Preface

This book is about political change in America as reflected in chang-
ing patterns of representation, The research focus is on two members
of the U.S. House of Representatives, each of whom represented the
same district, but at different points in time, one from the 19508 to the
19708, the other in the 1g9os. The research question is threefold.
First, what, if anvthing, has changed in the way in which the two
House members have gone about the job of representing their con-
stituents? Second, how might we explain this change? And third,
how might the explanation of this change help us to explain tepre-
sentational change more generally?

The research approach is based on the idea that representationisa
process; that it is, in part, a grassroots process; and that questions
of representational change can therefore usefully be studied at the
grassroots level. The research strategy is one of on-the-scene personal
observation of the two representatives at work in a congressional
district in west-central Georgia, just south of Atlanta.

While the study is directly about representational change in one
district, the hope is that it might also contribute to the larger sub-
ject of political change in the South. District-level change—from a
mostly rural, one-party Democratic district to a mostly suburban,
Republican-dominated one—surely has relevance for the study of
political change in the region. A further hope is that in its concep-
tualization and focus—if not in its scope—the study might contrib-
ute something to the larger study of political change nationwide. It
might, for example, help us to understand the increasingly polarized
partisanship we have been observing in the House of Representa-
tives in Washington.

The years preceding the new millennium have not been friendly
to America’s politicians. As a group, they have been ranked near the
botiom of the ladder of oceupational respect. As individuals, they
have not been held up as role moedels. More parents than ever are




advising their children not to go into politics. Why, then, it might be
asked, would anyone want to write about two individual politicians?
Or, more to the point, why would anyone want to read about them?
Newspuper editors and television producers do not find such individ-
uals interesting or newsworthy—unless they are touched by scandal.
And political scientists tend to fold individual politicians into large
data sets—unless they hold leadership positions.

The simplest reason for studying politicians is that however much
they are demeaned and denounced, and however uneventfyl and
unimportant their everyday activity may seem to be, they are people
without whom our democracy cannot work. And since we have a
representative democracy, it seems only reasonable and prudent to
take a look, occasionally, at a few of those who make democracy
work—and to look at them where they work. It also makes sense o
see them as flesh-and-blood, multidimensional individuals and not
just as part of a widely condemned category of “politicians.”

Representation is both a grand idea for our political system and a
grassroots activity for our individual representatives. If readers can
apture a sense of the latter, perhaps they will strengthen their grasp
of the former. Overwhelmingly and deliberately, therefore, the focus
of this study is on the grassroots activity. The reader will be over-
loaded with information about the day-to-day, district-level activities
of two little-known House members. Why? Because the study makes
a basic distinction between the representational patterns of the two
Hlouse members, a distinction that is based mostly on evidence from
sever: personal visits and twenty-five days spent in the district, and I
want to convince the reader of the validity of the distinction, Readers
will therefore be exposed to the fullest range of the raw evidence—
that they may see, feel, and weigh it for themselves.

‘The book will take the reader to the counties, the towns, the
homes, the businesses, the churches, the schools, the rallies, the
meetings, the restaurants, the coffee shops, the clubs, the organiza-
Hons, the fields, the streets, and the parks—event by event, handshake
by handshake, friend by friend, group by group, visit by visit, question
by question, answer by answer, story by story. The research required
considerable stamina and patience. Readers will need stamina and
patience, too.

Given the goal of reader immersion, the chronological narrative
torm seemed appropriate. This form, of course, makes the author
responsible for selecting, organizing, and presenting the material,
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Admittedly, [ have done that in ways that suggest and support cer-
tain mm:mﬁ.ummmmo:m about individual patterns of representation and
about changes in these patterns. But [ have tried to be faithful to the
material and not to distort the presentation of it or press it to do more
than is warranted by the evidence. In no sense is there any idea that
ene person’s pattern is “better” than the other’s, only that thev are
explainably “different.” The methodological problems that are en-
demic to this kind of participant-observation research and my own
efforts to cope with them have been discussed at length elsewhere.

My debt to those who have made this book vo&m:m._u@mmzm with
the two principals, Jack Flynt and Mae Collins. Both men were
candid and accommodating, altogether a pleasure to be with, talk
with, and learn from. They wanted to help, and they did—a Tucky
combination for me. Each has read and commented, encouragingly,
on his portion of the manuscript, And each has been helpful in
correcting some factual mistakes. But the data, interpretations, and
indgments are wholly my responsibility. ,

Without the graciousness of Patty Flynt and Julie Collins, too, my
district visits would have been less profitable than they were.

Among Jack Flynt's staft, [ owe thanks for their assistance to Mary
Lou {Lucas) Smalley, Rae Joiner, and the late Joe Akin. Among Mac
Collins’s staffers, my special debt is to Shirley Gillespie and Clark
Reid, whose generous welcome and assistance were indispensable to
my work in the district. Betty Munro was a versatile friend, both in the
districtand in Washington, My tasks in Georgia were lightened, in all
sorts of ways, by Betty Bush, Fred Chitwood, Lisa Parrish, Wanda
Tscudy, and mmm: Studdard. In Washington [ received friendly assis-
tance wSE Sari Greenberg, Brian Jones, Kirk Foster, Ann Jasien, and
Bo Bryvant. [ thank them all.

I am much indebted to three expert colleagues for their stimu-

lation, guidance, and all-around sustenance—Merle Black, Chuck
Bullock, and Harold Stanley. [ could not have ventured into this
project without being able to lean on their knowledge, counsel, m:.ﬁ._
friendship. Merle Black not only read the manuseript but put his
own neck on the line by recommending me to a publisher! My
thanks to Gary Jacobson and Gerald Gamm for reading the manu-
script and Em?;m helpful suggestions. T alse thank Bill Bianco and
Tom Mann for their comments.

With respect to my publisher, the University of North Carolina
Pregs, and with respect to my editors there, [ can only say [ have
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been most fortunate. T thank Lewis Baterman for his strong support. 1
also thank Paula Wald for her reassuring in-house management and
Marv Reid for her expert copvediting,

[ dedicate the book, with affection, to my sister Elizabeth Blucke,
who steered me to my first teaching job and who has supported me
all the way to Georgia.




CHAPTER ONE

Political Representation

Background

When Newt Gingrich emerged full-blown onto the American politi-
cal stage in the 19gos, he carried with him into public view a little-
known political figure named John J. Flynt Jr.—not into the bright
lights of center stage, to be sure, but into the dim background, as a bit
player to be hustled onto the stage, briefly noted, and hustled off
again. Flynt was the incumbent Georgia congressman who twice
defeated the aspiring young Gingrich—first in 1974 and again in
1976—and whose retirement in 1978 propelled the Republican col-
lege professor into Congress.

Reporters who inquired into Gingrich’s early career, therefore,
discovered Jack Flynt. They characterized him succinetly as a “long-
time conservative Democratic congressman,
Dixiecrat,” “

" i

an ageing incumbent
a standard bearer of the old courthouse crowds.”! The
reporters contented themselves with these thumbnail characteriza-
tions and moved on. They knew nothing about Flynt; he was nat
their story. I do know something about Lim, and T want to make him
the centerpiece of my story—a story about changing patierns of rep-
resentation in the U.S. House of Representatives,

Three times in the 19705 (1970, 1972, and 1976), [ went to Georgia
to follow Jack Flynt as he worked in his district. Eventually he be-
came a leading character in my study, Home Style.? In the twenty
years since that study was published, however, much has changed in
American politics. As I thought about that change, it occurred to me
that my constituency-level explorations in the 1970s had given me




some unique baselines from which to begin to oﬁ.&o_.m o_.wu:mmm. in
ihe relationships between House members and their n_ow.;gzmzﬂmm.
It seemed to me, further, that such an exploration might profitably
begin in a constituency where some easily m.moom_:.mmzm Emnao;,mwﬁ
political changes had occurred—and that one orEo:.m .Emnm was the
South. These reflections led me to think about revisiing 1y :.méw
with southerner Jack Flynt, and to think about using that expenience
to construct a baseline from which to explore micro-level political
ange in the region.
orﬂwmm: [ dug W:.ﬂ my notes, 1 found two Tmmmzs.mm. xﬂrm first al-
lowed me to explore changing representational ﬂo._.m:o_i:ﬁm over ?.m
course of Hlynt's own twenty-year incumbency, during ,_,.Jr:_r his
smati-town, paral district changed intoa suburban district. A liere the
question was, How mighta House member with ,.,..m:-mmwzu:mraa con-
dlitnency connections react to the challenge ot oo:San changes
over which the member has no control? The second rmwmw.:._m encous-
aged me to explore the change in Eﬁamm:rﬂzoﬂ.ﬂ:. ﬂ&m:o:m?mm be-
tween Flynt's incumbency in the 1g70s and the :._ns.m.__.um:_nu. of a
cuccessor in the 19gos. And so, four tirnes in the 19gos (twicein 1996
and twice in 1998}, 1 returned to the old Flynt %wq.:;l.?mw is, to the
remaining three-quarters o two-thirds of it—to travel with its 9:%9“#
representative, Mac Collins. Here the Q_Lm.mcc: .ﬁmm, In :,.rﬁ ways,
and why, might the representational relationships of two different
House mesmbers in the same district have changed from the 19705 to
the 19g9os? .

This book, therefore, tells two stoties about representation. Both
stories involve a single district in the South, and each one covers
nearly a quarter of a century. They are liable to all ?m sampling in-
Frnities and scientific inadequacies of a case study. They are a first-
cut, narrative account of one instance of Sﬁamnimmozi change.
Whetlier or not the narrative has anything to say about ﬂ.m?mwm:ﬁm,
tional change in general, o about E_uﬁmm:g@.._& change in ?m
South, or representational change in a suburbanizing type of district,
T cannot say. But it might. At the least, it will puta rcﬁ:m_....mmon on
one of the most profound changes in recent American politics. &:m
it will provide some ‘ndividual-level support for larges m@.ﬁﬁ:.ﬁ_m-
tions about political change in the South. At the most, 1t 1wig 1t
stimulate further micro-level examination of the larger subject of
political representation.

2 Political Representation

Conceptualization

Representation is surely one of the most multifaceted ideas in politi-
cal science. Not surprisingly, therefore, the study of political repre-
sentation has been as multifaceted as the idea itself. Students of
electoral systemns, legislative institutions, public opinion-legislator
linkages, identity politics, redistricting problems, and principal-
agent relations continue to work at it. Agreements are hard to come
by, progress is piecemeal, and closure is nowhere in sight.

Hannah Pitkin, who has given us the most famitiar working defini-
tion of representation—"acting in the interest of the Em:ommim? ina
manner responsive to them™—has despaired of reaching philosophi-
cal agreement on the subject: “There does not seem to be any re-
motely satisfactory agreement on what representation is or means.”™
From an empirical perspective, Heinz Eulau, who has helped to
probe “the components of responsiveness,” agrees: “The puzzle of
representation . . . {is] that we have representative institutions, but

like the Greeks, we do not know what they are about.”™ [n a recent
review of several studies of representation and responsiveness, James
Kuklinski and Gary Segura conclude similarly that “the more com-
plex becomes a definition of representation, the more elusive be-
comes a definition of responsiveness that will accommodate them.”™
Research on representation secins destined to encompass many per-
spectives and to cumulate in an exceedingly incremental fashion.
This study is a tiny increment in a very large and thriving entesprise.

Asa contribution to the study of political representation, the Flynt-
Collins case has several characteristics. First, the rescarch takes as
given the single-member-district, plurality-takes-all electoral system
that governs elections to the House of Representatives.

Tt deliberately sidesteps macro-level questions concerning the fair-
ness or the proportionality or the “representativeness” of the Ameri-
can electoral system, or of the outcomes produced by that system.” It
assumes 4 structure of 435 congressional districts, one member to a
district, each member representing a separate and distinguishable set
of constituents. Representation, here, is a set of relationships be-
tween a House member and that member’s constituents, It is also an
activity. The assumption is that any activity engaged in by the repre-
sentative relating to his or her conslituents involves the activity of
represertation.
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Second, the research offort centers on the individual representa-
from which that represen-

five and is condueted in the constituen
tative has been clected.

For most empirically oriented political scientists most of the time,
the study of political representation focuses on voting in the legisla-
ture—on how best to explain vote pattemns, both individual and col-
4 telationship between

lective, Representation is treated largely as
the policy preferences of a constituency and the roll-call votes of

the elected legistator? Typically, investigation centers on the vote

choice, and the legislator's vote hoice is interpreted as a representa-

tonal choice. That is, it is a choice that can be studied as a response

to constituency p references.

Legislators also make another mﬁxnwmsgzcz.& choice, one that is
focused not on their hehavior in the legislature, Lut on their behavior
s the constituency. There the F.m_mamo::wzogﬂ choice for the legis-
1ator is not “How chould § vate?” but “How chould T connect?” Aswe
shall see, these two choices, when made by the same perses, will
impact one nother and will produce behavior palterns that are
related to one another. But this study 1s premised on the idea that
making conneclion decisions at home can be separated analytically
from making vote decisions in the ﬂnm.;_u_::m\m:g on the idea that
home connections are jmportant in their own right to the study of
political representation.

The study of choices about connections is less a matter of constitu-
emphasized In our empirical

ency influence o0 the legislator—a
literature—and more a matter of the Tegislator’s immersion in the
constituency, of the legisiator as part of the constituency. Flome com-
nections involve contimuous interaction, and all connections count.
They are more about “keeping in touch” than they are about “voting
merw:l:ﬁv:mr the two are related. Tt is harder, therefore, 0 isolate
Jiscrete connection choiees for causal analysis than it is to separate
diserete vote choices for such analysis. 1F it were €asy, perhaps more
schotars would have done it.

Ginee the study of home connections remains in an exploraiory
stage, participant shservation in the constituency would seem to be
an appropriate approach. And, since representing a constituency
takes a lot of hard work in the constituency, it seems sensible for
political scientists to take a look af representafives while they are ac-
tually working there. This study has been conducted largely by ob-
serving ﬂ.m_:nwm:.ﬁi._c:m; activity from over the shoulder of the repre-
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sentative and by talking with the representative about it. The study
therefore, depends one-sidedly upon the representative’s ,.::.N_.w,
deeds, perceptions, and interpretations, The research offers no ::_.ou.
pendent account of constituency viewpoints. |

ﬂ.m:m:.,._, fhis study will argue that the observe ble connection
choices made by a representative can be surmarized as the choice
of a strategy of reptesentation. ..

x. is a constrained choice. And in order to make sense of that
choice, three factors are most relevant. One is the predis 5.5:9,;
m:.& goals of the individual representative. Another is ?c.“cﬁ,;m/.ﬂ.l.a
primarily the constituency—in which the represeniative 1:?_:9
those goals. And the thisd is a sequencing or g?ios:ﬁim:,m_F,..
tor wheseby prior actions may constrain choice in :E.?.SE: ,:ﬁ_
whereby present choices may constrain future possibilities. It 7,03-
pected that each of these factors can, where relevant, be wu.::gm ‘ 1
fathomed by an observer on the scene. “ e

The working assumption is that the choice of a strategy will pro-
dice observable patterns of representabion. Conversely, m.wo patterns
ovm.oj.,& by the researcher are assumed to be the result of a w..:_.rq
Qm_wumm:m strategy. The concepts of “home style” m:,:_.,.,_:u_:m M::x
egy” are variants of the same idea. Both formulations direct rescarch
to the same place and to the same set of activitics. The idea :m,_.::;:o
strategy, however, encourages us 1o ihink more directly m_ﬂ:; repre-
wmimﬂo:. It encourages us to separate out goals cc:_.mﬁ.m .E.& W:cﬂ
negotiations and to examine them, both mm?:ﬁ.mf and zwqﬂrmﬁ A.z
they have shaped observable patterns cﬂH.m.?.o,f.mi.w.mﬁé at Mm..:dc. .

Goals and Contexts

All representatives are goal seckers. They have ambitions; they want
to .mono::u:mr things. They make choices and work mn:mm? in pur-
suit of such goals as getting reelected, making good public ?U:SW ac-
cumulating power in the legislature, and winning higher office _ww >-
resentational strategies will center on such goa p i

is—playing up s¢
. E ying up some,
playing down others. \ |

shall focus on each member’s dominant
goals. But we shall not assume that the dominance of one goal drives
out all consideration of other goals. We assume, to the ncm:.,,_:,. th .ﬁ
all ﬂawqwmmimz::m_ strategies are, of necessity, :“;xni st ﬁ.cih?...., ,
wwo::mm_‘ ambition may take rool at different points in mm :,F?"E-
ual's life. The earliest touches of political ambition are quite likely to
occur i the context of a person’s district-level rel .

ationships—and are
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likely to surface when an observer is immersed in the home constitu-
ency. Goals may take shape during an individual's initial decision to
go into politics, as answers to the questions “Why go into politics any-
wav?” and “What do [ want to get out of politics?” Such precongres-
sionat goals might develop from a motivation lo fulfill a civie duty, to
meet a self-imposed personal challenge, to savor the sociability of
political involvement, to build party strength locally, or to become
an ombudsman for individuals. Institutionally oriented conceptual-
izations may not, therefore, be sufficient for an exploration of repre-
sentational activity in the political world beyond the legislature.

All representatives are context interprefers. They will make choices
and take actions not in the abstract, but according to what they
believe to be rational and/or appropriate in the circumstances or
context in which they find themselves. And it is the goal scekers
fhemselves who must inierpret the opportunities and constraints pres-
ent in that coniext. For members of Congress, the two most important
contexts are the constituency back home and the legislative insti-
tution in Washington—along with, to a lesser extent, the poiitical
parties as they exist in both places.

Fach constituency context, we assume, contains some fixed ele-
ments—such as geography, demography, the cconomy, and a few
unshakeable issue preferences—that do not allow for interpretive
Jatitude on the part of the representative, We also assume that the
constituency context contains some variable elements—such as con-
slituency expectations, preferences, practices, and habits—that do
allow for such interpretive latitude. Therefore, we assume, each
member’s relationship to his or her constituents will be partly the
member’s responsiveness to expectations generated by the constitu-
ents and partly constituent responsiveness to expectations generated
by the individual representative. The working out, over time, of a
mutually satisfactory and durable fit is the object of each legislator’s
continuous interaction with his or her constituency.

With respect to constituency context, we assume, as discussed in
Home Style, that cach representative perceives not a single home

constitnency, but a set of constituencies that nest, like a series of
coneentric circles, within one another. The largest circle contains al
the residents of the tegally prescribed geographical constituency; the
next smaller, the reelection constituency, contains their weak but
supportive voters; and the smallest, the primary constituency, con-
sists of their most active and most reliable supporters. Our assump-
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.E.u: 1§ that the constituency each member responds to is the one in
his or her mind's eve. We also assume that members do not represent
or connect with each of these perceived constituencies in Mr.n 4,.,:jm
way or to the same degree. )

Members also cultivate supportive constituencies beyond their
geographical constituency—to raise money and/or to seek higher
.ommomlwo which they can be expected to Sm.mucﬁm. But, unless s umo%
wom:%.:owmm_ the representation of which we speak :ﬁ.dw?nm z,g.m _wo:wm.
constituency.

With respect to both goalseeking and context-interpreting, it
would be unrealistic to expect a politician to lay out :Q.Ee. _,.o_‘mw_‘:a
%mwmo: by a visitor all the elements and 5wm.im_m:o:mw.u‘wuw of a
mmnauo: caleulus or an interpretive caleulus. An observer’s descri u
tion m."mm analysis will, of necessity, depend heavily on Eﬁoﬁ,.:.ﬂoﬁ,w.ozwl
that is, treating observed comments and activities as if they were
mmozdmmm in the pursuit of certain goals and in the m:E:uBE‘:o: of
certain contexts. Throughout, an effort will be made to present evi-
dence that gives some support to these “as if” conjectures—and, at
the same time, enables other scholars to pose other possibilities. _

Careers and Negotiation

Because time and sequence are such fundamental variables in this
w?o:o_ommoa study, it will be useful to think of each represent: ?..m
in w.mzw:m of his or her career and in terms of his or her oo;mﬁ,:c:.m ne-
morm:o:m with constituents. Careers and negotiations are wrm‘ﬁ:omﬁ
important of the sequencing or developmental factors mentioned
carlier, and they are crucial to the conception of representation as a
long-run, over-time activity.

. Out in the district, the sense of a career in progress 1s overwhelm-
ing. And the obligatory recitation of a E?mwm:mﬂ?«m,m career mile-
stones reveals the existence of two such careers—jointly pursued, but
analytically separable. There is the career in the cc:%:.:m:? w.n:,_mw

there is the career in the legislative institution—and each mm.mmmm the

ﬁrmw Our observational perch in the constituency reflects a primary

M:ﬁmﬁ. in the career in that context. The distinction in Home mwua..m

el b gt i mdesinion e !

: 1 b I's representa-

tional activities. The career stage at the time of observation and the

story of the career to that point are among the possible constraints on
present choices,
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What all House members want from their constituents is support.
Tn the short run, they want the support of a voting majority at the next
election. For some members, that is all they want, ot all they are free
to contemplate. Others, however, may take a longer view of constitu-
ent support. For those members, reelection is a necessary, buinot a
sufficient, support goal. They seek a degree of constituent support
fhat they can call upon and rely upon between elections. Their goal
is what we might call durable interelection support.

These members want mose from their constituents thana “yes” or
“no” verdict on election day. Their caleulation is not just how to win
next time, but how to win consistently. They seek a support relation-
ship that is reliable enough to guaraniee them behavioral leeway
between elections to pursue other goals, such as good policy or
institutional power. They want a level of support that manifests itself
either subjectively, in a comfortable sense of “fit,” or objectively, ina
stable “equilibrium” between their performance and the expecta-
Lions of their constituents, especiatly their primary constituents.

The covering word that House members use to describe the inter-
election support relationship they seek is trust, by which they mean
something akin to the benefit of the doubt, coupled with a will-
ingness—should constituents be in doubt—to listen to the explana-
Hons of the representative. Trust, as the Home Style study argued at
lengtly, requires a lot of attention to the constituency, in the constitu-
ency, over a considerable period of time. Whether described as the
achievement of a durable fit, or constituent trust, or decision-making
leeway, the long-run goal for many members is to build a constitu-

ency relationship that is solid, stable, and reliable enough to be as
helpful between elections as it is on election night.

The relationship between representative and constituents over the
course of a constituency career can usefully be conceptualized as a
negotiation. Such a negotiation af one pointin time may affect—as a
preexisting condition—negotiations at a later point in time, often in
a path-dependent fashion. An individual’s negotiating abilities and
capacities (as well as goals) may also change over time and thus alter
the range of strategic possibilities. The basis for negotiation is that
“sach has something the other wants; and each has something to
offer in exchange. At the most general level, representatives want
support, and they offer responsiveness. Constituents want respon-

siveness, and they offer support.”® Further, in principal-agent terms,
the “principal” (that is, the constituents) wants to be able regularly to
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monitor the state of the negotiation in order to hold its “agent” (that
is, the representative) accountable.’? Periedically, the state of :Mm
member-constituent negotiation does get monitored, and snncs.:?
ability is registered for all to see and evaluate, if not participate in, at
election time, a
59.% an election may be considered a one-time “test” of a repre-
sentative’s responsiveness, the activity of responding is continuous
for the representative. When constituents vote, they are taking %Sm_w
of, and passing judgment on, a whole set of activities that have rn..m:
taking place for at least two vears. All of the public activities and all
the public contacts of House members in their home districts are
acts of respansiveness. All of those actions contribute to voter .ﬂ:,zmmw-
ments of the representative’s responsiveness. And while mw:mw:m A_w,m
rightfully preoccupied with the final election-day “grade™ on _.:mﬂﬁ-
vﬁ. ﬁw%o:w?m:nmmu we cannot ignore the steady stream of responsive
activity that contributes to that election-day judgment. Pul differ-
ently, representation is an outcome, but it is ot ?.M an outcome. fis
also a process. If an incumbent wins reelection, that outcome is only
a punctuation point in that member’s continuous, long-running mw.
forts at representation. ) ’
Activities undertaken at home before and after election day can
usefully be studied as building-block contributions to _.m%o_ga..m:.mﬁ
and, therefore, as essential roots of representation. Representation :
legitimized by elections, but it is redeemed by actions taken _sn?.mm_w
m._mnﬂo:m. Thus, while the achions that normally command our atten-
tion are taken in Washington, if E_u_,mwm:wi.a_.w is our suhject, we
:Emﬁ include actions taken in the home constituency. ,
.F,._m.&. election result is provisional. The S_:nmo_‘wﬁmc_‘_m_ relation-
m._:? while tested at regular intervals, is alwavs subject to renegotia-
tion between elections. The process of :mm.omm:o: is, then Mrm:x
acterized by a succession of Euwzox:jm_..:u.:m by each side “8 the
representational preferences and expectations of the one and the
performance of the other. If and when the representative achieves a
comfortable fit—or a stable equilibrium—with constituents, it will
be m.:mmoz.ﬂ:m& outcome. The idea of a negotiation captures the
o.o:::mm:r repetitious, and developmental nature of the representa-
:c.:.n: relationship—and allows for the possibility that member strat-
egies might change over time. The idea also allows for the appear-
ance of historically constrained, path-dependent strategies. |
Constituents, we assume, have some elementary notion, or can
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develop some notion, of what good or satistactory representation
looks like. In the beginning, constituents” judgments about good rep-
resentation and about their own representative will be minimally in-
formed and maximally unstable. Name recognition and basic quali-
fications will suffice. The representative will—through a mixture of
responsiveness and independence, promise and performance—"seta
mark” or “make an impression” that constituency elites, at least, will
recognize and characterize.!! After repeated interaction, constitu-
ency expectations and judgments become more informed, more
differentiated, and more stable, Over time, the early, tentative mark,
or impression, develops into a fuller, more recognizable pattern of
activity—that is, into a reputation.'*

A favorable reputation will cut the costs, for constituents, of ac-
quiring new information and will aid in the development of trust.
And with trust can come the achievement of durable interelection
support, increased legistative leeway, and an ever more recogniz-
able representational pattern, An equilibrinm may be established in
which a certain degree of member independence is recognized,
accepted, and valued by a preponderance of constituents. In cases of
unusual longevity of the representative, constituents may stop taking
in new information altogether and instead make a standing commit-
ment based on incumbent reputation and constituent trust.”* In
sum, reputation, trust, and leeway are career-related phenomena. All
must be negotiated over time.

Representation as Process

Combining the discussion of goals and contexts with the discussion
of sequential activities involving careers and negotiation leads us,
finally, to think of the phenomenon of representation as a process.
And that conceptualization, in turn, requires that representation be
studied over time. That is the logic that emerges from the introduc-
lion of such ideas as multiple goals, changing contexts, building
connections, developing carcer sequences, continuous responsive-
ness, continuous negotiation, durable fits, increasing leeway, solid-
ifying a reputation, and winning trust.

Representation is not only a political process, it is a distinctive
political process. It is related to the electoral process, but it is not the
same as the electoral process. It is related to the legislative process,
but it is not the same as the legislative process. Representational
strategy is related to campaign strategy in running for Congress, and
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it is Bm.ﬂ:m.n_ to voting strategy inside Congress. But it is not identical
to campaign strategy or to voling strategy. As conceptualized in this
study, representation is an autonomous process.

Legislation and representation, our textbooks tell us, are two parts
of asingle job. Indeed, the process of representation, as it is described
in this book, has many similarities to the legislative process—as that
process has been described in our research. Both are slow moving,
incremental, repetitious, and continuous negotiating processes that
occur under conditions of uncertainty. Both processes are punc-
tuated, on occasion, by votes—roll calls in Congress and election
results in the districts—that provide some temporary finality. Stu-
dents of both processes have used these punctuating votes to charac-
terize or to measure legislative and/or representationat outcomes,

It has been axiomatic, however, for students of the legislative pro-
cess to probe deeply, and in detail, the lengthy and complex building-
block negotiations that lie behind successful performance of the
legislative side of the job. N

. fany such students have gone to Wash-
ington to have a firsthand look at this process, and their case studies of
“how a bill becomes a law” have become foundation stones of con-
gressional research. Fewer students of representation, on the other
hand, have thought it important to dig into or trace the building-
block negotiations that lie behind and lead up to successful mm%ow.
mance of the representational side of the job. Fewer still have gone to
the districts to examine firsthand the myriad member-constituency
connections that the representational part of the job requiires. .
Despite the links between the two sides of a representative’s job
and the commonalitics of the two processes, therefore, we do not
have an equivalent case study literature on “how an elected official
connects with a constituency.” The following studv might be read as
an invitation to think about the absence of such a literature and
about the potential contribution it might make to the larger study of
political representation. .

Political Representation n
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