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Abstract 
 
This is an initial highly exploratory investigation of the demographic characteristics of U.S. state 
ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ǾŀǊƛƻǳǎ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŀǎ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ±ƻǘŜ {ƳŀǊǘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ !ǿŀǊŜƴŜǎǎ ¢ŜǎǘΦ  ²Ŝ ŦƛƴŘ 
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. 
 
THIS IS A HIGHLY EXPLORATORY INITIAL INVESTIGATION OF AN IN/hat[9¢9 5!¢!{9¢Φ  t[9!{9 5hbΩ¢ 
CITE IT OR USE IT FOR ANY NONTRIVIAL PURPOSE. 
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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 

salient wayΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŀ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ 

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 

άmassivelyΦέ  ²Ŝ ƪƴƻǿ ǘƘŀǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘǎ ŀƴŘ 

assignments (Shepsle 1978, Adler and Lapinski 1997, Frisch and Kelly 2004).  We know that, through the 

re-ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƳƻǘƛǾŜΣ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ōŀǎŜ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎ 

and preferences.  (Erikson and Wright 1980) Indeed, many models of legislative politics treat ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ 

attitudes or behavior as essentially ciphers for the median voter of their district.   We know that 

wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ǾƻǘŜǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΣ ōƻǘƘ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ŎƘƻƛŎŜǎ ƻǾŜǊ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀǘŜǎ ŀƴd 

wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘǎ ǘƻ ŀŘƘŜǊŜ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴΦ  όaƛƭƭŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ǘƻƪŜǎ мфсоύ 

 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 

they are voting than ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜΩǎ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊΦ όWŜǿŜƭƭ мфунΣ {ǉǳƛǊŜ мффоύ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ 

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.1 (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 

ƻǘƘŜǊ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎ ƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴǘǎ ōȅ 

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 

                                                           
1
 Or otherwise carried 100 percent of the vote. 
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either of them.2  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 1999τ2000, affect descriptive and substantive representation.  To examine 

descriptive representation, we look at ǘƘŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎ ƛƴ 21 state 

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 

                                                           
2
 Using google scholar. 
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ŀƴŘ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎΩ ƳǳƭǘƛƭŜǾŜƭ ǊŜƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǎǘǎǘǊŀǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘΣ ŀǘ ƭŜŀǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǎƻƳŜ ŎƘŀƳōŜǊǎύΦ  [ŀŎƪƛƴƎ 

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 being in a same-ǎŜȄ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇΣ ŀŦŦŜŎǘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊΩǎ Ǉreferences across a range of 

ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŜ ǎǇŜƴŘƛƴƎΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǎŜȄǳŀƭ ƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ƴƻƴŘƛǎŎǊƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

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.  

(CaƳŜǊƻƴΣ 9ǇǎǘŜƛƴΣ ŀƴŘ hΩIŀƭƭƻǊŀƴ мффсΤ /ŀƴƻƴ 1999; Lublin 1999)   Looking in other areas, Shepsle 

όмфтуύ ŀǊƎǳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘǘŜŜ ŀǎǎƛƎƴƳŜƴǘ ǊŜǉǳŜǎǘǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ ƳƛǊǊƻǊ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘΩǎ 

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 

researchΦ  !ǊƎǳŀōƭȅ ǘƘŜ ƎǊŀƴŘŦŀǘƘŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǎǘǊŜŀƳ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛǎ aƛƭƭŜǊ ŀƴŘ {ǘƻƪŜǎΩ όмфсоύ ŎƭŀǎǎƛŎ ǎǘǳŘȅ 

of the extent tƻ ǿƘƛŎƘ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ǾƻǘƛƴƎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘǎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ Ŏŀǳǎŀƭ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ōȅ 



5 

 

ǿƘƛŎƘ ǘƘƛǎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻǇŜǊŀǘŜǎ όƛŜΣ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ ōȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ǾŜǊǎǳǎ ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

perception of constituent attitudes).3  As Bishin notes, while a vast amount of research has flowed since 

ǘƘŜƴΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ŘƛǾƛŘŜŘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭέ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƛǎ ǎǘǊƻƴƎƭȅ 

influenced by constituency attitudes (Bianco 1994; Bartels 1991; Kingdon 1973; Page, Shapiro, Gronke, 

and Rosenberg 1984; and many others) ŀƴŘ ŀƴ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ǎƘƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ 

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 

hΩIŀƭƭƻǊŀƴ όмффсύ ŀƴŘ Lublin (1999) argued that the creation of majority-black and majority-Latino 

districts does help send black and Latino Representatives to the House.  However, the creation of these 

majority-ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ άōƭŜŀŎƘŜǎέ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƳƛƴƻǊƛǘȅ ǾƻǘŜǊǎΣ ŀƴŘ 

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 McIver (1993) showed that 

state policy was strongly connected to state opinion.  Much more recently, Lax and Phillips have 

ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜŘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛǾŜ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ άaǊΦ tέ ǇƻǎǘǎǘǊŀǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘŜŎƘƴƛǉǳŜΣ 

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 

                                                           
3
 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) !ƴƻǘƘŜǊ ǎǘǊŜŀƳ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ /ŀǊŜȅΣ bƛŜƳƛΣ ŀƴŘ tƻǿŜƭƭΩǎ ό1998, 

2000ύ ŀƴŘ /ŀǊŜȅΣ bƛŜƳƛΣ tƻǿŜƭƭΣ ŀƴŘ aƻƴŎǊƛŜŦΩǎ  (2006) work on the effects of term limits, used a small 

battery of district variables as controls. Very little work has illuminated the connections between state 

ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊΦ Conducting such work requires pairing 

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 

ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ ǇǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎ ŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜΦ  IƻƎŀƴ όнллуύ ǊŜƎǊŜǎǎŜŘ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ 

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. 

Our theoryΣ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ ǾŜǊȅ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŀǘƻǊȅ ǎǘǳŘȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŀƛŘ ǘƻ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ άǘƘŜƻǊȅΣέ 

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 

ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ LƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅ ό/tL нллсύΣ ŀƴŘ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ǳǎƛƴƎ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ±ƻǘŜ {ƳŀǊǘΩǎ мффу bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 

Political Awareness Test.  These 21 lower chambers are a nonrandom convenience sample.  They all 

exclusively use single-ƳŜƳōŜǊ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΣ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŀƭȅǘƛŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǾŜƴƛŜƴŎŜΦ  ¢ƘŜȅ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƘŀǾŜ άŜƴƻǳƎƘέ bt!¢ 
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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 1 illustrates 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 
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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.4  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 

ǘƘŜ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ŦƛƭƛƴƎǎ ŀƴŘ ǎƻ ŎƻǳƭŘ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ƎŀǘƘŜǊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŘŜŜǇ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ Ŧƛƴancial records. The 

data include income from employment, retirement, farm or business activity, officerships or 

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

                                                           
4
 An informal analysis showed that the overwhelming majority of dependent financial interests were investments, 

which are excluded from the dataset I analyze, though unidentified financial interests may be the filer's, spouse's, 

or a dependent's. 
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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  

 ²Ŝ ŀƭǎƻ ƭƛƴƪ ƻǳǊ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ Řŀǘŀ ǘƻ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ ±ƻǘŜ {ƳŀǊǘΩǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ tƻƭitical 

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, 
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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 Stata5 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 Representation:  District Characteristics and Legislator Financial Interests 

                                                           
5
 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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 We ŜȄŀƳƛƴŜ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘǎΩ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǎƘŀǊŜǎ ƛƴ eleven sectors and use them to predict whether or 

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 ς agriculture, education, mining, and professional 

/ scientific (linked to law) ς 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 

ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜƭǎ ǎƘƻǿŜŘ ǇǊƛƳŀǊƛƭȅ ƴǳƭƭ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎΣ ŦƻǊ ōǊŜǾƛǘȅΩǎ ǎŀƪŜ ǿŜ Řƻ ƴƻǘ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ǘƘŜƳ ƘŜǊŜΦ 

---TABLE 2 HERE--- 

 Substantive Representation:  District 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 

ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ ƻǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŀƴȅ ƛǎǎǳŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƴƎ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƻǊǎΩ ǎǘŀǘŜŘ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǘƻ ŘƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ 

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 άspendingέ variables are 0-5 indices ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ άƎǊŜŀǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜέ 
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through άƎǊŜŀǘ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜέ ǘƻ άŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜΦέ   The remaining responses are binary.  For the affirmative 

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 ς 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 
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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 ς 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.



15 

 

References 

!ŘƭŜǊΣ 9Φ {ŎƻǘǘΣ ŀƴŘ WƻƘƴ [ŀǇƛƴǎƪƛΦ  мффтΦ  άDemand-Side Theory and Congressional Committee 
Composition:  A Constituency Characteristics ApproachΦέ  American Journal of Political Science 
41: 895-918. 

.ŀǊǘŜƭǎΣ [ŀǊǊȅ aΦ  мффмΦ  ά/ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴŎȅ hǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭ tƻƭƛŎȅ-Making:  The Reagan Defense 
.ǳƛƭŘǳǇΦέ  American Political Science Review 85:  457-474. 

Bianco, William T.  1994.  Trust:  Representatives and Constituents.  Ann Arbor: Univ. of Michigan Press. 

.ƛǎƘƛƴΣ .ŜƴƧŀƳƛƴΦ  нлллΦ  ά/ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴŎȅ LƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΥ  5ƻŜǎ {ǳōŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴŎȅ aŀǘǘŜǊΚέ  
Legislative Studies Quarterly 25: 389-415. 

Cameron, Charles, David Epstein, and Sharyn OHalloran. 1996Φ  ά5ƻ aŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ-Minority Districts Maximize 
.ƭŀŎƪ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΦέ  American Political Science Review 90: 794-812. 

Canon, David T. 1999.  Race, Redistricting, and Representation.  Chicago:  Univ. of Chicago Press. 

/ŀǊŜȅΣ WƻƘƴ aΦΣ wƛŎƘŀǊŘ DΦ bƛŜƳƛΣ ŀƴŘ [ȅƴŘŀ ²Φ tƻǿŜƭƭΦ  мффуΦ  ά¢ƘŜ 9ŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ¢ŜǊƳ [ƛƳƛǘǎ ƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜ 
[ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎΦέ  Legislative Studies Quarterly  23:  271-300. 

Carey, John M., Richard G. Niemi, and Lynda W. Powell.  2000.  Term Limits in the State Legislatures.  
Ann Arbor:  Univ. of Michigan Press. 

/ŀǊŜȅΣ WƻƘƴ aΦΣ wƛŎƘŀǊŘ DΦ bƛŜƳƛΣ [ȅƴŘŀ ²Φ tƻǿŜƭƭΣ ŀƴŘ DŀǊȅ CΦ aƻƴŎǊƛŜŦΦ  нллсΦ  άThe Effects of Term 
Limits on State Legislatures:  A New Survey of the 50 StatesΦέ  Legislative Studies Quarterly 31:  
105-134. 

Carsey, Thomas M., Richard G. Niemi, William D. Berry, Lynda W. Powell, and James M. Snyder, Jr.  
άState Legislative Elections, 1967-2003: Announcing the Completion of a Cleaned and Updated 
Dataset."  State Politics and Policy Quarterly 8: 430-443. 

/ŜƴǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ LƴǘŜƎǊƛǘȅΦ  нллсΦ  ά!ōƻǳǘ ¦ǎΦέ  http://www.publicintegrity.org/about/about.aspx, 
accessed 9 November 2006. 

/ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ /ƻƴŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ {ǘŀǘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎΦ 1971.  State Legislatures:  An Evaluation of Their 
Effectiveness.  New York:  Praeger. 

Erikson, Robert M. and Gerald C. Wright. 1980.  "Elections and Policy Representation of Constituency 
Interests: The Case of the 1974 House Elections."  Political Behavior 2:  91-106. 

Erikson, Robert M., Gerald C. Wright, and John P.McIver. 1993.  Statehouse Democracy: Public Opinion 
and Policy in the American States.  New York:  Cambridge Univ. Press. 

CǊƛǎŎƘΣ {Ŏƻǘǘ !ΦΣ ŀƴŘ {Ŝŀƴ vΦ YŜƭƭȅΦ  нллпΦ  άSelf-Selection Reconsidered: House Committee Assignment 
Requests and Constituency CharacteristicsΦέ  Political Research Quarterly 57:326-336. 

Hogan, Robert E.  2001.  ά¢ƘŜ LƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ 5ƛǎǘǊƛŎǘ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 
Women in State Legislatures.έ  American Politics Research 29: 4-24.  



16 

 

Hogan, Robert E.  2003.  άLƴǎǘƛǘutional and District-Level Sources of Competition in State Legislative 
EleŎǘƛƻƴǎέ Social Science Quarterly 84: 543-560. 

IƻƎŀƴΣ wƻōŜǊǘ 9Φ нллпΦ ά/ƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǊ 9ƳŜǊƎŜƴŎŜΣ LƴŎǳƳōŜƴǘ {ǳŎŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ 9ƭŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ !ŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ {ǘŀǘŜ 
[ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ 9ƭŜŎǘƛƻƴǎέ Journal of Politics 66: 1309-1329. 

IƻƎŀƴΣ wƻōŜǊǘ 9Φ нллуΦ άtƻƭƛŎȅ wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜƴŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ LƴŎǳƳōŜƴǘ wŜŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ {ǘŀǘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎΣέ 
American Journal of Political Science 52: 858-73. 

Jewell, Malcolm E.  1982.  Representation in State Legislatures.  Lexington, KY:  Univ. of Kentucky Press. 

KaltΣ WƻǎŜǇƘ tΦΣ ŀƴŘ aŀǊƪ !Φ ½ǳǇŀƴΦ  мфупΦ  ά/ŀǇǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ LŘŜƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 9ŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ¢ƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ tƻƭƛǘƛŎǎΦέ  
American Economic Review 74:  279-300. 

KauΣ WŀƳŜǎ .ΦΣ ŀƴŘ tŀǳƭ IΦ wǳōƛƴΦ  мфтфΦ  ά{ŜƭŦ-Interest, Ideology, and Logrolling in Congressional 
±ƻǘƛƴƎΦέ  Journal of Law and Economics 22: 365-384. 

YŀǳΣ WŀƳŜǎ .ΦΣ ŀƴŘ tŀǳƭ IΦ wǳōƛƴΦ  мффоΦ  άLŘŜƻƭƻƎȅΣ ±ƻǘƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ {ƘƛǊƪƛƴƎΦέ  Public Choice 76: 151-172. 

YƛƴƎΣ WŀƳŜǎ 5Φ  нлллΦ  ά/ƘŀƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƳ ƛƴ ¦Φ{Φ {ǘŀǘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎΣέ Legislative Studies 
Quarterly 25: 327-343. 

Kingdon, John W.  1973.  /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎƳŜƴΩǎ ±ƻǘƛƴƎ 5ŜŎƛǎƛƻƴǎ.  New York:  Harper. 

[ŀȄΣ WŜŦŦǊŜȅ wΦΣ ŀƴŘ Wǳǎǘƛƴ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎΦ  нллфŀΦ  άDŀȅ wƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜǎΥ  tǳōƭƛŎ hǇƛƴƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ tƻƭƛŎȅ 
wŜǎǇƻƴǎƛǾŜƴŜǎǎΦέ  American Political Science Review 103:  367-386. 

[ŀȄΣ WŜŦŦǊŜȅ wΦΣ ŀƴŘ Wǳǎǘƛƴ tƘƛƭƭƛǇǎΦ  нллфōΦ  ά9ȄǇƭŀƛƴƛƴƎ 5ŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ tŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜǎΦέ  
Presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Toronto, ON, 
Canada.  

Lilley DeFranco and Diefenderfer 1994 

Lilley DeFranco and Bernstein 1998 

Lublin, David.  1999.  The Paradox of Representation.  Princeton:  Princeton Univ. Press. 

Maestas, Cherie.  2000Φ  άProfessional Legislatures and Ambitious Politicians: Policy Responsiveness of 
Individuals and InstitutionsΦέ  Legislative Studies Quarterly 25:  663-690. 

aŀŜǎǘŀǎΣ /ƘŜǊƛŜΦ  нллоΦ  άThe Incentive to Listen: Progressive Ambition, Resources and Opinion 
Monitoring among State LegislatorsΦέ  Wht срΥ поф-456. 

aƻƻƴŜȅΣ /ƘǊƛǎǘƻǇƘŜǊ ½Φ  мффрΦ  ά/ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎΣ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΣ ŀƴd Sister States:  Influences on State Legislative 
tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭƛǎƳΦέ  Legislative Studies Quarterly  20: 47-67. 

MillerΣ 5ƻƴŀƭŘΣ ŀƴŘ 5ƻƴŀƭŘ 9Φ {ǘƻƪŜǎΦ  мфсоΦ  ά/ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴŎȅ LƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ƛƴ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΦέ  American Political 
Science Review 57: 45-56. 

Page, Benjamin, wƻōŜǊǘ ¸Φ {ƘŀǇƛǊƻΣ tŀǳƭ ²Φ DǊƻƴƪŜΣ ŀƴŘ wƻōŜǊǘ aΦ wƻǎŜƴōŜǊƎΦ  мфупΦ  ά/ƻƴǎǘƛǘǳŜƴŎȅΣ 
tŀǊǘȅΣ ŀƴŘ wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ /ƻƴƎǊŜǎǎΦέ  Public Opinion Quarterly 48: 741-756. 



17 

 

Pitkin, Hannah.  1967.  The Concept of Representation.  Berkeley:  Univ. of California Press. 

Shepsle, Kenneth W.  1978.  The Giant Jigsaw Puzzle.  Chicago:  Univ. of Chicago Press. 

Squire, Peverill.  1992.  ά[ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛǾŜ tǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ aŜƳōŜǊǎƘƛǇ 5ƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƛƴ {ǘŀǘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎΦέ  
Legislative Studies Quarterly 17: 69-79. 

Squire, Peverill.  мффоΦ  άtǊƻŦŜǎǎƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ tǳōƭƛŎ hǇƛƴƛƻƴ ƻŦ {ǘŀǘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎΦέ  Wht ррΥ птф-491. 

{ǉǳƛǊŜΣ tŜǾŜǊƛƭƭΦ  нлллΦ  ά¦ƴŎƻƴǘŜǎǘŜŘ {Ŝŀǘǎ ƛƴ {ǘŀǘŜ [ŜƎƛǎƭŀǘǳǊŜǎΦέ  Legislative Studies Quarterly 25:  131-

146. 

Uslaner, Ric, and Ronald. E. Weber.  1983.  "Policy Congruence and American State Elites: Descriptive 

wŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ 9ƭŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ !ŎŎƻǳƴǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅΦέ  Wht прΥ  муо-197/ 

 



18 

 

Figure 1:  Census Tract Centroids and District Lines in Two Regions 
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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 
 

 
Accommodations 

 
Agriculture 

 
Construction 

 
Education 

 
Finance and Insurance 

 
Health Care 

 
Information 

 
Professional and Scientific 

 
Mining 

 
Real Estate 

 
Transportation and Warehousing 

Economic 
 

 
Pct. Of Households With Investment Income 

 
Pct. Receiving Public Assistance 

 
Pct. Of Households With Income >$75K 

 
Pct. Unemployed 

Other 
 

 
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 % In Dist. N Chambers Pr>X2 

Accommodations 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 Insurance 
Finance and 
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 
Nonopposition to adding sexual orientation to 
nondiscrimination law 

 
Nonopposition to same-sex marriage 

Pct. Of Households With Investment Income Capital Gains Tax 

Pct. Receiving Public Assistance Welfare Spending 

% White 
Nonopposition to Affirmative Action for Colleges and 
Universities 

 

Nonopposition to Affirmative Action for Public 
Employment 

 
Nonopposition to Affirmative Action for State Contracts 

Agricultural Employment % Agriculture Spending 

Education Employment % 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 

Health Care Employment % 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 

Pct. Of Households With Income >$75K Income Tax, Income < $75K 

 
Income Tax, Income > $75K 

Mining Employment % Encourage Use of Clean Fuels 

 
Environment Spending 

 
Require Cost-Benefit Analysis Before New Regulations 

 
Require Compensation For Landowners 

Pct. Unemployed Increase Job Training Spending 

 
Welfare Spending 
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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 

HH Income >75K 
Income Tax 
<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 

 

 

 

 


