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Abstract

This is an initial highly exploratory investigation of the demographic characteristics of U.S. state
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generally substantial associations between district characteristics and legislators traits or preferences.

We also find some initial evidence that the strength of this connection may be mediated by
professionalization.
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Introduction

Representation (Pitkin 1967) has long been a principle concern of students of legislative politics.
Whose interests are best served, and whose less well? To what extent is the population at large well-
represented? In general, studies of representation in legislatures have broken it into two pieces.

Descriptive representation is the extent to which districts elect legislators who are like them in some
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the interests or preferences of the district or the larger polity. Put together, scholars of legislative

politics want to know to what extent constituents or district characteristics affect legislator traits and
legislator behavior. In the Congressional setting, the answer that has almost always emerged has been
dmassively® ¢ 2SS 1y29 GKIG RAAGNRAOG OKIFNFYOGSNRAGAOA

assignments (Shepsle 1978, Adler and Lapinski 1997, Frisch and Kelly 2004). We know that, through the
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and preferences. (Erikson and Wright 1980) Indeed, many models of legislative politicstreatf S3 A af | { 2 NA& ¢

attitudes or behavior as essentially ciphers for the median voter of their district. We know that
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However, at the state legislative level, we know substantially less about the extent to which
district characteristics affect who represents a district and how they behave. This is unfortunate,
because state legislative districts present a more difficult and strenuous test for notions of
representation. On the one hand, state legislative districts are (except in California) smaller than U.S.
House districts and so more likely to be homogeneous; this means that it should be easier to well
represent a state legislative district than it is a U.S. House district, and it should be more likely that the

district has a dominant economic interest that the legislator can be connected to. But at the same time,
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state legislative elections are generally lower-information affairs than U.S. House elections, and

constituents are likely to be substantially less aware of what their state legislators are doing and how
theyarevotingthani KS& | NB 2F (GKSANI wSLINBaSyidl iAodSQa o0SKI A
lack of information implies that shirking should be easier insofar as voters are less likely to be aware of

any transgressions. Further, state legislative elections are generally less competitive than U.S. House

elections, and many incumbents go unchallenged. In the 1998 elections for the Texas House, for

example, 63 percent of legislators were unopposed. (Carsey and Berry 2008) A third factor to note is

that apart from the few most professionalized chambers, state legislative service often remains a low-

paying, relatively low-status political office, so we might expect the re-election motive, while still strong,

to be weaker than our expectations for Congress. All of these factors indicate that while state legislative

districts might be easier to represent (well) than U.S. House districts, and we might expect better

descriptive representation in them, state legislators also face lower expected costs for shirking on any

issues where their preferences diverge from the aggregate preferences of the district. Taken together,

state legislatures present an interesting challenge for theories of representation. Finally, studying state

legislative districts gives us at least a limited ability to begin to drive a wedge between the industrial or
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looking at firms such as center-city financial institutions or other office work that workers typically

commute to from a different legislative district.

We know little about the demographic characteristics of state legislative districts at all. While
two limited but accessible sources emerged following the 1990 Census (Lilley, DeFranco, and

Diefenderfer 1994; Lilley, DeFranco, and Bernstein 1998), only 44 published or nonpublished pieces cite

' Or otherwise carried 100 percent of the vote.



either of them.? Accordingly, it should come as little surprise that we also know little about how district
characteristics affect legislative life, and much of what we do know comes from researchers using
district characteristics as controls rather than as prime theoretical variables. We do know that
legislators representing districts with a higher concentration of college graduates are less likely to
support required school prayer, for example. (Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998) Hogan (2003) found that
a demographic index combining several racial, economic, educational, and economic-sector variables is

an important predictor of how competitive primary elections are.

But we do not have anything resembling a general understanding of how characteristics of state
legislative constituents carry forward into who represents them and how their legislators represent
them, especially given the informational hurdles to representation and accountability. And finally, we
know relatively little about what conduces to high levels of substantive representation or policy
congruence, though Lax and Phillips (2009a, 2009b) and Maestas (2000,2003) have taken important

steps towards a district-level or legislative-level understanding.

In this paper, we examine how a few district characteristics, mapped from 2000 Census data
onto the districts in play in 19991 2000, affect descriptive and substantive representation. To examine
descriptive representation, we lookati KS RA&AGNA O dziA2Yy 27F f(2%5Fateaf I 62 NBRQ 1
legislative lower chambers. To what extent does the proportion of constituents employed in farming, or
mining, or some other district affect the likelihood that their state representative has a financial
connection to that industry? In an ideal world, to look at substantive representation we would compare
district opinion or preferences to legislator preferences, but district opinion or preferences are at

present unavailable (though it may be possible in the near future to estimate district opinion using Lax

Z Using google scholar.
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district opinion, we examine how objective characteristics of the district from which we can reasonably

impute relevant preferences, such as the percent employed in farming or the percent of households

who identify as beinginasame-& SE NBf | (A 2y & KA LIZreféreRces@otoés a rane®M NJ £ S3IA &
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statute, or nonopposition to same-sex marriage. We find that connections between district

characteristics and legislator traits and preferences are generally robust. Further, we examine how

institutional factors such as professionalization (Squire 1992, Squire 2000, King 2000, Mooney 1995)

affect the strength of these relationships, finding that professionalization usually increases substantive

representation.
Literature and Theory

Many studies have examined descriptive representation in the U.S. House. A strong focus of
these pieces has been descriptive representation along racial, ethnic, or religious dimensions.
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primary economic engine, resulting in his interest-advocacy-accommodation syndrome. Adler and
Lapinski (1997) and Frisch and Kelly (2004) expanded this analysis by examining the extent to which
committees over-represent Representatives whose districts have high need within that jurisdiction.

Both find some but not universal support for distinctive committees.

Likewise, substantive representation has also been a frequent subject for Congressional
researchd® | NHdzZt 6f & GKS 3INIYRTFFIGKSNI 2F GKA&A aiuNBry 27
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perception of constituent attitudes).® As Bishin notes, while a vast amount of research has flowed since
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influenced by constituency attitudes (Bianco 1994; Bartels 1991; Kingdon 1973; Page, Shapiro, Gronke,

and Rosenberg 1984; and many others)F YR 'y SO02y2YA O f AGSNI GdzZNB aK2gAY
personal ideologies are important as well as the economic needs of their constituents. (Kau and Rubin

1979, 1993; Kalt and Zupan 1984 as examples)

Combining elements of descriptive and substantive representation, Cameron, Epstein, and
hQl I ff2NJ Yublio @ @xpargied thay'tRe creation of majority-black and majority-Latino
districts does help send black and Latino Representatives to the House. However, the creation of these
majority-YAY2NRG& RAAGNAOGA aof Sl OKSaé¢ GKS &dz2NNRPdzyRAy 3
the end result is that black and Latino citizens actually find poorer substantive representation in
Congress because the new minority Representatives find themselves in the company of several more

conservative Republicans than might otherwise have been elected.

At the state level, policy congruence has been a strong and important theme, but it has focused
on aggregate congruence between state policy and state opinion. Uslaner and Weber (1983) examined
congruence between state opinion and state elites, and Erikson, Wright, and Mclver (1993) showed that
state policy was strongly connected to state opinion. Much more recently, Lax and Phillips have
SEII YAYSR adzmaidlyiAdS NBLINBaSyidldAazy G GKS adlras
looking primarily at the extent to which state policy reflects state attitudes in gay and lesbian rights

(2009a) and more broadly (2009b). However, their work to date examines congruence between state

® Erikson (1978) showed that their findings are limited by measurement error.
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policies and overall state preferences or attitudes on these issues, not congruence between district

attitudes and legislator behavior.

Relatively little work has examined the effects of district demographics on legislator traits or
legislator behavior in the states and especially within states. The bulk of this work focuses on racial or
ethnic representation., though some also focuses on the election of women or on elections more
generally. (Hogan 2001,2003,2004)! y 2 G KSNJ aiNBlFY 2F 62N] = a8k | a /|
200000 YR /I NB&83Z bASYA(006)vwdrk @ thé effects of tBrm kamtsyuekdsiBall Q &
battery of district variables as controls. Very little work has illuminated the connections between state
f SAAATFGADBS RAAGNRAOG 2 LIKohdu@ing suthywerk reéguires paingt S3IA &€ | G2 N
difficult-to-collect demographic data about state legislative districts with state-legislative-district level
measures of public opinion, which if anything are even more difficult to come by. Maestas (2003)
examined the issue of responsiveness without needing district opinion data by surveying legislators
about the extent to which they monitor constituent opinion, finding that progressively-ambitious
f SAAatri2NE Ay LINRPFSaarAzyltAl SR fS3axatlriddzNBa | NB
NFIB ratings against several district characteristics and found that legislators who were farther from
their predicted district median and closer to their party median were more likely to see a major-party

challenger, and their challengers were more successful at fund-raising.

Ourtheoryz (2 GKS tAYAGSR SEGSYylG GKIG GKAKES 20MENBE SE |
is very simple. We expect, first, that constituents are likely to elect a candidate who resembles them in
salient ways, and these salient ways include economic ties. We expect farm districts to be more likely to
elect farmers, and so on. We examine this across eleven economic sectors. Second, we expect that
legislator behavior or preferences should also be connected to these district traits. Farm districts should

be unlikely to elect legislators who state that they want to eliminate or reduce farm subsidies, and so
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on. Here we examine ten demographic characteristics and their connections to thirty preferences.

Table 1 indicates the demographic characteristics we consider.
---TABLE 1 HERE---

We also expect that these relationships should be sharper in more professionalized legislatures.
Lax and Philips and Maestas have shown that professionalization (or related concepts) conduce to
greater policy congruence at the state level, and Maestas (2003) showed at the individual level that
progressively-ambitious legislators in professionalized chambers were the most likely to monitor district
opinion. Further, the original proponents of professionalization argued that it would enhance
representation in direct and indirect ways. (CCSL 1971) By increasing pay, more citizens would be
financially able to serve in the legislature, and (they argued) we would see a legislature that better
resembled the population economically, with fewer lawyers, business owners, insurance agents,
homemakers, and retirees and more middle-class ordinary employees, thereby reducing any gap in
preferences or interests between legislators and their districts. And by increasing staff support and
removing session-length limits, these more representative legislators would have the tools they need to

craft policies that better served the population at large.
Data

In this early exploratory study, we explore a few district characteristics and their connections to
legislator traits and legislator preferences in 21 lower chambers. We measure district characteristics
using 2000 Census data, legislator traits using financial interest data originally collected by the Center
F2NJ tdzof AO LYGSaANRGE o/tL HnncoOX yR t£S3IA&Af 02N LI
Political Awareness Test. These 21 lower chambers are a nonrandom convenience sample. They all

exclusively use single-Y SY0 SNJ RAAUONAOG &Y F2NI Lyl fe@adAlolrt O2y @SyA:



respondents to be useful, and all but one require financial interests to be disclosed for conflict-of-
interest purposes. The lower chambers in our sample are those of Alabama, Alaska, Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota,

Missouri, New Mexico, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Texas.

Census Data

Because our other data are from 1999/2000, we used data from the 2000 Census at the census
tract level aggregated into the state legislative districts legislators serving in 1999 were elected from.
We downloaded lower house Legislative district shapefiles from 2000, before redistricting, from the U.S.
Census website, pulled them into ArcMap and merged them into one national shapefile. We
downloaded selected Census demographic variables at the Census tract level. We then created a point
shapefile of Census tract centroids from the national Census tract polygon shapefile. Census tract
centroids were joined to the Census tract demographic data. Through a spatial join, we aggregated the
Census tract data to the Legislative district shapefile. This process sums data points from the Census
tract centroids that fall within Legislative districts. The resulting .dbf file was imported in SPSS to

calculate percentages.

One problem with this approach is that in some states, state legislative districts are small while
census tracts are large, so each district might only have one to three tracts with a centroid in their
shape. Figure lillustrates this problem. In the mid-Atlantic areas on the left side of Figure 1, census
tracts are working fairly well at describing districts, but in New England on the right side, many districts
have just one or two census tracts. In the near future, we will recalculate district data by aggregating up
from block groups instead of tracts, assigning each block group a population-proportionate share of any

variables available only at the tract level. This should generally alleviate these problems, though



estimates in states whose districts are very small-population, such as New Hampshire, will remain

unavoidably rough.
---FIGURE 1 HERE---
Financial Interest Data

The financial interest data we use were originally collected by the Center for Public Integrity.
(Center for Public Integrity 2006) The Center collected all of the state legislative conflict of interest
filings in 1999 and coded each reported interest within 79 relevant specific industries nested within
eleven categories. The data include the legislators' own financial connections and those of his or her
spouse and immediate dependents.* The primary reason for this is pragmatic -- 13.2 percent of the
25128 legislator-interests nationwide do not indicate whether the interest was the filer's, spouse's, or a
dependent's. Another reason to include these interests is to capture the sectoral attachments of

homemakers, to the limited extent that they served in state legislatures in 1999.

The financial interest data as we use them are binary: a legislature has a connection to a given
industry, or does not. Obviously it would be preferable to know that one legislator's connection to
agriculture was $80,000 and another's only $500, but this information is almost always unavailable in
GKS 2NAIAYLFE FAEAy3Ia yR a2 O2dzZ R yédhdalredsds. Bhe 0 KSNB R
data include income from employment, retirement, farm or business activity, officerships or

directorships, personal business interests, sales and commissions, and property rental.

* An informal analysis showed that the overwhelming majority of dependent financial interests were investments,
which are excluded from the dataset | analyze, though unidentified financial interests may be the filer's, spouse's,
or a dependent's.



Michigan does not appear in these data as it does not require disclosure of financial interests.

Accordingly, our examinations of financial interests are over 20 chambers.

As an example, Figure 2 combines the percent of each lower-chamber district in Indiana
employed in education with whether or not a legislator has a financial connection to education. As is
clear, there is some connection even to the eye. This is also visible statistically; in a bivariate logit,
education employment is positive and significant (p=0.009, two-tailed). In some other chambers,
however, there is no discernible relationship, presenting variation between chambers which ought to be

explicable.
---FIGURE 2 HERE---
Stated Preference (NPAT) Data

2SS faz ftAYyl 2dzNJ/ Syadzza RFEGE (2 aSOSmdlt IjdzSada
Awareness Test or NPAT. The NPAT is a survey sent to all candidates for a variety of offices, including
state legislators. It covers a wide range of subjects from abortion to health care to spending and
taxation. In the 21 lower chambers in our sample, response rates range from 18 percent in Pennsylvania
to 70 percent in Oregon, with an average of 31 percent. Legislators serving in 1999 would have
responded to in their previous election campaign; this is almost always 1998. The NPAT varies slightly
from state to state, incorporating issues of particular interest in that state, but in 1998 there was a large

core of questions that had identical or nearly-identical wording between states.

Figure 3 provides an example. Here, we examine the percentage of households in each district
who self-identify as same-sex couples and combine that with whether or not legislators oppose same-
sex marriage. In the figure, crosshatched legislators either are unsure about same-sex marriage or favor

it. The inset gives a closer view of the Portland metro area. Again, the connection is obvious to the eye,
10



and detectable statistically (p=0.011). But again, in other chambers there is no clear relationship, and in
some chambers opposition is either complete (Oklahoma) or nearly complete (Alabama, Arkansas,

Kentucky, New Mexico), again presenting inter-chamber variation to examine.

---FIGURE 3 HERE---

Methods

In this paper, we present some exploratory results using an incomplete dataset. When a
financial interest is the dependent variable, we conduct our empirical examinations using hierarchical
logit models. When the dependent variable is an NPAT response, two problems present themselves.
One is that the data are clustered within chambers, necessitating a hierarchical model or at minimum
clustered standard errors. But at the same time, not all legislators respond to the NPAT and the sample
of respondents is nonrandom, so selection bias rears its ugly head, with Heckman selection models as
the obvious answer. Lacking a ready-made solution for multilevel Heckman models within Stata® or R, in
this initial exploration we simply ignore the selection problems and present results from multilevel
models as we believe the problems from cross-level interactions (ie, the relevant district characteristic
and professionalization) to be more immediately severe. Further, our coefficient-as-outcome models
are not full HLM models; rather, for convenience we approach this by introducing a cross-level
interaction and setting a random coefficient on the individual-level variable. Obviously, our findings are

initial plausibility probes and should not be used for any serious purpose.

Findings

Descriptive RepresentationDistrict Characteristics and Legislator Financial Interests

> GLLAMM claims to be able to estimate these models, but we have not been able to locate working example
command syntax.
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not their legislator has a financial interest in the closest matching sector in the financial interest data.
We intentionally leave these models very simple because here we are interested primarily in examining
whether a connection exists, and whether professionalization mediates that connection, rather than

learning the mechanism by which employment share operates.

Table 2 displays the results of eleven random-intercept hierarchical logits; the particularly
salient rows are highlighted in boldface. Four sectors ¢ agriculture, education, mining, and professional
/ scientific (linked to law) ¢ show clear connections between district employment and legislator financial
connections. We also ran mixed-effects logits with professionalization (Squire 2000) and an interaction
between professionalization and the relevant employment share to test whether professionalization
heightened these effects; the only effect we found was that professionalization actually decreases the
effect of real estate employment on the probability of electing a legislator connected to real estate. As

GKS Y2RSfa aK2gSR LINAYINARE& ydzZf NBadzZ 6ax F2N oNB
---TABLE 2 HERE---
Substantive RepresentationDistrict Characteristics and Legislator Stated Preferences

We now consider connections between district characteristics and legislator survey responses;
their stated preferences over relevant issues. To be clear, we have no information whatsoever about
RAAGNAOG 2LIAYA2Y 2y |ye AadaadzsSs FyR INB O2yySOiGAy3
demographics. We pair the Census data with reasonably tightly connected NPAT questions: agricultural
employment with agriculture spending, educational employment with K-12 spending, and so on. Table 3
describes the NPAT items used and the district characteristics they are connected to; exact NPAT

wording is available on request. The ¢spendingé variables are 0-5indicesNJ Yy 3Ay 3 FNRY G 3INBI
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action questions and the questions relating to sexual orientation, we coded binary responses from

trinary data: each respondent receives a 0 for a negative response and a 1 for unsure or yes.
---TABLE 3 HERE---

Table 4 presents the results of the thirty bivariate regressions. Of the thirty, 22 had a
coefficient on the district characteristic significant at a two-tailed 0.10 level or better. Several other
district characteristics had p-values in the 0.10-0.20 range where a completed dataset might well have
enough power to bring the variables into standard levels of statistical significance. If we impute district

opinion from demographics, this is evidence for rather strong substantive representation.

Further, the preference data also shows some evidence that the effect of district characteristics
is heightened by professionalization. To test this, we again re-ran the models including
professionalization and its interaction with the district characteristic, applying a random coefficient to
the district characteristic. Table 5 presents the results of these models; the salient column is in bold.
Blank rows indicate failures to converge. While most models have a professionalization interaction that
is not significant, a few show a significant coefficient. That is, professionalization increases the expected
effect ¢ as professionalization increases, the effect of white constituents on affirmative action
preferences becomes even more negative, the effect of mining employment on environmental spending
becomes even more negative, and the effect of gay households on same-sex issues becomes more

positive. However, these results are unavoidably drawn from a larger context with many null results.
Conclusions

Representation remains a vital topic for legislative politics at any level, or for political science

more generally. But while we know a vast amount about the process of representation in the US
13



Congress, or at the aggregate state level, we do not know very much about representation at the state
legislative level beyond gender and racial/ethnic descriptive representation. Nor do we know what

conduces to high levels of descriptive or substantive representation within state legislatures.

In this paper, we took an initial exploratory look at how district characteristics are associated
with legislator traits, measured through their financial connections to different industries, and their
stated preferences as measured through the NPAT. We find generally strong connections overall
between district characteristics and legislator traits. We likewise find generally strong overall
connections between district characteristics and the preferences their legislators state over several
spending categories and gay-rights issues, and here we sometimes find that professionalization sharpens

the effects of district characteristics, consistent with extant work.

While we hesitate to state any firm conclusions owing to our incomplete data, these tentative
findings support further and deeper research into state legislative representation at the district level; as
an initial plausibility probe, we find positive results. Beyond the data reported here, we have a wide
range of Census data available ¢ employment in other sectors, income, race and ethnicity, educational
attainment, age, and so on. And we additionally have at our disposal additional sectors with which to
look at financial connections, and approximately 100 NPAT questions scattered across a wide range of

issues. We welcome suggestions about particularly intriguing connections to explore.

14
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Figure 2: Educational Employment and Financial Connections to Education in Indiana
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Figure 3: Same-Sex Households and Legislator Non-Opposition to Same-Sex Marriage in Oregon
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Table One: Demographic Characteristics Examined Here

Employment Shares

Economic

Other

Accommodations
Agriculture

Construction

Education

Finance and Insurance
Health Care

Information

Professional and Scientific
Mining

Real Estate
Transportation and Warehousing

Pct. Of Households With Investment Income
Pct. Receiving Public Assistance

Pct. Of Households With Income >$75K

Pct. Unemployed

Pct. White
Pct. Of Households Self-ID As Same-Sex Couple
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Table 2: Descriptive Representation in 20 State Legislatures

Employment % Interest Constant % InDist. N Chambers Pr>x2
Accommaodations Hospitality -2.743**  -0.050 2314 20 0.321
Agriculture Agriculture -2.521**  0.215** 2314 20 0.000
Construction Construction -3.343** 0.044 2314 20 0.356
Education Education -1.995**  0.046** 2314 20 0.003
Finance and

Finance and Insurance Insurance -1.545**  -0.014 2314 20 0.557
Health Care Health Care -2.233** 0.003 2314 20 0.952
Information Comm / Elect. -3.357** 0.077 2314 20 0.221
Professional and Scientific  Law -2.264** 0.055** 2314 20 0.003
Mining Mining -4.443**  0.293** 2314 20 0.000
Real Estate Real Estate -0.996** -0.015 2314 20 0.833
Transportation and

Warehousing Transportation -3.458**  0.071 2314 20 0.181

+p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, two-tailed
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Table 3: District Characteristics and NPAT Items Used Here

District Characteristic

NPAT Item

Pct. Of Households Self-ID As Same-Sex Couple

Pct. Of Households With Investment Income
Pct. Receiving Public Assistance

% White

Agricultural Employment %
Education Employment %

Health Care Employment %

Pct. Of Households With Income >$75K

Mining Employment %

Pct. Unemployed

Nonopposition to adding sexual orientation to
nondiscrimination law

Nonopposition to same-sex marriage
Capital Gains Tax

Welfare Spending

Nonopposition to Affirmative Action for Colleges and
Universities

Nonopposition to Affirmative Action for Public
Employment

Nonopposition to Affirmative Action for State Contracts
Agriculture Spending

Support Charter Schools

Increase Funding for Facilities

Higher Education Spending

K-12 Education Spending

Increase Funding to Hire More Teachers
Increase Funding for Professional Development
Support School Vouchers

Ensure Access to Basic Health Care

Health Care Spending

Insure Children

Cover Legal Immigrants

Limit Malpractice Liabilty

Providing Health Care Is Not Job of State Government
Provide Tax Incentives to Firms Providing Health
Insurance

Income Tax, Income < $75K

Income Tax, Income > $75K

Encourage Use of Clean Fuels

Environment Spending

Require Cost-Benefit Analysis Before New Regulations
Require Compensation For Landowners

Increase Job Training Spending

Welfare Spending

23



Table 4: Substantive Representation in 21 State Legislatures

Demographic Preference Constant  District N Chambers Pr>X2
% HH Same-Sex Nondiscrim. -1.124**  1.644** 677 21 0.000
SSM -2.384**  1.499** 682 21 0.000
% HH Inv. Inc. Cap. Gains Tax 3.172**  0.001 655 21 0.822
% Public
Assistance Welfare $ 3.665**  0.065** 656 21 0.000
% White AA College 3.464**  -0.045** 675 21 0.000
AA Pub. Emp. 3.470**  -0.045** 669 21 0.000
AA State Cont. 3.560**  -0.046** 669 21 0.000
Agri. Emp. Agri. $ 3.195**  0.071** 480 15 0.000
Educ. Emp. Charter Schls 0.649* -0.047* 742 21 0.034
Facilities 0.053 0.048* 742 21 0.041
Higher Ed. $ 2.292**  0.015* 679 21 0.047
K12 $ 4.098**  0.010 690 21 0.187
More Teachers  -0.190 0.037+ 742 21 0.094
Prof. Dev. -0.374 0.062** 742 21 0.008
Voucher -0.121 -0.108** 742 21 0.001
Health Care Emp. Ensure Access -0.699 0.156** 742 21 0.005
Health Care $ 2.550**  0.023 657 21 0.332
Insure Kids 0.796 0.014 742 21 0.828
Legal Imm. -1.316**  0.085 742 21 0.140
Limit Liability 0.785* -0.146** 742 21 0.008
Not Our Job -0.225 -0.100 742 21 0.107
Tax Incent. 2.367**  -0.109 742 21 0.154
Income Tax
HH Income >75K <75K 3.652**  -0.002 596 18 0.565
Income Tax
>75K 3.027**  -0.009* 598 18 0.021
Mining Emp. Clean Fuels -0.125 -0.322** 742 21 0.005
Enviro. $ 2.717**  -0.058* 657 21 0.030
Req. CBA 0.588**  0.329* 742 21 0.012
Req. Comp. -0.264*  0.193* 742 21 0.014
Unemployed Inc. Job Training  0.179 0.211** 742 21 0.001
Welfare $ 3.824**  0.110** 656 21 0.000

+p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, two-tailed
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Table 5: The Effect of Professionalization on Substantive Representation

Demographic Preference Constant  District Prof. Prof. X Dist. N Chambers  Pr>X2
% HH Same-Sex Nondiscrim. -0.411 -0.365 -5.008*  13.661** 677 21 0.000
SSM -1.803**  -0.662 -4.524+  12.910** 682 21 0.000
% HH Inv. Inc. Cap. Gains Tax 3.334** 0.015 0.501 -0.052 655 21 0.149
% Public
Assistance Welfare $ 3.570** 0.034 -0.374 0.121 656 21 0.000
% White AA College
AA Pub. Emp. 1.951* -0.028**  6.595+ -0.071+ 669 21 0.000
AA State Cont. 1.779+ -0.028*  7.893* -0.082+ 669 21 0.000
Agri. Emp. Agri. $ 3.290**  0.060 -0.527+  0.222 480 15 0.000
Educ. Emp. Charter Schls 0.893+ -0.083 -0.923 0.141 742 21 0.214
Facilities -0.325 0.033 1.740 0.067 742 21 0.036
Higher Ed. $
K12 $
More Teachers -0.662 0.032 2.204 0.011 742 21 0.016
Prof. Dev. -0.778+ 0.044 1.923 0.071 742 21 0.001
Voucher 0.891 -0.180** -4.675*  0.330+ 742 21 0.001
Health Care Emp. Ensure Access -0.157 0.021 -2.811 0.660 742 21 0.001
Health Care $ 2.555**  0.002 0.293 0.049 657 21 0.342
Insure Kids 0.602 -0.066 0.498 0.421 742 21 0.143
Legal Imm. -1.440* 0.057 0.717 0.103 742 21 0.204
Limit Liability
Not Our Job -0.079 -0.025 -0.206 -0.406 742 21 0.005
Tax Incent. 2.426* -0.113 -0.293 0.023 742 21 0.565
HH Income >75K  Income Tax <75K
Income Tax >75K  3.086**  0.004 -0.349 0.028 598 18 0.148
Mining Emp. Clean Fuels -0.500**  -0.398 1.778** 0.071 742 21 0.005
Enviro. $ 2.932**  0.083* 1.071**  -1.026** 657 21 0.000
Req. CBA 0.970**  0.193 -1.708** 0.651 742 21 0.002
Req. Comp. 0.004 0.095 -1.237+  0.589 742 21 0.015
Unemployed Inc. Job Training 0.357 0.141 -0.769 0.301 742 21 0.012
Welfare $ 3.661**  0.062 -0.730 0.205 656 21 0.000

+p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01, two-tailed
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