish themselves among the 1,710 organizations representing public constituencies in Washington. If I separate religious organizations as a category, I find several statistically significant differences. For the most part, however, the differences are circumscribed in character and intuitive. 

Table 3 demonstrates that religious representative organizations are not substantially more likely to be membership organizations but they are substantially more likely to be federated into state or local chapters and substantially less likely to have associated PACs. Table 4 suggests that these differences may be reflected in their activities. Religious organizations are significantly less likely to hire lobbyists and less likely to participate in Washington political events or appear in Congressional testimony. When taken together, the results may suggest that religious organizations are less focused on lobbying Congress than other political organizations. The results also indicate, however, that there are no differences between religious organizations and other constituency representatives in their likelihood of being mentioned on the floor of Congress or in the Washington media.
[Insert Table 4 and Table 5]


It is useful to contrast these similarities and differences with those found in earlier research. 

Using paired comparisons, Hertzke (1988) argues that religious organizations in Washington are newer than other organizations, have a smaller staff, and have a broader issue focus. I do not find any significant differences in these features of religious organizations when compared within a much larger population of organizations. Just like other interest group sectors, religious organizations differ substantially in their age, size, and issue focus. 
Using survey data and interviews, Hofrenning (1995) claims to show that religious organizations use “outsider” strategies that are not used by other groups. He does not use statistical tests to determine differences, but the differences he does find seem to add up to minor variation in tactics. He demonstrates that religious groups have fewer employees with previous government experience and that they are less likely to conduct internal elections via formal factions. He also reports that all interest organizations are likely to send newsletters, form coalitions, and promote letter-writing campaigns but that religious groups use these tactics more often. The results reported here seem to provide stronger evidence for the hypothesis that religious organizations use “insider” tactics less often than other interest groups but the results are still mixed.

Nothing in either set of results appears to support Hofrenning’s contention that religious interest organizations act as “prophets” outside of the traditional interest group system. Several complications would arise in jumping to that conclusion. First, the differences found here do not imply causality; other factors, such as organizational age, size, and issue agenda may be responsible for the differences in tactics or in capacity. Second, unions and professional associations, rather than religious groups, are often the outliers in comparison to other interest organizations.
Religious organizations are not less likely to start PACs or hire lobbyists than representatives of ethnic groups, single-issue views, or ideological perspectives; the differences are driven by the higher propensity to hire lobbyists and start PACs among representatives of occupational groups. Third, the remaining empirical differences largely arise because the Washington offices of church denominations are less likely to participate in Washington events or be mentioned in Congressional testimony. We should not understate this important difference, but the organizations responsible for the tactical differences are hardly the evangelical “prophets” envisioned by earlier research.
The Features of Religious Groups as Political Constituencies


In religion and politics research, the primary place that scholars look for explanations of differences in religious political mobilization is to the individual level-of-analysis. Many scholars seek to explain why some people within a religious group are more likely to mobilize for political activity or why religious people are more likely to participate than other Americans. When aggregated to the group-level, these determinants of participation might affect the organized representation of religious groups or the capacity of these groups to mobilize for political activity. 
To assess the features of religious groups as political constituencies, I use pooled public opinion survey data from the GSS from 1972-2002. Using the cumulative GSS, I can isolate each of the religious groups among the 43,698 total respondents to the survey. Below, I present aggregate demographic data along with information on the level of social and political engagement in each group and their political views. 

In terms of traditional demographic characteristics, Table 6 indicates that religious groups vary widely in population size, socioeconomic status, education level, and geographic concentration.
 Protestants are the largest and least concentrated group; Jews are the most well-off and concentrated group. Evangelicals are the least well-off group but they are large and highly concentrated. Overall, the variation does not seem to correspond to similarities or differences among their organized representatives.

[Insert Table 6]

In terms of social and political engagement, there is also a high level of variation among religious groups. Table 7 illustrates their differences in size of social network, level of trust, level of civic engagement, and attention to politics and the news media. 
 Positive numbers indicate that the group mean is higher than the mean in the total population.
 There are important differences among the religious groups but they do not add up to a coherent explanation of differences in political capacity. For example, Jews and members of mainline religious faiths are more likely to be trusting of their fellow man but atheists are the only religious constituency with larger social networks than the general population. Jews may be helped, however, by their high level of organizational involvement and interest in politics in comparison to the general population.

[Insert Table 7]

Table 8 shows that there is also substantial variation in some relevant features of the political perspectives of American religious groups. I report each group’s relative level of confidence in government and ideological cohesion along with a scale of the extremity of their opinions on the environment, health, education, welfare, and the military.
 Atheists, Muslims, and Jews are more extreme in their political opinions than other religious groups. Members of mainline faiths appear to be more cohesive in their political ideologies. These differences may be important for the mobilization dynamics of these social groups but they do not have any obvious relationship to their level or type of organized representation in Washington.

[Insert Table 8]

Though these results are not definitive, they suggest that the insights gained in studying the mass behavior of religious people may not provide much leverage for understanding the organized representation of religious groups in Washington. The focus on the individual level-of-analysis among researchers may not be appropriate for understanding the mobilization dynamics that produce organized religious representation. 
Because the constituencies for these organizations vary widely, we should ask if there are any characteristics that they share. To compare religious constituencies to other political constituencies, I use data that I collected on the constituencies for 133 other sectors of representative organizations. I use the same data and the same procedures to identify these constituencies and collect the same information on their demographics, social and political engagement, and political views.


When compared to these other constituencies, such as ethnic, occupational, or ideological groups in the American public, there are no statistically significant differences between the six religious groups and all other groups on any of the 12 attributes reported above. American religious groups differ substantially with each other in their demographic features, level of social and political engagement, and political views. Religious groups do not seem to be unique as potential constituencies for political mobilization. 

In contrast to the differences found at the organizational level, religious groups in the American public do not share characteristics that might be important to their level or type of political mobilization. The initial results suggest that religious groups may just be one more potential set of public factions that can be mobilized as a political constituency. Each public constituency offers its own strengths and weaknesses for organized representation but, as a group, they are not easier or more difficult to mobilize. If there are differences in tactics among the organized leadership for religious groups, they are likely to be driven by the choices of organizational leaders or the political circumstances that they face, rather than by the capacity or views of the constituents that they claim to represent.
Implications


Evaluating religious organization and representation in a comparative framework can help advance theoretical understanding while highlighting empirical differences and similarities among religious political organizations and their constituencies. As a category, religious organizations do differ in important ways from other representative interest organizations. In particular, they appear to be less equipped or less focused on hiring lobbyists, starting PACs, and participating in Washington political events or Congressional testimony. Organized religious representatives, however, are far from a homogenous sector of organizations with similar activity profiles. Religious organizations differ from each other in almost every possible way, especially in their relative prominence, their focus, and their structure. Their differences make each sector of organizations more similar to a non-religious sector of interest groups than to other religious organizations. Religious political representation is likely subject to similar opportunities and constraints to those present in ethnic, occupational, ideological, and single-issue representation. It has some important particularities when compared to these types of mobilization dynamics but it does not appear to be a major outlier. 
A broader theoretical framework for considering religious political organization could yield important insights. This initial comparative analysis has offered several findings for potential further analysis. First, religious right, Jewish, Islamic and secular organizations appear to operate similarly to single-issue or ideological organizations but the offices of church denominations and charitable interests operate similarly to particular professional associations. Grouping all of these types of religious representation into one category may be like comparing feminists or gay rights supporters to postal workers or real estate agents. Second, the prominence of church denomination offices, religious charities, and secular organizations has been underestimated or ignored in previous research; like religious right organizations, they form an important part of the Washington interest group community. Third, the religious community that seems most overrepresented in Washington in comparison to their population size is Jewish Americans, not evangelical Christians. Despite the scholarly and popular attention to evangelicals, their organized representatives are not major outliers in the interest group universe. Each of these findings should encourage researchers of religious political organizations to compare the organizations they study to organizations outside their field.
The limited framework currently used by religion and politics scholars has yielded descriptive success but also isolated their research from the rest of Political Science. Religion and politics research has steered away from basic questions of democratic mobilization, inter-group negotiation, and the connections between mass and elite politics. Do Hispanics, environmentalists, or small farmers mobilize different resources, react to different political opportunities, and pursue different political strategies than American religious groups? There are few insights to be found in the religion and politics literature to help answer these questions. More thought should be given to the general applicability of mobilization theories that are inducted from religious case studies. We should also ask whether the characteristics of the interest group environment in national politics, the patterns of institutional patronage of organized representatives, and the expertise and strategy of organizational leaders affect the level and type of organized mobilization of American religious groups.


These theoretical topics are closely tied to normative concerns with how democracy functions. Questions about the distribution of political influence, the manner of public representation, and the role of interest intermediation are central to classical democratic theory and modern critiques of American governance. Rather than focus on these general challenges to democracy, many theorists have bemoaned the rise of religious political movements as a specific normative problem of church-state relations. Using legal terminology, theorists analyze religious mobilization as a problem of the status of churches and their role in the constitutions of states. Bader (2003), for example, argues that scholars see religious mobilization as a challenge to liberal, democratic, and feminist political theory.
 If religious groups are just one organized public faction in political competition, however, they merely provide another example of the well-known and fundamental problem of the differential patterns of influence among groups of citizens.
 I do not hope to provide solutions to this eternal problem of factions, the effort to encourage “civic engagement” while controlling the “special interests;” I only hope to provide an empirical basis for the discussion. From the perspective of democratic theory, the analysis presented here might show that religious mobilization does not necessarily raise new and difficult challenges of church-state relations. In their mobilization around group-level concerns, religious groups are far from unique. The broader normative difficulty, that some groups more effectively mobilize influence on decision-making than others, is certainly a key concern for democratic theory. It is not a problem raised by religious mobilization, however; it is as old as democracy itself. 
Empirical analysis of the representation of social groups is an important step toward adding nuance to these controversies. I do not suggest that all questions in the religion and politics field can be answered by research on national religious organizations or aggregate features of religious subpopulations. The organized representation and mobilization of religious groups is only one important way that religion and politics intersect. Researchers seem to have drawn many conclusions, however, from assuming by default that all intersections of religion and politics necessitate new empirical theories or raise new normative concerns. If this is not the case in one important empirical domain, the onus is on researchers of religion and politics to demonstrate that the separation of the study of religion and politics is justified in some other domain. Separating religious groups as an arbitrary category for political analysis and critique, without specifying their differences, can only hold back the progress of our knowledge.

Table 1: Organizational Characteristics of Religious Sectors in Washington

	Organizational Sector
	# of Orgs
	Political

Employees
	Lobbyists

Hired
	Membership

Orgs
	Federally

Organized
	PACs

	Evangelical Religious Right
	10
	24
	3
	5
	3
	0

	Church Denomination Offices
	14
	28
	3
	11
	6
	0

	Catholic
	6
	14
	8
	3
	3
	0

	Jewish
	17
	47
	4
	8
	2
	1

	Islamic
	2
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Religious Charities
	6
	14
	8
	4
	3
	0

	Secular / Anti-Religious Right
	4
	25
	2
	2
	2
	1


Data for the number of organizations, political employees, lobbyists, and PACs were compiled from Washington Representatives.  Data for the other columns are based on organizational Web sites.

Table 2: Prominence and Activity Profile of Religious Representative Sectors in Washington

	Organizational Sector
	D.C. Media

Mentions
	Mass Media

Mentions
	Congressional

Testimony
	Congressional

Floor Mentions
	D.C.

Events

	Evangelical Religious Right
	1665
	6154
	219
	392
	392

	Church Denomination Offices
	597
	2439
	55
	360
	181

	Catholic
	117
	325
	16
	58
	64

	Jewish
	1224
	11567
	184
	647
	533

	Islamic
	141
	776
	15
	11
	51

	Religious Charities
	1406
	90974
	248
	825
	284

	Secular / Anti-Religious Right
	1137
	3251
	72
	190
	321


Table entries are compiled from searches for organizational names in databases of articles, transcripts, and event announcements and cover the period from January 1, 1995 to December 31, 2004.
Table 3: Organizational Characteristics and Activities of Religious Representatives and Comparison Groups

	Organizational Sector
	# of Orgs
	Political

Employees
	Lobbyists

Hired
	D.C. Media

Mentions
	Mass Media

Mentions
	Congressional

Testimony
	D.C.

Events

	Evangelical Religious Right
	10
	24
	3
	1665
	6154
	219
	392

	Gay Rights
	8
	25
	29
	2290
	6174
	450
	848

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Denominational Church Offices
	14
	28
	3
	597
	2439
	55
	181

	Postal Workers
	8
	42
	9
	1868
	2905
	582
	128

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Jewish
	17
	47
	4
	1224
	11567
	184
	533

	Feminists
	27
	37
	32
	1170
	6903
	173
	503

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Religious Charities
	6
	14
	8
	1406
	90974
	248
	284

	Real Estate Agents
	6
	33
	25
	872
	6198
	172
	602

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Secular / Anti-Religious Right
	4
	25
	2
	1137
	3251
	72
	321

	Progressive Tax Groups
	5
	11
	6
	905
	2035
	215
	761


Table 4: Differences in Proportions between Types of Organizations

	
	Membership Organizations
	Federated Organizations
	Organizations with PACs

	Religious

Organizations
	53.8% 
	28.2%* 
	5.1%* 

	Other Constituency Representatives
	47.4% 
	18.8%* 
	11.6%* 


Table entries are the proportion among religious representative organizations and among all other representative organizations. The significance indicators are based on a chi-square test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed).

Table 5: Differences in Means between Religious Organizations and Other Constituency Representatives

	
	Age
	# of Political Staff
	# of Lobbyists Hired
	# of Issue Areas
	Washington Event Participation
	Washington Media Mentions
	Floor Mentions in Congress 
	Mentions in Testimony

	Religious 

Organizations
	 48.45
	2.56 
	0.44*** 
	2.04 
	28.32** 
	91.24
	35.51
	13.89*** 

	Other Constituency Representatives
	 41.56
	2.58 
	0.99*** 
	2.06 
	45.08** 
	94.49 
	36.06 
	28.27*** 


Table entries are the means among religious representative organizations and among all other representative organizations. The significance indicators are based on a two-sample t-test. ***p<.001; **p<.01; *p<.05 (two-tailed).

Table 6: Demographic Information on Religious Constituencies

	Constituency Group
	Population Size
	Socio-Econ. Status
	Education Level
	Geographic Concentration

	Evangelical
	0.305
	-4.12
	-0.88
	41.4

	Protestant
	0.721
	0.01
	0.00
	8.7

	Catholic
	0.247
	0.48
	0.05
	34.6

	Jewish
	0.021
	13.35
	2.24
	63.4

	Islamic
	0.003
	4.16
	1.56
	30.2

	Secular / Atheist
	0.090
	1.26
	0.81
	29.9


Table entries are based on pooled GSS data. The middle two columns measure the difference between the group mean and the overall mean. The final column measures the relative regional dispersion of these groups.
Table 7: The Social and Political Engagement of Religious Constituencies

	Constituency Group
	Network Size 
	Personal Trust
	  Civic   

  Involvement
	Interest in Politics
	Attention to News

	Evangelical
	-0.25
	-0.098
	-0.21
	0.08
	0.20

	Protestant
	-0.03
	0.001
	0.02
	-0.02
	-0.06

	Catholic
	-1.43
	0.017
	-0.01
	-0.07
	0.11

	Jewish
	-1.37
	0.076
	0.61
	0.24
	0.34

	Islamic
	-2.08
	-0.080
	0.22
	-0.06
	-0.18

	Secular / Atheist
	0.11
	-0.011
	-0.47
	0.06
	0.24


Table entries are based on pooled GSS data. All columns measure the difference between the group mean and the overall mean or the difference between the group proportion and the overall proportion. 
Table 8: The Political Views of Religious Constituency Groups

	Constituency Group
	Confidence in Gov.
	Ideological Cohesion
	Opinion Extremity

	Evangelical
	-0.01
	-0.004
	0.05

	Protestant
	0.01
	0.015
	0.01

	Catholic
	0.09
	0.073
	0.02

	Jewish
	-0.03
	-0.032
	0.16

	Islamic
	-0.03
	-0.165
	0.15

	Secular / Atheist
	-0.24
	-0.067
	0.12


Table entries are based on pooled GSS data and compare the group mean to the overall U.S. population mean. 
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� Recent analyses of American interest groups use techniques from organizational theory to compliment traditional group theories of politics that focus on the mobilization of social interests (e.g. Truman, 1951).  Virginia Gray and David Lowery label this research agenda the “neopluralist perspective.” See Gray and Lowery 2004.


� I use the number of staff, lobbyists, and PACs reported in Washington Representatives.  I rely on the descriptions in reference directories and organizational Web sites to assess whether they are membership organizations and whether they have affiliated sub-national units (to determine federal structure).


� For Congressional floor mentions, I search for the organizational names in the Congressional Record. 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 mass media mentions, I search for organizational names in the Lexis-Nexus 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. For Congressional testimony, I search for organizational names in the Lexis-Nexus 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 Lexis-Nexus 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. All searches include material from January 1, 1995 through December 31, 2004.


� I searched for organizations using multiple forms of the organizational name when appropriate.  I assessed 20 mentions of each organizational name to ensure that the references were to the correct organization.


� The organizations in the population all speak on behalf of particular social groups or particular political perspectives and have at least some political staff in Washington. To be included in the sample, organizations must have an identifiable constituency that is larger than their official membership but smaller than the public at large. Individual business policy offices, trade associations, and governmental units are not included in the population.


� For size, I report the proportion of survey respondents who self-identify as a member of the religious group or report an associated country of origin.  For SES and education level, 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 percentage among all respondents and the group population percentage in the nine geographic regions identified in the GSS.


� For social network size, I use the number of friends the respondent reported speaking to regularly.  For personal trust, I use the proportion of respondents who say that you can trust other people most of the time.  For civic and political involvement, I use the organizational memberships reported by respondents.  For interest in politics, I use the self-reported level of interest.  For attention to news, I use the proportion that report reading a daily newspaper. 


� For every category, I report the difference between the mean within the religious group and the mean in the total U.S. population.


� For government confidence, I report the difference between the proportion of group members who report high confidence in government and the proportion in the total population. I measure ideological cohesion by estimating the standard deviation in their reported ideological positions on a five category liberal-conservative scale. For opinions, I use the average of the distances between the overall mean and the group mean on respondents’ preferences regarding the appropriate level of spending on five problem areas.


� 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 categorizations used by the Census bureau and 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 constituencies, I had to construct scales to identify the group of supporters. For 28 constituencies, I could not find relevant survey data; I excluded these sectors from this portion of the analysis.


� For reviews of the challenges to democratic theory and the potential responses, see Held 1996 or Carter and Stokes 2002. Bader (2003) argues that religious organizations have been central to communitarian alternatives to democratic theory.


� For classical analyses of interest mobilization, see Federalist No. 10 and de Tocqueville. For a more recent critique, see Skocpol (2003).





